
  
April 21, 2008  

 
COMBINED NOTICE OF 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT and 
NOTICE TO PUBLIC OF REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS 

(FONSI/NOI/RROF) 
 

TO ALL INTERESTED GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND PUBLIC GROUPS 
 

On or about May 21, 2008,  the town of Bainville will request the Montana Department of 
Commerce (DOC) to release Community 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:   
 

Project Bainville Wastewater Treatment and Collection 
System Upgrades 

Location   Bainville, Montana 
SRF Project Number  C301221-01 
Total Cost   $1,433,608 

 
As required by state and federal rules for determining whether an Environmental Impact 
Statement is necessary, an environmental review has been performed on the 
aforementioned project. 
 
Project Summary 
 
The Town of Bainville, through its 2006 Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), has 
identified the need to upgrade its wastewater treatment facility and collection system.  
Collection system improvements include cleaning and videotaping all of the sewer lines 
in town and replacing problem areas of pipes.  It is estimated that roughly 2,400 feet of 
these laterals, primarily in the lower areas of town, will require replacement. Due to 
severe dike erosion and excessive leakage it is recommended that the existing 
treatment system be abandoned and the site reclaimed.  A new three-cell facultative 
lagoon and spray irrigation system will be constructed south of the existing lagoons. 
 
Finding of No Significant Impact 
 
It has been determined that such request for release of funds will not constitute an action 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment and accordingly the Town of 
Bainville, and the DEQ have decided not to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190). 
 
The reasons for the decision not to prepare such Statement are: 
 
The project will eliminate the illegal discharge to groundwater of inadequately treated 
wastewater.  Sewage treatment will improve, which will reduce the potential to pollute 
ground and surface waters.  
 
Environmentally sensitive characteristics such as wetlands, floodplains 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.   



  
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 Bainville, Montana 
   
Chief Elected Official:  Dennis Portra, Mayor                                                       

    
   

Environmental Certifying Officer:  Dennis Portra                                                                    
     

   
CDBG Contract #:  MT-CDBG-07PF-01                                                           

                         
Project Name:  Bainville Wastewater System Improvements                

                                                                    
   
Person Preparing this 
Environmental Assessment: 

 Crystal Bennett, EI with 
Great West Engineering, Inc.                                     

   
Phone Number:  (406) 652-5000                                                                   
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Instructions for Completing this 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 should reference and attach additional narrative providing the 
specific information requested or documentation supporting the evaluation of the impact of the 
proposed project or activity as it relates to each environmental subject area.  The narrative should 
also note, where applicable, the source of the evaluation, including date of contact, page reference to 
pertinent source documents, and the name and title or persons contacted, along with the name of the 
specific organization or agency. 
 
Environmental information and assistance in preparing an environmental assessment can be obtained from 
a wide variety of sources.  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 federal agencies listed in Exhibit 2-O for information and 
assistance. 
 
The Department of Commerce Community Development Bureau maintains copies of environmental 
assessments prepared on previous projects that may be useful to grant recipients, as well as full copies of 
applicable federal and State environmental statutes and related information.  Copies of the HUD 
publication, Environmental Review Guide for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Programs, can 
be requested form the CDBG program specialist assigned to your project. 
 
 
Evaluation of Environmental Impact 
 
It should be noted that an Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared for the Bainville 
Wastewater Treatment and Collection System Upgrades in July 2007 by the Montana State 
Revolving Fund (SRF) program.  In order to avoid duplication, the SRF EA is referenced in sections 
throughout this Consolidated Environmental Assessment, and a copy of the SRF EA is attached. 
 
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 Bainville Wastewater System Improvements includes improvements to both the wastewater 
collection system and the treatment system.  The existing collection system will be cleaned and 
televised to determine the areas in the worst condition with the most leakage.  It is estimated that 
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approximately 2,400 lineal feet of sewer main will be replaced as part of the project.  Treatment 
system improvements include expansion of the existing lagoons, lining of all lagoons, and addition 
of a spray irrigation system for disposal of the treated wastewater. 
 
See the maps attached to the correspondence with the environmental agencies. 
 
2. Describe the project site and surrounding area(s), including existing site use and environmental 

conditions (attach map as applicable). 
 
The existing site use and environmental impacts are described in detail in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) prepared by SRF.  Reference is made to Section IV.C for a description of the 
project site and surrounding areas and to Section V.A.1 for a description of the environmental 
impacts to the project site.   
 
