FEB 2 2 2006
Notice of Findings of No Significant ImpadLEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL
TO ALL INTERESTED GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND PUBLIE OO ICE

As required by state and federal rules for determining whether an Environmental Impact
Statement is necessary, an environmental review has been performed on the proposed action
below:

Project: Manhattan Wastewater Treatment System Improvements
Location: Manhattan, Montana
Project #: C301087-04

Total Cost: $4,223.263

The town of Manhattan is proposing to upgrade its wastewater treatment and collection systems.
The purpose of this project is to: provide a long-term solution to MPDES permit compliance,
meet current and future capacity needs of the community, eliminate excessive leakage from the
town's current wastewater treatment lagoons, and reduce the amount of inflow and infiltration
(I/T) into the town’s collection system.

The recommended alternative is to replace portions of the collection system subject to excessive
I/T and to construct a mechanical wastewater treatment plant that is capable of meeting effluent
limitations for current and future populations. The treatment facility will be located in the
southeast % of Section 34, Township 2 North, Range 3 East. Federal and State grant and loan
programs will fund this project.

The following agencies have prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) and corresponding
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI):

1. Montana Department of Commerce, Community Development Division, 301 S. Park
Avenue, P.O. Box 200523, Helena, Montana 59620-0523;

2. Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Planning, Prevention & Assistance
Division, 1520 East Sixth Avenue, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, Montana 59620-0901;

3. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII, Montana Office, 10 W. 15 St., Suite
3200, Helena, MT 59626;

4. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District, 106 South 16™ Street, Omaha, NE
68102-1618.

The environmental review record, including the EA and FONSI issued by each agency, is
available for public examination on the DEQ website: www.deq.mt.gov and during normal
working hours at the following locations:

Dept. of Environmental Quality Town of Manhattan City Hall
1520 East Sixth Avenue 120 W. Main

P.O. Box 200901 PO Box 96

Helena, Montana 59620-0901 Manhattan, Montana 59718

Comments supporting or disagreeing with this decision may be submitted for consideration by
each agency. After evaluating the comments received, the agency will imake a final decision.
However, no administrative action will be taken on the project for at least 30 calendar days after
release of the Finding of No Significant Impact.



February 15, 2006

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
TO ALL INTERESTED GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND PUBLIC GROUPS
As required by state and federal rules for determining whethef an Environmental Impact

Statement is necessary, an environmental review has been performed on the proposed
action below:

Project _ Manhattan Wastewater Treatment improvements
Location Manhattan, Montana :
Project Number C301087-04

Total Cost $4,223,263

The community of Manhattan, through its May 2000 Preliminary Engineering Report
(PER), and subsequent February 2004 and July 2005 PER amendments, has identified
the need to upgrade its wastewater treatment and collection systems. The purpose of
this project is to: 1) provide a long-term solution to Montana Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (MPDES) permit compliance, 2) meet a compliance schedule
incorporated in the town’s renewed MPDES permit, 3) meet the domestic capacity needs

of the'community; 4) eliminateexcessive leakage to-groundwater from-the-town's current
wastewater treatment lagoons, and 5) reduce the amount of inflow and infiltration (/1)
into the town’s collection system.

‘The recommended alternative identified in the PER and subsequent amendments is to
replace portions of the collection system subject to excessive I/l and to construct a
mechanical wastewater treatment facility utilizing aeration wheels, which is capable of
meeting effluent limitations for current and future populations. The new mechanical
wastewater treatment facility will be located in the southeast V4 of Section 34, Township
2 North, Range 3 East, Principal Meridian Montana. The Aeration Wheel treatment
facility achieves the treatment goals with the least operational complexity and long term
costs.

Federal and State grant/loan programs will fund the project. Environmentally sensitive
characteristics such as wetlands, floodplains, threatened or endangered species, and
historical sites are not expected to be adversely impacted as a result of the proposed
project. Public participation during the planning process demonstrated support for the
selected alternative. No significant long-term environmental impacts were identified. An
environmental assessment, which describes the proiect and analyzes the impacts in
more detall, is attached to this Finding of No Significant Impact.

These documents are available for public scrutiny at the following locations:

Depar‘tment' of Environmental Quality Town of Manhattan City Hall
1520 East Sixth Avenue 120 W. Main
P.O. Box 200901 PO Box 96

Helena, MT 59620-0901 Manhattan, MT 59718



Comments supporting or disagreeing with this decision may be submitted for
consideration by the Department of Environmental Quality. After evaluating the
comments received, the agency will make a final decision. However, no administrative
action will be taken on the project for at least 30 calendar days after release of the

Finding of No Significant Impact.

Sincerely,

Todd Veegarden, Bureay Chief
Technical and Financial Assistance Bureau
Planning, Prevention & Assistance Division




FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Environmental Assessment :
Wastewater Treatment Facility
Manhattan, Montana
October 2005 —

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District, reviewed the Wastewater Treatment

- Facility environmental assessment (EA) prepared by the Town of Manhattan to satisfy the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations for implementing
NEPA (40 FR1500-1508), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ regulations for implementing NEPA (33 CFR-
325), and other appropriate environmental regulations. Federal participation in the review and acceptance
of this EA was triggered by the use of Federal funds under Water Resource Development Act 1999,
Section 595, in support of the water treatment plant upgrades for the Town of Manhattan in Gallatin

County, Montana.

The proposed project involves the construction of a mechanical wastewater treatment facility
located in the SE1/4 sec. 34, T. 2 N, R. 3 E. Approximately 6.9 acres of previously disturbed farmland
would result from project implementation.

- Significant facts considered during the scoping of alternatives included the project’s functional
dependency upon its location within the 100-year flood plain, aesthetics, reliability, maintenance,
environmental impacts, and cost. '

The “no action” alternative was considered and eliminated because it does not meet the needs of
the project purpose, which is to regain Manhattan’s ability to obtain drinking water and improve existing
water quality. Manhattan proposes to solve both the water source and treatment problem by constructing
an aeration wheel treatment facility. This treatment facility will include a mechanical screen; influent,
effluent, return and waste sludge flow meters; two trains of aeration wheel reactors; two secondary
clarifiers; an ultraviolet disinfection unit; an aerobic digester; a container filter; and a building to house
blowers, pumps, lab equipment, and office space. Four other alternatives were considered and eliminated
based on technical feasibility, cost, and environmental concems. -

All environmental and social factors relevant to the proposed project were considered in this
assessment. These include, but are not necessarily limited to, threatened and endangered species,
vegetation, wetlands, cultural resources, air quality, water quality, and wildlife. No adverse impacts to
threatened and endangered species or cultural resources are expected because of the proposed project.

It is my finding, based on the EA, that the proposed activity would have no significant adverse
impacts on the environment and that the proposed project would not constitute a major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. The proposed improvement project has
been coordinated with the appropriate resource agencies, and there are no significant unresolved issues.

An environmental impact statement is not required. S GNED
22 Nov s COL JEFFREY A, BEDEY
Date Jeffrey A. Bedey

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer



MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Prepared by:

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Planning, Prevention, and Assistance Division
Technical and Financial Assistance Bureau
1520 East Sixth Avenue
PO Box 200901
Helena, Montana 59620-0901
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MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COVER SHEET
Al PROJECT IDENTIFICATION
Applicant: Town of Manhattan

Address: P.O.Box 96
Manhattan, MT 59741

Project Number: C301087-04

B. CONTACT PERSON

Name: Mayor Eleanor Mest

- ~——— - — --—Town-of Manhattan- — -~ — ——— - ——

Address: P.O.Box 96
Manhattan, MT 59741

Telephone: (406) 284:3235

C. COMMENT PERIOD s T

Thirty (30) calendar days.

1. INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared for the Town of Manhattan to satisfy
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality’s
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 FR1500-1508), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
regulations for implementing NEPA (33 CFR 325), and other appropriate environmental

~ regulations. The purpose of an EA is to develop enough information to determine

whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant
impact and to provide environmental information for decision makers. Environmental
consequences are examined for the proposed wastewater treatment facility upgrades for
the Town of Manhattan in Gallatin County, Montana.

The incorporated Town of Manhattan is located in the heart of the Gallatin Valley in
Township 1 North, Range 3 East as shown in Figure 1. The Town is directly north of
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Interstate 90 approximately 18 miles west of the City of Bozeman, in north central
Gallatin County.

Federal and State grant/loan programs will fund this project. State and Federal agencies
have been contacted regarding environmentally sensitive characteristics such as wetlands,
floodplains, threatened or endangered species, and historical sites. Agency consensus is
that environmentally sensitive characteristics are not expected to be adversely impacted
as a result of the proposed project. Public participation during the planning process
demonstrated support for the selected alternative. No significant long-term
environmental impacts have been identified.

2. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Town of Manhattan, through its May 2000 Preliminary Engineering Report (PER),
and subsequent February 2004 and July 2005 PER amendments, has identified the need
to upgrade its wastewater treatment and collection systems. Due to seasonally high
ground water, the Town’s wastewater collection system has historically been subject to
high inflow and infiltration (I/T). This excessive I/l has reduced not only the sewage
carrying capacity of the Town’s collection system, but also the treatment capacity of the

T T T T T Town' S wastewater 1ag‘<io‘n‘s.—'Due‘t0‘hydra1Ili'c—and‘organi'c'overloadin’g,“ eXCCSS'iV'e”SlﬂdgC‘*“' T T

buildup, and treatment limitations of facultative lagoon systems, the Town has
experienced numerous effluent violations of its Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (MPDES) permit. In addition to effluent violations, excessive leakage from the
Town’s lagoons has been considered an un-permitted discharge. As such, a compliance
schedule has been incorporated into the town’s renewed MPDES permit. This
compliance schedule requires completion of construction and/or repair of a treatment -
works capable of meeting permit requirements by no later than August 31, 2006 (note:
the Town has requested an extension to this deadline). Therefore, the purpose of the
proposed project is to remedy the existing collection and treatment system deficiencies of
the current wastewater system.

3. EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

The existing wastewater treatment facility consists of a two-cell facultative lagoon
constructed in the early 1960°s. Each cell has a surface area of 5.6 acres with a design
operating depth of 5 feet with 3 feet of freeboard. The cells are not lined and leakage out
of the lagoons 1s dramatic enough to visibly detect. Sludge was removed from both cells
in 2001, which has further exacerbated the leakage problem. Because of excessive I/], it
1s likely that there is not adequate sewage treatment due to hydraulic overloading and
decreased detention time. Discharge of the treated wastewater is to Dita Ditch, which
flows about two and one-half miles to the Gallatin River. The present wastewater system
has 701 sewer connections with no significant commercial or industrial users.
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4. PROJECT DESCIPTION: CONSTRUCTION OF AN AERATION WHEEL
TREATMENT FACILITY WITH DISCHARGE TO DITA DITCH.

The proposed project includes the construction of an aeration wheel treatment facility
(See Figure 2). This treatment facility will include a mechanical screen; influent,
effluent, return and waste sludge flow meters; two trains of aeration wheel reactors; two
secondary clarifiers; an ultraviolet disinfection unit; an aerobic digester; a container filter;
and a building to house blowers, pumps, lab equipment, and office space. It should be
noted that the configuration of the facility may vary slightly from that listed above. Final
layout will be determined in the design phase of the project.

Current wastewater flows for the Town of Manhattan are about 338,000 gallons per day
(gpd). The treatment system will be sized to accommodate moderate growth with an
average daily design flow of 371,000 gpd, but will be expandable to accommodate the
full growth of 5,965 persons with an average daily design flow of 696,500 gpd
anticipated with the new development when the need for expansion arises. Based on
moderate growth, the design population for the treatment facility is expected to increase
from about 1,380 to 2,710 persons during the 20-year planning period. Although the
population is expected to nearly double, the wastewater flows are not anticipated to

increase proportionately. This design assumption is based onthe Town s planto— -~ —— —— —————-
continue to aggressively pursue collection system improvements in order to decrease the
amount of I/I in the system. :

5. BACKGROUND

Manhattan has an estimated population of 1,380 residents with 701 sewer connections.
Collection lines range in size from 8-12 inches and are a combination of vitrified clay,
asbestos cement, and PVC. In 1978, approximately 5,200 feet (14%) of old collection
lines were replaced with 8, 10, and 12-inch PVC; the 15-inch outfall line to the lagoon
was slip-lined with 12-inch polyethylene pipe; and four manholes were replaced. Due to
relatively flat slopes, heavy maintenance and cleaning is required for several of the
collection lines in the Town. Television inspection of the collection system was
conducted in March of 2000 and revealed that there are still several problem areas in
town. Existing collection system deficiencies have been documented as follows:

(1) High groundwater infiitrates into the deteriorated collection lines;
(2) Gaps exist in pipe joints;

(3) Severe root intrusions exist;

(4) Manholes are deteriorated;

(5) Abandoned flush tanks still remain in the collection lines; and

(6) High maintenance requirements are associated with line plugging.

In the last five years, the Town has replaced more than 8,000 linear feet of gravity sewer
in an effort to reduce infiltration into the system. These construction projects were
identified in the May 2000 PER and original Environmental Assessment (EA). Ongoing
I/T investigations have isolated 53-127 gallons per minute in a 4-block alley section
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located between Second and Third Streets and Fifth and Sixth Streets. The Town plans to
address these problem areas through continued collection system rehabilitation projects.

The original wastewater system was constructed in 1916 and consisted of a small gravity
collection system, a septic tank of unknown size and a surface water discharge, which
eventually reached the Gallatin River. Not much is known about the system between
1916 and the early 1960°s, which is when the collection system was significantly
expanded and the facultative lagoon system was constructed. An upgrade to the
wastewater treatment system was completed in 1983, consisting of collection system
rehabilitation, lagoon piping modifications to prevent short-circuiting, and valve
replacement.

Problems associated with the existing wastewater treatment system include the following:

(1) Violations of the existing MPDES discharge permit;

(2) Excessive lagoon leakage;

(3) Inadequate sewage treatment due to hydraulic overloading;

(4) Inadequate sewage treatment due to organic overloading;

(5) Inability of current system to remove nutrients, including ammonia; and

~ (6) Inability of current system to accommodate expected growth inand around- ~ — - ———— ——~—
Manbhattan.

The Town of Manhattan, through its May 2000 PER, evaluated six alternatives for
upgrading its wastewater collection and treatment systems. The selected alternative from
the May 2000 PER recommended replacement of the problem areas of the collection
system, rehabilitation of some of the problem manholes, and modification of the existing
facultative lagoon system to an aerated lagoon system with supplemental spray irrigation.
This selected alternative required the purchase of an additional eight acres of land for the
aeration cells and leasing of an additional 60 acres of adjacent land for spray irrigation of
the effluent from April through October. In the past five years, the Town has completed
significant portions of the collection system upgrades.

However, since the completion and approval of the May 2000 PER and subsequent
publication of the original EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in July of
2000, the Town of Manhattan received notification from the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) of policy changes regarding ammonia effluent limitations
in the town’s MPDES permit, which invalidated the selected alternative for wastewater
treatment. In response to these policy changes, the DEQ performed a Use Attainability
Analysis (UAA) of the receiving stream into which the Manhattan wastewater treatment
system discharges. This ‘stream’ consists of a series of natural and manmade channels,
which eventually discharge into the Gallatin River. The UAA indicated that
approximately one and a half miles of the two and a half mile receiving stream (Dita
Ditch) supports coldwater fisheries and associated aquatic life and is, therefore, classified
as a B-1 stream using Montana’s stream classification system. The upper one-mile of the
receiving stream is ephemeral in nature and does not support sustainable aquatic life.

The result of the findings in the UAA is that water quality standards (B-1) must be
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protected in the receiving stream downstream from the Nixon Bridge Road. The Town’s
previously granted mixing zone was therefore modified to reflect the anticipated uses of
the receiving waters. The water quality standard of particular interest in this case is the
ammonia toxicity standard, which can be very difficult for lagoon-type wastewater
treatment systems to meet on a year-round basis.

In addition, a couple of other complications have arisen since the publication of the
original EA and FONSI. The first is that measurement of the existing wastewater flows
showed that the flows are significantly higher than anticipated. The higher flow values
can affect the sizing and cost of the treatment system. The second issue that surfaced is
the proposed development of four large subdivisions in the area to the north, west and
east of Manhattan. If the subdivisions are built as currently planned, they would more
than double the population of Manhattan. It is envisioned that the subdivisions would
hook up to Manhattan’s infrastructure, thus significantly affecting the design of the
wastewater treatment system. Montana’s nondegradation law and rules effectively limit
the mass of pollutants that can be discharged to state waters to what was approved in
April 1993. In Manbhattan’s case, this means that if the Town grows considerably, it will
need to remove more nitrogen and phosphorous from its wastewater discharge to
continue to meet its load limits.

Because of the fact that treatment to meet ammonia toxicity standards in the receiving
stream essentially precludes lagoon treatment and because of the higher flow projections
and the new proposed subdivisions, Manhattan decided to once again look at treatment
and disposal options in an amendment to its May 2000 PER. This amendment was
prepared by Stahly Engineering and Associates and was finished in February 2004. This
February 2004 PER evaluated five alternatives for treatment. The amendment
recommends construction of a mechanical wastewater treatment facility utilizing aeration
wheels, which is capable of phosphorus and nitrogen removal, including ammonia
removal.

Under the February 2004 PER Amendment, the proposed treatment system was to be
constructed within the footprint of one of the existing facultative lagoon cells, located

- north of Manhattan, on land currently owned by the Town. However, due to site
constraints at the existing facultative lagoon facility, the Town of Manhattan investigated
options for moving the proposed treatment plant site. In July 2005, Stahly Engineering
and Associates prepared a second amendment to the PER that outlines the reasons for
considering a new site. The primary issue driving relocation of the site is the elimination
of lift stations in the areas that new developments are likely to occur. These
developments include Pioneer Village, Centennial Crossing, and the Manhattan Meadows
Subdivisions located north and west of Manhattan. Several additional subdivisions are
also being proposed; however, these subdivisions are still in the preliminary planning
stages.

Options for the new site were limited by the following constraints: the new site had to be
lower in elevation than the existing lagoon site; the site had to remain along the existing
discharge ditch (Dita Ditch); and the site had to remain out of the floodplain or other
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environmentally sensitive areas. Only three sites were available that met these
constraints. These three sites included Bos Dairy, the Town’s landfill, and property
owned by Manhattan Meadows Living, LLC. Bos Dairy was eliminated as a possible site -
because it would require wetland mitigation and storm drainage management due to its
location at the bottom of a drainage, and also because there is an area of buried debris
from the demolition of the old Manhattan School in this area. The landfill owned by the
Town of Manhattan was also eliminated from consideration because there is no portion of
remaining undisturbed ground that is large enough for the proposed wastewater treatment
plant. The third site, Manhattan Meadows, LLC, is located further down the drainage
from Bos Dairy. This property is currently a hay field that was recently purchased for
development. The owner has expressed a willingness to exchange the required land for a
S-acre parcel adjacent to the Town’s existing wastewater lagoons.

The Manhattan Meadows, LLC site has several advantages over the existing lagoon site.
It has a lower inflow elevation, thus allowing access to treatment without lift stations for
a larger area. It has lower groundwater elevations, thus eliminating groundwater
construction constraints. And it also eliminates conflicts with utilizing the existing
Jagoons during construction of the new mechanical treatment plant. For that reason, a
_land exchange agreement with the property owner was executed in Apr1l of 2005. The

Town has requested that their MPDES permit be modlﬁed to reflect this new dlscharge
“location.

6. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Five alternatives for addressing the District’s wastewater treatment facilities upgrades
and expansions were addressed in the February 2004 PER Amendment.

Alternatives 1 through 4 would be designed for a population of 2,710 persons and an
average daily flow of 371,000 gpd. Treated effluent would be discharged into Dita Ditch.
Components common to these alternatives include a mechanical screening unit; a grit
removal unit; a building to house blowers, sludge pumps, etc.; ultra-violet (UV)
disinfection; and influent and effluent flow measurement devices.

It should be noted that several lagoon-based options were evaluated in a separate
document, WWTP Alternative Review for Manhattan, Montana , prepared in April, 2004,
by Thomas, Dean and Hoskins, Inc. It was decided by the Town that the mechanical
treatment systems had greater advantage in the long term than lagoon systems due to the
smaller footprint and subsequent smaller land requirement, greater flexibility, and more
reliable nutrient removal capabilities. Further analysis of lagoon treatment systems will
not be discussed further in this assessment.

