
FEB 2 2 2006 

Notice of Findings of No Significant Impact LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL 

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 #: C30 1087-04 
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 
(VI) into the town's collection system. 

The recommended alternative is to replace portions of the collection system subject to excessive 
VI 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 1/4 of Section 34, Township 2 North, Range 3 East. Federal and State grant and loan 
programs will fund thls 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 20090 1, Helena, Montana 59620-090 1 ; 

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: \nvw.deq .rnt.gov and during normal 
working hours at the following locations: 

Comments supporting or disagreeing with this decision may be submitted for consideration by 
each agency. 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. 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
1520 East Sixth Avenue 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, Montana 59620-090 1 

Town of Manhattan City Hall 
120 W. Main 
PO Box 96 
Manhattan, Montana 597 18 



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 whether 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 C30 1 087-04 
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 NIPDES permit, 3) meet the domestic capacity needs 

---ofthe-~ommanrty;-4~-eiiminate-e~~-es~i~e-Ieakage-to-gr0~nd~aterf rom-thetown's current--------- -- -- 

wastewater treatment lagoons, and 5) reduce the amount of inflow and infiltration (111) 
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 Ill 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 1/4 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 grantfloan 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 
envirenmenta! assessment, which describes the project and analyzes the impacts in 
more detail, is attached to this Finding of No Significant Impact. 

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

Department 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 5971 8 



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. 

Todd leegarden, ~ u r e a d  Chief 
Technical and ~ inanc ia~~ss is iance  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 Diskict, 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. h y  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 SE114 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 ldcation 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 concerns. 

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. 

- -  - 

environmental impact statement is not required. 

2 e NOV 2cci - COL JEFFREY A. B E D N  
Date Jeffrey A. Bedey 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 
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MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

COVER SHEET 

A. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

Applicant: Town of Manhattan 

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

Project Number: C301087-04 

B. CONTACT PERSON I 
Name: Mayor Eleanor Mest 

- -. -- _ _. . -- Town.ofl~an.ha~an- -- .- - -- - -  I 
Address: P.O. Box 96 

Manhattan, MT 59741 

Telephone: (406) 284-3235 I 
C. COMMiZNT PERIOD 

Thirty (30) calendar days. 

1. INTRODUCTION I 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared for the Town of Manhattan to satisfy 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the CounciI on Environmental Quality's 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 FRl500-1508), 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 grantlloan 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. PubIic 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 (111). This excessive I11 has reduced not only the sewage 
carrying capacity of the Town's collection system, but also the treatment capacity of the 

- - - - - -- - - - 
To~'~wa~t~wate~la~mns~Du~to-hydraulic-and-organic overlo ading;excessive siudge- - - - - - -- - 

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 andlor repair of a treatment - 

works capable of meeting permit requirements by no later than August 3 1, 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 is dramatic enough to visibly detect. Sludge was removed from both cells 
in 2001, which has further exacerbated the leakage problem. Because of excessive IA, it 
is 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 1,3 80 to 2,7 10 persons during the 20-year planning period. Although the 

- - - - . - - - 
population is expected to nearly double, the wastewater flows are not anticipated to .- - - - -. 
Increase proport1onatelyTThi5 de3i-~-zssrnptBnisbased m?the- Town? planto--- - --- - --- -- 

continue to aggressively pursue collection system improvements in order to decrease the 
amount of 111 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 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 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 
IA investigations have isolated 53-127 gallons per minute in a 4-block alley section 

Page 6 



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 19 16 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 
191 6 and the early 1960Ts, 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) Inablllty z,c;znfsystem t5- ~ ~ - m - o ~ a t ~  ~x~ecte~-grOo~-wrhi inn  -- - .- - --- - -- . - . 

Manhattan. 

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 
ir, the tovm's WIDES ~ e - ~ i t ,  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 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 to once again look at treatment 
and disposaI 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 alternativesfor 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 
cclnsidering 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 
5-acre pzrcel 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 
lagoons during construction of the new mechanical treatment plant. For that reason, a 
land exchange agreement with the property owner was executed in April of 2005. The -- -. -~ . - - -. 

- = - - --  - - .. - -- _____ 
new location of the proposed wastewater treatment facility 1s shown mnTlgure 3-r-The -- - -  -p----- -- - - 

Town has requestedthat their MPDES permit be modified to reflect this iew discharge 
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 37 1,000 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, 
I. ~y Thoiiitis, Dean and Hcskins, Inc. It was decided by the TOWE that tihe 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 
conceptof 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 
altemative, 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 altemative 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 aeration wheel reactors and clarifier 
trains, two 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 
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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 violatjons 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 
moriitorium 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 vaTueTiE~o~an%u~Co3s~ XEFGt FaE-foramoXEi5g -- -- - - -- -- 

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) is essentially the same 
equivalent cost as Alternative 4. 

TABLE 1 
ITEM I ALT 2 ALT 4 R 

11 11 Biolac 1 Oxidation Ditch 1 SBR / Aeration Wheel I( 
i/capitai Costs 11 $2,898,3441 $2,967,8 181 $2,724,9401 $2,952,4 10" 11 

Annual O&M Costs 1 1  
I I I I I 

$156,6111 $161,1641 $146,9611 $124,140 
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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 ALT 1 ALT 2 ALT 3 ALT 4 
Factor Biolac Ox. Ditch SBR Aeration 

Rank*/Score Rank*/Score Rank*/Score Wheel 
Rank*/Score 

Construction 2.0 8 16.0 8 16.0 10 20.0 9 18.0 
Cost 
O&M Cost 1.5 7 10.5 7 10.5 8 I 12.0 10 15.0 

Treatment 2.0 7 14.0 10 20.0 10 20.0 9 18.0 
~ffectkeness  
Equipment 1 .O 7 7.0 10 10.0 8 8.0 10 10.0 
Reliability 

-- -- -. - - - 
.O--- 

-- - .--o-- - --- --8- - - -  -lT)---l-O-r-- 
To-- Operational Ease 

Ability to be 1.5 6 9.0 7 10.5 10 15.0 9 13.5 
Expanded 
Energy Use 1 .O 6 6.0 7 7.0 7 7.0 10 10.0 

TOTALS 
1 Y 

*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. 
3 The O&M costs are the lowest of the alternatives. 
9 It is capable of meeting permit limits now and in the future. 
> This alternative is relatively easy to operate and reliable. 
P It is easily expandable. 
3 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 ALTERN'~TIVE 

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. 3 1,2006 

Design criteria for the proposed project are: 

- - - - - - - - - - -- _ __ - 
Design year - - - -  - - - - --3)2-5 - -- -- 

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 

Funding sources for the project are shown in Table 4 below. 

TABLE 4 
Percent of 

Total 
11.8% 

1 Funding Source 1 Dollar amount 

grant) 
EPA State and Tribal Assistance Grant 

-- 
DNRC Renewcitjlc Resources Grzr,t (state I $109,322 , 2.6% , 

Community Development Block Grant 

(federal grant) 
Montana WPCSRF Loan 
COE Water Resources Development Act 

1 TOTAL 100% 1 

$500,000 

$337,500 

(federal grant) 
Manhattan Reserve 
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$1,300,000 1 30.8% 
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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 

including coverage 
Total Annual Costs 
Total System Annual 

1 Revenue 
1 Total System Equivalent 

$1 83,649 
$259,099 

I 
- - . -. . . -- - -D~xefiixx-C!~i&-.. . . 

Total Residential 

8. , AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

$41 1,597 
$4 17,648 

752 

Equivalent Dwelling 
Units 
Average Monthly 
Residential User Rate 
Total Annual Residential 
Revenue 
Percent of Total Annual 
Revenue from Residential 

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 is located about 2 miles south of the Gallatin 
River in a mostly rural farming area. The town was legally incorporated on May 22, 
1 9 1 1, and in 19 1 6 a basic wastewater treatment system was constructed. The present 
wastewater system has 70i 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). 

770 

700 

8.1 CLIMATE 
Average annual precipitatiqn is 13- 15 inches and the average annual temperature is 42' F. 
There are 95-1 15 frost-free days and freezes can arrive as early as the last week of 
August or as late as the end of September. 