 
3. Describe the benefits and purpose of the proposed action. 
 
Reference is made to Section II of the Environmental Assessment prepared by SRF for an 
explanation of the benefits and purpose of the proposed action. 
 
 
4. Describe all sources of project funding: 
 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): $450,000 
Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP): $710,000 
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation  
     Renewable Resource Grant/Loan (DNRC-RRGL): $100,000 
State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan: $152,429 
Town Funds: $20,000 
 
TOTAL: $1,437,429 
 
 
5. Describe any project plans or studies which are relevant to the project. 
 
The Preliminary Engineering Report for the Town of Bainville for Wastewater System Improvements 
was prepared in 2006 by Montana Engineering and Administration, PC (now Great West 
Engineering, Inc.).  The purposed of the PER was to identify deficiencies within the wastewater 
system and to prioritize possible improvements.  The PER provided analyzed different alternatives 
and provided the Town with a recommended alternative.   
 
An Environmental Assessment for the Bainville Wastewater Treatment and Collection System 
Upgrades was also prepared in July 2007 by the Montana State Revolving Fund program.  The EA 
was used as part of the preparation for this Consolidated Environmental Assessment and may be 
referenced throughout.  
 
6. Proposed implementation schedule. 
 
Authorize Final Design:    July 2007 
Finalize Land Acquisition:   April 2008 
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Final Design Complete:    May 2008 
Public Bid Advertisement:   September 2008 
Open Bids & Examine Proposals:  September 2008 
Select Contractor & Award Bid:  September 2008 
Conduct Pre-Construction Conference: October 2008 
Begin Construction:    October 2008 
Labor Compliance Reviews:  October 2008  – June 2009 
Final Payment to Contractor:  July 2009 
Submit Conditional Completion Report: August 2009 
Submit Final Completion Report:  February 2010 
 
 
7. Compliance with any applicable local plans, ordinances, or regulations. 
 
 

          Project is in Compliance 
   

Yes 
  

No 
 Not 

Applicable
       

Local Comprehensive (Growth Management) Plans 
including housing, land use and public facilities 
elements 

      

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

   
 

  
 

  
 

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

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

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

 
Source of Documentation 

 
 
 

KEY 

 
Impact Categories-- 
 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Note date of each contact or page reference.  Attach 
additional material as applicable.  Where appropriate, 
please fully explain in attached materials. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Soil Suitability, Topographic and/or 
Geologic Constraints 

Soils and topography are excellent for use of irrigation.  
Smooth grade is good for construction of lagoons. (see 
Section 2 of PER) 

 
   

 
 
HUD Environmental Criteria--24 CFR Part 
51: 

Hours of operation will be limited to 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. 
 (see Section 8.5 of PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 51(b) Noise--Suitable Separation 

Between Housing & Other Noise 
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 Sensitive Activities & Major Noise 
Sources (Aircraft, Highways & 
Railroads)8 *

 

N 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
51(c) Hazardous Facilities--Acceptable 
Separation Distance from Explosive 
and Flammable Hazards (Chemical/ 
Petrochemical Storage Tanks & 
Facilities--ex., Natural Gas Storage 
Facilities & Propane Storage Tanks)7 * 

Lagoons are ¼ mile from Town, far from any storage 
tanks or other hazardous waste concerns.  In-Town 
piping routes not specifically identified until video-taping 
is comlete, but no problems noted in the area. (PER 
maps) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
51(d) Airport Runway Clear Zones--
Avoidance of Incompatible Land Use in 
Airport Runway Clear Zones7* 

No work is to be constructed in any major air traffic area. 
(see maps in PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

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

No such problems anticipated.  (PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Effects of Project on Surrounding Air 
Quality or Any Effects of Existing Air 
Quality on Project1 * 

Dust control will be part of the project.  No other air 
impacts anticipated. (PER Section 8.5) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Groundwater Resources & Aquifera 10 * Currently, the wastewater enters the aquifer with little 

detention time and no treatment.  The proposed project 
will eliminate this illegal discharge. (PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Surface Water/Water Quality, Quantity & 
Distribution 10.* 

The groundwater eventually reaches Shotgun Creek and 
its two impoundments.  By lining the lagoons, this 
leakage will effectively end. (PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Floodplains & Floodplain Management5 * Although floodplain maps were not available through 

FEMA (FIRM maps) for this area, the area is outside of 
the floodplain, as confirmed by locals.  The state road 
provided a natural barrier to Shotgun Creek as shown in 
the Figures presented in Section 2.  (see maps in 
Section 2 of PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Wetlands Protection11 * Wetland mapping was found for the Bainville area. The 

chosen alternative does not include any work around 
known wetlands.  (Wetlands mapping and Army Corps of 
Engineers) 

B  
  

 

 
 

 
Agricultural Lands, Production, & 
Farmland Protection3 * 

The area around the lagoons is currently used only for 
dry-land farming.  The project will allow for irrigation of 
any one of three adjacent landowners.  (PER, 
Correspondence with land owners) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Vegetation & Wildlife Species & Habitats, 
Including Fish4 * 

No concerns noted by federal or state FWP and none 
observed by Engineer. 