Another option that was briefly discussed in the February 2004 PER Amendment was the
concept of piping the effluent two and a half miles to the Gallatin River in order to have
more dilution in the larger receiving stream, thus possibly minimizing the requirement for
ammonia removal. It was determined that, at the higher projected wastewater flows,
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there would be no appreciable gain by piping to the river. At the higher flow rates,
effluent limits would be governed by the nondegradation rules, which would most likely
require some sort of nutrient removal anyway at these higher flow rates.

6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - CONSTRUCTION OF A HYBRID LAGOON SYSTEM
This alternative consists of constructing a single reaction basin using a portion of the
existing lagoon embankment, two final clarifiers that are built into one end of the basin,
alum container and injection system, polymer storage and injection system, and a rotary
drum sludge thickener. Mixing and aeration of the reaction basin are provided by
diffusers that hang from slowly moving air laterals on the water surface. In this
alternative, the waste activated sludge would be thickened with a rotary drum thickener
and then placed in an aerated sludge-holding pond. Sludge would be periodically
pumped from the pond to the sludge drying beds or container filter for dewatering. After
the sludge has been adequately dewatered, it would be either land applied to agricultural
land at agronomic rates or disposed of in a licensed landfill. This alternative was not
selected because of the cost for chemical addition (alum), which is necessary for
phosphorous removal; the significant additional sludge produced from the addition of
alum; and the relatively high capital and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs
‘compared to other alternatives.

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - CONSTRUCTION OF AN OXIDATION DITCH WITH AN

ANAEROBIC SELECTOR FOR BIOLOGICAL NUTRIENT REMOVAL

This alternative consists of the construction of one or two oxidation ditch reactors, two
secondary clarifiers, two aerobic digesters, and either sludge drying beds or a container
filter dewatering apparatus. The reactors contain different zones for biological removal
of carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorous. Waste sludge would be digested, dewatered or
.dried, and then sent to a landfill for disposal. Treated effluent would be disinfected with
UV radiation and discharged to Dita Ditch. This alternative was not selected due to its
high capital and O&M costs.

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 - CONSTRUCTION OF A SEQUENCING BATCH REACTOR

This alternative includes the construction of two sequencing batch reactors (SBRs), an
equalization basin, two aerobic digesters, and either sludge drying beds or a container
filter dewatering apparatus. Waste sludge would be digested, dewatered or dried, and
then sent to a landfill for disposal. Treated effluent would be disinfected with UV
radiation and discharged to Dita Ditch. Although this alternative is very comparable in
cost to the selected alternative, it was not selected due to the requirement for more
operator time and attention, its reliance on a higher degree of automation, and its
relatively short hydraulic detention time may make it more vulnerable to upsets.

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 4 — CONSTRUCTION OF AERATION WHEEL TREATMENT
Faciuty

This alternative includes the construction of two aeration wheel reactors and clarifier

trains, two aerobic digesters, and either sludge drying beds or a container fiiter for

dewatering the sludge. Waste sludge would be digested, dewatered or dried, and then

sent to a landfill for disposal. Treated effluent would be disinfected with UV radiation

Page 10



- capital, O&M, and salvage values into annual costs. Interest rate for amortizing

. and discharged to Dita Ditch. This is the selected alternative based on a uniform cost

comparison, lower power costs, ease of operation and maintenance, and expandability for
future growth.

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 5 -NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

This alternative would leave the wastewater treatment system as is, with no
improvements. The system would remain hydraulically and organically overloaded and
the lagoons would continue to leak into the local, shallow groundwater. The system
would continue to experience MPDES discharge permit violations that could lead to DEQ
enforcement actions and fines. This alternative was not selected due to the existing
problems with the system and the potential situation that the Town might have to put a
moratorium on any future development within town.

7. ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS

7.1 COST COMPARISON FOR TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES: ANNUAL
EQUIVALENT COST ANALYSIS

The annual equivalent cost analysis is a means of comparing alternatives by converting

construction cost over a 20-year period is 6% annually. The salvage value is based on
straight-line depreciation of concrete, buildings, piping and earthwork at 20 years after
construction. These items are projected to have a 50-year design life. The analysis is
used to determine the most cost-effective alternative. Table 1 provides a summary of the
annual equivalent cost analysis of the wastewater treatment project alternatives.

Based on the cost analysis shown in Table 1, Alternative 4 (the Aeration Wheel
Treatment Facility) has the lowest annual cost and is the most cost effective alternative
considering both capital and O&M costs. However, given the preliminary nature of these
cost estimates, it should be noted that Alternative 3 (SBR) 1s essentially the same

- equivalent cost as Alternative 4.

TABLE 1
ITEM f ALT 1 ’ ALT 2 r ALT 3 ALT 4
Biolac Oxidation Ditch ( SBR Aeration Wheel
Capital Costs $2,898,344 $2,967,810/ $2,724,940 $2,952,410
Annual O&M Costs $156,611 $161,164 $146,961 $124,140
Salvage Values $984,600 $1,014,000 $921,600
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7.2 BASIS OF SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Selection of the preferred alternative was based upon several criteria, both monetary and
non-monetary. Ranking criteria are weighted in terms of relative importance as shown in

|

Table 2.
TABLE 2
Weight ALT1 ALT?2 ALT?3 ALT4
Factor Biolac Ox. Ditch SBR Aeration
Rank*/Score Rank*/Score Rank*/Score Wheel
Rank*/Score
Construction 2.0 8 16.0 8 | 160 10 20.0 9 | 18.0
Cost '
0&M Cost 1.5 7 10.5 7 10.5 8 12.0 10 15.0
Treatment 2.0 7 14.0 10 20.0 10 20.0 9 18.0
Effectiveness
Equipment - 1.0 7 7.0 10 10.0 8 8.0 10 10.0
Reliability o
| Operational Ease | 1.0 | 8§ | 80 | 10 " 10007 8 | 780 | 10 |~ 100
- Ability to be 1.5 6 9.0 7 - 10.5 10 15.0 9 13.5
Expanded /
Energy Use 1.0 6 6.0 7 7.0 7 7.0 \;10 10.0
TOTALS 70.5 84.0 90.0 94.5

*Rank is rated between 1 and 10

Based upon the cost analyses and non-monetary concerns as shown in Table 2,
Alternative 4, the Aeration Wheel Treatment Facility, is the recommended alternatlve
This alternative is most favorable for the following reasons:

VVVVYY

Capital costs are reasonably low.
The O&M costs are the lowest of the alternatives.
It is capable of meeting permit limits now and in the future.
This alternative is relatively easy to operate and reliable.

It is easily expanuable
Energy use is low relative to other alternatives.

7.3 COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

All of the treatment alternatives evaluated should have positive environmental impacts
with regard to water quality. As shown in Table 2, the energy use of the alternatives will
vary to some degree, but all alternatives will require more energy than the current facility.
Because all of the alternatives will employ the use of mechanical motors and/or blowers,
there is expected to be an increase in the noise level at the facility, but no difference
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between alternatives. None of the alternatives will require more land. There should be

no significant impacts to cultural resources, air quality, wetlands, vegetation, wildlife, or

transportation from any of the alternatives-and there should be no difference in impacts : —_—
between the alternatives.

7.4 SELECTED ALTERNATIVE
As described above, Alternative 4, the Aeration Wheel Treatment Facility, is the

recommended alternative for the Town of Manhattan. A tentative schedule of milestone
dates for the proposed project are as follows:

Plans and Specifications July 1 —Nov. 15, 2005
DEQ Review Aug. 22 ~ Nov. 15, 2005
Bidding and Award of Contract Nov. 15 ~ Jan. 30, 2006
Construction Feb. 1 — Sept. 30, 2006
Project Close Out Sept. 30 — Dec. 31, 2006

Design criteria for the proposed project are:

Designyear ~ ~ T T T T T e es e D02 e e
Design population : 2,710

Design average daily flow, gallons per day (gpd) 371,000

Design peak day flow, gpd 606,500

Design peak hourly flow, gpd 1,143,400

The estimated project budget, as outlined in the July 2005 PER Amendment, is
$4,223,263 as shown in Table 3 below.
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TABLE 3

ESTIMATED PHASE II IMPROVEMENTS COSTS
ITEM ESTIMATED COSTS
Preliminary Geotechnical / 1&I $10,500
Monitoring Sewage Flow $2,190
Monitoring Stream Flow $4,000
Land Acquisition $85,000
Facility Plan Amendment $16,125
Engineering Design $254,500
Engineering Inspection $113,000
Construction $3,194,360
O&M Manual $15,000
Administration $11,207
Misc. (Legal, Audit) $12,863
SUBTOTAL $3,718,745
Contingency (10%) I - $356,755 |
SUBTOTAL $4,075,500
Financial Costs $19,025
SUBTOTAL $4,094,525
Reserve $128,738
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS . $4,223,263
Funding sources for the project are shown in Table 4 below.
TABLE 4
'F unding Source T Dollar amounﬂ Percent of
. Total

Community Development Block Grant $500,000 11.8%

(federal grant)

Treasure State Endowment Program (state $418,435 9.9%

grant)

DNRC Renewable Resources Grant (state -$109,322 2.6%

grant) , ’

EPA State and Tribal Assistance Grant $337,500 8%

(federa) grant) '

Montana WPCSRF Loan $1,416,121 33.5%

COE Water Resources Development Act $1,300,000 30.8%

(federal grant)

Manbhattan Reserve $141,885 3.4%

TOTAL | $4,223.263 100%
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The Town of Manhattan has obtained grants from the DNRC Renewal Resources Grant
and Loan program, the Community Development Block Grant program, the Treasure
State Endowment Program, the EPA State and Tribal Assistance Grants program, and
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers Water Resources Development Act grant program. The
remaining cost of the project will be funded using the town’s reserve and a low-interest
loan from the Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund loan program. Sewer rates
will be approximately $45.20/month. The economic impacts of the proposed project on
the current ratepayers of the city are summarized in Table 5.

TABLE 5
Current Projected
| Annual O&M Costs $118,436 $219,000
Annual Debt Service, $65,213 $192,597
including coverage
Total Annual Costs $183,649 $411,597
" Total System Annual $259,099 $417,648
Revenue
Total System Equivalent ' 752 770
_ Dwelling Units
Total Residential - 700 ) 71 T T
Equivalent Dwelling
Units .
Average Monthly $30.20 $45.20
Residential User Rate
Total Annual Residential $253,680 $385,646
Revenue
Percent of Total Annual 93% 92%
Revenue from Residential

8. "AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Wastewater services for the town of Manhattan are provided within the town boundary
(shown in Figure 4), and also include Woodenshoe Lane, which is part of the planning
area (shown in Figure 5). The community 1s located about 2 miles south of the Gallatin
River in a mostly rural farming area. The town was legally incorporated on May 22,
1911, and 1n 1916 a basic wastewater treatment system was constructed. The present
wastewater system has 701 sewer connections with no significant commercial or
industrial users. The town’s economy is based mostly on agriculture. The service area
for wastewater system improvements for the 20-year planning period includes the
incorporated town and adjacent areas likely to be developed during the project planning
period (see Figure 6).

8.1 CLIMATE

© Average annual precipitation is 13-15 inches and the average annual temperature is 42° F.
There are 95-115 frost-free days and freezes can arrive as early as the last week of '
August or as late as the end of September.
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8.2 GEOLOGY/TOPOGRAPHY

Much of the area in the immediate vicinity of Manhattan is valley land ‘with low, rolling
hills. Interstate 90 runs just south of town and it is a major route for both locals and
tourists. Manhattan is located in the central part of the Gallatin Valley, a broad,
intermontane valley. The elevation is 4,250 feet above sea level. The geotechnical
evaluation performed at the proposed site indicates a subsurface profile of silty gravel
with sand, indicating the presence of alluvium and decomposed bedrock.

8.3 AIR QUALITY/NOISE

The air quality program in Montana is managed by the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality, Air Resource Management Bureau. Their goal is to achieve and
maintain reasonable levels of air quality to protect human health, safety, and welfare and
to meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) through the Clean Air
Act. Monitoring is done in areas of potentially high levels of particulate matter, ozone,
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, lead, and carbon monoxide, as listed in the NAAQS.
Air pollution that exceeds the standards causes public health hazards, nuisance,
annoyance damage to buildings, property, animals, plants, forests, crops, exposed metals

_and may interfere w1th the enJ oyment of hfe or property

The nearest air quality monitoring station is in Belgrade, 10 miles downwind from the
town of Manhattan. Recordings at Belgrade are below the standards of concern for

particulate matter.

8.4 WATER RESOURCES

The Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) is managed by the
Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Water Protection Bureau. The DEQ
issues MPDES permits to point sources that discharge into state waters. These permits
contain effluent limitations and requirements for sampling and reporting of discharges.
The effluent limitations incorporate both technology-based and water-quality based
limitations. The water quality based limitations are designed to protect the water quality
standards of the receiving streams. These standard are designed to support specific
designated uses such as coldwater fisheries, drinking water sources, and/or recreational

activities.

For the Town of Manhattan, the receiving stream, Dita Dtich, is classified as a B-1
waterbody. Waters classified B-1 are to be maintained suitable for drinking, culinary and
food processing purposes, after conventional treatment; bathing, swimming and
recreation; growth and propagation of salmonid fishes and associated aquatic life,
waterfow! and furbearers; and agricultural and industrial water supply.

8.4.1 Wetlands

The presence of the Gallatin River and Baker and Camp creeks, as well as high
groundwater levels, make wetlands common in the low-lying and drainage areas north of
the Manhattan area near the rivers. Wetlands are present within the drainage area
proximal to the project location.
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8.4.2 Surface Waters

Major surface water features in the vicinity include the West and East Forks of the
Gallatin River, which join approximately two and one-half miles north of Manhattan.
The smaller streams, Baker and Camp Creeks, located west of Manhattan, flow
northward into the West Fork of the Gallatin River. Additionally, many sloughs are
located along the roadways and abandoned railroad grades and irrigation canals are found
throughout the area.

8.4.3 Ground Water

The water table in the Manhattan area has a minimum depth of less than 10 feet and
typically is not greater than 35 feet in depth. Groundwater is recharged in the upland
areas by percolation of snowmelt, rainfall and irrigation waters into the valley till. Itis
also recharged near the side of the valley by water lost from streams where they flow
onto valley till from the surrounding mountains and some water enters the bottom of the
valley till deposits by upward movement of groundwater along fractures in the older
rocks below. Sources of groundwater also include seepage from irrigation canals and
associated irrigation from the West Fork of the Gallatin River along with Baker and
Camp Creeks.

8.4.4 Floodplain
The proposed facility is located approximately %2 mile south of the mapped 100-year

floodplain.

8.5 SOCIOECONOMICS

The entire Gallatin Valley has experienced rapid growth in the past two decades and
Manhattan is a desirable place to live due to its rural nature and close proximity to
Bozeman. Detailed census data for 1990 indicated that 1,034 people resided in the Town
of Manhattan. As of July 1996, the Census and Economic Information Center of the
Montana Department of Commerce estimated a population of 1,380. Population
projections for the twenty-year planning period are based upon input from the Manhattan
Steering Committee, historical population data, U.S. Census of Population data, the
Manbhattan Planning Board recommendations, the 1998 Town of Manhattan Master Plan
Update, and recommendations from the Town’s contracted planner. According to the
Department of Commerce population data, the historical growth over the past decade is
approximately 3% per year. This 1s similar to the projected growth rate of 45% per
decade over the 20-year planning period. The Town’s economy is based mostly on
agriculture.

8.6 LAND Use

Land use within the Town of Manhattan limits is dominated by residential homes (451
homes and 52 multi-family) with some non-residential users (48 commercial, 11
commercial/residential, 52 manufacture/modular, and 14 other). In addition, there are 67
users along Woodenshoe Lane that are located outside of the Town limits but receive
wastewater services. :
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Land use in the immediate vicinity surrounding the Manhattan town boundaries is
agricultural, light industry and commerce, residential, and recreational in nature.
Agricultural uses include irrigated pastures and croplands, feedlots and dairy operations.
Land use within the planning area is expected to change significantly in the future. Four
large subdivisions in the area to the north, west and east of Manhattan have been
proposed. The proposed wastewater treatment facility would offer treatment of the
residential wastewater generated from these proposed subdivisions.

8.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) responded to a request for
information comments regarding the proposed project in a letter dated May 13, 2005.
According to their records, there have been no previously recorded historic or
archaeological sites within the designated search locales. SHPO felt that there is a Jow
likelihood cultural properties will be impacted from this project and, as such, felt a
cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time. However, if cultural materials are
inadvertently discovered during the project, SHPO asked that their office be contacted
and the site investigated

8.8 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

A letter; dated May 27:25()_5,—W5's§{ﬁf to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) ——— — —— ——
requesting information and comments regarding the proposed project. The USFWS

responded with a letter, dated June 10, 2005, stating that the USFWS does not anticipate

adverse impacts to any federally listed threatened, endangered, candidate or proposed

species. Therefore, listed threatened and endangered species is not discussed further in

this document.

8.9 FISH AND WILDLIFE
The Gallatin River, Baker and Camp Creeks, and unnamed tributaries contain a variety of

game and non-game fish. The primary game fish species include rainbow trout, brown
trout, and mountain whitefish. There are also brook trout and cutthroat trout in smaller
numbers. Non-game fish include the mottled sculpin, longnose dace, white sucker, and
longnose sucker. These waters are destination areas for fisherman because of the high

quality of fishing.

A variety of wildlife is present in and around the Manhattan area because of its close
proximity to the Gallatin River. Whitetail deer are the most abundant of the 30-40
species of mammals present. Other mammals present include the shrew, deer mouse,

11k Prv

meadow mouse, raccoon, skunk, red fox, and coyote. Common reptile species include
the western terrestrial garter snake and boreal toad.

Bird species are also abundant in the area. Of the 144 neotropical bird species, 98 (68%)
occur 1n the riparian habitats surrounding Manhattan. Canadian geese are abundant year-
round, both as migrants and residents. The bald eagle is present year-round, but no '
breeding pairs are known to reside in the vicinity. The peregrine falcon is a spring and
fall migrant, as are a variety of waterfowl. Great Horned owls and osprey nest in the area

also.
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8.10 VEGETATION
The proposed project would occur on an old hay field that was recently purchased for
development. No native vegetation occurs within the proposed project area.

Native vegetation within the Manhattan area has generally been altered for agricultural
purposes. The exception is within the Gallatin River riparian areas. Lands used for grain
production have been cultivated for barley and wheat. Permanent pasturelands have been
seeded with smooth brome, wheatgrasses, foxtail and initroduced grasses and forbs.
Vegetation has been severely impacted in areas occupied by feedlots and dairy operation,
east and north of the current sewage lagoons.

8.11 SOILS/PRIME FARMLAND

Prime farmlands exist within much of the area surrounding Manhattan provided that
adequate irrigation is available eight out of ten years. Some residential development also
exists in the immediate vicinity of Manhattan. A majority of the lands in the locale have
been disturbed by cultivation. Some lands have been placed into cultivation, others
permanent pasture, while some have been converted into feedlots and dairy operations.

An inquiry was made to the Natural Resource Conservation Service regarding the —
proposed project. The NRCS responded with a letter dated June 3, 2005 that stated that
all of the soils in the project area have an “important farmland classification”, to include
farmland of local importance, statewide importance, and prime farmland if irrigated.
These soils are described as Amesha Cobbly Loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, Amesha Loam,
4 to 8 percent slopes, and Amesha Loam, 0 to 4 percent slopes.

9. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

9.1 CLIMATE
Due to the magnitude of the proposed project, it is not likely to adversely affect the
climate of the area.

9.2 GEOLOGY/TOPOGRAPHY

The proposed project would slightly alter the topography in the area, but not to an extent
that would be considered noticeable. Therefore, the proposed project is not likely to
adversely affect the geology/physiography of this region.

9.3 AIR QUALITY/NOISE

Short-term negative impacts on the air quality will occur from heavy equipment dust and
exhaust fumes during project construction. Proper construction practices and dust
abatement measures will be taken during construction to control dust, thus minimizing
this problem. As with all mechanical wastewater treatment systems, odors will be
generated and may be detectable in areas proximal to the facility. However, this odor
should be minimized if proper O&M practices are followed.
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Short-term impacts from excessive noise levels may occur during construction of the
proposed project improvements. - Construction activities are anticipated to last
approximately seven months during the winter of 2005 and the spring of 2006.
Construction will occur only during normal working hours. The operation of the
wastewater treatment facilities will produce some noise associated with the mechanical
equipment (blowers, pumps, motors, etc.). ‘

9.4 WATER RESOURCES

9.4.1 Wetlands

Wetlands are present within the drainage area proximal to the project location. However,
no wetlands are present at the proposed project location and as such, will not be impacted
by the construction of a new wastewater treatment facility. There may be impacts to
wetlands, however, associated with growth in and around the community as a result of
this project. Before dredged or fill material can be discharged or placed into waters of
the United States, including wetlands, a 404 permit must first be obtained from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. Before issuing this permit, any potential, future impacts to
wetlands will be addressed.