$30.20 

$253,680 

93 % 
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$45.20 

$385,646 
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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 Am QUALITYBOISE 
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 with the enjoyment of life 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 
wzterbody. Waters c!asslfied R-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, 
waterfowl and hbearers; 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 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 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 
typiczlly 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 valleytill 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 % mile south of the mapped 100-year 
floodplain. 

8.5  SOCIOECONOMIC^ 
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 
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 
deczde over the 20-ysar p!zming 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 
commerciaVresidentia1, 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 ha\~e 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 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 27,2005, was sent to f i e ~ ~ a n d a n d W i l d l i f e e S ~ m ~ - ( w S F W S )  - -- - -- 

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 AM) 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 mzrurz!s present. Other maxma!s present include the shrew, deer mouse, 
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 in 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 Homed owls and osprey nest in the area 
also. 



8.1 0 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 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. 

8.1 1 SOILS~IUME 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 Conserva66ZSZriiEr%g~i~~~he- -- - -- 

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, Arnesha 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 geologylphysiography of this region. 

9.3 AJR 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.). 

I 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 is located away fi-om 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 pollutjon 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 aiid a floodplzin deve!oprner?t pernit is not required. 

9.5 Soc~o~co~omcs 
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 public'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 growlh 5f the commun~tyTbecause the 

wastewater system improvements will be designed to 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. 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 is not likely to adversely affect wildlife within or near the project 
area. Because :he proposed project is loczted ir? a previously fanned 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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9.1 0 SOILSE'RIME FARMLAND 
The proposed project will affect soilslprime 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-15Xl$the proposed subdivisions. Currently, over 500 
acres have been proposed to be subdivided. 

9.1 1 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 

-- -- -- -.: is m e  la~gdeveloprne_nt that has re_qcested annexation, which consists of approximately 
35 single-family lots and 14 business or light industrial-lZts.~lKadditioX; fiFe-aFETo~---- 
large subdivisions 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 i n p i ,  md provide review : z p t  to the engi~eers. 1n 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, M F W  
recommended that actions be taken to prevent localized stream disturbances during actual 
construction. NIFW 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 zdditien, 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 ~ e v o l v i n ~  Fund section of the DEQ 
for this 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 

nd water is encountered during construction of the new wastewater treatment plant 
- - - - - -.---.grou - - - - -  . . . . - .. .. _ _ - _ - - -- _- _ -  

and de-watering activities are necessary. I 
13. RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 3 I 

[ 1 EIS [ ] More Detailed EA [ X ] 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: 

Moriah Peck, E.1.T 

/ / / / 6 / ~  
Date 
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Todd Teegarden, P.E. i Date 
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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: 

fi, May 
2000, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates. 

Amendment to Town of Manhattan May 2000 Wastewater Facilitv 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 df  anh hat tan May 2000 Wastewater Facility Plan (Preliminary - 
Engineering Report), July 2005, prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates. 

- Unif~~-Apul ica t ion  - Form for Montana .. _- Public Facility Projects for the Manhattan 
Wastewater Treatment Facilitv Upgrade , August 2 0 0 O ~ i i i i d - s ~ ~ q ~ r i t  ~~dates;-prepared------- 
by Stahly Engineering & Associates. 
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Figure 3. Treatment Plant Site 
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Fignre 6. Areas of Potential Future Development 



Appendix A 

AGENCY LETTERS 



United States Department of Agriculture 

Natural Resources Conservation Service Phone: (406)522-4000 
3710 Fallon Street, #B Jii Fax: (406)585-1272 
Bozernan, MT 5971 8 

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

To: Murray Strong, Environmental Specialist File Code: 
S t a y  Engineering & Associates 

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

. . . . 
- - . . - . - ~H-you have- any - f ~ e r - - q i i e s ~ o ~ s , - - p l e ~ e  call o;e at 522-40!2-- ~~~ ~ p~ ~- ~~ -- ~ - ~ - . .- ..~.. -. . . -. . . 

Sincerely, 

Wendy Williams, Resource Conservationist,.Bozeman Field Office 

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

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 



Prime and other Important Farmlands 

Gallatin County Area. Montana 

USDA Natural Resources Tabular Data Version 2 
Conservation Senice Tabular Data Vers~on Date: 10106R004 

Map 
symbol 

Page 1 of 1 

232C AMESHA COBBLY LOAM, 2 TO 8 PERCENTSLOPES Farmiand of local lrnportance 
32C AMESHA LOAM, 4 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES Farmland of statewide importance 
328 AMESHA LOAM. 0 TO 4,PERCENT SLOPES . Prlrne farmland if trrigaled 

Map unrt name Farmland classificabon 



Soils Map 

Legend 

Planned Land Units 
0 Section Locator 
1 Soil-a-rnt622.shp 

Scale: 1 :2640 
1 "=220 ft 



MAI'g 2g05 MONTANA HISTORICAL . OCIETY 
225 N o d  Roberrs 4 PO. Box 201201 4 Helena, MT 59620-1201 

4 (406) 444-2694 FAX (406) 444-2696 r www. mon~anahiscoricalsocie~. org 4 3 

May 13,2005 

Murray Strong 
SE&A 
3 53 0 Centemial Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 

RE: STAHLY ENGINEERING: MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATEMENT 
FACILITY. SHPO Project #: 200505 1219 

Dear Mr. Strong: 

- - - - - - - - - -&have conducted a-~dturd-ies~~cefile-searchfm~eabo~e~citeOpr~ject~o~?ed~~.~ - - - - - - .-. 

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 tbe 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. 
  ow ever, 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.~ov. 

Sincerely, 

Darnon Murdo 
Cultural Records Manager 

File: DEQ/AIR&WATER WASTE MNGl2005 

' '1 STATE HISTORIC ~E~ERVATION OFFIFICE r 1410 8'Avc r RO. Bor201202 I Hdou. MI 59620-1202 
C_ 

N (406) 444-7715 9 FAX (406) 444-6575 
__C 



RECEiVED 
United States Department of the Interior JUh' 1 5 2EG5 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 
MONTANA FIELD OFFICE 

100 N. PARJL, 'SURE 320 
HELENA, MONTANA 59601 

PHONE (406) 449-5225, FAX (406) 449-5339 

File: M29 (I) June 10,2005 

Murray Strong 
Stahly Engineering and Associates, Inc. 
3 530 Centennial Drive 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Dear Mr. Strong: 

This is in response to your May 27,2905 request fa information and ~OTIUIEII~~ regardingthe 
Ma&z@n.Vsstewter-Tr=atmeo,+f aaility, We q p ~ c i a t e a e  o p p o ~ r y  to review &s project- 
pmposd and provide comments. These comments have been prepared under the authority of and 
in accordance with the provisi& pf the Fish and Wildiife Coordination Act (16 U5.C. 661 et. 
seq.) .and the ~ndan~ereh  Species Act (16 U.S.C. 153 1 et. seq.). 

~~miderbg..theaatme, soope sid'lbbdoa~d.tZ1e project, the'$emide does not mticip& adverse 
' i ~ ~ p s t s  to imy federally listed thr&&ineii, endan,gaed, candidate or prqmsed species. Thne 
p a y  'be stAk species of concern& &; h;:ZiEiQ of the bmj& and we remmmend contacting the 
~oakmaDqartmenY of Fish, Wild&.w$ harks at 1420 East Six& Ave-, P.D. Box 200701, 
B~Pena, MT 59620-070 I., 4Q-2535 ~r --the Montana Natural EeLitage -9rogca-q 1 5 15 ~ a s e t 6 ~  
Avenue, Box 203 800, Helena, MT 59620-,180Q, 406-444-5353. 

E weflmds are *acted by <this project, CQQS of Engineers Section 404 permits may be 
required. The'Service suggests any pmposed or fbture projecf ,be designed to avoid and 
minimize hq~acts %o w d m d  arcas, 8 t y m . a e k  and saxmmaing vegetatioa to the geatest 
extenf possible. k c t ,  indirect and c m w  impacts, along wi& fidme activities required to 
main& %me jnaprovements, sh0-3d'be :analyzed. 

Service appreciates your efZozts40 incosporate aud wiidlife resource conmxs, including 
threatened and endangered species, into your project phmbg. X you have questions or 
~ o m e n b  hefated to this issue, please contact Katrina Dixon at 406-449-5225 extension 222. 