                     
*See index at end of form. 

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



N  
 

 

 
 

 
Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or Limited 
Environmental Resources, Including 
Endangered Species2 * 

No concerns noted by federal or state FWP and none 
observed by the engineer. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Unique Natural Features All work would be within existing disturbed areas.  No 

concerns noted by federal or state FWP or SHPO and 
none observed by the engineer. 

N 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Access to and Quality of Recreational & 
Wilderness Activities, and Public Lands, 
Including Federally Designated Wild & 
Scenic Rivers12 * 

All work would be within existing disturbed areas.  No 
concerns noted by federal or state FWP or SHPO and 
none observed by the engineer. 

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

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

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

 
Source of Documentation 

 
 
 

KEY 

 
Impact Categories-- 
 
HUMAN POPULATION 

Note date of each contact or page reference.  Attach 
additional material as applicable.  Where appropriate, 
please fully explain in attached materials. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Visual Quality--Coherence, Diversity, 
Compatible Use, and Scale Aesthetics 

Area usage does not change except for the beneficial 
use of irrigation.  (PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Historic Properties, Cultural, and 
Archaeological Resources6 * 

Correspondence with SHPO noting that the area is all 
previously disturbed concluded that there was a very low 
likelihood of discovery of historic properties or cultural 
resources.  A cultural resource inventory was not 
warranted.  (see PER Section 8.5 and correspondence 
with SHPO) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Changes in Demographic (Population) 
Characteristics 

The project will allow the Town to come into compliance 
with state regulations and allow growth. (see PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Environmental Justice13 * Currently the wastewater enters the groundwater with 

virtually no treatment.  The improvements will eliminate 
the illegal discharge and improve the lagoon dikes to 
minimize the potential for dike failure (currently dike 
failure seems imminent). (PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
General Housing Conditions--Quality & 
Quantity 

The lagoons will have to be corrected sooner or later in 
order to comply with state requirements.  By making the 
corrections sooner, the Town will protect itself from any 
fines (especially if the dikes were to breech).  (PER) 

 N   
No displacement will be required. (PER)
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   Displacement or Relocating of 
Businesses or Residents 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Human Health There is currently a threat to the area as the failure of 

one or more of the dikes appears imminent (see Figure 
2.1 in the PER).  Cell #1, where 2/3 of the sludge is 
storage, is in the worst condition.  (PER) 

N  
  

 

 
 

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

There is no direct correlation of improvement for 
employment as a result of this project.  However, the 
Town will avoid eventual fines from illegal discharge by 
construction of the new lagoons and implementation of 
irrigation.  (PER) 

 
N 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Local and State Tax Base & Revenues There is no direct correlation of improvement for tax 

base as a result of this project.  However, the Town will 
avoid eventual fines from illegal discharge by 
construction of the new system.  In addition, the 
groundwater would be better protected. (PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Educational Facilities No impact. 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Commercial and Industrial Facilities, 
Production & Activity 

Correction of the problems noted in the PER are 
essential to the growth of the community.  (PER) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Health Care No benefit or concern is noted for medical services as 

such services are not available in Bainville. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Social Services Not applicable. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Social Structures & Mores (Standards of 
Social Conduct/Social Conventions) 

All work on the project is to be paid equally by all 
residents using a modified equivalent dwelling unit 
(EDU) schedule to increase cost of service to 
businesses and schools (current rate schedule).  (PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Land Use Compatibility By using irrigation for final discharge, land use in the 

area remains the same, though, yield will be improved.  
Land conflicts are not anticipated.  (PER Section 7) 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Energy Consumption There is no appreciable change in energy usage 

(irrigation equipment power requirements were very 
low). (PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Solid Waste Disposal9 * The improved performance of the lagoon system should 

allow for somewhat increased sludge digestion. (PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

 
Waste Water--Sewage System The entire project benefits the wastewater treatment and 

collection system.  (PER) 

  
 

N 

 
 

 
Storm Water There are no planned changes to stormwater as a result 

of this project.  A stormwater permit will be required 
during construction. 