9.4.2 Surface Waters _
The existing and proposed wastewater treatment facility will discharge to surface water
(Dita Ditch to the Gallatin River). The proposed site 1s located away from any year
round surface water sources and no impacts to surface water are anticipated during
construction, as erosion control measures will be utilized. Disturbed areas will be
reseeded following work. The proposed improvements will reduce groundwater
pollution thereby indirectly improving surface water quality.

9.4.3 Ground Water _ :
The existing lagoon system has been documented to leak excessively, thus presenting a
significant source of groundwater pollution and a public health risk. Consequently, the
recommended wastewater system improvements would eliminate the existing
groundwater pollution and public health risk thereby directly improving the groundwater
in the immediate area.

9.4.4 Floodplain
As the proposed project is located outside of the 100-year floodplain, no impacts are
anticipated and a floodplain development permit is not required.

9.5 SOCIOECONOMICS

This project will eliminate an existing lagoon that is presently leaking excessive amounts
of marginally treated wastewater to groundwater and eventually to surface water
resources. Local rural residents use groundwater in this area as their primary drinking
water source. The new mechanical wastewater treatment system will treat wastewater to
an acceptable level before being discharged to surface water. Threats to ground water
will be eliminated, as the present facultative ponds will be de-commissioned once the
new wastewater treatment facility is constructed. The older, problem portions of the
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collection system that have high groundwater infiltration may be repaired or replaced as
part of the project, thereby eliminating the threat to the pubhc s health.

During construction of the proposed project, energy will be consumed causing a direct
short-term impact on this resource. On a long-term basis, additional energy will be
required due to the mechanical nature of this wastewater treatment facility. This »
additional energy demand cannot be avoided; however, it is relatively minimal relative to
regional demands.

This project may result in increased growth in and around the community. Such growth
can contribute to secondary impacts such as increased traffic, loss of agricultural land,
increased demand on local governmental services, etc.

9.6 LAND USE
A developer recently purchased the land to be subdivided for residential use. Therefore,

historical land use of the property would change from farming to urban.
Land uses surrounding Manhattan would continue to be agricultural, light industry and
commerce, residential, and recreational in nature.

The selected alternative will most likely affect the growth of the community, because the
wastewater system improvements will be designed to allow treatment of additional
wastewater from an increased population and service area. Collection systém upgrades
mostly utilize the existing pipeline trench in the affected streets. There would be no
change in future land uses in the immediately affected area from existing collection
system upgrades. However, new collection systems would be installed should the
proposed subdivisions connect to the Town’s wastewater system. In addition, the land
‘use of the proposed subdivisions would also change from farming to urban.

9.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Although there are no cultural properties recorded in the vicinity of the proposed project,
construction activities will be require immediate reporting to the State Historic
Preservation Office should any artifacts be uncovered. Research by the State Historic
Preservation Office noted that a cultural resource inventory is “unwarranted.”

9.8 FISH AND WILDLIFE

The proposed project 1s not likely to adversely affect wildlife within or near the project
area. Because the proposed project is located in a previously farmed area and is
considered low quality habitat, fish and wildlife would not be adversely impacted by
project implementation.

9.9 VEGETATION

Vegetation in the excavation areas would be affected; however, all of these species are
common and plentiful in the area. After the project is complete, the area would be
reseeded with native vegetation to replace what was lost. Therefore, the proposed project
is not likely to adversely affect vegetation.
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9.10 SOILS/PRIME FARMLAND

The proposed project will affect soils/prime farmland where excavation occurs. In
addition, this project will likely result in increased growth in and around the community.
As such, prime farmland may be 10st by the proposed subdivisions. Currently, over 500

- acres have been proposed to be subdivided.

9.11 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
No significant adverse impacts are anticipated. Increased development in the area could

ultimately result in increased nutrient loading to Dita Ditch. However, Montana’s
Nondegradation Law would limit this increased loading. Increased traffic in the area is
also possible. Increasing the capacity of the wastewater treatment facility may allow for
more growth in the planning area and may concentrate development nearer Manhattan as
opposed to more sprawling development.

There are no significant commercial or industrial wastewater contributors to the
Manhattan wastewater treatment facility. There are no known plans for significant
economic development, such as mines, public facilities, manufacturing or commercial
facilities that would significantly increase the population of Manhattan. However, there

_1s one lar _ge devemment that has requested annexatlon Wthh consists of approx1mately

large subdmsmns planned for the area to the north, west and east of Manhattan. These
developments are included in the population projections and the design wastewater flows.

Collection system upgrades mostly utilize the existing pipeline trench in the affected
streets. There would be no change in future land uses in the immediately affected area
from the existing collection system upgrades. However, should the proposed
subdivisions connect to the Town’s wastewater system, new collection systems would
need to be installed. The land use in and around the proposed subdivisions would change

from farming to urban.
10. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A high level of community involvement took place during the facility planning process.
A steering committee consisting of a wide range of community members was formed to
further involve the public. Five public meetings were held with the steering committee to
discuss population projections, treatment alternatives, sewer rates, ways to stimulate
community input, and provide review input to the engineers. In addition, the steering
committee developed a community awareness fact sheet, which was distributed to all
sewer users. The fact sheet explained the existing wastewater system deficiencies, gave
notice that wastewater fees would be increased again for the second time in a year, and
invited public participation and feed back. A community needs assessment relative to
how the community would like to see development occur, what services need to be
improved, and information on user rate increases was created to solicit community input.

In addition, several public meetings were held to discuss the proposed mechanical
wastewater treatment facility alternatives and various plant locations. Surrounding
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landowners directly adjacent to the plant were contacted and are generally in support of
the new plant location. The community and the Town counsel are in agreement that an
upgrade to the Town’s wastewater treatment facility is necessary. Overall, there is public
support for the proposed project. ' '

11. AGENCIES CONSULTED

‘The following agencies have been contacted concerning the proposed construction of this
project. Included is a summary of each agency’s comments concerning any adverse
environmental impacts that should be considered on the project.

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) reviewed the proposed
project and had comments concerning the cumulative impacts on local waterways, but no
major comments directed at the proposed facility. MFWP recommended avoiding any
construction activity near surface waters that might destabilize the existing channel
configurations, or disturb riparian or wetland vegetation. Additionally, MFWP
recommended that actions be taken to prevent localized stream disturbances during actual
_ construction. MFWP commented that drainage within and through the facility is critical
__to avoid increased sediment and other contaminants from entering waterways.

* The Montana Historical Society’s Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) considered the
impacts of the proposed project on local historic sites and cultural resources. According
to their records, there have been no previously recorded historic or archaeological sites
within the designated search locales. SHPO felt that there is a low likelihood cultural
properties will be impacted and, as such, felt a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted
at this time. However, if cultural materials are inadvertently discovered during the
project, SHPO asked that their office be contacted and the site investigated.

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) reviewed the proposed
project and had comments concerning required water quality permits for construction
related activities. In addition, the DEQ stated that the Town would be required to amend
their wastewater discharge permit to reflect the proposed changes in the wastewater
treatment facility and discharge location.

The USFWS reviewed the proposed project and commented that they did not anticipate
adverse impacts to any federally listed threatened, endangered, candidate or proposed
species. In addition, the USFWS stated that Corp of Engineers Section 404 permits may -
be required if wetlands are impacted by the project.

The NRCS reviewed the proposed project and determined that all of the soils in the
proposed site have an “important farmland classification”, to include farmland of local
importance, statewide importance, and prime farmland if irrigated. If requested by the
local landowner, this land qualifies for protection under the Farmland Protection Act.

The Department of the Army Corps of Engineers was contacted regarding the proposed
project. The Corps of Engineers is responsible for administering Section 404 of the

-~
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Clean Water Act, which regulates the excavation or placement of dredged or fill material
below the ordinary high water mark of our nation's rivers, streams, lakes or in wetlands.
To date, no written comments have been received. Because WRDA grant money will be
used for this project, the Corp of Engineers contributed to the development of this
Environmental Assessment. :

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation was contacted
regarding the proposed project. To date, no written comments have been received.

12. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PERMITTING AUTHORITIES

No additional permits will be required from the State Revolving Fund section of the DEQ
for this project after review and approval of the submitted plans and specifications.
However, coverage under the stormwater general discharge permit for construction
activities is required from the DEQ Water Protection Bureau prior to the beginning of
construction. Additionally, the Town’s MPDES permit must be modified to reflect the
new discharge location prior to putting the new system online. A construction
dewatering permit from the DEQ Water Protection Bureau may also be required if
ground water 1s encountered during construction of the new wastewater treatment plant

and de-watering activities are necessary.
13. RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS -
[ ] EIS [ ] More Detailed EA [ X1 No Further Analysis

Rationale for Recommendation: Through this EA, the DEQ has made a preliminary
determination that none of the adverse impacts of the proposed Manhattan wastewater
treatment facility project are significant. Therefore, an environmental impact statement is
not required. The environmental review was conducted in accordance with the
Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.4.607, 17.4.608, 17.4.609, and 17.4.610.
The EA is the appropriate level of analysis because none of the adverse effects of the
impacts are expected to be significant.

EA Prepared By:
Hﬂh& /Luﬁ oA f( (z[/i/oj"
Moriah Peck, E.I.T. Da/te

EA Reviewed By: 7
,////¢ . 10/ s
Paul Lav%pay Date

Page 24




Todd Teegarden, P.E. /
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14. REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

The following documents have been utilized in the environmental review of this project
and are considered to be part of the project file:

Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary Engineering Report) Town of Manhattan, May
2000, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.

Amendment to Town of Manhattan May 2000 Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary

Engineering Report), February 2004, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.

Wastewater Treatment Plant Alternative Review for Manhattan, Montana, April 2004,
prepared by Thomas, Dean, & Hoskins, Inc.

2% Amendment to Town of Manhattan May 2000 Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary

Engineering Report), July 2005, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.

__Uniform Application Form for Montana Public FamhtLProLects for the Manhattan

Wastewater Treatment Facility Upgrade , August 2000 and su “subsequent updates; prepared-
by Stahly Engineering & Associates.
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Figure 1. Site Location Map — Manhattan, MT
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Appendix A

AGENCY LETTERS



United States Department of Agriculture

Natural Resources Conservation Service Phone: (406)522-4000
3710 Fallon Street, #B Ju Fax: (406)585-1272
Bozeman, MT 59718

Subject: Manhatten Wastewater Treatment Facility Date: June 3, 2005

To: Murray Strong, Environmental Specialist File Code:
Stahly Engineering & Associates

This memo is in response to your inquiry conceming the development of the Manhatten
Wastewater Treatment Facility and potential impacts to important farmland soils on the proposed
site. Ihave enclosed a soil map with associated soil mapunits, and a soil report. All of the soils
in this area have an “important farmland classification”, to include farmland of local importance,
statewide importance, and prime farmland if irrigated.

--------If you have any further questions, please call me at 522-4012

Sincerely,

Wendy Williams, Resource Conservationist, Bozeman Field Office

The Natural Resources Conservation Service provides teadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer



Prime and other Important Farmiands

Gallatin County Area, Montana

Map N R
symbol L Map-unit name ] Farmiand classification
232C AMESHA COBBLY LOAM, 2 TO:8 PERCENT SLOPES Farmiand of local importance

32C AMESHA LOAM, 4 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES Farmmiand of statewide importance

32B /AMESHA LOAM, 0 TO4 PERCENT.SLOPES™ .7 -~ ‘Prime farmiand:if imigated

QS’),DA Natural Resources. Tabular Data Version: 2
ZSEgEg Conservation Service Tabular Data Version Date: 10/06/2004 Page 1 of 1



USDA:-NRCS

Bozeman FO

USDA |

Légend

Planned Land Units
Section Locator
[ i Soil_a_mt622.shp

Scale: 1:2640
1"=220 ft




RECEIVED

MAY 1.6 7005
MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

225 North Roberts « PO. Box 201201 ¢ Helena, MT 59620-1201
+ (406) 444-2694 + FAX (406) 444-2696 + www _montanahistoricalsociery. org + A

May 13, 2005
‘ Murray Strong
SE&A
i 3530 Centennial Drive

Helena, MT 59601

RE: STAHLY ENGINEERING: MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATEMENT
FACILITY. SHPO Project #: 2005051219

~ Dear Mr. Strong:

- —---—-——---.- T have conducted a cultural resource file search for the above-cited project locatedin
Section 34, T2N R3E. According to our records there have been no previously recorded
historic or archaeological sites within the designated search locales. The absence of
cultural properties in the area does not mean that they do not exist but rather may reflect
the absence of any previous cultural resource inventory in the area, as our records
indicated none.

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 cultural materials be inadvertently discovered during this project we
would ask that our office be contacted and the site investigated. Thank you for
consulting with us.

If you have any further questions or comments you may contact me at (406) 444-7767 or
by e-mail at dmurdo@mt.gov.

Sincerely,

= A

Damon Murdo
Cultural Records Manager

File: DEQ/AIR&WATER WASTE MNG/2005

)
- \:}/ StaTe HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE + 1410 8% Ave + PO. Box 201202 + Helena, MT 59620-1202

~ % (406) 444-7715 & FAX (406) 444-6575
S



United States Department of the Interior JUi 3 5 200
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
MONTANA FIELD OFFICE

100 N. PARK, SUITE 320
HELENA, MONTANA 59601
PHONE (406) 449-5225, FAX (406) 449-5339

File: M29 (T)

June 10, 2005

Murray Strong

Stahly Engineering and Associates, Inc.
3530 Centennial Drive

Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Mr. Strong:

201 '-;rcquest for anonand

jts r

‘pfthe pro;ect and
1d Parks at 1420 East Six

; : s céend contac__ g thi
M@ntam Depen“t of: Fish, ¥ Ave., P.O. Box 200701, -

Helena, MT 59620-0701, 4064 the Montana Naturzl Heritage Program, 1515 Basr«é’*‘
Avenue, Bax 201800, Helena, MT 59620-1800, 406-444-5354.

Ifweﬂa:nds are: mpacted by ﬂ:lls R

Corps of Engineers Section 404 permits may be.
e Service: suggests any.

posed or future project be: dss1gned to avoid and

I , stream channels and surrounding vegetation to the greatest
t possible. Direct, indirect: and= umulative impacts, along with ﬁlmre activities reqm:red to
nam‘cam these improvements, should beanalyzed. .

‘The Service appreciates your efforts to incorporate fish and wildlife:resource concerns, including
threatened and endangared species, into your project planming. If you have questions or
comments related to this issue, pledse contact Katrina Dixon at 406-449-3225 extension 222.

Sincerely,

Field Supervisor



4

1400 South 19" Ave
Bozeman, MT 598718

June 6, 2005
Murray Strong, Environmental Specialist

Stahly Engineering
3530 Centennial Drive
Helena, MT 59601

Dear Mr. Strong,

On May 27, 2005 | received a map from you showing the location of a proposed
wastewater treatment facility to be constructed near Manhattan. Based on this map you

-.asked that | provide comments concerning “impacts to formally classified lands,

wetlands, biological resources, and watefquahti

Without other information, my principie concerns are generic to this type of development
and the potential to harm local waterways. Generally, you should plan to avoid any
construction activity near surface waters that might destabilize existing channe! -
configurations. You will want to avoid disturbing riparian or wetland vegetation. And you
will want to avoid situations that might defiver poliutants to surface waters, as can
happen for example when paved surfaces concentrate ail or other petroleumn products
later mobilized by rain or snowmelt. Drainage within and through the facility is a critical
planning consideration to avoid increasing sediment or other contaminants that might be
delivered to local waterways.

You will atso want to prevent localized stream disturbances during actual construction. |
anticipate that your construction plans will include actions to reduce or mitigate sediment
delivery, and to prevent discharges of petroleum products or other harmful substances
into nearby streams, ditches, or to lands capable of delivering these substances to
nearby waterways. An important project goal should be to ensure that the completed
facility poses no direct or persistent environmental threat o the local watershed.

! hape that my comments are useful to you at this time. | look forward to hearing how
your project plans develop. Please contact me with any questions.




- proposes to construct a new wastewaster treatment plant.

Brian Schweitzer, Governor

Tune 17’20-6’50. Box 200901 + Helena, MT 59620-0591 - (406) 444-2544 - www.deg.mt.gov

| Murray Strong

Stahley Engineering
3530 Centennial Drive
Helena, MT 59601

RE: Manhattan Wastewater Treatment Facility

Dear Mr. Strong:

The Department is in receipt of your May 26, 2005 letter to Steve Welsh, Permitting and
Compliance Division Administrator requesting that the Department identify any permitting
requirements or other issues that may be necessary for the ~above reference project. The City

Pursuant to Section 75-5-402 of the Montana Water Quality Act (WQA), the Department is
required to examine plans and other information to determine whether a permit is necessary. In
order for the Department to complete this review, the proponent must complete the applicable
discharge permit application forms for the proposed activity, provide the information required by
the apphcable rule and submit the necessary application fees. Alternatively, the applicant may
submit detailed plans and specifications on the proposed activity along with a description of the
volume and pature of the wastes to be discharged. In accordance with ARM 17.30.201; the fee
for review of plans and specifications is one-half of the application fee. Bureau staff are
available to assist you in determining the appropriate application requirements.

Based on the information submitted, the Department is unable to determine what permits are
necessary for the proposed project. For your convenience I have enclosed a fact sheet that
describes water quality related permits for construction activities. Discharge of storm water
from: industrial facilities as defined in ARM 17.30.1102(29) and (30); from-construction
activities as defined in ARM 17.30.1002(28); and from municipal separate storm sewer systems
(MS4) as defined in ARM 17.30.1102(23), are subject to the permitting requirement of the
Montana Poliutant Discharge Elimmation System (MPDES).

In general, the Montana WQA prohibits the discharge of sewage, industrial or other wastes,
including sediment, to state waters without a current permit from the Department. The definition
of state waters includes any body of water on the surface or underground (ground water) and
includes irrigation systems, ephemeral and intermittent drainage systems, lake, ponds or other
waterways. Discharge of wastes to state surface water is regulated under the Montana Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) program; a discharge, or potential discharge, to state
ground water are regulated under the Montana Ground Water Pollution Control System. The
WQA also prohibits the construction, operation or use of an outlet that is used to discharge
waters to state water [75-5-605(2), MCA] without a current permit from the Department.

Enforcement Division - Permitting & Compliance Division ¢+ Planbing, Prevention & Assistance Division » Remediation Division



Mr. Murray Strong
Jume 17, 2005
Page 2 of 2

Pursuant to 75-5-605(2), MCA, the City must amend their wastewater discharge permit to reflect
the proposed changes in the wastewater treatment facility.

Additional information on permitting requirements may be obtained by contacting the Water
Protection Bureau at (406) 444-3080 or on the Department’s Website at: www.deq.state.mt.us. '

T{lomaé D Reid

Water Quality Permits Program Manager
Water Protection Bureau

File: General

ce - - Eact—Sheet:AConstmction‘Related,SMate:r_Quality,P,er,mits o
Storm Water Requirements for Construction Activity




What is the Purpose of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)?
A SWPFP is developed and implemented by the
permiltee for Ihree major purposes:

1. Assessing the characterislics of the sile
such as nearby surface walers, lopography,
and slorm water runoff pallerns;

2. To identify potential sources of pollutants
such as sediment from disturbed areas, and
stored wastes or fuels; and

3. Toldentify Best Managemen! Practices
(BMPs) which will be used to minimize or
efiminale the polential for these poflutants lo
reach surface waters through slorm water
runoff.

BMPs af consliuction activity sites typically consist
of various erosion and sediment conirol measures.
Erosion and sediment conlrol al construction siles

is bes| sccomplished with proper planning, installa-
tion, and maintenance of conlrols.

Most erosion and sediment controls require regular
maintenance !o operate correclly. Accumulated
sediments should be removed frequently and
malerfals should be checked periodically for wear,
Ragular Inspections by qualified personnel should
be performed afler major slorm or snowmell events
and as required In the General Permit.

What are the Fees?

FFees based on the number of discharges are
determined by mulliplying the appropriate lee
amount by the number of named or perennial
surface walers (as shown on a USGS topographic
map) which could receive starm water runoff from

the construction aclivity slle. The NOI (application)
fee amount per discharge for slorrﬁ waler associ-
aled with construction aclivity is $450.00 for
commercial or public projecis, and $260.00 for
residential (single family dwelling} ;ir‘o]e‘cls. The
annual fee amouni per discharge Is $450.00 (per
calendsr year) for commercial or public hro]ecls,
and thera Is no annual fee for residential (single

family dwelling) projecls.