Sincerely, 



1400 South 1 gth ~ v e  
Bozeman, MT 5971 8 

June 6, 2005 
Murray Strong, Environmental Specialist 
Stahly Engineering 
3530 Centennial Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 

Dear Mr. Strong, 

On May 27,2005 1 received a map from you showing the location of a proposed 
wastewater treatment facility to be constructed near Manhattan. Based on this map you 

- - ;. . ssk.athhat I provide cp~rnegs-concern-iq- ~mpa~c~s_to~foO-n~lly c ~ a ~ i f l e ~  layisi-- - -~ -- 
-- wetlands, biological resources, and water quality." - 

Without other information, my principle 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 destab~lize existing channel 
configurations. You will want to avoid disturbing riparian or.wetland vegetation. And you 
will want to avoid situations that might deliver pollutants 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 facility is a critical 
planning consideration to avoid increasing sediment or other contaminants that might be 
delivered to local waterways. 

You will also want to prevent localized stream disturbances during actual construction. I 
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 sho!!d be to ensure tha! the completed 
facility poses no direct or persistent environmental threat to the local watershed. 

I hope that my comments are useful to you at this time. 1 look forward to hearing how 
your project plans develop. Please contact me with any questions. 



I RECEiVED 
dl.${ 2 0 ZD05 

J~~~ 17, 20650. BOX 200901 Helena, MT 59620-0901 - (406) 444-2544 www.deq.mt.gov 

Murray Strong 
S tahley Engineering 
3 530 Centenni.al Drive 
Helena, MT 5960 1 

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 
.- . .-.-. --- ~- --- ~ - - ~~ ~ . - . .. .- ..~ 

proposes to construct a new wastewaster treatment plant. I 
Pursuant to Section 75-5-402 of the Montana Water Quality Act (WQA), the Department is I 
required to examine plans and other infomation to determine whether a permit is necessary. In 
order for the Dep.artment 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 proposed activity along with a description of the 
volume and nature 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 
fiom: industrial facilities as defined in ARM 17.30.1 102(29) and (30); fiom construction 
activities as defined in ARM 17.30.1 002(28); and from municipal separate storm sewer systems 
(MS4) as defined in ARM 17.30.1 102(23), are subject to the permitting requirement of the 
Monrana Poiiutant Discharge E ' i d o n  System (MPDES j. 

In general, the Montana WQA prohibits the discharge of sewage, industrial or other wastes, 
including sediment, to state waters without a current permit fiom 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) propram; a discharge, or potential discharge, to state 
ground water are re-dated 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 &om the Department. 

Enforcement Division - Permitting & Compliance Divislon . Planning, Prevention 6. Assistance Division . Rrnledirtion Division 



Mr. Murray Strong 
June 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. 

Thomas D. keid 
Water Quality Pennits Program Manager 
Water Protection Bureau 

File: General 

cc - Fact-Sheet:-Coils~~ct:,oz1.Refated S~7at~_Q1~z~t~~~P~em. i t s  . . . -  

Storm Water Requirements for Construction Activity 



What is the Purpose of a Storm Water the conslructlon actlvily slle The NO1 (application) 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)? lee amounl per discharge for slom wafer assocl- 

A SWPPP Is developed and implemented by Ihe aled with conslrudlon acllvlty is $450 00 for 

permillee lor lhree major purposes. commercial or public projects, and $260 00 for 

residential (single ramrly dweNrng) projecls The 

I Assessing lhe characterlslics of lhe slte annual fee amounl per discharge Is $450 00 (per 

such as nearby surface walers, lopography. calendar year) for commercial or pubilc prolecls, 

and slorm water runolf pallerns. and lhere Is no annual fee for resldenllal (single 

2 To idenlify polenlial sottrces of pollulanls family dwelling) prolecls 
such as sedimenl from dlslurbed areas, and - * .  

slored wasles or fuels: and . 
3. To Identify Besl Management Pracllces 

(BMPs) whidi will be used lo rnlni~nize or 

eliminate the polenlial for lhese pollutants lo 
reach surface walers Ihrough slorm water 
runoff. 

BMPs at conslrucllon aclivlly sites typically conslsl 

of various erosion and sediment conlrol measures. 

Eroslon and sedlment control at construction siles 

is besl accomplished with proper planning, installa- 
lion, and malnlenance of conlrols. 

Most erosion end sedlmenl conlrols requlre regular 

niainlenance lo operale correclty. Accumulaled 

sediments should be removed frequenlly and 

lnalerials should be checked periodically for wear. 
Regular Inspeclions by qualified personnel should 
be performed after malor slorm or snowmelt evenls 
and as requlred In liie General Permil. 

What are [ l ie  Fees? 

Fees based on the number of discharges ere 

determined by mulliplylng Ihe appropriate fee 

amounl by the number of named or perennlal 

surface walers (as sho~vn on a USGS lopogmphic 

map) which could recelve slorm waler runoff from 

Where Can I Flhd More Information? 
I. MT Departmen( of Einvlron~efllil duality 

Water ~ i o t b d ~ o i i  BWe&u 
S~ornl Wafer ~ ~ o g i a *  
P. 6, sox 26b@01 * 1820 @iil SIElhAqeL 
Helene, MT 69626-b&l , 
1-401i-44&3080 

?he follbwlng wdrillit bni i l f id  iht;:%en~ite~ 

Pemtll, fae Inloni'idlian, lha bJO1 fah, tlib 

SWPPP fotni. and thb  OTTO&^ 
ht lp : /~ ,deq .e ld te .m~ushrrq ln ldd~~~~r  
SlormWaterCoii$t~&tion.asp 

11. MT Depaflrhenl of EnvimhmBhlBI Clbalily 

bmafl Busihsss AeJlr;(ance filaflrtijft 
p.0, bait 206031 . ~t%(i East'F!lrit)&v~. 

Helena, d~ 5~820-d00i 
r - e o e ~ s & ~ r s  i@k$~ 
h t l p : ~ ~ . d e q . s l ~ l e , m l . u 9 / P ~ ~ ~ ~ d e x , a ~ p  

13. USEFUL G U ~ O A N C ~ '  
EPA Men11 o i  ~ons~hc I lan  E~M& &ebbfa 

(use Taci  ~ h e e i s q  

at: htfpl/a$ub.@a gov~npde~laimwa~et/ 

rnenuolbmpslconqlle.cfm 

Stolim Water 

Requirements for 
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A p r i l  2003 



Storm Water 

Requirements for 

Construction Activity 
April 2W3 

What i s  Montana's  

S t o r m  Water  D i s c h a r g e  P e r m i t  

P r o g r a m  f o r  C o n s t r u c t i o n  Ac t i v i t y?  

T Ile 1972 amendmenls lo Ihe Federal Waler 

Pollulion Conlrol Acl, laler referred lo as Ihe 

Clean Waler Acl (CWA), prohibil the discharge of any 
pollulanl lo walers of the Uniled Slates unless llie 

discharge is aulhorized by a Nalional Pollulanl 

Discharge Eliminalicin Syslem (NPDES) permit. 

In Monlana, the Departmenl of Environmental Quality 

(DEQ) Is aulhorized lo adminisler Ihe NPDES 

Program through the Monlane Pollulanl Discharge 

Eliminalion Syslem (MPDES) Program. 

Tradillonally, elforts lo Improve waler qualily under 

Ihe NPDES program have focused on reducing 

polltlianls in industrial process waslewaler and 

m~lnicjpal sewage lrealmenl plan1 discharges. Over 

lime. II became evident that more diffuse sources of 

waler pollulion, such as slorm waler runoff from 

conslrucllon siles, are also significanl conlribulors lo 

vyaier qualily problems. 

Typically, sedirnenl runoff rales from conslruclion 

;iies are 10 to 20 limes grealer lhan lhose from 

%3llcu~l~rai lands. and 1.000 lo 2.000 limes grealer 

hall those of foresllands. During a short period of 

\me, construction activity can conlribule more 

sedimenl lo streams lhan is nalurally deposlled over 
several decades. This acceleraled deposition 

causes bolh physical and biologlcal harm lo 
Monlana's surface walers. 