 B   
Replacement of the worst leaking sewer lines will help
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   Community Water Supply protect from any cross contamination (generally only a 
problem when water pipe is exposed for repairs). (PER) 

 
   

 
 
Public Safety:  

N  
  

 

 
 Police Not applicable. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Fire Not applicable. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Emergency Medical Not applicable. 

N  
 

 

 
 

 
Parks, Playgrounds, & Open Space Not applicable. 

N   
  

 
 

 
Cultural Facilities, Cultural Uniqueness, & 
Diversity 

There are no impacts on current culture anticipated as a 
result of this project.  Correspondence with SHPO noted 
the low likelihood of finding any old cultural resources in 
the area. (PER, SHPO) 

N  
  

 

 
 

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

No work is to be constructed in any major traffic area. 
(see maps in PER) 

B  
 

 

 
 

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

The proposed project is the highest priority for the Town’

 
 
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. 

 
The PER evaluated numerous alternatives for the wastewater system improvements.  The various 
alternatives are presented in Section III.A of the Environmental Assessment prepared by SRF.  After 
evaluating each of these alternatives in detail, a recommended alternative was provided in the PER 
on the basis of cost comparison, environmental and social impacts, technical feasibility, 
operations, expandability, and public impact.  A summary of the decision matrix is presented in 
Section III.C of the SRF EA.  Ultimately, the recommended improvements and proposed project 
include:  replacement of approximately 2,400 linear feet of sewer main, expansion of the existing 
lagoons (to provide a three-cell system), lining of each lagoon cell, and addition of a spray irrigation 
system for disposal of the treated wastewater.  
 
 
11. Where applicable, list and evaluate mitigation actions, stipulations, and other controls which will be 

enforced by the local government or another governmental agency. 
 
The project will require compliance with the federal Davis Bacon Act and appropriate wages.  
Mitigation will include limiting work hours to control noise and provide dust control. 
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12. Is the proposed project in compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws and 

regulations? 
 

 Yes   No 
 
 
 
LEVEL OF CLEARANCE FINDING: 
 

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

[  x  ] 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. 

 
 OR 
 

[     ] 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):  Dennis Portra   
   
Title:  Environmental Certifying Officer and Mayor 
   
   
   
Signature:                                                                                                 
   
Date:                                                                                                 
   
 



INDEX OF APPLICABLE FEDERAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS INCLUDED IN THE 
CHECKLIST 

 
1. Air Quality 
 

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

 
b. Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans 

(Environmental Protection Agency-- 40 CFR parts 6, 51, and 93). 
 
 
2. Endangered Species 
 

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

 
 
3. Farmlands 
 

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

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

 
 
4. Fish and Wildlife 
 

b. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661-666c). 
 
 
5. Floodplain 
 

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

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

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

 
 
6. Historic Properties 
 

a. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), 
particularly sections 106 and 110 (16 U.S.C. 470 and 470h-2), except as provided in 58.17 
for Section 17 projects. 

 
b. Executive Order 11593 - Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, May 13, 

1971 (36 FR 8921), 3 CFR 1971-1975 Comp., particularly section 2(c). 
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c. 36 CFR Part 800 with respect to HUD programs other than Urban Development Grants 
(UDAG) 

 
d. The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 as amended by the Archaeological and Historic 

Preservation Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 469 et seq.), particularly section 3 (16 U.S.C 469a-1). 
 
 
7. Man-made Hazards 
 

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

 
b. HUD Notice 79-33, Policy Guidance to Address the Problems Posed by Toxic Chemicals 

and Radioactive Materials, 9/10/79. 
 

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

 
 
8. Noise 
 

a. Noise Abatement and Control, 24 CFR Part 51, Subpart B, (44 FR 40861, 7/12/79, as 
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. 1251-1376). 
 

b. The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (42 U.S.C. 69-01-6978, 300f-300j-10). 
 

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

 
d. Missoula, Montana Sole Source Aquifer, in accordance with Section 1424 (e) of the Safe 

Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 300h-3 (1982). 
 