Where Can | Flind More lnforiation?
I MT Oepartnignt of Ehvirshifsntal Gldity
Water Probclion Bureai. -

aod ths NOT farh:
Hitpufwwie B stdth.mL.ushWolifoMPDES?
SloriwaterConsthistion.asp

MT Depdilinetil of Enidronimantal Quality

- Brdan Businass As
661+ 18
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Storm Water
Requirements for
Construction Activity

April 2003

What is Montana’s
Storm Water Discharge Permit
Program for Construction Activity?

The 1972 amendments lo the Federal Waler
Pollution Conltrol Acl, later referred 1o as the
Ciean Waler Act (CWA), prohibil the discharge of any
poilulant lo waters of the United States unless the

discharge is authorized by a National Pollulant
Discharge Eliminalion Syslem (NPDES) permil.

n Montana, the Departmenl of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) is authorized lo adminisler the NPDES
Program through the Montana Pollutan! Discharge
Eliminalion Systam (MPDES) Program.

Traditionally, efforts to Improve water quality under
the NPDES program have focused on reducing
pollutants in industrial process wastewater and
miinicipal sewage trealment plant discharges. Over
time, It became evident that more diffuse sources of
waler poliution, such as slorm waler runoff from
consiruction sites, are also significant conlribulors to
water quality prﬁblems.

Typically, sediment runoff rates from construction
silas are 10 to 20 times grealer than those from
agricullural lands, and 1,000 lo 2,000 limes greater
han those of forestlands. During a short period of
Ime, conslruction aclivity can conlribute more

sedimsnt to streams lhan is nalurally deposited over
several decades. This accelerated deposition
causes bolh physical and biological harm to
Montana's surface walers.

In 1990, he federal Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) promulgaléd rules establishing Phase
I of the NPDES storm water program. Phase |
addressed, among other discharges, discharges
from larger construction activities disturbing 5 acres
or more of land. In Montana, since 1992 the DEQ
has been permilting these storm water discharges
from laiger construction profects through the MPDES
Program.

Phase |l of the NPDES storm water program covers
smaller construction activilies disturbing between 1
and 5 acres. Phase |l became final on December 8,
1898 with smaller construclion aclivity permitting to
Initiate on March 10, 2003. Montana has incorpo-
raled these new MPDES Phase Il storm waler
requirements, as well as existing Phase | require-
ments, into the Adminisirative Rules of Montana
(ARM), Title 17, Chapter 30, Subchapters 11, 12,
and 13.

Who Requires

Storm Water Discharge Permit
CGoverage Under Montana Rules?
Effective March 10, 2003, construction aclivity which
resulls in the “disturbance” of equal to or grealer
than 1 acre of total land area will need to obtain
permit coverage under the General Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Con-
struction Activity (called “General Permil”),
Conslruction activity includes 1he disturbance of less
than 1 acre of total land area that is part of a larger
common plan of development or sale if the larger

common plan will ultimately disturb 1 acre or more
(such as subdivisions with phased work over
years).

What is the Deﬂmuon of
“Dlsturbance” of a Construction Site?
Dls(urbance (reialed to construction activity)
means areas that are subject lo clearing, excavat-
ing, grading, slotkpiling aarth matarlals, and
placemen!/remo:val of earth material performed
during construction projects. For construction
aclivities that result in disturbances of less than five
acres of tolat land area, the acréage of dislurbance
does not lncludel routine maintenange that is
performed to majinlain the original line and grade,
hydraulic capacily. or original purpose of the facHity.

What is the Defmltlon of an

“Operator” of a Conslruction Site?
*Operalor” is lhe ferm which is used far perrnluees
when permilling storm water dlscharges assoclated
with conslruchor% activity. The lerm is defined In
Par V.T.8. of lhq General Permit. Operators would
typicaily be both{the owner and coni;aclor ofa
construction project, but may also includg other .
parties if they mziea( the definition of ope‘rélor‘

How do “Op;erators" Obtain -

General Permit Coverage?

“Operators” requilring coverage under the General
Permil for their slorm water discharges associated
with canslruclion1 aclivity obtain this permil cover-
age by the DEO‘js Storm Water Program receiving
tha following Notlce of Intant {NO!) Package ilems
by lhe proposed“conslruclion start dale:

|
NO! form with all requested items com-
pleted;

®  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(S_WPPP)‘ addressing all requesled ilems in
the General _Pe'rmil {a form has been
de'velopad for optional uss if desired), and

] Appllgai[on fee and first year annual fee
based on the number of dischages (see
below) and type of construction project
(either residentlal (single family dwelling), or
comyercial/public).

Applicants must read and be familiar with
the nger?l Permit to assist in the compie-
tion of the forms and submittal of the NOI
Package.

Permil transfers are nol allowed. Signalory require-

* ments In rule and the General Permit allow only

certain qualiﬁed people la sign NOI forms and other
reporis.

Al NOls require a Natice of Termination (NOT)
form lo be submilled when the construclion aclivily
Is complele and the site has achleved “final
stabll[zallon or if the “operalor” changes. “Final
stablhzallun means the time al which all soil-
dlslurblng apllvmes al a sile have been completed
apd a vegelahve cover has been eslablished with a
den_suy of at leasl 70% of the pre-dislurbance
levels, or pql:li\faienl permanent, physical erosion -
reduclién mél_hods have been employed. Final
stabilization uélng vegelation must be accom-
plished usmg seedlng mixtures or forbs, grasses,
and shrubs that are adapted to the conditions of
ihe slte. Establishment of a vegetative cover
capable of prdyldlqg erosion controf equivalent {o
pre-existing conditions al the sile will be considered
final stabilization.



Fact Sheet

Water Quality Permits for Construction Related Activities
Water Protection Bureau
Montana Department of Environmental Quality

MPDES Storm Water Permit: Construction related activities that result in greater than one acre
of disturbance and may generate storm water runoff from the construction site during the life of
the project must obtain authorization prior to initiation of the construction activity. For purposes
of this regulation, construction activities include clearing, grading, excavation, and stockpiling or
placement of earthen materials. Routine maintenance activities that disturb less than 5 areas and
do not change the original configuration of the site are not subject to this regulation. The owner
or operator is required to develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). These
discharges are covered under a general permit (MTR10000). Coverage under the general permit
1s effective upon receipt of a completed NOI package (application, storm water pollution
prevention plan, and fee). ‘

MPDES Construction Dewatering: Non-storm water discharges of sediment laden water from
coffer dams, trenches, pipeline construction, excavation pits, borrow areas, well development or
other activities that is discharged to state waters, including irrigation canals, drainage ditches and
wetlands, are prohibited unless authorized by the Department. Typically, these activities are
authorized under the Department’s general permit for construction dewatering (MTG070000).

Under most conditions the permittee is required 16 constiuct and operate some form of treatment

to remove turbidity and sediment to meet state water quality standards. The discharge of ground
water that contains petroleum contaminates or other wastes must be authorized and comply with
the requirements of the Department’s petroleum clean up general permit (MTG790000 or
MTX30000) prior to discharge to state surface or ground water. These permits are typically
issued within 30 days of receipt of a completed application.

Short-term water quality standard for turbidity (318): Montana water quality standards prohibit
the increase in sediment or turbidity above specific amounts in state surface waters. A Section
318 authorization provides a short-term turbidity standard for activities that are conducted in
state waters and may cause disturbance of the stream bed sediments. A 318 authorization is
typically processed in 7 to 21 days but may require longer review for complexity or
environmentally sensitive areas.

401 Certification: Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act is administered by the US Army

Corps of Engineers; these permits are for dredge and fill in waters of the US, incinding wetlands.
Please contact the Corps at (406) 441-1375. The Department provides CWA 401 certification of
404 projects and works directly with the Corps on these issues. A joint application form 1s used.

General Information
Fees: All of the above permits require the applicant to pay a fee prior to Department review of
the application. The fee varies depending on the type of permit and complexity of the project. A
fee schedule is available upon request at (406) 444-3080, or-on the Departments website at:
www.deq.state.mt.us




Appendix B
COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTUES

Environmental Assessment for Wastewater System Improvements for the Town of
Manhattan, Gallatin County, Montana

American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978.42 U.S.C. 1996. Not
Applicable. AIRFA protects the rights of Native Americans to exercise their traditional
religions by ensuring access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the
freedom to worship through ceremonials and traditional rites. The proposed project area
1s located at a site previously farmed for hay, which was recently purchased for
development. Therefore, the proposed project would not adversely affect the protections
offered by this Act. Access to sacred sites by Tribal members would not be affected.

Bald Eagle Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668. 668 note. 668a-668d. In compliance.
This Act prohibits wantonly possessing, selling, transporting, or trading of bald or golden
eagle or eagle part, alive or dead. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) contains
____requirements on Corps projects concerning bald eagles. See Endangered Species Act.

Clean Air Act, as amended 42 U.S.C. 1857h-7, et seq. In compliance. The purpose of
this act is to protect public health and welfare by the control of air pollution at its source,
and to set forth primary and secondary national Ambient Air Quality Standards to
establish criteria for States to attain, or maintain. Air quality, is not expected to be
impacted to any measurable degree by the activities associated with the proposed
wastewater system improvements, though watering for dust control may be part of
project specifications due to limited excavation activities.

Clean Water Act, as amended, (Federal Water Pollution Control Act) 33 U.S.C. 1251, et
seq. In compliance. The objective of this Act is to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical and biological integrity of the Nation’s waters (33 U.S.C. 1251). The project
involves upgrading the town of Manhattan’s wastewater treatment facility to meet state
and federal discharge permit limitations. Construction of the facility will not involve the
placement of fill material in a wetland or a drainage with a defined ‘bed and bank’.
Therefore, a Section 404 permit is not required for this project.

The total acreage that will be disturbed is more than 1 acre. Therefore, a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit will be required from the state of
Montana. Appropriate measures will be taken to minimize erosion and storm water
discharges during and after construction.

Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of
1980. Not applicable. CERCLA is triggered by (1) the release or substantial threat of a
release of a hazardous substance into the environment; or (2) the release or substantial
threat of a release of any pollutant or contaminant into the environment, which presents
an imminent threat to the public health and welfare. The extent such knowledge is
available, 40 CFR Part 373 requires notification of CERCLA hazardous substances in

October 2005 Environmental Statutes Appendix B



real estate transactions. The proposed project does not involve a federal real estate
transaction.

Endangered Species Act. as amended. 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. In compliance. Section 7
(16 U.S.C. 1536) states that all Federal departments and agencies shall, in consultation
with and with the assistance of the Secretary of the Interior, insure that any actions
authorized, funded, or carried out by them do not jeopardize the continued existence of
any threatened or endangered (T&E) species, or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined by the Secretary to be
critical. Correspondence from the USFWS on June 10, 2005 notes “the Service does not
anticipate adverse impacts to any federally listed threatened, endangered, candidate or

proposed species.”

Farmland Protection Policy Act. 7 U.S.C. 4201, et seq. In compliance. This act instructs
the Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with other departments, agencies,
independent commissions and other units of the Federal government, to develop criteria
for identifying the effects of Federal programs on the conversion of farmland to

nonagricultural uses.
An inquiry was made to the Natural Resource Conservation Service regarding the

- proposed project. The NRCSresponded-with a-letter-dated June 3, 2005 that stated that

all of the soils in the project area have an “important farmland classification”, to include
farmland of local importance, statewide importance, and prime farmland if irrigated.
These soils are described as Amesha Cobbly Loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, Amesha Loam,
4 to 8 percent slopes, and Amesha Loam, O to 4 percent slopes. If requested by the local
landowner, this land qualifies for protection under the Farmland Protection Act; no such

request has been made to date.

Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 460-1 (12). et seq. Not
applicable. The Act establishes the policy that consideration be given to the opportunities
for outdoor recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement in the investigating and
planning of any Federal navigation, flood control, reclamation, hydroelectric or multi-
purpose water resource project, whenever any such project can reasonably serve either or
both purposes consistently. This project does not involve any Federal navigation, flood
control, reclamation, and hydroelectric or multi-purpose water resource projects.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 661, et seq. In compliance.
The FWCA requires governmental agencies, including the Corps, to coordinate activities
so that adverse effects on fish and wildlife will be minimized when water bodies are
proposed for modification. A letter, dated May 27, 2005, was sent to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) requesting information and comments regarding the proposed
project. The USFWS responded with a letter, dated June 10, 2005, stating that the
USFWS does not anticipate adverse impacts to any federally listed threatened,
endangered, candidate or proposed species.

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA). as amended, 16 U.S.C. 4601-4 et seq.
Not applicable. Planning for recreation development at Corps projects is coordinated
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with the appropriate states so that the plans are consistent with public needs as identified
in the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). The Corps must
coordinate with the Secretary of the Interior (NPS) to insure that no property acquired or
developed with assistance from this Act will be converted to other than outdoor
recreation uses. If conversion is necessary, approval of NPS is required, and plans are
developed to relocate or re-create affected recreational opportunities. No lands involved
in the proposed project were acquired or developed with LWCFA funds.

National Environmental Policy Act, as amended. 42. U.S.C. 4321, et seq. In compliance.
Provisions must be made to ensure that environmental information is available to public
officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. No major
concerns have been raised regarding significant environmental effects. An EA has been
completed in accordance with ER200-2-2, Procedures For Implementing NEPA (33 CFR

230).

National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq. In compliance.
Federal agencies having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or
federally assisted undertaking shall take into account the effect of the undertaking on any
district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in

- the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).- Although-there -are-no-cultural -

properties recorded near the proposed project, construction activities will require
immediate reporting to the State Historic Preservation Office should any artifacts be
uncovered. Research by the State Historic Preservation Office noted that a cultural
resource inventory is “unwarranted at this time.”

Noise Control Act 1972, 42 U.S.C. Sec 4901-4918. In compliance. This Act establishes
a national policy to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that
jeopatdizes their health and welfare. Federal agencies are required to limit noise
emissions to within compliance levels. Noise emission levels at the project site could
increase temporarily during construction; however, appropriate measures would be taken
to keep the noise level within the compliance levels including limiting hours of
construction. The operation of the wastewater treatment facilities will produce some
noise associated with mechanical equipment (blowers, pumps, motors, etc.). However,
these noise levels should be within the accepted thresholds.

North American Wetlands Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 4401 et. Seq. Not
Applicable. This Act establishes the North American Wetlands Conservation Council
(16 U.S.C.4403) (NAWCC) to recommend wetlands conservation projects to the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission (MBCC). Section 9 of the Act (16 U.S.C.
4408) addresses the restoration, management, and protection of wetlands and habitat for
migratory birds on Federal lands. Federal agencies acquiring, managing, or disposing of
Federal lands and waters are to cooperate with the Fish and Wildlife Service to restore,
protect, and enhance wetland ecosystems and other habitats for migratory birds, fish and
wildlife on their lands, to the extent consistent with their missions and statutory
authorities. There 1s no opportunity to restore, protect, or enhance wetlands with the

proposed project.
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" ‘enjoyment of present and futare generations:~ The proposed project-does-not-occur within- — - — - -

Rivers and Harbors Act, 33 U.S.C. 401, et seq. Not applicable. Section 9 of this act
prohibits the construction of any dam or dike across any navigable water of the United
States (US) in the absence of Congressional consent and approval of the plans by the
Chief of engineers and the Secretary of the Army. Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act prohibits the unauthorized obstruction or alteration of any navigable water of the US.
The proposed project would not be impacting navigable waters of the United States.

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 16 U.S.C. 1101, et seq. 33 U.S.C. 701b.
Not applicable. This Act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with states
and other public agencies in works for flood prevention and soil conservation, as well as

the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water. This act imposes no

requirements on Corps Civil Works projects.

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended. 16 U.S.C. 1271. et seq. Not applicable. This
act establishes that certain rivers of the Nation, with their immediate environments,
possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife,
historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and
that they and their immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and

the Missouri National Recreation River boundary.

Environmental Justice (E.O. 12898). In compliance. Federal agencies shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects
of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations in the United States. This project would positively impact minority and/or
low-income populations with all benefits equal.

Floodplain Management (E.O. 11988) 42 CFR 26951. In compliance. Section 1 requires
each agency provide leadership and take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out its
responsibilities for (1) acquiring, managing, and disposing of Federal lands and facilities;
(2) providing Federally undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and improvements;
and (3) conducting Federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but not
limited to water and related land resources planning, regulating, and licensing activities.
The proposed project construction must occur in the floodplain in order to achieve its
purpose. The proposed project would not occur in a flood plain.

Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990). Not applicable. Federal agencies shall take action
to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out the agencies responsibilities.
Each agency, to the extent permitted by law, shall avoid undertaking or providing
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds
(1) that there is no practicable alternative to such construction, and (2) that the proposed
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action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands, which may result
from such use. In making this finding, the head of the agency may take into account
economiic, environmental and other pertinent factors. Each agency shall also provide
opportunity for early public review of any plans or proposals for new construction in
wetlands. There are no wetlands-occurring within the proposed project area and no
wetlands would be filled or otherwise impacted due to the construction of the project.

CEO Memorandum. August 10, 1980, Interagency Consultation of Avoid or Mitigate
Adverse Effects on Rivers in the Nationwide Inventory. Not applicable. This
memorandum states that each Federal agency shall take care to avoid or mitigate adverse
effects on rivers identified in the Nationwide Inventory. The work will not include areas
listed on the National Rivers Inventory.

i

; " .// [, / .
Prepared by: 'L//fﬂ,uf};é)\ j)[,/C/L Date: [/ // / 5; &«73

Date: /////5;/017/

Approved by:
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SEP Sy

. %
g REGION 8.
é MONTANA OFFICE
g 10 WEST 15™ STREET - SUITE 3200
HELENA, MT 59626
FEB 7 2006

Ref: 8P-W-MS

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

PROJECT: Manhattan Wastewater Treatment and Collection Systems Upgrades
TO: All Intereéted Government Agencies and the Public

As required by the National Environmental Policy A>ct (NEPA), an environmental review
has been performed on the proposed Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) grant for the above

project.

PROJECT NUMBER: XP-98884201-0
EPA GRANT: $ 337,500
~ _ _MIONTANA DNRCGRANT: . $ 109,322 L
MONTANA SRF LOAN: ‘ $1,416,121 o '
CDBG GRANT: $ 500,000
TSEP GRANT: ' $ 418,435
ACE WATER RESOURCES GRANT:  $1,300,000
MANHATTAN RESERVE: $ 141,885
TOTAL COST: $4,223.263

The Town of Manhattan, through a 2000 Preliminary Engineering Report, with subsequent
amendments in 2004 and 2005, has identified the need to upgrade its wastewater treatment and
collection systems. The purpose of this project is to: 1) provide a long-term solution to Montana
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permit compliance, 2) meet a compliance
schedule incorporated in the town’s renewed MPDES permit, 3) meet the domestic capacity needs
of the community, 4) eliminate excessive leaching to groundwater from the town’s current
wastewater treatment lagoons, and 5) reduce the amount of inflow and infiltration into the town’s

wastewater collection system.

The proposed infrastructure project for the town of Manhattan consists of construction of
an aeration wheel treatment facility, which will include a mechanical screen, influent, effluent,
return and waste sludge flow meters, two (2) trains of aeration wheel reactors, two (2) secondary
clarifiers, an ultraviolet disinfection unit, an aerobic digester, a container filter, and a building to
house blowers, pumps, lab equipment and office space. The system will be sized for an average
daily design flow of 371,000 gallons per day (gpd), but will be expandable to an average daily
design flow of 696,500 gpd to accommodate community growth. Treated effluent will be .
discharged to Dita Ditch and then to the Gallatin River, north of Manhattan. The project is
proposed to be funded by an EPA Special Appropriations Grant and the federal and state
grant/loan programs listed above.



Impacts to environmentally sensitive characteristics such as classified land use, cultural
resources, wetlands, floodplains, threatened or endangered species, and water quality were
considered. None of these environments are expected to be adversely impacted as a result of the
proposed project.