In 1990. Ihe federal Environmental Proleclion 

Agency (EPA) promulgeled rules establishlng Phase 

I of Ihe NPDES slorm water program. Phase i 
addressed, among olher discharges, discharges 

from larger conslruclion activities disturbing 5 acres 

or more of lend In Monlana, since 1992 Ihe DEQ 

lias been permitting lhese slorm waler discharges 

lrom larger conslruclion projecls through the MPDES 
I'rogram. 

Phase II of Ihe NPDES slorm waler program covers 

smaller constructlon actiyilies disturblng belween 1 
and 5 acres Phase iI became final on December 8, 

1999 wilh smaller conslmclion aclivity permining lo 

hiliale on March 10. 2003. Monlana has lncorpo- 

rated lhese new MPDES Phase II slorm waler 

requlremenls, as well as existing Phase I requlre- 

nienls, into Ihe Adminlsfrative Rules of Monlana 

(ARM). Tille 17. Chapler 30. Subchapters 11, 12. 

and 13. 

W h o  R e q u i r e s  

S t o r m  Wate r  D i s c h a r g e  Permit 
C o v e r a g e  U n d e r  M o n t a n a  Ru les?  
Effeclive March 10. 2003. conslruclion aclivily which 

msulls in the "disturbance" of equal to or grealer 

lhan 1 acre of tolal land area will need lo obtain 

parmil coverage under Ihe General Permit for 

Storm Water Discharges Associated with Con- 

slructlon Actlvlty (called 'General Permil'). 

Conslruclion activily includes Ihe dislurbance of less 
than 1 acre of tolal land area lhat is part of a larger 

u>mnion plan of development or sale if the larger 

common plan will uliimalely disturb 1 acre or more 
I 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(such as subdivrsions wifh phesed work over (SWPPP) addressing all requesled ilems in 
years). Ihe General Permil (a form has been 

developed for oplional use rf desired), and 
W h a t  is t h e  De f in i t i on  o f  

"D is tv rbance"  o f  a C o n s t r u c t i o n  Site? Appllcallon fee and first year annual fee 
'Disturbance' (rhlaled to conslruction activity) based on Ihe number of discharges (see 
means areas lhr/l are subjecl lo clearing, excavat- 
ing, gradlng, sto'kkpilino earlh materials, and 

placemenl/remo~al of earth material performed 

during conslrqcljon projects. For construction 

activities lhat re4ull in disturbances of less lhan five 

acres of tolal land area. the acreage of dislurbance 
does not inc~udd routine mainlenan~e lhal is 

performed to miinlain Ihe original line and grade. 

hydraulic capacily, or original purpose pf the facllily. 
I 

W h a t  i s  t h e  ~ e f i n l t i o n  qf gn 
"Operator"  of a C o n s t r u c t i o n  Si te? 

'Operator" is Ihe term which is used for perm~llees. 
I when permltllng slorm waler d~scharges associaled 

wilh wnslruclioi activily The lerm IS deAned In 

Part VT 8 of Iha General Permil Operalors would 

lyp~cally be bolh the owner and contraclor of a I 
construction project, bul may also include olher 
parties if they meel Ihe delinilton of operator 

' 

H o w  do "Operatoys" O b t a i n  

G e n e r a l  per+ i t  Coverage?  
'Operalors' reqdlring coverage under Ihe General 
Permil for lheir ilorm waler discharges associated 

with conslruclior/ aclivily oblaln this permil cover- 

age by the DEO's Slorm Waler Program receiving 

the following ~ o / l c e  of Intent (NOI) Package ilems 

by Ihe pr~posed~conslruclion start dale: 

NO1 formwith all requested ilenls com- 

pleted; 

below) and type of conslruclion project 

(eilher residenflal (single family dwelling), or 

conirner-cialrpubNc). 

Applicants mirs t  read and be familiar wi th  

the General Permit to  assist i n  the cornple- 

t ion of  the forms and submittal o f  the NO1 

Package. 

Permil lransfers are no1 allowed. Signslory require- 

rq~nls  In rule and the General Permit allow only 

certain qualified people lo sign NO1 forms and other 

reports. 

All NOls require a Notice of Terminalion (NOT) 

fonn lo be submllled when h e  conslruclion acllv~ly 

Is complele and Ihe slte ha$ achleved "Anal 

stabilirallon' or if Ihe 'operator' changes 'F~nal 
slabil~zallon' means Ihe llme a( whlch all soll- 

disturblng aclivities at e sile have been compleled 

and a vegelallve cover has been eslabl~shed w~lh a 
dens~ly of al leasl 70% of Ihe pre-dislurbance 
levels, or equivalenl permanenl, physical erosion 

reducilon rnelhods have been ernployed Final 

slablllzal~on using vegelallon must be acwm 

pllshed usin9 seedlng mlxtures or forbs grasses. 

and shrubs lhat are adapted lo the condltlons of 

Ihe slte Establ~shment of a vegelallve cover 
capable qf provldlng eroslon control ~quivalent to 
pre-ex~st~ng cond~t~ons al Ihe slle w~ll be considered 

linal stabltlzat~on 



Fact Sheet 
Water Quality Permits for Construction Related Activities 

Water Protection Bureau 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 

MPDES Storrn 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 pennit 
is effective upon receipt of a completed NO1 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 irrigahon canals, drainage ditches and 
wetlands, are prohibited unless authorized by the Department. Typically, these actmities are 
authorized under the Department's general permit for construction dewatering (MTG070000). 

-- - -- -. pp 

Under most conditions thep-ittee-is'isequired to-c5%stfE-ad-opceate 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 qualitv standard for turbiditv (3 18): Montana water quality standards prohibit 
the increase in sedunent or turbidity above specific amounts in state surface waters. A Section 
3 18 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 3 18 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, 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 is used. 

Genera1 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 STATUTWES 

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

American Indian Religio_us Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978,42 U.S.C. 1996. Not 
Applicable. ALRFA 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 
is located at a site previously famed 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 

.- ~ .~ - -  ~ 

reauirements .. - - 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 ~ m b i e n t  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 wfth 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. 125 1, et 
ses. 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 NationaI 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sysiein pe~mit wi!! be required from LIe stzite 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 
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real estate transactions. The proposed project does not involve a federal real estate 
transaction. 

Endangered Species Act. as amended. 16 U.S.C. 153 1, 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 
anticzpate 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 cornmissions 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 

- - -- .. ._.. _ ~ 

proposes-jmje~t:. The-NReS--responded-wiith -a-letter-d~tedJ.~~e~,~2CO5..that~st~te_d~ - 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 Arnesha Cobbly Loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, Amesha Loam, 
4 to 8 percent slopes, and Arnesha Loam, 0 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 Proiect Recreation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 460-1 (121, et sea. 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 (SCOW). 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 NationalR-egstei' of f H ~ t o r i c c P ~ a c e s - ~ - W )  .- A-lthough-there -are- no^-eul-tura-1- - - ~ . .-- - - ~~ ~- - 

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 
jeopardizes 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 is no opportunity to restore, protect, or enhance wetlands with the 
proposed project. 
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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. 1 10 1. et seq . 33 U.S.C. 70 1 b. 
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 
~ - -- - - . .. enjoyment 0-f prEEnt~~nd-f~ture-gen-erations;-Th~e proposed project-doesnot-occur within- - - -- - - - --- - 

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 andlor 
low-income populations with all benefits equal. 

Floodplain Management E.O. 1 1988) 42 CFR 2695 1. 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 
economic, 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 In'ventory. The work will not include areas 
listed on the National Rivers Inventory. 