11. Wetlands 
 

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

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

 
Note: In Montana, this act applies to the North Fork of the Flathead River from the Canadian 

border downstream to its confluence with the Middle Fork; the Middle Fork from its 
headwaters to its confluence with the South Fork; and the South Fork from its origin to 
Hungry Horse Reservoir; and, the Missouri River consisting of the segment from Fort 
Benton, one hundred and forty-nine miles downstream to Fred Robinson Bridge. 

 
13. Environmental Justice 
 

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

 
14.  Lead-based Paint 
   
  HUD Lead-based Paint Standards (24 CFR Part 35) and Sections 1012 and 1013 of the Residential 

Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act that appear within Title X of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992. 

 
15.  Asbestos 
       
  OSHA’s asbestos standard (29 CFR 1926.1101) and EPA asbestos sections of NESHAP (National 

Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants), administered by Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality’s Asbestos Control Program.  
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An Environmental Review Record prepared by the aforementioned Town of Bainville and 
an Environmental Assessment prepared by the DEQ documenting review of all project 
activities in respect to impacts on the environment are attached to this Finding of No 
Significant Impact and Request for Release of Funds.  These documents are available 
for public scrutiny on the DEQ web site (http://www.deq.mt.gov/ea.asp) and also 
available for public examination and copying upon request between the hours of 8:00 
AM and 5:00 PM at the following locations: 
 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
1520 East Sixth Avenue 

P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, Montana  59620-0901 

Town of Bainville 
PO Box 92 

Bainville, MT 59212 

 
No further environmental review of such project is proposed to be conducted prior to the 
request for release of CDBG project funds. 
 
Release of Funds 
 
Anticipated funding for the project is through a combination of the following: a 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), a Treasure State Endowment Program 
(TSEP) Grant, a Renewable Resource Grant and Loan (RRGL) from the Department of 
Natural Resources and Conservation, and a State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan. 
 
The Town of Bainville 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 is certifying to DOC that the Town of Bainville and chief 
executive officer/other certifying official, Dennis Portra, as approved by DOC, in his 
official capacity as Mayor and environmental certifying officer 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 Bainville may use the CDBG funds and DOC will have satisfied its 
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
 
Public Comments and/ or Objections on Findings 
 
For purposes of CDBG funding, all interested agencies, groups and persons disagreeing 
with the Finding of No Significant Impact are invited to submit written comments for 
consideration by the Town of Bainville to the Bainville town office on or before May 5, 
2008.  All such comments so received will be considered and the Town of Bainville will 
not request release of funds or take any administrative action on the project prior to the 
date specified in the preceding sentence. 
 
Comments supporting or disagreeing with this decision may also be submitted to DEQ 
and DOC for consideration.  DOC will accept an objection to its approval for State 
Release of Funds only if it is on one of the following bases: 
 

1. that the certification was not in fact executed by the certifying officer or 
other officer of the applicant approved by DOC;  

 



2. 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; 

 
3. 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 
 

4. 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 to be considered by DEQ and/or DOC must be prepared and submitted in 
accordance with the required procedures (24 CFR Part 58) and may be addressed to 
one of the following agencies: 
 

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

 
2. Department of Environmental Quality, Planning, Prevention & Assistance 

Division, 1520 East Sixth Avenue, P.O. Box 200901, Helena, Montana 
59620-0901. 

 
DOC will not consider objections to the release of funds on bases other than those 
stated above.  After evaluating the objections and comments received, the agencies will 
make a final decision.  However, no administrative action will be taken on the project for 
at least 30 calendar days after publication of the Finding of No Significant Impact. For 
CDBG funding purposes, no objection received after May 19, 2008 will be considered by 
DOC. 
 
The following documents have been utilized by the DEQ and Town of Bainville in the 
preparation of this Environmental Assessment and Environmental Review Record: 
 

1. Preliminary Engineering Report for the Town of Bainville for Wastewater 
System Improvements, 2006, prepared by Montana Engineering & 
Administration, PC. 

2. Uniform Application Form for Montana Public Facility Projects for the 
Bainville Wastewater Treatment and Collection System Upgrades, April 
2006, prepared by Montana Engineering & Administration, PC. 