The review process did not indicate that significant environmental impacts would result
from the proposed action. Consequently, a preliminary decision not to prepare an EIS has been
made. This action is taken on the basis of careful review of the engineering report, environmental
information documents, and other supporting documentation. An environmental assessment which
describes the project and specifically analyzes its impacts is attached to this Finding of No
Significant Impact. These documents are available for public review at the following locations:

Montana DEQ US EPA

1520 East Sixth Avenue Region 8, Montana Office

PO Box 200901 10 West 15™ Street - Suite 3200
Helena, MT 59620-0901 Helena, MT 59626

Comments supporting or disagreeing with this decision may be submitted for consideration

by the EPA, to:
David Rise
US EPA, Region 8, Montana Office -
10 West 15™ Street - Suite 3200
Helena, MT 59626

After evaluating the comments received, EPA will make a final decision. No
administrative action will be taken on the project for at least 30 calendar days after release of the

Finding of No Significant Impact.

Sincerely,

@:’Z::;. Clough

Deputy Regional Administrator
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MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

COVER SHEET
A PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

Applicant: Town of Manhattan

A_ddress: P.O.Box 96
Manbhattan, MT 59741

Project Number: C301087-04

B. CONTACT PERSON

Name: Mayor Eleanor Mest
Town of Manhattan

Address: P.O. Box 96
Manhattan, MT 59741

Telephone (406) 284 3235

C.  COMMENT PERIOD

Thirty (30) calendar days.

1. INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared for the Town of Manhattan (“the town” or
“Manhattan”) to satisfy the National Environmental Policy Act INEPA), the Council on Environmental
Quality’s regulations for implementing NEPA (40 FR1500-1508), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
regulations for implementing NEPA (33 CFR 325), and other appropriate environmental regulations. The
purpose of an EA is to develop enough information to determine whether to prepare an environmental
impact statement or a finding of no significant impact and to provide environmental information for decision
makers. Environmental consequences are examined for the proposed wastewater treatment facility upgrades

for the Town of Manhattan in Gallatin County, Montana.

The incorporated Town of Manhattan is located in the heart of the Gallatin Valley in Township 1
North, Range 3 East as shown in Fi igure 1. The town is directly north of Interstate 90 approximately 18
miles west of the City of Bozeman, in north central Gallatin County.

Federal and State grant/loan programs will fund this project. State and Federal agencies have been
contacted regarding environmentally sensitive characteristics such as wetlands, floodplains, threatened or
endangered species, and historical sites. Agency consensus is that environmentally sensitive characteristics
are not expected to be adversely impacted as a result of the proposed project. Public participation during the
planning process demonstrated support for the selected alternative. No significant long-term environmental

impacts have been identified,



2. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The Town of Manhattan, through its May 2000 Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), and
subsequent February 2004 and July 2005 PER amendments, has identified the need to upgrade its
wastewater treatment and collection systems. Due to seasonally high ground water, the town’s wastewater

_collection system has historically been subject to high inflow and infiltration (I/). This excessive I/I has
reduced not only the sewage carrying capacity of the town’s collection system, but also the treatment
capacity of the town’s wastewater lagoons. Due to hydraulic and organic overloading, excessive sludge
buildup, and treatment limitations of facultative lagoon systems, the town has experienced numerous
effluent violations of its Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permit. In addition to
effluent violations, excessive leakage from the town’s lagoons has been considered an un-permitted
discharge. - As such, a compliance schedule has been incorporated into the town’s renewed MPDES permit.
This compliance schedule requires completion of construction and/or repair of a treatment works capable of
meeting permit requirements by no later than August 31, 2006 (note: the town has requested an extension to
this deadline). Therefore, the purpose of the proposed project is to remedy the existing collectlon and
treatment system deficiencies of the current wastewater system.

3. EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT

The existing wastewater treatment facility consists of a two-cel] facultative lagoon constructed in
the early 1960s. Each cell has a surface area of 5.6 acres with a design operating depth of 5 feet with 3 feet
of freeboard. The cells are not lined and leakage out of the lagoons is dramatic enough to visibly detect.
“"Sludge was removed frofi both cells in 2001, which has further-exacerbatéd the leakage-problem.—Because - - - —
of excessive I/l it is likely that there is not adequate sewage treatment due to hydraulic overloading and
decreased detention time. Treated wastewater is discharged to Dita Ditch, which flows about two and one-
half (2.5) miles to the Gallatin River. The present wastewater system has 701 sewer connect1ons with no

significant commercxal or industrial users.

4. PROJECT DESCIPTION: CONSTRUCTION OF AN AERATION WHEEL TREATMENT
FACILITY WITH DISCHARGE TO DITA DITCH

The proposed project includes the construction of an aeration wheel treatment facility (see Figure 2)..
This treatment facility will include a mechanical screen; influent, effluent, return and waste siudge flow
meters; two (2) trains of aeration wheel reactors; two (2) secondary clarifiers; an ultraviolet disinfection
unit, an aerobic digester; a container filter; and a building to house blowers, pumps, lab equipment, and
office space. It should be noted that the configuration of the facility may vary slightly from that listed
above. Final layout will be determined in the design phase of the project. Current wastewater flows for the
town of Manhattan are about 338,000 gallons per day (gpd). The treatment system will be sized to
accommodate moderate growth with an average daily design flow of 371,000 gpd, but will be expandable to
accommodate the full growth of 5,965 persons with an average daily design flow of 696,500 gpd anticipated
with the new development when the need for expansion arises. Based on moderate growth, the design
population for the treatment facility is expected to increase from about 1,380 to 2,710 persons during the 20-
year planning period. Although the population is expected to nearly double, the wastewater flows are not
anticipated to increase proportionately. This design assumption is based on the town’s plan to continue to
aggressively pursue collection system improvements in order to decrease the amount of I/ in the system.

5. BACKGROUND

Manhattan has an estimated population of 1,380 residents with 701 sewer connections. Collection
lines range in size from 8-12 inches and are a combination of vitrified clay, asbestos cement, and PVC. In
1978, approximately 5,200 feet (14%) of old collection lines were replaced with 8, 10, and 12-inch PVC; the



15-inch outfall line to the lagoon was slip-lined with 12-inch polyethylene pipe; and four (4) manholes were
replaced. Due to relatively flat slopes, heavy maintenance and cleaning is required for several of the '
collection lines in the town. Television inspection of the collection systéem was conducted in March of 2000
and revealed that there are still several problem areas in town. Existing collection system deficiencies have
been documented as follows:

(1) High groundwater infiltrates into the deteriorated collection lines

'(2) Gaps exist in pipe joints

(3) Severe root intrusions exist

(4) Manholes are deteriorated

(5) Abandoned flush tanks still remain in the collection lines, and

(6) High maintenance requirements are associated with line plugging

In the last five (5) years, the town has replaced more than 8,000 linear feet of gravity sewer inan
effort to reduce infiltration into the system. These construction projects were identified in the May 2000
PER and original EA. Ongoing I/l investigations have isolated 53-127 gallons per minute in a 4-block alley
section located between Second and Third Streets, and Fifth and Sixth Streets. The town plans to address
these problem areas through continued collection system rehabilitation projects.

The original wastewater system was constructed in 1916 and consisted of a small gravity collection
system, a septic tank of unknown size and a surface water discharge, which eventually reached the Gallatin
River. Not much is known about the system between 1916 and the early 1960s, which is when the
collection system was significantly expanded and the facultative lagoon system was constructed. An
~upgrade-to-the-wastewater treatment-system-was-completed in-1985;-consisting-of collection-system- -~ -~
rehabilitation, lagoon piping modifications to prevent short-circuiting, and valve replacement. Problems
associated with the existing wastewater treatment system include the following:

(1) Violations of the existing MPDES discharge permit -

(2) Excessive lagoon leakage

(3) Inadequate sewage treatment due to hydraulic overloading

(4) Inadequate sewage treatment due to organic overloading

(5) Inability of current system to remove nutrients, including ammonia, and

(6) Inability of current system to accommodate expected growth in and around Manhattan

The Town of Manhattan, through its May 2000 PER, evaluated six (6) alternatives for upgrading its
wastewater collection and treatment systems. The selected alternative from the May 2000 PER
recommended replacement of the problem areas of the collection system, rehabilitation of some of the
problem manholes, and modification of the existing facultative lagoon system to an-aerated lagoon system
- with supplemental spray irrigation. This selected alternative required the purchase of an additional eight (8)
acres of land for the aeration cells and leasing of an additional 60 acres of adjacent land for spray irrigation
of the effluent from April through October. In the past five (5) years, the town has completed significant

portions of the collection system upgrades.

However, since the completion and approval of the May 2000 PER and subsequent publication of

the original EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in July of 2000, the Town of Manhattan

. received potification from the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) of policy changes
regarding ammonia effluent limitations in the town’s MPDES permit, which invalidated the selected
alternative for wastewater treatment. In response to these policy changes, DEQ performed a Use
Attainability Analysis (UAA) of the receiving stream into which the Manhattan wastewater treatment
system discharges. This ‘stream’ consists of a series of natural and manmade channels, which eventually
discharge into the Gallatin River. The UAA indicated that approximately one and one-half (1.5) miles of the
two and one-half (2.5) mile receiving stream (Dita Ditch) supports coldwater fisheries and associated
aquatic life and is, therefore, classified as a B-1 stream using Montana’s stream classification system. The



- upper one (1) mile of the receiving stream is ephemeral in nature and does not support sustainable aquatic
life. The result of the findings in the UAA is that water quality standards (B-1) must be protected in the
receiving stream downstream from the Nixon Bridge Road. The town’s previously granted mixing zone was
therefore modified to reflect the anticipated uses of the receiving waters. The water quality standard of
particular interest in this case is the ammonia toxicity standard, which can be very dlﬁicult for lagoon-type

wastewater treatment systems to meet on a year-round basis.

In addition, a couple of other complications have arisen since the publication of the original EA and
FONSI. The first is that measurement of the existing wastewater flows showed that the flows are
significantly higher than anticipated. The higher flow values can affect the sizing and cost of the treatment
system. The second issue that surfaced is the proposed development of four (4) large subdivisions in the
area to the north, west and east of Manhattan. If the subdivisions are built as currently planned, they would
more than double the population of Manhattan. It is envisioned that the subdivisions would hook up to
Manhattan’s infrastructure, thus significantly affecting the design of the wastewater treatment system.
Montana’s nondegradation law and rules effectively limit the mass of pollutants that can be discharged to
state waters to what was approved in April 1993. In Manhattan’s case, this means that if the town grows
considerably, it will need to remove more nitrogen and phosphorous from its wastewater discharge to

continue to meet its load limits.

Because of the fact that treatment to meet ammonia toxicity standards in the receiving stream
essentially precludes lagoon treatment and because of the higher flow projections and the new proposed
- — subdivisions, Manhattan decided_tc once again look at treatment and disposal options in an amendment to its :
May 2000 PER. This amendment was prepared by Stahly Engineering and Associates and was finishedin
February 2004. The February 2004 PER amendment evaluated five (5) alternatives for treatment and
recommends construction of a mechanical wastewater treatment facﬂnty utilizing aeration wheels, which is

capable of removing phosphorus, nitrogen and ammonia.

Under the February 2004 PER Amendment, the proposed freatment system was to be constructed
within the footprint of one (1) of the existing facultative lagoon cells, located north of Manhattan, on land
currently owned by the town. However, due to site constraints at the existing facultative lagoon facility, the
Town of Manhattan investigated options for moving the proposed treatment plant site. In July 2005, Stahly
Engineering and Associates prepared a second amendment to the PER that outlines the reasons for
considering a new site. The primary issue driving relocation of the site is the elimination of lift stations in
the areas that new developments are likely to occur. These developments include Pioneer Village,:
Centennial Crossing, and the Manhattan Meadows Subdivisions located north and west of Manhattan.
Several additional subdivisions are also being proposed; however, these subdivisions are still in the

preliminary planning stages.

Options for the new site were limited by the following constraints: the new site had to be lower in
elevation than the existing lagoon site, the site had to remain along the existing discharge ditch (Dita Ditch),
and the site had to remain out of the floodplain or other environmentally-sensitive areas. Only three (3) sites
were available that. met these constraints. These three (3) sites included Bos Dairy, the town’s landfill, and
property owned by Manhattan Meadows Living, LLC. Bos Dairy was eliminated as a possible site because
it would require wetland mitigation and storm drainage management due to its location in a drainage bottom,
and also because there is an area of buried debris from the demolition of the old Manhattan School in this
area. The landfill owned by the. Town of Manhattan was also eliminated from consideration because there is
no portion of remaining undisturbed ground that is large enough for the proposed wastewater treatment
plant. The third site, Manhattan Meadows, LLC, is located further down the drainage from Bos Dairy. This
property is currently a hay field that was recently purchased for development. The owner has expressed a
willingness to exchange the required land for a 5-acre parcel adjacent to the town’s existing wastewater

lagoons.
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The Manhattan Meadows, LLC site has several advantages over the existing lagoon site. It has a
lower inflow elevation, thus allowing access to treatment without lift stations for a larger area. It has lower
groundwater elevations, thus eliminating groundwater construction constraints. ‘And it also eliminates -
conflicts with utilizing the existing lagoons during construction of the new mechanical treatment plant. For
that reason, 2 land exchange agreement with the property owner was executed in April of 2005. The new
location of the proposed wastewater treatment facility is shown in Figure 3. The town has requested that
their MPDES peérmit be modified to reflect this new discharge location.

6. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Five (5) alternatives for addressing the District’s wastewater treatment facilities’ upgrades and
expansions were addressed in the February 2004 PER Amendment.

Alternatives 1 through 4 would be designed for a population of 2,710 persons and an average daily
flow of 371,000 gpd. Treated effluent would be discharged into Dita Ditch. Components common to these
alternatives include a mechanical screening unit, a grit removal unit, a building to house blowers, sludge
pumps, etc., ultra-violet (UV) disinfection, and influent and effluent flow measurement devices.

It should be noted that several lagoon-based options were evaluated in a separate document, WWTP
Alternative Review for Manhattan, Montana, prepared in April, 2004, by Thomas, Dean and Hoskins, Inc.
It was decided by the town that the mechanical treatment systems had greater advantage in the long term
than lagoon systems due to the smaller footprint and subsequent smaller land requirement, greater
" flexibility, and miore reliable nutrient removal capabilities: - Additional analysis-of-lagoon-treatment-systems- - - -
will not be discussed further in this assessment.

Another option that was briefly discussed in the February 2004 PER Amendment was the concept of
piping the effluent two and one-half (2.5) miles to the Gallatin River in order to have more dilution in the
larger receiving stream, thus possibly minimizing the requirement for ammonia removal. It was determined
that, at the higher projected wastewater flows, there would be no appreciable gain by piping to the river. At
the higher flow rates, effluent limits would be governed by Montana nondegradation rules, which would
most likely require some sort of nutrient removal anyway at these higher flow rates.

6.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - CONSTRUCTION OF ‘A HYBRID LAGOON SYSTEM (BIOLAC)

This alternative consists of constructing a single reaction basin using a portion of the existing lagoon
embankment, two (2) final clarifiers that are built into one (1) end of the basin, alum container and injection
system, polymer storage and injection system, and a rotary drum sludge thickener. Mixing and aeration of
the reaction basin are provided by diffusers that hang from slowly moving air laterals on the water surface.
In this alternative, the waste activated studge would be thickened with a rotary drum sludge thickener and
then placed in an aerated sludge-holding pond. Sludge would be periodically pumped from the pond to the
sludge drying beds or container filter for dewatering. After the sludge has been adequately dewatered, it
would be either land applied to agricultural land at agronomic rates or disposed of in a licensed landfill.
This alternative was not selected because of the cost for chemical addition (alum), which is necessary for
phosphorous removal, the significant additional sludge produced from the addition of alum, and the
relatively high capital and operation and maintenance (O&M) costs compared to other alternatives.

6.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - CONSTRUCTION OF AN OXIDATION DITCH WITH AN
ANAEROBIC SELECTOR FOR BIOLOGICAL NUTRIENT REMOVAL

This alternative consists of the construction of one (1) or two (2) oxidation ditch reactors, two (2)
secondary clarifiers, two (2) aerobic digesters, and either sludge drying beds or a container filter dewatering



apparatus. The reactors contain different zones for biological removal of carbon, nitrogen, and
phosphorous. Waste sludge would be digested, dewatered or dried, and then sent to a landfill for disposal.
Treated effluent would be disinfected with UV radiation and discharged to Dita Ditch. This alternative was
not selected due to its high capital and O&M costs. \

6.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 - CONSTRUCTION OF SEQUENCING BATCH REACTORS

This alternative includes the construction of two (2) sequencing batch reactors (SBRs), an
equalization basin, two aerobic digesters, and either sludge drying beds or a container filter dewatering
apparatus. Waste sludge would be digested, dewatered or dried, and then sent to a landfill for disposal.
Treated effluent would be disinfected with UV radiation and discharged to Dita Ditch. Although this
alternative is very comparable in cost to the selected alternative, it was not selected due to the requirement
for more operator time and attention, its reliance on a higher degree of automation, and its relatively short
hydraulic detention time may make it more vulnerable to upsets.

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 4 - CONSTRUCTION OF AERATION WHEEL TREATMENT FACILITY

This alternative includes the construction of two (2) aeration wheel reactors and clarifier trains, two
(2) aerobic digesters, and either sludge drying beds or a container filter for dewatering the sludge. Waste
sludge would be digested, dewatered or dried, and then sent to a landfill for disposal. Treated effluent
would be disinfected with UV radiation and discharged to Dita Ditch. This is the selected alternative based
__on a uniform cost comparison, lower power costs, ease of O&M, and expandability for future growth.

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 5 - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

- This alternative would leave the wastewater treatment system as is, with no improvements. The
system would remain hydraulically and organically overloaded and the lagoons would continue to leak into
the local, shallow groundwater. The system would continue to experience MPDES permit violations that
could lead to DEQ enforcement actions and fines. This alternative was not selected due to the existing
problems with the system and the potential situation that the town might have to put a moratorium on any

future development within town.

7. " ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS

7.1 COST COMPARISON FOR TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES: ANNUAL EQUIVALENT
COST ANALYSIS

The annual equivalent cost analysis is a means of comparing alternatives by converting capital,
O&M, and salvage values into annual costs. Interest rate for amortizing construction cost over a 20-year
period is 6% annually. The salvage value is based on straight-line depreciation of concrete, buildings,
piping and earthwork at 20 years after construction. These items are projected to have a 50-year design life.
The analysts is used to determine the most cost-effective alternative. Table 1 provides a summary of the
annual equivalent cost analysis of the wastewater treatment project alternatives.