.A 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 8 .  
MONTANA OFFICE 

10 WEST 1 !jTH STREET - SUITE 3200 
HELENA, MT 59626 

Ref: 8P-W-MS 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

PROJECT: Manhattan Wastewater Treatment and Collection Systems Upgrades 

TO: - All Interested Government Agencies and the Public 

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

PROJECT NUMBER: 
EPA GRANT: 

-MONTANA DW.C GRANT: - . 
MONTANA SRF LOAN: 
CDBG GRANT: 
TSEP GRANT: 
ACE WATER RESOURCES GRANT: 
MANHATTAN RESERVE: 

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 foIlowing locations: 

Montana DEQ US EPA 
1520 East Sixth Avenue Region 8, Montana Office 
PO Box 200901 10 West 15" Street - Suite 3200 
Helena, MT 59620-090 1 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, 

~ e r r g a n  G. Clough [ 
Deputy Regional Administrator 
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MANHATTAN WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

COVER SHEET 

A. ' PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

Applicant: Town of Manhattan 

Address: P.O. Box 96 
Manhattan, MT 5974 1 

Project Number: C301087-04 

B. CONTACT PERSON 

Name: Mayor Eleanor Mest 
Town of Manhattan 

Address: P.O. Box 96 
Manhattan, MT 5974 1 

- -- - - - - - - .  .- . --- .- - - _ - . . .. . . .. - - . . -  . .. - - -. .- - - - .- . -. . - - - - - - - 

(406) 284-3235 Telephone: 

C. COMMENT PERTOD 

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 (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 I 
North, Range 3 East as shown in Figure 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 grantlloan 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 (Id). 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 andlor repair of a treatment works capable of 
meeting pennit requirements by no later than August 3 1,2006 (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 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. 
~Slud~i%as-Em3Ved-frbm-both-cells in 200-1, which has further-exacerbated the leak-age problem,Because - - -- - 

of excessive Id, it is likely that there is not adequate sewage treatment due to hydrauiic 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 connections with no 
significant commercial 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 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. 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 deve!opment 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/I in the system. 

5. BACKGROUND 

Manhattan has an estimated population of 1,380 residents with 70 1 sewer connections. Collection 
Iines 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 Iine 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 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 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 in an 
effort to reduce infiltration into the system. These construction projects were identified in the May 2000 
PER and original EA. Ongoing IA 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 19 16 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 treament-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 notification from the Montana Department of Environmental QuaIity (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 (I) 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 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 (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 

.- - - subdiv-isians, Manhattan decided-tc-once-again look at treatment and-djsposa1 options in an amendment to its 
May 2000 PER. This amendment was prepared by Stahly Engineering and Associates and was finished in 
February 2004. The February 2004 PER amendment evaluated five (5) alternatives for treatment and 
recommends construction of a mechanical wastewater treatment facility utilizing aeration wheels, which is 
capable of removing phosphorus, nitrogen and ammonia. 

Under the February 2004 PER Amendment, the proposed treatment 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 environmentaily-sensitive areas. Only thee  (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. 



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, a 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 permit 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 Ditz 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 

-. 
fleiTib-ility~aii-d-m%re-reliable nutrient removal capabilities. Additional analysis-of-lagoon-reatment systems - 
will not be discussed further in this assessment. 

Another option that was briefly discussed in the February2004 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 sludge 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 
s!udge 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 W 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 W 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 W radiation anddischarged 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. ALTERNATM 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 yeas 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) is 
essentially the same equivalent cost as Alternative 4. 



7.2 BASIS OF SELECTION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIW 

TABLE 1 

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

ITEM 

Factor Biolac Aeration 
Wheel 

Rank*/Score 
Construction 2.0 8 

ALT 1 
Biolac 

TABLE 2 
ALT 4 

Cost(~) 
Treatment 2.0 7 14.0 10 20.0 10 20.0 9 
Effectiveness 

ALT 4 
Aeration Wheel 

ALT 2 
Oxidation Ditch 

ALT 3 I Weight ( ALT 1 

Equipment 
Reliability 

1 Operational 
~ a s e  

1 1  

*Rank is rated between 1 and 10 

ALT 3 
SBRs 

ALT 2 

Abilitytobe 
Expanded 
Energy Use 

I 

TOTALS 

1.0 

1.0 

1.5 

1.0 

7 

8 

I 

94.5 

6 

6 
I 

90.0 
I 

PPp--P-p- 

7.0 

8.0 

70.5 

9.0 

84.0 

10 

10 

7 

10.0 

7 

10.5 

8 

7.0 

10.0 8 

10 

8 .O 

10 

8 .O 

15.0 

10.0 

10 10.0 

10 

9 

10.0 

13.5 



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: 

P Capital costs are reasonably low 
9 The O&M costs are the lowest of the alternatives 
> It is capable of meeting permit limits now and in the future 
9 This alternative is relatively easy to operate and reliable 
P It is easily expandable 
.P Energy use is low relative to other alternatives 

7.3 COMPARTSON 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 ail of the alternatives will employ 
the use of mechanical motors andlor 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. 

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. 3 1,2006 

Design criteria for the proposed project are: 

Design year 2025 
Design population 2,7 10 
Design average daily flow, 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. 



TABLE 3 
ESTIMATED PHASE I1 IMPROVEMENTS COSTS 

ITEM 
Preliminary Geotechnical UI 
Monitoring Sewage Flow 
Monitoring Stream Flow 
Land Acauisition 

ESTIMATED COSTS 
$10,500 
$2,190 
$4,000 
$85.000 

Facility Plan Amendment $16,125 
Engineering Design $254,500 

Construction $3,194,360 
O&M Manual 

-- - . . - -- ~~-~ . . - - - - ~ - .. ~ . - - -~ - - ~- --- - ~~ -~ - - - -~ ~ ~ . .  ~ . . .  . .. - . .. . -  - -~ ~ 

Funding sources for the project are shown in Table 4 below. 

Administration 
Misc. (Legal, Audit) 
SUBTOTAL 
Contingency ( I  0%) 
SUBTOTAL 
Financial Costs 
SUBTOTAL 
Reserve 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS 

TABLE 4 

$1 1,207 
$12,863 
$3,718,745 
$356,755 
$4,075,500 
$19,025 
$4,094,525 
$128,738 
$4,223,263 

r-1~~ SOURCE 1 DOLLAR I PERCENTOF 1 

Treasure State Endowment Program (state grant) ) $418,435 1 9.9% 
DNRC Renewable Resources Grant (state grant) 1 $109.322 i 2.6% 

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

- 

EPA State and Tribal Assistance Grant (federal grant) 

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 . . ('>.XDL4) Grar?t. ???e remamlng cost of the project wi!! he f ~ ~ d e c !  usicg the town's reserve and a low- 
interest loan from the Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund program. Sewer rates wiil be 
approximately $45.20lmonth. The economic impacts of the proposed project on the current ratepayers of 
the town are summarized in Table 5. 

TOTAL 
11.8% 

COE Water Resources Development Act (federal grant) 
Manhattan Reserve 
TOTAL 

$1,300,000 
$141,885 
$4,223,263 

30.8% 
3.4% 
100% 



I coverage I I I 

TABLE 5 

Annual O&M Costs 
Annual Debt Service, including 

 welli in^ Units - 
Total Residential Equivalent 

CURRENT 
$ 1  18,436 
$65,2 13 

Dwelling Units 
Average Monthly Residential 

PROJECTED 
$2 19,000 
$192,597 

700 

User Rate 
Total Annual Revenue from 
Residential 

8. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

71 1 

$30.20 

Percent of Total Annual Revenue 
from Residential 

Wastewater services for the Town of Manhattan are provided within the town boundary (shown in 
-Figure 4), and also include-Woodenshoe Lane,.which_is pzrtof_thep!a~ning_arga(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, 19 1 I, and in 19 16 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). 

$45.20 

$253,680 

8.1 CLIMATE 

$385,646 

93 % 

Average annual precipitation is 13-1 5 inches and the average annual temperature is 42" F. There are 
95-1 15 frost-free days and freezes can arrive as early as the last week of August or as late as the end of 
September. 

92% 

, 

8.2 GEOLOGYITOPOGRAPHY 

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 profiie of silt== 
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, lead, 
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 Wetlands 

- - -- . The presence-ofthe Gallatin-River and-Baker and Camp creeks;-aswellas-highzroundwater -levelsT 
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@) 

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 grades, 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 watersenters 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. 
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8.5 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 (45 1 single and 52 
multi-family) with some non-residential users (48 commercial, 11 commerciaVresidentia1, 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 
- --- - - -industryand commerce, residential, andrecreational in nature. Agricultural uses include irrigated pastures 

- -  -- - pp -- - 

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 CZTLTURAL 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 off~ce 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 
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 aiii-ea. 

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. 

8.1 1 SOILlSPlUME FARMLAND 

Prime farmlands exist within much of the area surrounding Manhattan, provided that iadequate 
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 ili 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 proposed project, it is not likely to adversely affect the climate of the area. 

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 
geologylphysiography 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. 

Short-term impacts &om 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 

--- 

- andaround-the communityas a-result-of-thisproject. -Bcf~rs dredged 01 5!j mzterial-can..be dischcirggg-o~v 
- - --- 

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

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 collection 
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 
...~ -- . .. . ..- .. wastewater system ~mprove~m~ents-wi-l-l-ba designedto-allowtreatment 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 systemupgrades. However, new collection systems would be installed should the 
proposed subdivisions connect to the Town's wastewater system. 

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. 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. 



9.1 0 SOILSIPRDIE 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 1 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 significani commercial or industrial wastewater contributors to the Manhzmn 
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. 

- . . - -- . - 
Ciillectionsy~ttem Xpgrad5,samast1yYutilize-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 SHFO considered the impacts of the proposed project Gii local historical shes a d  
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 
quilifype-iitFfoT cOris~ucfion~rTlated Etiviti&:Inadditiofi,-DEQ stated that-the-town would-be-required 
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 deveiopment 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 fiom 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 

[ 1 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 environmenta: i e ~ i ~ v v  of this project and 2re 
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 (Preliminaw Engineering Reportl, 
February . . 2004. - 

.- --- 
Prepared . . . by Stahly Engineering & Associates. 

- - -. -- -- - - - - - -  -_ _ ._ _ _ . . - -  -. ~.. .~. 

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

2nd Amendment to Town of Manhattan Mav 2000 Wastewater Facilitv Plan (Preliminarv Engineering 
Report), July 2005. Prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates. 

Uniform Ap~lication Form for Montana Public Facilitv Proiects for the Manhattan Wastewater Treatment 
Facilitv Upgrade, August 2000 and subsequent updates. Prepared by Stahly Engineering & Associates. 







Figure 3. Treatment Plant Site 
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Figure 6. Areas of Potential Future Development 



QNRCS 
N W n )  Resources ConseNallan Service 
371 0 Fliloll sweet, PEi 
Bozernan, MT 59718 

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

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

This memo is in rcspoxrse to your inquiry concerning th devdapment of the Manhatten 
Wastewater Treatment Facility and potential impacts td impatant farmland so& on the proposed 
site. 1 have enclosed a soil map with associated mhpunits, and a soil rtpoh All of the soils 
in thia area hsvc an *important farmland, classification$ to include fandad of local importance. 
statewide importance, and prime fannland if krigatcd. 

' 

If you have my further questions, please call me at 522-4012 
- -  - -  . - ~ ~~ . .. . . - - . . - - - .--- - - - - - - - -  - ~- - - -  . - .. - 

Wendy Wlliams, Resource Coascrvationigt, Bozeman Ecld Office 

The Nrtunl Resou- Ccmannikn Sawla prOJida Ir.d.mhiip k, a parmenhip &rt m hrlp ~ p l r  
tomnc, nrlntai1$8d hrpmn w: mnt meums md drsnrnmt. 
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RECEIVED 

MONTANA HISTORICAL OCIETY 
225 h r t h  Rbbtra t PO. Box 201201 + Hcleno. MT 59620-1201 

+ (406) 444-2694 + FAX (406) 444-2696 + w w w . m o n d d * ,  o q  J 

May 13,2005 

Murray Strong 
SE&A 
3 530 Centemti3 Bive 
Hclesle, Id? 5%QI 

RE: STAHLY ENQl2W%.ING: MANHATfAN WASWATER TREATEMENT 
FACILITY. SHPO Project #: 200505 1219 

mar Mr. Strong: 

I have conducted a cultural ~ u m e  file search for the above-cited project locatcd in 
S - d r ? ~  M, 112NNR3EEE Ac~&agt3.0m .-+she k ~ e  k f f i m - p c ~ i o u ~ y - ~ ~  - 

--. -- - - --- 
-- 

historic or archseological sites within the designated search locales. The absctl~e o f  
cuhmd properties in the m a  docs not mean that they do not exist but rather may reflect 
the absence of my previous cuttural resource inventory in the area, ss om records 
indicated none. 

We fee1 thaX there is a low b k e l i h d  cultural propntics wiI1 be impact&l. We, therefore, 
fee1 that a recommendation fbr a culftnal resource in- is w- at this time. 
Howcver, should cultural mElte3ials be inadvertdy d i s d  dndg this prqject we 
would ssk that our oEcc be contaetcd and the site invcstigd. Thank you for 
consulting with us. 

If you havt any furthes questions or cumments you may contact me at (406) 444-7767 or 
by t - d l  at dmmd*t.nw. 

Sincerely, 

7 4  
Damon Murdo 
Cdwd R e d  Manager 

File: DEQ/AfRBrWATW WASTE MNG/2005 



RECEIVED 
United S,tates Dep-ent of the Jntefior JUN 3 5 ?Oil5 

rnH AND WILDLEE SlgRVIcE 
ECOLWICAL SBRVICES- 

MONTANA mEU3 
lWN. PAR&'- 320 

-A, MONTANA 59601 
PHONE (406) *P5PS, F G  (406)449-5339 

M m y  Strang 
Stahfy E;agiaecring and Associates, b. 
3530 CeatemM Drive 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Dear Mr. Stmng: 

'l'bhis h r e ~ * m M a y 2 7 , 2 0 0 5  n q u e s t f a r ~ a n a n d c c m m ~ r e ~ t h e  
hknhattaa Waukwstm Treatment Facility. We appdatc &the upptudty to m'cw &is ga9i& - - 

prop& *42&ds-~-. - ~ t - ~  h a ~ c  ~ w ~ - ~ e r - ~ - a - ~ t y - ~ - a a d  
in ~~c-e with pmMsioxts of thk Fish and ~ i W c  Cbwdiastian Act (16 US,G. 661 a 
q.) .and the Endaagacd Spccr's Act (16 U.S.C. 153 X ct sq.). 

thr! nature, scope md location project, the b n i c t . d o e s  not d r J p s t e  adverse 
$npacts to any M d y  Hsted threataned, endangerad, candiWe br pzoposed specks. 
k y b e  ~ ~ e s  o f ~ i n t h e v i c i r e i t y d f t b ; C ~ c d a n d  w~r#xlmmarrd'-tbc 

_ jMonkna D m c ; a t  of Fish, W i l W o  8nd Pa& at 1420 Bsst Sixth Air&, F.0. Bax 200701, 
@eha, MT 596209701., 4064Pk2535.w the MontmmNatural H q h g e  Progma, 1543 -6' 
bvsmzc, Boot 201 800, Helena, MT 59620-1 800,406-444-5354. 

I f w e t l ~  am impactcdbythispmjcct, Ccqx of- ~ o n 4 0 4 p Q z n i t s ~ k .  
itqrrircd. The 'Smvict'su&geta my pposed or futurr pmjtct jbe designed to d r S  .and 
binhaze impact6 to wet.hd.areas, streem Ehwmds arid ~~ ve@S&.cm totktt greakst 
k k m t  pcsi'ble. Direct, i d r e d  tad Eumatgtivt impacts,.afong with fu&m sctiu'itih redpkid to + these improm-, W d  be d y a d  
! 

~ S a v i ~ ~ a p p f f f ; i a a s y b u r ~ . t o ~ f i s h a a d w i f & n s o ~ ~ + 1 ~  
tenbd md mdangcrd tpxies,'into ynrr project phmia&, If y m  i p d c m s  or k ents related to this issuc, please cantam btrba Dixw at406-449-5225 d d  222. 

I 
I 



1400 South i 9" Ave 
B-man, MT 5971 8 

June 6,2005 
' Murray Strong. Environmental Specialist 

Stahly Engineering 
3530 Centennial Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 

Dear Mr. Strong, 

On May 27,2005 1 received a map from you showing the location of a proposed 
wastewater treatment facility to be mnstructed near Manhattan. Based on this map you 
asked that I provide comments concerning "impacts to formally classified lands, 
wetlands, biological resources, and water quality.' 