Based on the cost analysis shown in Table 1, Alternative 4 (the Aeration Wheel Treatment Facility)
has the lowest annual cost and is the most cost-effective alternative considering both capital and O&M costs.
However, given the preliminary nature of these cost estimates, it should be noted that Alternative 3 (SBR) is
essentially the same equivalent cost as Alternative 4. :



TABLE 1

6

ITEM ALT1 | ALT 2 ALT3 ALT 4
: Biolac Oxidation Ditch SBRs Aeration Wheel
Capital Costs $2,808.344 $2,967,810 $2,724,940 $2,952,410
Annual O&M $156,611 $161,164 $146,961 $124,140
$1,014 QOO $970,800
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7.2

BASIS OF SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Selection of the preferred alternative was based upon several criteria, both monetary and non-
monetary. Ranking criteria are weighted in terms of relative importance as shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2
Weight ALT1 ALT2 | ALT3 ALT 4
Factor Biolac Ox. Ditch SBRs Aeration
Rank*/Score Rank*/Score Rank*/Score Wheel
| | Rank*/Score
| Construction | 2.0 8 160 |8 [16.0 10 [200 |9 18.0
Costls) | R S R et EEet R MR SRR R
O&M 1.5 7 10.5 |7 10.5 8 12.0 10 15.0
Cost(s) A
Treatment 2.0 7 1140 [ 10 20.0 10 20.0 9 18.0
Effectiveness : S
Equipment 1.0 7 7.0 10 | 10.0 8 8.0 10 10.0
Reliability
Operational | 1.0 8 8.0 10 | 10.0 8 8.0 10 10.0
Ease
Abilitytobe | 1.5 6 9.0 7 10.5 |10 15.0 9 13.5 |
Expanded
Energy Use | 1.0 6 6.0 7 7.0 7 7.0 10 10.0
TOTALS 70.5 84.0 | 90.0 94.5

*Rank is rated between 1 and 10



Based upon the cost analyses and non-monetary concerns as shown in Table 2, Alternative 4, the
‘Aeration Wheel Treatment Facility, is the recommended alternative. This alternative is most favorable for
the following reasons:

» Capital costs, are reasonably low

» The O&M costs are the lowest of the alternatives

> It is capable of meeting permit limits now and in the future
» This alternative is relatively easy to operate and reliable
> It is easily expandable

> Energy use is low relative to other alternatives

7.3 COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

All of the treatment alternatives evaluated should have positive environmental impacts with regard
to water quality. As shown in Table 2, the energy use of the alternatives will vary to some degree, but all
alternatives will require more energy than the current facility. Because all of the alternatives will employ
the use of mechanical motors and/or blowers, there is expected to be an increase in the noise level at the
facility, but no difference between alternatives. None of the alternatives will require more land. There
should be no significant impacts to cultural resources, air quality, wetlands, vegetation, wildlife, or
transportation from any of the alternatives nor should there be any difference in impact between the

alternatives.
74 SELECTED ALTERNATIVE =~

As described above, Alternative 4, the Aeration Wheel Treatment Facility is the recommended
alternative for the Town of Manhattan. A tentative schedule of milestone dates for the proposed project

follows:

Plans and Specifications July 1 -=Nov. 15, 2005
DEQ Review Aug. 22 — Nov. 15, 2005
Bidding and Award of Contract Nov. 15— Jan. 30, 2006
Construction Feb. 1 — Sept. 30, 2006
Project Close Out Sept. 30 — Dec. 31, 2006

Design criteria for the proposed project are:

Design year 2025
Design population 2,710 .
Design average daily flow, gpd 371,000
Design peak day flow, gpd 606,500
1,143,400

Design peak hourly flow, gpd

The estimated project budget, as outlined in the July 2005 PER Amendment, is $4,223,263 as shown
in Table 3 below. ’



TABLE 3

ESTIMATED PHASE II IMPROVEMENTS COSTS

ITEM ESTIMATED COSTS

Preliminary Geotechnical I/T $10,500

Monitoring Sewage Flow $2,190

Monitoring Stream Flow $4,000

Land Acquisition $85,000

Facility Plan Amendment $16,125

Engineering Design $254,500

Engineering Inspection $113,000

Construction $3,194,360

O&M Manual $15,000
|_Administration $11,207

Misc. (Legal, Audit) $12,863

SUBTOTAL $3,718,745

Contingency (10%) $356,755

SUBTOTAL $4,075,500

Financial Costs $19,025

SUBTOTAL $4,094,525

Reserve $128,738

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS | $4,223,263

Funding sources for the project are shown in Table 4 below.
TABLE 4
FUNDING SOURCE | DOLLAR PERCENT OF
AMOUNT TOTAL

Community Development Block Grant (federal grant) $500,000 11.8%

Treasure State Endowment Program (state grant) $418,435 9.9%

DNRC Renewable Resources Grant (state grant) $109,322 2.6%

EPA State and Tribal Assistance Grant (federal grant) $337,500 8%

Montana WPCSRF Loan $1,416,121 33.5%

COE Water Resources Development Act (federal grant) $1,300,000 30.8%

Manhattan Reserve $141,885 3.4%

TOTAL $4,223,263 100%

The Town of Manhattan has obtained grants from the following programs: DNRC Renewable

Resources Grant and Loan, Community Development Block Grant, Treasure State Endowment, EPA State

and Tribal Assistance Grant, and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) Grant. The remaining cost of the project will be funded using the town’s reserve and a low-
interest loan from the Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund program. Sewer rates will be
approximately $45.20/month. The economic impacts of the proposed project on the current ratepayers of

the town are summarized in Table 5.




TABLE §

' ' CURRENT PROJECTED
Annual O&M Costs $118,436 $219,000
Annual Debt Service, including | , $65,213 $192,597
coverage ' L
Total Annual Costs $183,649 v $411,597
Total System Annual Revenue $259,099 $417,648
Total System Equivalent 752 ' 770
Dwelling Units ' :

Total Residential Equivalent 700 ' 711
Dwelling Units :
. Average Monthly Residential ‘ $30.20 $45.20
User Rate
Total Annual Revenue from $253,680 | $385,646
Residential : |
Percent of Total Annual Revenue 93% 1 92% T
from Residential

8. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Wastewater services for the Town of Manhattan are provided within the town boundary (shown in
- Figure-4); and alse-include-Woodenshoe Lane, which.is_part of the planning area. (shown ‘in Figure 5). The
community is located about 2 miles south of the Gallatin River in a mostly rural farming area. The town
was legally incorporated on May 22, 1911, and in 1916 a basic wastewater treatment system was
constructed. The present wastewater system has 701 sewer connections with no significant commercial or
industrial users. The town’s economy is based mostly on agriculture. The service area for wastewater
system improvements for the 20-year planning period includes the incorporated town and adjacent areas
likely to be developed during the project planning period (see Figure 6).

8.1 CLIMATE

Average annual precipitation is 13-15 inches and the average annual temperature is 42° F. There are
95-115 frost-free days and freezes can arrive as early as the last week of August or as late as the end of

September.
8.2 GEOLOGY/T OPOGRAPHY

Much of the area in the immediate vicinity of Manhattan is valley land with low, rolling hills.
Interstate 90 runs just south of town and is a major route for both locals and tourists. Manhattan is located
in the central part of the Gallatin Valley, a broad, intermontane valley. The elevation is 4,250 feet above sea
level. The geotechnical evaluation performed at the proposed site indicates a subsurface profile of silty
gravel with sand, indicating the presence of alluvium and decomposed bedrock.

8.3 AIR QUALITY/NOISE

The air quality program in Montana is managed by DEQ’s Air Resource Management Bureau. Its
goal is to achieve and maintain reasonable levels of air quality to protect human health, safety, and welfare
and to meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) through the Clean Air Act. Monitoring
is done in areas of potentially high levels of particulate matter, ozone, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, iead,
and carbon monoxide, as listed in NAAQS. Air pollution that exceeds the standards causes public health



hazards, nuisance, annoyance damage to buildings, property, animals, plants, forests, crops, and exposed
metals, and may interfere with the enjoyment of life and/or property.

The nearest air quality monitoring station is in Belgrade, 10 miles downwind from the town of
Manhattan. Recordings at Belgrade are below the standards of concern for particulate matter. '

8.4 WATER RESOURCES

MPDES is managed by DEQ’s Water Protection Bureau. The DEQ issues MPDES permits to point
sources that discharge into state waters. These permits contain effluent limitations and requirements for
sampling and reporting of discharges. The effluent limitations incorporate both technology-based and
water-quality-based limitations. The water-quality-based limitations are designed to protect the water-
quality standards of the receiving streams. These standards are designed to support specific designated uses
such as coldwater fisheries, drinking water sources, and/or recreational activities.

The town’s receiving stream, Dita Ditch, is classified as a B-1 water body. Waters classified as
such are to be maintained suitable for drinking, culinary and food processing purposes, after conventional
treatment; bathing, swimming and recreation; growth and propagation of salmonid fishes and associated
aquatic life, waterfowl] and furbearers; and agricultural and industrial water supply.

8.4.1 Waetlands

=" ""The 'pr'e'sen’CE‘of‘the GallatinRiver andBaker ’and"Gamp"creeks;‘a's*wel'IHAS*hi'ghgroundwater 'I’CVC’I‘ST T

make wetlands common in the low-lying and drainage areas north of the Manhattan area near the rivers.
Wetlands are present within the drainage area proximal to the project location.

8.4.2  Surface Water(s)

Major surface water features in the vicinity include the West and East Forks of the Gallatin River,
which join approximately two and one-half (2.5) miles north of Manhattan. The smaller streams, Baker and
Camp Creeks, located west of Manhattan, flow northward into the West Fork of the Gallatin River.
Additionally, many sloughs are located along the roadways and abandoned railroad orades and irrigation

canals are found throughout the area.

8.4.3 Groundwater

The water table in the Manhattan area has a minimum depth of less than 10 feet and typically is not
greater than 35 feet in depth. Groundwater is recharged in the upland areas by percolation of snowmelt,
rainfall and irrigation waters into the valley till. It is also recharged near the side of the valley by water lost
from streams where they flow onto valley till from the surrounding mountains and some water.enters the
bottom of the valley till deposits by upward movement of groundwater along fractures in the older rocks
below. Sources of groundwater also include seepage from irrigation canals and associated irrigation from
the West Fork of the Gallatin River along with Baker and Camp Creeks.

8.4.4 Floodplain

The proposed facility is located approximately one-half (.5) mile south of the mapped 100-year
floodplain.



85 SOCIOECONOMICS '

The entire Gallatin Valley has experienced rapid growth in the past two (2) decades, and Manhattan
is a desirable place to live due to its rural nature and close proximity to Bozeman. Detailed census data for
1990 indicated that 1,034 people resided in the Town of Manhattan. As of July 1996, the Census and
Economic Information Center of the Montana Department of Commerce estimated a population of 1,380.
Population projections for the 20-year planning period are based upon input from the Manhattan Steering
Committee, historical population data, U.S. Census of Population data, the Manhattan Planning Board
recommendations, the 1998 Town of Manhattan Master Plan Update, and recommendations from the town’s
contracted planner. According to the Department of Commerce population data, the historical growth over
the past decade is approximately 3% per year. This is similar to the projected growth rate of 45% per
decade over the 20-year planning period. The town’s economy is based mostly on agriculture.

8.6 LAND USE

Land use within the town of Manhattan limits is dominated by residential homes (451 single and 52
multi-family) with some non-residential users (48 commercial, 11 commercial/residential, 52
manufacture/modular, and 14 other). In addition, there are 67 users along Woodenshoe Lane that are
located outside of the town limits but receive wastewater services.

Land use in the immediate vicinity surrounding the Manhattan town boundaries is agricultural, light

.-~ ._industry and commerce, residential, and recreational in nature. Agricultural uses include irrigated pastures

and croplands, feedlots and dairy operations. Land use within the planning area is expected to change
significantly in the future. Four (4) large subdivisions in the area to the north, west and east of Manhattan
have been proposed. The proposed wastewater treatment facility would offer treatment of the residential

wastewater generated from these proposed subdivisions.

8.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) responded to a request for information and
comments regarding the proposed project in a letter dated May 13, 2005. According to their records, there
have been no previously recorded historical or archaeological sites within the designated search locales.
SHPO felt that there is a low likelihood that cultural properties will be impacted from this project and, as
such, felt a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time. However, if cultural materials are
discovered during the project, SHPO asked that their office be contacted and the site investigated.

8.8 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

A letter, dated May 27, 2005, was sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) requesting
information and comments regarding the proposed project. The USFWS responded with a letter, dated June

cerad

10, 2005, stating that it does not anticipate adverse impacts to any federally listed threatened, endangered,
candidate or proposed species. Therefore, listed threatened and endangered species is not discussed further

in this document.

8.9 FISH AND WILDLIFE

The Gallatin River, Baker and Camp Creeks, and unnamed tributaries contain a variety of game and
non-game fish. The primary game fish species include rainbow trout, brown trout, and mountain whitefish.
There are also brook trout and cutthroat trout in smaller numbers. Non-game fish include the mottled
sculpin, longnose dace, white sucker, and longnose sucker. These waters are destination areas for fisherman

because of the high quality of fishing.



A variety of wildlife is present in and around the Manhattan area because of its close proximity to
the Gallatin River. Whitetail deer are the most abundant of the 30-40 species of mammals present. Other
mammals present include the shrew, deer mouse, meadow mouse, raccoon, skunk, red fox, and coyote.
Common reptile and amphibian species include the western terrestrial garter snake and boreal toad.

Bird species are also abundant in the area. Of the 144 neotropical bird species, 98 (68%) occur in
the riparian habitats surrounding Manhattan. Canada geese are abundant year-round, both as migrants and
- residents. The bald eagle is present year-round, but no breeding pairs are known to reside in the vicinity.
The peregrine falcon is a spring and fall migrant, as are a variety of waterfowl. Great horned owls and

osprey nest in the area also.

8.10 VEGETATION

The proposed project would occur on an old hay field that was recently purchased for development.
No native vegetation occurs within the proposed project area.

Native vegetation within the Manhattan area has generally been altered for agricultural purposes.
The exception is within the Gallatin River riparian areas. Lands used for grain production have been
cultivated for barley and wheat. Permanent pasturelands have been seeded with smooth brome, wheat
grasses, foxtail and introduced grasses and forbs. Vegetation has been severely impacted in areas occupied
by feedlots and dairy operation, east and north of the current sewage lagoons. . '

8.11 ~ SOILS/PRIME FARMLAND ~~ "~~~ -~~~

: Prime farmlands exist within much of the area surrounding Manhattan, provided that adequate -

irrigation is available eight (8) out of ten (10) years. Some residential development also exists in the
immediate vicinity of Manhattan. A majority of the lands in the locale have been disturbed by cultivation.
Some lands have been placed into cultivation, others into permanent pasture, while some have been

converted into feedlots and dairy operations.

An inquiry was made to the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) regarding the proposed
project. The NRCS responded with a letter, dated June 3, 2005, that stated that all of the soils in the project
area have an “important farmland classification”, to include farmland of local importance, statewide
importance, and prime farmland if irrigated. These soils are described as Amesha Cobbly Loam, 2 to 8

percent slopes, Amesha Loam, Oto 4 and 4 to 8 percent slopes.
9. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
9.1  CLIMATE
Due to the size of the propoged project, it is not likely to adversely affect the climate of the area.

9.2 GEOLOGY/TOPOGRAPHY

The proposed project would slightly alter the topography in the area, but not to an extent that would
be considered noticeable. Therefore, the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the
geology/physiography of this region.



93  AIR QUALITY/NOISE

Short-term negative impacts on the air quality will occur from heavy equipment dust and exhaust
fumes during project construction. Proper construction practices and dust abatement measures will be taken
during construction to control dust, thus minimizing this problem. As with all mechanical wastewater
treatment systems, odors will be generated and may be detectable in areas proximal to the facility.
However, this odor should be minimized if proper O&M practices are followed.

Short-term impacts from excessive noise levels may occur during construction of the proposed
project improvements. Construction activities are anticipated to last approximately seven (7) months during
the winter of 2005 and the spring of 2006. Construction will occur only during normal working hours. The
operation of the wastewater treatment facilities will produce some noise associated with the mechanical

equipment (blowers, pumps, motors, etc.).
9.4  WATER RESOURCES
9.4.1 Wetlands
Wetlands are present within the drainage area proximal to the project location. However, no

wetlands are present at the proposed project location and as such, will not be impacted by the construction of
a new wastewater treatment facility. There may be impacts to wetlands, however, associated with growth in

~— ——~—and-around-the community-as-a-result of-this project. Before dredged or fill material can be discharged or

placed into waters of the United States, mcludmg wetlands, a 404 permit must first be obtained from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Before issuing this permit, any potentxal future impacts to wetlands will be

addressed.

9.4.2 Surface Waters

The existing and proposed wastewater treatment facility will discharge to surface water (Dita Ditch
 to the Gallatin River). The proposed site is located away from any year-round surface water sources and no
impacts to surface water are anticipated during construction, as erosion control measures will be utilized.
Disturbed areas will be reseeded following work. The proposed improvements will reduce groundwater
pollution, theréby indirectly improving surface water quality.

9.4.3 Groundwater

The existing lagoon system has been documented to leak excessively, thus presenting a significant
source of groundwater pollution and a public health risk. Consequently, the recommended wastewater
system improvements would eliminate the existing groundwater pollution and public health risk, thereby
directly improving the groundwater in the immediate area.

9.4.4 Floodplain

As thevproposed project is located outside of the 100-year floodplain, no impacts are anticipated and
a floodplain development permit is not required.

9.5 SOCIOECONOMICS

This project will eliminate an existing lagoon that is presently leaking excessive amounts of
marginally treated wastewater to groundwater and eventually to surface water resources. Local rural
residents use groundwater in this area as their primary drinking water source. The new mechanical



wastewater treatment system will treat wastewater to an acceptable level before being discharged to surface

* water. Threats to groundwater will be eliminated, as the present facultative ponds will be de-commissioned

once the new wastewater treatment facility is constructed. The older, problem portions of the coliection
system that have high groundwater infiltration may be repaired or replaced as part of the project, thereby
eliminating the threat to public health.

During construction of the proposed project, energy will be consumed causing a direct short-term
impact on this resource. On a long-term basis, additional energy will be required due to the mechanical
nature of this wastewater treatment facility. This additional energy demand cannot be avoided; however, it
is relatively minimal relative to regional demands. :

This project may result in increased growth in and around the community. Such growth can
contribute to secondary impacts such as increased traffic, loss of agricultural land, increased demand on

local governmental services, etc.

9.6 LAND USE

A developer recently purchased the land to be subdivided for residential use. Therefore, historical
land use of the property would change from farming to urban. Land uses surrounding Manhattan would
continue to be agricultural, light industry and commerce, residential, and recreational in nature.

The selected alternative will most likely affect the growth of the community, because the

T wastewater systeii improvements will be designedto-allow treatment of additional-wastewater-from-an— - —

increased population and service area. Collection system upgrades mostly utilize the existing pipeline
trench in the affected streets. There would be no change in future land uses in the immediately affected area
from existing collection system upgrades. However, new collection systems would be installed should the
proposed subdivisions connect to the Town’s wastewater system. A

9.7. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Although there are no cultural properties recorded in the vicinity of the proposed project,

construction activities will require immediate reporting to the SHPO should any artifacts be uncovered.
Research by the SHPO noted that a cultural resource inventory is “unwarranted.”

9.8 FISH AND WILDLIFE

The proposed project is not likely to adversely affect wildlife within or near the project area.

Because the proposed project is located in a previously farmed area and is considered low quality habitat,

fish and wildlife would not be adversely impacted by project implementation.

9.9 VEGETATION

Vegetation in the excavation areas would be affected; however, all of these species are common and
plentiful in the area. Afier the project is complete, the area would be reseeded with native vegetation to
replace what was lost. Therefore, the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect vegetation.



9.10 SOILS/PRIME FARMLAND

~ The proposed project will affect soils/prime farmland where excavation occurs. In addition, this
project will likely result in increased growth in and around the community. As such, prime farmland may be
lost by the proposed subdivisions. Currently, over 500 acres have been proposed to be subdivided.

9.1 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

No significant adverse impacts are anticipated. Increased development in the area could uitimately
result in increased nutrient loading to Dita Ditch. However, Montana’s Nondegradation Law would limit
this increased loading. Increased traffic in the area is also possible. Increasing the capacity of the
wastewater treatment facility may allow for more growth in the planning area and may concentrate
development nearer Manhattan as opposed to more sprawling development.

There are no significant commercial or industrial wastewater contributors to the Manhattan
wastewater treatment facility. There are no known plans for significant economic development, such as
mines, public facilities, manufacturing or commercial facilities that would significantly increase the
population of Manhattan. However, there is one (1) large development that has requested annexation, which
consists of approximately 35 single-family lots and 14 business or light industrial lots. In addition, there are
four (4) large subdivisions planned for the area to the north, west and east of Manhattan. These
developments are included in both the population projections and design wastewater flows.

-7 "Collection system upgrades miostly utilize the existing pipeline trench-in-the affected-streets:—There - - -

would be no change in future land uses in the immediately affected area from the existing collection system
upgrades. However, should the proposed subdivisions connect to the town’s wastewater system, new
collection systems would need to be installed. The land use in and around the proposed subdivisions would

change from farming to urban.
10. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A high level of community involvement took place during the facility planning process. A steering
committee consisting of a wide range of community members was formed to further involve the public.
Five (5) public meetings were held with the steering committee to discuss population projections, treatment
alternatives, sewer rates, and ways to stimulate community input, and provide review input to the engineers.
In addition, the steering committee developed a community awareness fact sheet, which was distributed 'to'
all sewer users. The fact sheet explained the existing wastewater system deficiencies, gave notice that
wastewater fees would be increased again for the second time in a year, and invited public participation and
feed back. A community needs assessment relative to how the community would like to see development
occur, what services need to be improved, and information on user rate increases, was created to solicit

community input.

In addition, several public meetings were held to discuss the proposed mechanical wastewater
treatment facility alternatives and various plant locations. Surrounding landowners directly adjacent to the
plant were contacted and are generally in support of the new plant location. The community and the Town
Council are in agreement that an upgrade to the Town’s wastewater treatment facility is necessary. Overall,

there is public support for the proposed project.



11. AGENCIES CONSULTED

The following agencies have been contacted concerning the proposed construction of this project.
Included is a summary of each agency’s comments concerning any adverse environmental impacts that

should be considered.

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) reviewed the proposed project and
had comments concerning the cumulative impacts on local waterways, but had no major comments directed
at the proposed facility. MFWP recommended avoiding any construction activity near surface waters that
might destabilize the-existing channel configurations, or disturb riparian or wetland vegetation.
Additionally, MFWP recommended that actions be taken to prevent localized stream disturbances during
actual construction. MFWP commented that drainage within and through the facility is critical to avoid
increased sediment and other contaminants from entering waterways.