- - -- . - --- -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -  - - - 

Without other inf~rrnation, my principle concerns are generic to this type of development 
and the potential to harm local waterways. Generally, you should plan to avoid any 
construdian activity near surface waters that might destabflke existing channel 
configurations. Ycw will want b m i d  disturbing riparian or.wetland vegetation. And you 
will want to avoid situations that might d e i i r  pollutants to surface waters, as can 
happen for e>cample when paved surfaces wnentrate ail or other petroleum products 
later mobilized by rain w snowmelt Drainage within and through the faclllty Is a crMcal 
planning consiberatlon to a d d  increasing sediment or ather contaminants that might be 
delivered to kxal waterways, 

You will also want to prevent localked stream disturbances during actual canstruction. I 
anticipate that your consWon plans will include actions to reduce or mitfgate sediment 
delivery, and to prevent discharges of petroleum products or o h r  harmful substances 
into nearby earns.  ditehes, w to lands capable of delivering these substances to 
nearby waterways. An important project goal shorrld be to ensure that the complet=d 
facility poses no dlrect or persistent environmental threat to the local watershed. 

1 hope that my comments are weM to you at this time. I look farward to hearlng how 
your project plans develop. Please contact me with any questions. 



I' 
il Montana Department of 

(ONMENTALQUW Brian Scbndtzrr, &vanor 

JUILe ,, 2&Q- Box 200901 - Helena, MT S P ~ Z O - O ~ O ~  - (406) 444-2514 www.dcg.mt.~ov 

Murray Strong 
Stahley Engineering 
3530 Cmtemial Drive 
Helena, MT 59601 

Dear Mr. Strong: 

The W d e n t  i s  in ncdpt of y w r  May 26,2005 lctta to Stwe Welsh, Perrnithg aad 
Complime Division requesting that the Dcpmmt identify any permitting 
yuirancnts or other issues that may be necessary hr the above r e h c e  project. The City 
proposes to construct a new wastewaster treatmht plant. 

- _ _ _  _ _ ---- - -  - -  - - 

Pllrsuant to Section 75-5402 of the Montana W&er Quaity Act (WQA), the Depmcnt is 
n q k d  to examhe plans and othar idimmdiw to determine wbethm a permit is ncccssary. h 
& for the Dqartmcnt to complete this miew, the proponart must complete the applicable 
discbargt permit xpplicatiw f k n s  fbr the propasad activity, pro3ide the infixndon requ id  by 
the applicable nrle and submit the nccwslny application feea Altemativdy, the applicant may 
submit detailed plans and spaificatim on the pmpased activity along witb a dedptim of the 
volume and of the Ovastas to be d i s u  In a c c o ~ c e  with ARM 17.30201; the fee 
for review of plans and specifications is om-half of the application fa. Bureau staff m 
available to Pssist you in . . 

g the sppnopriate application requirements. 

Based on the iafbmation mbmitt.ui, the Department is umb1c to d&amint what permits an 
nectssary for the ppsed.project For your convcndce I have enclod a fsct sheet that 
&scribes water quality related parnits fix consttnctr'a activities. Discharge of storm watcr 
ftom: indust?ial facilities as dehed in ARM 1730.1 102(W) sad (30); f r o m . c ~ c t i o n  
activities as defined in ARM 1730.1 002{28); and from municipal separate stoxm scwcrsystems 
(MS4) m defiaed in ARM 17.30.1 102(23), = rmbi;;ct to the @ttiqg nquiremmt of the 
Montana Pollutant Discharge Eliminatim System (MPDFS). 

In gmeraZ the Montana WQA p h i % i ~  the discbgtge of sewage, industrial or other wastes, 
including sediment, to state warm without a mmnt pamit from the Dcpsrtmmt. The definition 
of state waws iaclndes any M y  of on the sarfirce or tubxpuad (gr~und water) snd 
inc1udcs irrigation s)ab=ms, cphamenl aad intermittent drainage systems, lakc, ponds ur othn: 
waterways. Discharge of wastes to state surface water is regulated under the Mcm- fiL1utaat 
Discbarge Etimir*t;m System (MPDES) progreq a discharge, or potential disdhsrgc, to state 
gmrard water ere regule;ted under the Montana Ground Wata PoIhstian Control System. Tht 
WQA also p h i i t s  the ccmtructicm, o p d m  or uae of rm outlet tbat is us& to discharge 
watqs to state water 175-5-605(2), MCA] without a current p d  h m  the DcpePQlent. 



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

Additional .information on permitting requirements may be obtained by contacting the Wata: 
Protection Bureau at (406) 444-3080 or on the Departrncnt's Website at: www.deu.state,mtus. 

Water Quditj, P b t s  Piagm M i m ~ e i  
W ata Protection Bureau 

File: G e n d  

cc Fact Sheet: Constnrction Related Water Quality P d t s  
- -- . . . .. . ~~ .~ - ~- -. . -. S&a-?g&er RqUifeme&.for-Comwa A d i - 4 ~ -  - - . . - .-. - -. .-- -- - - -  
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Fact SJbtef 
Water Quality Permits for Construction Related Activities 

Water Protection Buxrau 
Montana Department of Emhmental Quality 

Ch-~onstruction dated activities that r d t  in greater than one acre 
of diaturbanot and may generate storm water nmoff from the construction site during the liik of 
the project must obtain authosizatiofi prior to initiation of tbc construction activity. For purp~sc8 
of this regulation, construction activities include clearing, psdiag, excavation, and stockpiling m 
placement of earthen materials. Routine maintenance activities tbal: disturb less than 5 artas and 
do not change the ori& configuration of the site arc not subject to this reguiatjon The awns 
or operator is requited to develop a Starm Wata Pollution Pncvcntion Plan (SWPPP). These 
dCscha.rges are covered under a gcnwaI pamit (IvfTR10000). Coverage under the general pennit 
is effective upon receipt of a completed NO1 package (application, starm water pollution 
prevention plan, and foc). 

CP: Non-storm water discharges of sediment laden wata h m  
coffer dams, trenches, pipelint construction, excavation pits, h w  areas, weIl development or 
other activities that is discwed to state waters, including imgation canals, drainage ditches and 
wetlands, are pmhibited unless authmkd by the Department. Typidy,  these activities are 
authorized under the Department's general permit for construction dewatering (MTGO70000). 
Undcr most canditians the permittee is required to constntct and operate same form of hatsnent 
to runwe turbidity and sgcibmtb m d  skate wztei q&ty stanthis-  Yne d i s c h n g c  of p u n d  
w&r that wntains petroleum wntaninates or otber wastes must be authorized and comply with 
the mquknents of the Dtparbncst's pmleum clean bp generat permit (MTG790000 or 
MIX30000) prim to discharge to gtatE sraface or ground water. Thesc permits are typically 
isad wim 30 days of receipt of a completed application. 

drvdfwturbt.dxtv( 
- 8 

m-term-w_pter uualxtv stsn 3 18): Montana water quality stan&& prohiit 
the in- in sediment or tuobidity above specific mrwms in state m h x  waters. A Section 
3 I8  authorization provides a shoxt-tm h&idiry standard fbr activities that arc toncfucttd in 
state -ten and may cause disturban~c of  tht strearn bed sediments. A 3 18 aWbxWtion is 
typically processed in 7 to 21 days but may require longer review Xor complexity or 
e d n m m ~ ~ M 1 y  sensitive arcag 

401 Cutif idon: Section 404 of the f&1 Cfem Wtttcr Act is ahinistaed by the US Army 
Corps of Enginem; b e  permits are for dredge and filI in watas of the US, including w d h d s .  
Please contact the Corps at (406) 441-1375. Tbe Department plovi&s CWA 401 certification of 
4.04 projects and works dGbctty with the Corps on these issues. A joint application form is ustd 

G m d  hh-ticn 
Fees: All of the above p d t s  qukc  the ~ I i c a a t  to pay a fa prior to Deparhcot review of 
the application. The fee varies depending: an the @pt of p&t and mmpIdty ofthe pxwjcct. A 
fee schedde is available upon quest at (406) 444-3080, Won the Drpartmmts webgite at: 

www .de~.state.mt.us 



EXHIBIT 2-N 

COMBINED NOTICE 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT and 

NOTICE TO PLlBLlC OF REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS 
(FONSIINOIIRROF) 

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-riarised town -will request the-Pdoiitaiia 
Department of Commerce (DOC) to release Comm~~nity Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) funds provided under Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1974, as amended (PL 93-383) for the following project: 

Man hattan Wastewater Treatment lmprovments 

The purpose of this project is to: 1) provide a long-term solution to Montana Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NIPDES) 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) elirrrinate excessive leakage to groundwater from 
the town's, current wastewater treatment lagoons, and 5) reduce the amount of inflow 
and infiltration (111) into the town's collection system. 