The Montana SHPO considered the impacts of the proposed project on local historical sites and
cultural resources. According to its records, there have been no previously recorded historical or
archaeological sites within the designated search locales. SHPO felt that there is a low likelihood cultural
properties will be impacted and, as such, felt a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time.
However, if cultural materials are inadvertently discovered during the project, SHPO asked that its office be

contacted and the site investigated.

The Montana DEQ reviewed the proposed project and had comments concerning required water

to amend its wastewater discharge permit to reflect the proposed changes in the wastewater treatment
facility and discharge location. '

The USFWS reviewed the proposed project and commented that it did not anticipate adverse
impacts to any federally listed threatened, endangered, candidate or proposed species. In addition, USFWS
stated that Corp of Engineers Section 404 permits may be required if wetlands are impacted by the project.

The NRCS reviewed the proposed project and determined that all of the soils in the proposed site
have an “important farmland classification”, to include farmland of local importance, statewide importance,
and prime farmland if irrigated. If requested by the local landowner, this land qualifies for protection under

-the Farmland Protection Act.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was contacted regarding the proposed project, and is responsible
for administering Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which regulates the excavation or placement of
dredged or fill material below the ordinary high water mark of our nation's rivers, streams, lakes, or in
wetlands. To date, no written comments have been received. Because WRDA grant money will be used for
this project, the Corp of Engineers contributed to the development of this EA.

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation was contacted regarding the
proposed project. To date, no written comments have been received.

12. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PERMITTING AUTHORITIES

No additional permits will be required from the State Revolving Fund section of DEQ for this
project after review and approval of the submitted plans and specifications. However, coverage under the
stormwater general discharge permit for construction activities is required from the DEQ Water Protection
Bureau prior to the beginning of construction. Additionally, the Town’s MPDES permit must be modified
to reflect the new discharge location prior to putting the new system online. A construction dewatering



permit from the DEQ Water Protection Bureau may also be required if groundwater is encountered during
construction of the new wastewater treatment plant and dewatering activities are necessary.

13. RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

[ ]EIS ' [ ]More Detailed EA [ X ] No Further Analysis

Rationale for Recommendation: Through this EA, EPA has made a preliminary determination that
none of the adverse impacts of the proposed Manhattan wastewater treatment facility project are significant.
Therefore, an EA is the appropriate level of analysis and an environmental impact statement (EIS) is not |

required.

14. REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

The following documents have been utilized in the environmental review of this project and are
considered to be part of the project file:

‘Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary Engineering Report) Town of Manhattan, May 2000. Prepared by
Stahly Engineering & Associates.

Amendment to Town of Manhat‘tan May 2000 Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary Engineering Report),
_ February 2004. Prepared by Stah]y Engmeenng & Assomates :

Wastewater Treatment Plant Alternative Review for Manhattan, Montana, April 2004. Prepared by Thomas,
Dean, & Hoskins, Inc.

2nd Amendment to Town of Manhattan May 2000 Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary Engineering
Report), July 2005. Prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.

Uniform Application Form for Montana Public Facility Projects for the Manhattan Wastewater Treatment
Facility Upgrade, August 2000 and subsequent updates. Prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.
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Figure 6. Areas of Potential Future Development
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Natura! Rescurces Conservalian Service

3710 Falion Stres?, #3 Ju
Bozeman, MT 58713 : : _

Phoné: (4D6)522-4000
Fa: (408)585-1272

Subject: Manhatten Wastewater Treatment Facility - Date: June 3, 2005
To: Murray Strong, Environmental Specialist - File Code:
Stahly Engineering & Associates

This memo is in response to your inquiry conceming the development of the Manhatten
Wastewater Treatment Facility and potential impacts t¢ important farmland soils on the proposed
site. I have enclosed a soil map with associated soil mapunits, and a soil report. All of the soils
in this area have an “importsnt farmland classification”, to include farniland of local importance,
statewide importance, and prime farmland if irrigated. '

If you have any further questions, please call me at 5224012

Wendy Williams, Resource Conservationist, Bozeman Field Office

The Natural Resoyrces Comservation Servita provides lesdership in a partmership effort to help praple
cofmerve, maimtain, snd imgrove cur REturs! resauress and smironment.

An Equal Oppartunhty Previder and Employer



Prime and other important Farmlands

Galatin County Area, Montana
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RECEIVED

MAY 1.6 2005
MoNTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

225 North Roberts ¢ PO, Box 201201 ¢ HMelena, MT 59620-1201
+ (406) 444-2694 + FAX (406) 444-2696 + www_monmanshisoricalsociety, org + )

May 13, 2005

Murray Strong
SE&RA |

3530 Centennial Drive
Helena, MT 59601

RE: STAHLY ENGINEERING: MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATEMENT
FACILITY. SHPO Project #: 2005051219

Dear Mr, Strong:
1have conducted a cultural resource file search for the above-cited project located in

cultural propertics in the area does notmeanthatth:y do not exist but rather may reflect
the absence of any previous cultural resource inventory in the area, as our records
indicated none.

We feel that there is a low likelihood cultural properties will be impacted. We, therefore,
fea] that a recommendation for a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time.
However, should cultural materials be inadvertently discovered during this project we
would ask that our office be contacted and the site investigated. Thank you for
consulting with us. : _

If you have any further questions or comments you may contact me at (406) 444-7767 or

by e-mail at dmurdo@mt.gov.

Sincerely,
A

Damon Murdo

Cultural Records Manager

File: DEQ/AIR&WATER WASTE MNG/2005

STATE HiSTORlC PreSERVATION OFFICE + 1410 8 Ave + PO, Box 201202 + Hdene MT 596201282

. e———

| @ (406) 444-7715 « FAX {406) 444-6575

[

___Section 34, T2N R3E. According to our records there bave been no previousty recorded - e
historic or archasological sites within the dwgnated search locales. The absence of



RECEIVED

United States Department of the Interior JUN 1 5 7005
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERYICE
ECCLOGICAL SERVICES
MONTANA FIELD OFFICE
100 N. PARK, SUTTE 320
HELENA, MONTANA 59601
PHONE (406) 448-5225, FAX (406) 4495339

File: M29 (T) | _ June 10, 2005
Murray Strong
Stahly Enginecring and Assoczates, Inc.
3530 Centennial Drive

Helena, Montana 59601
Dear Mr. Strong:
This is in response to your May 27, 2005 rmmfarmfonmﬁon and commemsregai'émgthe

Manhatten Wastewater Treatment Facility. We appreciate the apportunity to review ﬂnapmgct, o
' pmuosalandpmd-comcats 'Ihesecommmtshawbsenprepﬁe'dunderﬁaeamhmtyofmd

~ in accordance with the provisians of thé Fisk and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S G 661 et.

seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et. seq.).

|Considering the nature, scope and location of the project, the Service does not armapm adverse
impacts 1o any federnlly listed threatened, endangered, candidate or proposed species. There
imay be statz species ofmcemmthowcmoftheprmeamdwcmmmmmngthe

- Montana Departroent of Fish, Wildiife end Parks at 1420 Eest Sixth Ave., P.O. Bux 200701,
Heiens, MT 59620-0701, 406-444-2535 or the Montane Natural Heritage Program, 1515 East 6®
lAvmuc, Bax 201800, Helens, MT 59620-1800, 406-444-5354.

Ifweﬂmdsmmpacwdbythxsprmect,&ms of Exigineers Secnon494perm1tsmnyﬁe
required. The Service suggests any proposed or fiture project be designed to avoid and
minimize impacts 10 wetland areas, stream channels and surrounding vegetation to the greatest
'zxtantposm'ble. Direct, indirect and cnmulative ingpacts, ﬂcngmthﬂﬁmactmtzésremnmdm
mayntain these improvements, should be mnalyzed.

The Service apprecistes your efforts 1o incorporate fish and wildlife resource concérns, including
tened and endangered species, into your project plasning. If you have quesnons or
ents related to this issue, please comtact Katrina Dixon af 406-449-5225 extension 222.

Sincexely,

R ilson
Field Supervisor




RECEIVED

1]
JUk 07 ZMS 1400 South 19" Ave
Bozeman, MT §3718

' June 8, 2005
Murray Strong, Environmental Specialist ’
Stahly Engineering
3530 Centennial Drive
Helena, MT 58601

Dear Mr. Strong,

On May 27, 2005 | received a map from you showing the iocation of a proposed
wastewater treatment facility to be constructed near Manhattan. Based on this map you
asked that | provide comments concerning “impacts to formally classified lands,
wetlands, biological resources, and water qual‘rty y

Wrthout other mformatnon, my prvnaple concerns are genenc to th:s type of developmenti o

and the polential to hanm local waterways. Generally, you should plan to avoid any
construction activity near surface waters that might destabilize existing channel
configurations. You will want to avoid disturbing riparian or.wetiand vegstation. And you
will want to avoid situations that might deliver poliutants to surface waters, as can
happen for example when paved surfaces concentrate oil or other petroleum products
"later mobilized by rain or snowmelt. Drainage within and through the facllity is a critical -
plannmg consideration to avoid increasing sediment or other contaminants that mnght be

delivered io local waterways,

You will also want to prevent localized stream disturbances during actual construction, |
anticipate that your construction plans will include actions to reduce or mitigate sediment
delivery, and to prevent discharges of petroleurn products or other harmful substances
into nearby streams, ditches, or to lands capable of delivering these substances to
nearby waterways. An important project goal shoul id be to ensure that the compisted
facility poses no direct or persistent environmental thraat to the local watershed.

| hope that my comments are useful to you at this time. | ook forward to hearing how
your project plans develop. Please contact me with any questions.




RECEIVED
3 20 205

.{
Montana Department of :
= ENVERONMENTAL QUALITY Brian Schweitzer, Governar

JU.DG]7,.205 -30? 200901 « Helena, MT 59620-0901 =+ (406) 444-2544 o www.deq.mt.pov

Murray Strong

Stahley Engineering
3530 Centennial Drive
Helena, MT 59501

RE: Manhattan Wastewater Treatment Facility
Dear Mr. Strong:

The Department is in receipt of your May 26, 2005 Jetter to Steve Welsh, Permitting and
Compliance Division Administrator requesting that the Department identify any permitting
requirements or other issues that may be necessary for the above reference project. The City
pmposes to consn'uct anew wastcwast:r ucarment plant. .
Pursuant to Section 75-5-402 of the Montana Watar Quality Act (WQA), the Department is
required to examine plans and other information to determine whether & permit is necessary. In
order for the Department to complete this review, the proponent must complete the applicable
discharge permit application forms for the proposed activity, provide the information required by
the applicable rule and submit the necessary application fees. Alternatively, the applicant may
submit detailed plans and specifications on the propased activity along with s description of the
volume and nature of the wastes to be discharged. In sccordance with ARM 17.30.201; the fee
for review of plans and specifications is one-half of the application fee. Burean staff are
available to assist you in determining the appropriate application requirements.

Based on the information submitted, the Department is unable to determine what permits are
necessary for the proposed project. For your convenience ] have enclosed a fact sheet that
describes water guality related permits for construction activities. Discharge of storm water
from: industrial facilities as defined in ARM 17.30.1102(29) and (30); from.construction
activities as defined in ARM 17.30.1002(28); and from municipal separate storm SCWeT Systems
(MS4) as defined in ARM 17.30.1102(23), are subject to the permitting requirement of the
Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES).

In general, the Montana WQA prohibits the discharge of sewage, industrial or other wastes,
including sediment, to state waters without a current permit from the Department. The defmition
of state waters incluodes any body of water on the surface or underground (ground water) and
includes irrigation systems, cphemeral and intermittent drainiage systems, lake, ponds or other
waterways. Discharge of wastes to state surface water is regulated under the Montana Pollutant
Discharge Elimination Systern (MPDES) program; a discharge, or potential discharge, to state
ground water are regulated under the Montana Ground Water Pollution Control System. The
WQA also prohibits the construction, operation or use of an outlet that is nsed to discharge
waters to state water [75-5-605(2), MCA] without a cutrent parmit from the Department.

Eaforcoment Division » Perwithng & Compilaurs Divisinn ¢+ Tlanning, Prevention & Assistance Divition = . Revudimtion Diviaiod



Mr. Murray Strong
Jmme 17, 2005
Pagze 2 of 2

Pursuant to 75-3-605(2), MCA, the City must amend their wastewater discharge permit to reflect -

the proposed changes in the wastewater treatment facility.

Additional informstion on permitting requirements may be obtained by contacting the Water
Protection Bureau at (406) 444-3080 or on the Depariment’s Website at: www.deq state mtus,

Water Quality Permits Program Manager
W ater Protection Burean ‘

File: General

cc Fact Shezt: Construction Related Water Quality Permits
- - Storm-Water Requirements for Construction Activity - — - —— - ——
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What is Montana‘s
Storm Walar Discharge Parmit
Program for Construciion Activity?

'r’n- 1972 amandmsnts to the Federn Wistar
Poluiton Gontral Ac), leier referred 10 2a Die
Chasn Whater Act (CWR), probibli tha dachargy of sny
PpoRilant 1o wsles of the United Statss unless (i

discharge I aulhiordzed by a Nadional Pofluien
Dischargs Eliminaidn Systern {NPDES) pusmit.

In Montena, the Degartrwent of Envionmental Qualty
{DEQ) ls auBuwrizad Lo wéminisies tia NPOES
Frogrsm shrough tha Mantana Polluiant Dischame
Efsnination Systam (MPEES) Program.

Tradifonnlly, efonts ta Irmprone weler quality undes
ibs NPOES program Mave focused on redhscing
polulanis in industrial procass waatewsler and
munidpal asvege beatmaen) plan) discharyes. Ousr
Uma, & bacame ovidenl tat more difluse yources af
walw poliulion, such a3 siorm veater runolf fom
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Typleally, sadbment snodf maéns fom construction
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tene, constructiaon acivity cen coniribela mare

sodiman (o straams then is ratursily deposiled over
sevarel decades. This sccalurated dupesiiion
causes both phyaical and bajogical harm b
Monlana’s surface walary.

in 1964, (ha fadarsl Enwironmantal Proleciion
Agancy (EPA) promuigeled rules estabishing Phase
¥ of the HPDES stom valw program. Phare |
sddresned, among ciher discharges, dacharges
from isrgsr conelruction activilies disturbing 5 seies
oFmore of lsnd. fa Montana, yinee 1992 the DEQ
has hean parmiling these siorm water dachsiges
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"Prognaim.

Phass il of the NPDES slorm water program caverns
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Enilate on Maench 10, 2003, Montane has Incarpo-
relad thase new MPOES Phags il stoom waler
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{ARM), Tlle 17, Chaptes 30, Subchaptars 11, 12,
and 13,

Who Requires

Btorm Water Discharge Permit
Coverage Linder Montans Rules?
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yaan),

What Is tha Definition of

"Disturbance” of & Conutruction Site?
“Dishurbianca” {ralatad ¥o construction acifuity)
mesne arens hal oe subject (o cdeaving, encavel-
g, ursding, slockpiling aurth mateiialy, and
placsmantiwmoval of sarth materisl parfurmed
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parformad k> mainiain ha original line and grade,

_hydeaullc capatity, or orfginal purposa af the tacliity.

What Is the Definition of an

*Opemtor of 8 Conllrumlon Bita?
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with cénsimuciion nciivity. Tha innn is defined In
Panl .18, of the Ganeral Permit, Opersiors would
typicaly ba b tha ownar and contyscior [ ]
canstarcifan profect, bul may also lnchude othor
parties it thay mest live dabition of epesalar.

How do “Oporators™ Obtaln

General Farmit Coverage?

‘Opesslonrs™ requiring caverage nder e Ganars
Pesnil for Busie slom watwr dischargas axgacieted
with mnsimﬁlun aclivity obialn this parmbt cover-
ugs by he DEQFI Stonm Vuater Proglam racaiving

the l’dwing Hudce of fnlent (NN} Package ilems. -

by he aopt’md conatrucBon starl date:

MO} !mm with: 81 (ayuaaied nlnms com-
ylilld.

N Storm Watsr Polfution Praveriion Plan,
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duveloped for apiionel usa rfdutmlj and

w  Application tes and Rest yaar annasl fae
baved on the number of dvchages (800
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(et reaidentiol fsingle family chvalling), of
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The thinl Permit {n sagist ip the compls-
tlon of IIIQ forms and submittal of the KOU
Package.

Parmil fransfers are nal slfowed. Signstory requirs-
mRs Inm and the Ganeral Parmi allow only
casigin wlrﬁ-rlpwpll ¥ $ign MO} ks and othar
rapurls.

All NDlg requlrs a Notice of Terminaiion {NOF)
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Fact Sheet :
Water Quality Permits for Construction Related Activities
Water Protection Bureau
Montane Department of Environmental Quality

MPI?E§ Storm Water Permit: Construction related activities that result in grester than one acre
of dmtq:bance and may generate storm water nunoff from the construction site during the Jife of
the project must obtain authorization prior to initiation of the construction activity. For purposes
of this regulation, construction activities include clearing, grading, excavation, and stockpiling or
placement of earthen materials. Routine maintenance activities that disturb less than 5 areas and
do not change the origina] configuration of the site are not subject to this regulation. The owner
or operator is required 10 develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). These
discharges are covered under a general permit (MTR10000). Coverage under the general permit
is effective upon receipt of & completed NOI package (application, storm water pollution
prevention plan, and fee).

MPDES Construction Dewgtering: Non-stonn water discharges of sediment laden water from
coffer dams, trenches, pipeline construction, excavation pits, borrow areas, well development or
other activities that is discharged to state watery, including irrigation canals, drainage ditches and
wetlands, are prohibited unless authorized by the Department. Typically, these activities are
authorized under the Department’s general permit for construction dewatering (MTG070000).

Under most conditions the permittes is required to construct and operate some form of treatment
to remove turbidity and sediment to mast state water quality standards. The-discharge of ground~ -~

“water that contains petroleum contaminates or other wastes must be authotized and comply with
the requirements of the Department’s petroleum clean up general permit (MTG790000 or
MTX30000) prior to discharpe to state surface or ground water. These permits are typically
issned within 30 days of receipt of a completed application. ‘

~texm W ity standard iditv (318): Montana water quality standards prohibit

the increase in sediment or turbidity above specific amounts in state surface waters. A Section
318 authorization provides a short-term turbidity standard for activities that are conducted in
state waters and may cause disturbance of the stream bed sediments. A 318 authorization is
typically processed in 7 to 21 days but mey require Jonger review for complexity or
environmentally sensitive areas,

401 Certification: Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act is administered by the US Army

Corps of Engineers; these permits are for dredge and fill in waters of the US, including wetlands.
Please contact the Corps at (406) 441-1375. The Department provides CWA 401 certification of
404 projects and works directly with the Corps on these issues. A joint application form s nsed,

_ General Information
Fees: All of the above permits require the applicant to pay a fee prior to Department review of
the application. The fee varies depending on the type of pexmit and complexity of the project. A,
fee schedule is available upon request at (406) 444-3080, of-on the Departments website at:
www.deg.state. mt.us

-




EXHIBIT 2-N

COMBINED NOTICE
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT and
NOTICE TO PUBLIC OF REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS
(FONSI/NOI/RROF)

February 19, 2006

Town of Manhattan
City, Town or County

120 W. Main, PO Box 96
Mailing Address

Manhattan, MT 59718 ‘ (406) 284-3235
City, State, Zip Code Telephone

TO ALL INTERESTED AGENCIES, GROUPS AND PERSONS:

--—-On--or--about--March -6, 2006- the -above-named - town -will- request -the -Montana -
Department of Commerce (DOC) to release Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) funds provided under Title | of the Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974, as amended (PL 93-383) for the foliowing project:

Manhattan Wastewater Treatment Improvments

The purpose of this project is to: 1) provide a long-term solution to Montana Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permit compliance, 2) meet a compliance
schedule incorporated in the town’s renewed MPDES permit, 3) meet the domestic
capacity needs of the community, 4) eliminate excessive leakage to groundwater from
the town's current wastewater treatment lagoons, and 5) reduce the amount of inflow
and infiltration (/1) into the town’s collection system.

Manhattan, Montana

Finding of No Significant Impact

It has been determined that such request for release of funds will not constitute an
action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment and accordingly the
above named town has decided not to prepare an Environmental impact Statement
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190).

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program CDBG ADMINISTRATIVE MANUAL
Montana Department of Commerce January, 2005

2-N.1



The reasons for the decision not to prepare such Statement are as follows:

The project will provide improvements to the environment by eliminating MPDES permit
violating discharges. The new system will ultimately reduce safety, health, and
environmental hazards.