Manhattan, Montana 

Finding of No Siqnificant 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 91-1 90). 
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The reasons for the decision not to prepare such Statement are as follows: 

The project will provide irr~provements 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 Rgview 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 hlafihattan 
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 I 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 1969. 

Objections 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 d-Enviroiimeirital Certifying 
Officer or Chief Elected Official 

Date 

120 W. Main 
Street Address 

Manhattan, MT 5971 8 
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 regulations listed in the 
HUD Statutory Checklist (24 CFR 58.5). For this reason, the Statutory Checklist 
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 
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Instructions for ~ompletingthis Form 

The following instructions should be presented and evaluated in a level of detail which is 
appropriate to the following 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 s h ~ i i l d  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. Possible 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 

I 
federal agencies listed in Exhibit 2-0 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), including 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 ?4 sec 34 T2N R ~ E ) ,  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. 
Manhattan'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 recreational in 
nature. The town's economy is based mostly on agriculture. 

- . - - - - - - -- - - - - - -  Prime farmlands exist within much of the area surrounding ~ Manhattan _ 
provided that adequate irrigation is available. The majority of the lands in 
the locale have been disturbed by cultivation, others peimahent pasture, 
feedlots and dairy operations. 

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. 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 deveiopmeni in the Manhattan area. 

4. Describe all sources of project funding: 

Federal and State grantlloan programs will fund the project. , 

The Town of Manhattan has obtained grants from the DNRC Renewal 
Resources Grant and- Loan program, the-Community-Developmen t-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, 
hlonta~ia, April 2CC4, prepared by Thsmas, Dezn, & Hcskics, Inc. 

d. 2nd 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 andlor repair of a treatment works capable of 
meeting permit requirements by no later than Auzust 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 Applicable 

Local Comprehensive (Growth Management) Plans rncluding housing, land use and public 
facilities-elements: -. 

1998 Town of Manhattan Master Plan Update 

Local zoning ordinances or land use regulations, such as permit systems or soil conservation 
district requirements 

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 ImpactlNot Applicable; B - Potentially Beneficial; A - Potentially Adverse; P - 
Approval/Permits Required; M - Mitigation Required 

I 1 Impact Categories- I Source of Documentation 
I 

KEY 
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N 1 Page 16 and 22 of EA. 



Soil Suitability, Topographic and/or 
Geologic Constraints 

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

A 

51 (c) Hazardous Facilities- 
Acceptable Separation Distance from 
Explosive and Flammable Hazards 
(Chemical1 Petrochemical Storage 
Tanks & Facilities-ex., Natural Gas 
Storage Facilities & Propane Storage 
~anks ) '  * 

None proximal. 

HUD Environmental Criteria--24 CFR 
Part 51: 

--- 
Pages 19 and 20 of EA. 

1 in Airport Runway clear zones7* 
I 

I I 

51(d) Airport Runway Clear Zones- 
Avoidance of Incompatible Land Use 

I . ( Above I 

None proximal. 

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

- 

DEQ website query. 

I 1 

- N - - -  

B 

N 

Groundwater Resources & Aquifer '" 1 Pages 17 and 20 'of EA. 
-- 

Surface WaterNVater Quality, Quantity 
& Distribution lo.* 

N 

--Effects of-Project-on Surrounding Air -' 
Quality or Any Effects of Existing Air 

N 
A 

Pages 10 and 1-9 o f  EA. 

Floodplains & Floodplain 
~ a n a ~ e m e n t '  ** 

I 

N ( Vegetation 8 Wildlife Species & 
Habitats, Including ~ i s h ~  ' 

Including Endangered species2 ' 

Pages 17and 20 of EA. 

Wetlands Protection" 

Agricultural Lands, Production, & 
Farmland protection3 * 

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

I I 

Access to and Quality of Recreational 
& Wilderness Activities, and Public 
Lands, Including Federally Designated 
Wild & Scenic Riversi2 ' 

Pages 16 and 20 of EA. 
Pages 15,19,21 and 22 of EA. 

N 

a 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: 

Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or 
Limited Environmental Resources, 

Please complete the following checklist. Attach narrative containing more detailed analysis 

Pages 18,19,20 and 23 of EA. 
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of topics and impacts that are potentially significant. 

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

Impact Categories-- 
KEY I Source of Documentation 

Note date of each contact or page reference. Attach additional 1 1 Human Population 
I 

material as applicable. Where appropriate, please fully explain 
in attached materials. 

Diversity, Compatible Use, and 
Scale Aesthetics 

N 1 Visual Quality--Coherence, I Landscape plan based on land exchanged 
agreement. Page 15 of EA. 

N 

A 

N 

Historic Properties, Cultural, and 
Archaeological Resources6. 

N 

Pages 18, 21 and 23 of EA. 

Changes in Demographic 
(Population) 
Characteristics 

Environmental Justicet3. 

I I 

I I 

Local and State Tax Base & 1 Revenues 

Pages 6,15,17 and 20 of EA. 

Page 6 of EA. 
I 

Displacement or Relocating of 
Businesses or Residents 

B 

B 

I 
I 

Educational Facilities 

Page 6, 17 and, 21 of EA. 

Human Health 

Local Employment & Income 
Patterns-- Quantity and 
Distribution of Employment 

Pages 5 to 9 and 20 of EA. 
I 

Construction of facility and homes. 

N 

I N Social Services ~ 
N 

Commercial and Industrial 
Facilities, Production & Activity 

Health Care 
I 

B Land Use Compatibility I Pages 15 and 17 of EA. 

Pages 15 and 17 of EA. 

N 

Energy Consumption Page 10 of EA. 

Social Structures 8. Mores 
(Standards of Social 
Conduct/Social Conventions) 
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8 Waste Water--Sewage System Pages 5-11 of EA. I 
N Storm Water 

I I 

I N 
I I 

Fire 
I 1 

N 
I 
L 

Community Water Supply 
I 

Public Safety: 
Police 

I I 

N 1 Cultural Facilities, Cultural 
Uniqueness. & Diversity 

N 1 Emergency Medical 
I 

N 
I 

Parks, Playgrounds, & Open 
Space 

N 

10. 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. 

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

B 

See attached Environmental Assessment. 

I 1 Where applicable, list and evaluate mitigation actions, stipulations, and other controls 
which will be enforced by the local government or another governmental agency. 

Consistency with Other State 
Statutes or Local Ordinances, 
Resolut~ons, or Plans (to be 
added by iocal community) 

12. Is the proposed project in compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws 
and regulations? 

Yes No 

Page 4 of EA. 

LEVEL OF CLEARANCE FINDING: 

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

- 

[XI FINDING: A request to the Montana Department 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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[ I  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 

I. 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 (1 6 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) as amended; particularly 
section 7 (1 6 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). 

ti. Farm-land Protection Policy (U.S. Department of Agriculture 7 CFR Part 658). 

4. Fish and Wildlife 

b. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act ( I 6  U.S.C. 661-666c). 

5. Floodplain 

a. Executive Order 11 988, 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 (1 6 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), 
particularly sections 106 and 11 0 (1 6 U.S.C. 470 and 470h-2), except as provided in 
?58.17 for Section 17 projects. 

b. Executive Order 11 593 - Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, May 
13, 1971 (36 FR 8921 ), 3 CFR 1971 -1 975 Comp., particularly section 2(c). 

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 (1 6 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 
51 03, 211 0184). 

b. HUD Notice 79-33, Policy Guidance to Address the Problems Posed by Toxic Chemicals 
and Radioactive Materials, 911 0179. 

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, 7112179, as 
amended at 61 FR 13333, 3/26/96). 

- - - - - -  ~~ . - . - -  ~- ~ - - . .  ~. . . 

9. Solid Waste Disposal 

a. Solid Waste Disposal Act as amended 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 Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251-1 376). 

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 (1 982). 

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. 

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



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 acf applies to the North Fork of the Flathead River from the Canadian 
border downstream to its confluence with the Middle Fork; fhe Middle Fork from its 
headwaters to its confluence with the Soufh 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 forfy-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 ~ o ~ u l a t i o n s ,  February 11, 1994 (59 FR 7629), 3 CFR, 1994 
Comp. P. 859. (24 CFR Part 58.5, April 30, 1996) 
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