Environmentally sensitive characteristics such as vegetation, wetlands, floodplains,
cultural resources, air quality, water quality, wildlife, and threatened or endangered
species are not expected to be adversely impacted as a result of the proposed project.
No significant negative long-term environmental impacts were identified.

An Environmental Review Record documenting review of all project activities in respect
to impacts on the environment has been made by the above-named town. This
Environmental Review Record is on file at the above address and is available for public
examination and copying upon request between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

No further environmental review of such project is proposed to be conducted prior to
the request for release of CDBG project funds.

Public Comments on Findings

All interested agencies, groups and persons disagreeing with this decision are invited to
submit written comments for consideration by-the -town of Manhattan to the Manhattan
City Hall on or before March 23, 2006. All such comments so received will be
considered and the town of Manhattan will not request release of funds or take any
administrative action on the project prior to the date specified in the preceding
sentence.

Release of Funds

The town of Manhattan will undertake the project described above with CDBG funds
provided by DOC under Title | of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974, as amended. The town of Manhattan is certifying to DOC that Manhattan and
chief executive officer, Tony Haag, in his official capacity as Mayor consents to accept
the jurisdiction of the Federal courts if an action is brought to enforce responsibilities in
relation to environmental reviews, decision-making, and action; and that these
responsibilities have been satisfied. The legal effect on the certification is that upon its
approval, the town of Manhattan may use the CDBG funds and DOC will have satisfied
its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 19689.

Obijections to State Release of Funds

The Department of Commerce will accept an objection to its approval of the release of
funds and acceptance of the certification only if it is on one of the following bases:

(a) that the certification was not in fact executed by the chief executive officer
or other officer approved by the Department of Commerce,
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(b) that the applicant's environmental review record for the project indicates
omission of a required decision, finding, or step applicable to the project in the
environmental review process;

(c) the grant recipient has committed funds or incurred costs not authorized
by 24 CFR Part 58 before approval of a release of funds by DOC; or

(d) another Federal agency acting pursuant to 40 CFR Part 1504 has
submitted a written finding that the project is unsatisfactory from the standpoint
of environmental design.

Objections must be prepared and submitted in accordance with the required
procedures (24 CFR Part 58) and may be addressed to: Department of Commerce,
Community Development Division, 301 S. Park Avenue, P.O. Box 200523, Helena,

Montana 59620.

Objections to the release of funds on bases other than those stated above will not be
considered by DOC. No objection received after March 23, 2006 will be considered by

DOC.

- Name of Environmental Certifying
Officer or Chief Elected Official

Date

120 W. Main
Street Address

‘Manhattan, MT 59718
City, County, State, Zip Code
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~EXHIBIT 2-M
MONTANA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) PROGRAM

CONSOLIDATED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

introduction

The following form is for the use of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
recipients who must prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) as required by HUD
Environmental Review procedures for the CDBG program (24 CFR 58.36). Satisfactory
completion of this form will meet the requirements of the federal housing and Community
Development Act as well as the national Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

CDBG recipients must also demonstrate compliance with the environmental
requirements of the other related federal environmental laws and reguiations listed in the
HUD Statutory Checklist (24 CFR 58.5). For this reason, the Statutory Checkilist
requirements have been combined into this single consolidated form. An index of the
applicable federal statutes and regulations is found at the end of this form. Where noted,
the numbers that appear to the right of the environmental subject areas listed in the

_ _checklist correspond to the listing of statutes found in the index.

The requirements of the Montana Environmental policy Act (MEPA) and the uniform
State administrative rules adopted pursuant to the Act have also been integrated into the
consolidated form.

Project identification
Recipient: Town of Manhattan

Chief Elected Official: Tony Haag, Mayor

Environmental Certifying Officer: Tony Haag

CDBG Contract #: MT-CDBG-03PF-08

Project Name: Manhattan Wastewater Treatment improvements

Person Preparing this Environmental Assessment:
Moriah Peck \
Environmental Engineering Specialist
Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund Section
Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Phone Number: (406) 444-6776

Community Development Block Grant (COBG) Program CDBG ADMINISTRATIVE MANUAL
Montana Department of Commerce October, 2002



Instructions for Completing this Form

The following instructions should be presented and evaluated in a level of detail which is
appropriate to the foliowing considerations:

(a) the complexity of the proposed action;
(b) the environmental sensitivity of the area affected by the proposed action;

(c) the degree of uncertainty that the proposed action will have a significant impact on the
quality of the human environment;

(d) the need for and complexity of mitigation required to avoid significant environmental
impacts.

in all cases, the CDBG grant recipient should reference and attach additional narrative
providing the specific information requested or documentation supporting the evaluation
of the impact of the proposed project or activity as it relates to each environmental subject
area. The narrative should also note, where applicable, the source of the evaluation, including
date of contact, page reference to pertinent source documents, and the name and title or persons
contacted, along with the name of the specific organization or agency.

Environmental information and assistance in preparing an environmental assessment can be
obtained from a wide variety of sources. Passible sources of information include existing plans

and studies, knowledgeable local residents and officials such as the county sanitarian, city or
county planning board or department, local officials with the U.S. Soil and Conservation Service
(SCS) or local conservation district, as well as local representatives of the State Fish, Wildlife &
Parks Department, to list just a few examples. Grant recipients may also contact the State and
federal agencies listed in Exhibit 2-O for information and assistance.

- The Department of Commerce Community Development Bureau maintains copies of
environmental assessments prepared on previous projects that may be useful to grant recipients,
as well as full copies of applicable federal and State environmental statutes and related
information. Copies of the HUD publication, Environmental Review Guide for Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Programs, can be requested form the CDBG program
specialist assigned to your project.

Evaluation of Environmental Impact
_Provide the information requested below and attach additional narrative as appropriate.

1. Describe the proposed action or activity, including construction and end-product (attach
maps and graphics as necessary). '

The Town of Manhattan, through its Preliminary Engineering Report and
amendments, has identified the need to upgrade its wastewater treatment
and collection systems. Replacing portions of the town’s collection system
subject to excessive inflow and infiltration and constructing a mechanical
wastewater treatment facility utilizing aeration wheels, which is capable of
meeting effluent limitations for current and future populations is proposed.
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2. Describe the project site and surrounding area(s), inciuding existing site use and
environmental conditions (attach map as applicable).

The proposed site is located on four acres adjacent to the Manhattan
Meadow subdivision (se ¥ sec 34 T2N R3E), one-mile north of town and one-
half mile north of the present sewage lagoons.

Manhattan is located in the Gallatin Valley, 18 miles west of Bozeman.
Manphattan’s 1996 population was estimated at 1,380. Wastewater services
are included within the town boundary and also include Woodenshoe Lane.
The present wastewater system has 701 sewer connections with no significant
commercial or industrial users.

The community is located about 2 miles south of the Gallatin River in a
mostly rural farming area. Land uses surrounding Manhattan is
agricultural, light industry and commerce, residential, and recreatlonal in
nature. The town’s economy is based mostly on agriculture.

_____ Prime farmlands exist jv_l_tp_lg_{r_lggll of the area surrounding Manhattan
provided that adequate irrigation is available. The majority of the Iands in
the locale have been disturbed by cultlvatlon, others permanent pasture,

feedlots and dairy operations.

Much of the area in the immediate vicinity of Manhattan is valley Jand with
low, rolling hills. Interstate 90 runs just south of town and it is a major route
for both locals and tourists. The elevation is 4,250 feet above sea level.
Average annual precipitation is 13-15 inches and the average annual
temperature is 42° F. There are 95-115 frost-free days and freezes can arrive
as early as the last week of August or as late as the end of September.

The water table in the Manhattan area is 10 to 35 feet in depth.
Groundwater is recharged by percolation of snowmelt, rainfall and irrigation
waters. It is also recharged near the side of the valley by water lost from
streams, Sources of groundwater also include seepage from irrigation canals
and associated irrigation from the West Fork of the Gallatin River along
with Baker and Camp Creeks.

Major surface water features in the vicinity include the West and East Forks
of the Gallatin River, which join approximately two and one-half miles north
of Manhattan. The smaller streams, Baker and Camp Creeks, located west
of Manhattan, flow northward into the West Fork of the Gallatin River.
Additionally, many sloughs are located along the roadways and abandoned
railroad grades and irrigation canals are found throughout the area.
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3. Describe the benefits and purpose of the proposed action.

New collection lines will decrease infiltration and subsequent overloading of
the treatment facility, while the new mechanical wastewater treatment
facility will be designed to meet state standards. Due to overloading,
excessive sludge buildup, and treatment limitations of existing facultative
lagoon systems, the town has experienced numerous effluent violations of its
Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permit. In
addition to effluent violations, excessive leakage from the town’s lagoons has
been considered an un-permitted discharge. As such, a compliance schedule
has been incorporated into the town’s renewed MPDES permit.

The proposed action incorporates existing, proposed and foreseen residential
and commercial development in the Manhattan area.

4. Describe all sources of project funding:

Federal and State grant/loan programs will fund the project.

The Town of Manhattan has obtained grants from the DNRC Renewal

~Resources Grant and Loan program, the Commiinity Development Block™
Grant program, the Treasure State Endowment Program, the EPA State and
Tribal Assistance Grants program, and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers 195
grant program. The remaining cost of the project will be funded using the
town’s reserve and a low-interest loan from the Water Pollution Control
State Revolving Fund loan program.

5. Describe any project plans or studies which are relevant to the project.

a. Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary Engineering Report) Town of
Manhattan, May 2000, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.

b. Amendment to Town of Manhattan May 2000 Wastewater Facility Plan
(Preliminary Engineering Report), February 2004, prepared by Stahly
Engineering & Associates.

c. Wastewater Treatment Plant Alternative Review for Manhattan,
Montana, April 2004, prepared by Thomas, Dean, & Hoskins, Inc.

d. 2"* Amendment to Town of Manhattan May 2000 Wastewater Facility
Plan (Preliminary Engineering Report), July 2005, prepared by Stahly
Engineering & Associates.

e. Uniform Application Form for Montana Public Facility Projects for the
Manhattan Wastewater Treatment Facility Upgrade , August 2000 and
subsequent updates, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates.
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6. Proposed implementation schedule.

Completion of construction and/or repair of a treatment works capable of
meeting permit requirements by no later than August 31, 2006.

Preliminary Plans and Specifications July 1 — Aug. 19, 2005

DEQ Review Aug. 22 — Nov. 1, 2005

Final Plans and Specifications Nov. 1 —Jan. 1, 2006

Final DEQ Review Jan. 1 - Jan. 15, 2006

Bidding and Award of Contract Jan. 15 - Mar. 1, 2006

Construction Mar. 1 - Oct. 1, 2006
7. Compliance with any applicable local plans, ordinances, or regulations:

Project is in Compliance
Yes No Not Applicabie

Local Comprehensive (Growth Management) Plans mcludmg housmg land use and public
- facilities'elements: - ' » — L

1998 Town of Manhattan Master Plan Update

Local zoning ordinances or land use regulations, such as permit systems or soil conservatnon
district requnrements

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) reviewed the proposed
project and determined that all of the soils in the proposed site have an
“important farmland classification”, to include farmland of local importance,
statewide importance, and prime farmland if irrigated. If irrigated, the land
would be listed as prime farmland and the Farmland Protection Policy Act
would apply.

8. Evaluation of impact, including cumulative and secondary impacts, on the Physical
Environment:

Please complete the following checklist. Attach narrative containing more detailed analysis
of topics and impacts that are potentially significant.

Key Letter: N - No Impact/Not Applicable; B - Potentially Beneficial; A - Potentially Adverse; P -
Approval/Permits Required; M - Mitigation Required

Impact Categories-- Source of Documentation
KEY Note date of each contact or page reference. Attach additional
‘ PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT material as applicable. Where appropriate, please fully explain

in attached materials.

N Page 16 and 22 of EA.
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Soil Suitability, Topographic and/or
Geologic Constraints

HUD Environmental Criteria--24 CFR
Part 51:

51(b) Noise--Suitable Separation
Between Housing & Other Noise
Sensitive Activities & Major Noise
Sources (Aircraft, Highways &
Railroads)8

Pages 19 and 20 of EA.

51(c) Hazardous Facilities—
Acceptable Separation Distance from
Expiosive and Flammable Hazards
(Chemical/ Petrochemical Storage
Tanks & Facilities—-ex., Natural Gas
Storage Facilities & Propane Storage
Tanks) *

None proximal.

51(d}) Airport Runway Clear Zones--
Avoidance of incompatible Land Use
in Airport Runway Clear Zones™

None proximal.

EPA Hazardous Waste Sites, or Other
Hazards or Nuisances Not Covered
Above

DEQ website query.

- Effects of Project-on Surrounding Air -~

Quality or Any Effects of Existing Air
Quality on Project1 *

‘Pages 10 and 19 of EA.

Groundwater Resources & Aquifer ©° *

Pages 17 and 20 of EA.

Surface Water/Water Quality, Quantity
& Distribution " *

Pages 10, 16, 17 and 20 of EA.

Floodplains & Fioodplain
Management® **

Pages 17and 20 of EA.

Wetlands Protection™

Pages 16 and 20 of EA.

>z

Agricultural Lands, Production, &
Farmiand Protection® *

Pages 15, 19, 21 and 22 of EA.

Vegetation & Wildlife Species &
Habitats, Including Fish* *

Pages 15, 16, 18, 19, 21 and 22 of EA.

Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or
Limited Environmental Resources,
Including Endangered Species® *

Pages 18, 19, 20 and 23 of EA.

Unigue Natural Features

Pages 16, 17 and 18 of EA.

Access to and Quality of Recreational
& Wilderness Activities, and Public
Lands, including Federally Designated
Wild & Scenic Rivers' *

= Including Sole Source Aquifer. Contact DOC for further information regarding Missoula-area projects.

9. Evaluation of impact, including cumulative and secondary impacts, on the Human
Population in the area to be affected by the proposed action:

Please complete the following checklist. Attach narrative containing more detailed analysis
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of topics and impacts that are potentialiy significant.

Key Letter: N - No Impact/Not Applicable; B - Potentially Beneficial; A - Potentially Adverse;
P - Approval/Permits Required; M - Mitigation Required

Montana Department of Commerce

Impact Categories-- Source of Documentation
KEY Note date of each contact or page reference. Attach additional
Human Population material as applicable. Where appropriate, please fully explain
P in attached materials.
N Visual Quality--Coherence, Landscape plan based on land exchanged T
Diversity, Compatible Use, and agreement. Page 15 of EA.
Scale Aesthetics
N Historic Properties, Cultural, and | Pages 18, 21 and 23 of EA.
Archaeological Resources®-
A Changes in Demographic Pages 6, 15, 17 and 20 of EA.
{Population)
Characteristics
N Environmental Justice» - Page 6 of EA.
JI-N .. | General Housing Conditions-- Pages 6, 17, 20, 21 and 22 of EA.
Quality & Quantity ]
N Displacement or Relocating of Page 6, 17 and 21 of EA.
Businesses or Residents
B Human Health Pages 5 to 9 and 20 of EA.
B Local Employment & Income Construction of facility and homes.
Patterns-- Quantity and
Distribution of Employment
A Local and State Tax Base & Pa'ge 15 of EA.
Revenues
N Educational Facilities
N Commercial and Industrial Pages 15 and 17 of EA. j
Facilities, Production & Activity
N Health Care
N Social Services |
N Social Structures & Mores
(Standards of Social
Conduct/Social Conventions)
B Land Use Compatibility Pages 15 and 17 of EA.
N Energy Consumption Page 10 of EA,
N Solid Waste Disposals-
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Waste Water--Sewage System

| Pages 5-11 of EA.

Storm Water

Community Water Supply

Z Z| Z| O

Public Safety:
Police

Fire

Emergency Medical

Parks, Playgrounds, & Open
 Space

Cultural Facilities, Cultural
Uniqueness, & Diversity

Transportation--Air, Rail & Auto
(Including Local Traffic)

Consistency with Other State
Statutes or Local Ordinances,
Resolutions, or Plans (to be
{-added by local community,)

Page 4 of EA.

10.

11.

12.

Describe and analyze reasonable alternatives to the proposed activity whenever
alternatives are reasonably available and prudent to consider, and discuss how the
alternatives could be implemented, if applicable.

See attached Environmental Assessment.

Where applicable, list and evaluate mitigation actions, stipulations, and other controls
which will be enforced by the local government or another governmental agency.

Is the proposed project in compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws

and regulations?

Yes No

LEVEL OF CLEARANCE FINDING:

OR

Based on the foregoing environmental review, it is concluded that:

[ X] FINDING: A request to the Montana Departmer;t of Commerce for release of funds
for the within project is not an action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment, and no EIS is required. A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be
made.
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[ ] FINDING: A request to the Montana Department of Commerce for release of funds for
the within project is an action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment, and an EIS is required.

Finding Executed by:

Name (Typewritten): Tony Haag, Mayor

Title: Environmental Certifying Officer
Signature:
Date:
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- INDEX OF APPLICABLE FEDERAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS INCLUDED IN THE
CHECKLIST

1. Air Quality

a. Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) as amended; particularly section 17(c) and (d) (42
U.S.C. 7506(c) and (d)).

b. Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans
(Environmental Protection Agency-- 40 CFR parts 6, 51, and 93).

2. Endangered Species

a. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) as amended; particularly
section 7 (16 U.S.C. 1536).

3. Farmlands

a. Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.) particularly sections
1540(b) and 1541 (7 U.S.C. 4201(b) and 4202). :

" b. Farmland Protection Policy (U.S. Department of Agriculture 7 CFR Part 658'):

4. Fish and Wildlife

b. Fish and Wildiife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666¢).

5. Floodplain

a. Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, May 24 1977 (42 FR 26951, 3 CFR,
1977 Comp., as interpreted in HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 55.

b. Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001-4128).

c. National Flood Insurance Program (44 CFR 59-79).

6. Historic Properties

a. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.),
particularly sections 106 and 110 (16 U.S.C. 470 and 470h-2), except as provnded in
258.17 for Section 17 projects.

b. Executive Order 11593 - Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, May
13, 1971 (36 FR 8921), 3 CFR 1971-1975 Comp., particularly section 2(c).

¢. 36 CFR Part 800 with respect to HUD programs other than Urban Development Grants
(UDAG)
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d. The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 as amended by the Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 469 et seq.), particularly section 3 (16 U.S.C 469a-1).

7. Man-made Hazards

a. Siting of HUD-Assisted Projects Near Hazardous Operations Handling Conventional Fuels
or Chemicals of an Explosive or Flammable Nature, 24 CFR Part 51, Subpart C, (49 FR
5103, 2/10/84).

b. HUD Notice 79-33, Policy Guidance to Address the Problems Posed by Toxic Chemicals
and Radioactive Materials, 9/10/79.

c. Siting of HUD Assisted Projects in Runway Clear Zones at Civil Airports and Clear Zones
and Accident Potential Zones at Military Airfields, 24 CFR Part 51, Subpart D (49 FR 880,
1/6/84)

8. Noise

a. Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR Part 51, Subpart B, (44 FR 40861, 7/12/79, as

9. Solid Waste Disposal

a. Solid Waste Disposal Act as émended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of
1976 (42 U.S.C. 6901-6987).

b. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) implementing Regulations 40 CFR Parts
240-265.

10. Water Quality
a. Federal Water Poliution Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251-1376).
b. The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (42 U.S.C. 69-01-6978, 300f-300j-10).

c. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Implementing Regulations 40 CFR Parts
100-149.

d. Missoula, Montana Sole Source Aquifer, in accordance with Section 1424 (e) of the Safe
Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 300h-3 (1982).

11. Wetlands

a. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, May 24, 1977 (42 FR 26961), 3 CFR,
1977 Comp., particularly sections 2 and 5; and Applicable State Legislation or Regulations.
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12. Wild and Scenic Rivers

a. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 U.S.C. 1271 et. seq.) as amended, particularly
section 7(b) and (c), (16 U.S.C. 1278 (b) and (c)).

Note: In Montana, this act applies to the North Fork of the Flathead River from the Canadian
border downstream to its confluence with the Middle Fork; the Middle Fork from its
headwaters to its confluence with the South Fork; and the South Fork from its origin to
Hungry Horse Reservoir; and, the Missouri River consisting of the segment from Fort
Benton, one hundred and forty-nine miles downstream to Fred Robinson Bridge.

13. Environmental Justice

a. Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-income Populations, February 11, 1994 (59 FR 7629), 3 CFR, 1994
Comp. P. 859. (24 CFR Part 58.5, April 30, 1996)
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