3. Design Memorandum – 2008 Sanitary Sewer System Improvements 
Town of Bainville, MT, November 2007, prepared by Great West 
Engineering, Inc. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
___________________________________ 
Todd Teegarden P.E., Bureau Chief 
Technical and Financial Assistance Bureau 
Planning, Prevention & Assistance Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 

 
____________________________________ 
Dennis Portra, Mayor 
Environmental Certifying Officer 
Town of Bainville 

 



1

BAINVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND COLLECTION SYSTEM UPGRADES 
 
 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 
I. COVER SHEET 
 

A. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 
 

Applicant:  Town of Bainville  
 

Address:  PO Box 92  
   Bainville, MT 59212  

 
Project Number: C301221-01 

 
B. CONTACT PERSON 

 
Name:   Dennis Portra, Mayor 

 
Address:  PO Box 92  
   Bainville, MT 59212 

 
Telephone:  (406) 769-2621 

 
C. ABSTRACT 

 
The Town of Bainville, through its 2006 Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), 
has identified the need to upgrade its wastewater treatment facility and collection 
system.  It has been determined that the collection system is subject to higher 
than normal flows due to the inflow and infiltration (I/I) of storm water and 
groundwater. The high I/I is primarily attributed to clay tile pipe that is more than 
50 years old.  The PER recommends videotaping all of the sewer lines in town 
and replacing problem areas of pipes.  It is estimated that roughly 2,400 feet of 
these laterals, primarily in the lower areas of town, will require replacement with 
PVC pipe.  The current wastewater treatment facility has experienced severe 
dike erosion and excessive leakage from the lagoon cells into groundwater.  It is 
estimated that approximately 85% of all water entering the town’s lagoons is lost 
through leakage to groundwater.  To eliminate this illegal discharge the existing 
two-cell lagoon system will be replaced with a new three-cell facultative lagoon 
system with spray irrigation.  

 
Federal and State grant/loan programs will fund the project. The improvements 
are estimated to cost approximately $1,433,608. It is anticipated that the project 
will be funded through town reserves, a low interest loan (3.75%) obtained from 
the State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan program, and grants from the DNRC, 
CDBG, and TSEP. 
 
Environmentally sensitive characteristics such as wetlands, floodplains, 
threatened or endangered species, and historical sites are not expected to be 
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adversely impacted as a result of the proposed project. Additional environmental 
impacts related to land use, water quality, air quality, public health, energy, noise, 
growth, and sludge disposal were also assessed. No significant long-term 
environmental impacts were identified.  
 
Under Montana law, (75-6-112, MCA), no person may construct, extend, or use a 
public sewage system until the DEQ has reviewed and approved the plans and 
specifications for the project.  Under the Montana Water Pollution Control State 
Revolving Fund Act, the DEQ may loan money to municipalities for construction 
of public sewage systems. 
 
The DEQ, Technical and Financial Assistance Bureau, has prepared this 
Environmental Assessment to satisfy the requirements of the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). 
 

D. COMMENT PERIOD 
 
Thirty (30) calendar days 
 

II. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 

The Bainville wastewater collection system, portions of which date back to the 1950s, 
consists of approximately 12,800 feet of gravity sewer main, a lift station, and 1,000 feet 
of force main. The most recent improvements occurred in 1998, when nearly 1,600 feet 
of 12”main was replaced with PVC pipe and the lift station and force main were 
replaced. The existing collection system contains over 11,000 feet of 8” clay tile pipe 
which allows significant volumes of groundwater to infiltrate through pipe joints and 
cracks into the collection system increasing wastewater flows. It is estimated that 20 to 
25% of the existing flows are attributed to excessive inflow and infiltration (I&I). 
Excessive flows utilize treatment capacity and increase pump run times at the lift station, 
increasing operating costs and reducing the useful life of the pumps.  In addition, flow 
reduction through the elimination of I&I will prevent the over sizing of the lagoon 
treatment system reducing overall project costs.  
 
The Bainville wastewater treatment facility was installed around 1975 and consists of a 
two-cell facultative lagoon system.  The lagoons were originally designed to discharge to 
Shotgun Creek; however no discharge to surface water has been reported.  There is no 
record that the lagoons were lined and it is estimated that approximately 85% of the 
water entering the lagoons leaks through the bottom to groundwater. The excessive 
leakage of marginally treated water could lead to contamination of local groundwater 
resources. The lagoon dikes are so severely eroded as to be vertical and in some cases 
concave.  Failure of the dikes is a serious concern as this would result in the discharge 
of inadequately treated wastewater and sludge to adjacent properties and possibly 
Shotgun Creek. Such a failure would present a serious health hazard to the community, 
downstream users, and the environment. As such, the PER recommends construction of 
a new three-cell facultative lagoon system with spray irrigation.  These improvements 
will eliminate the illegal discharge to groundwater and correct the dike erosion. 
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III. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 

A. Six alternatives for treatment and disposal were evaluated. For each alternative 
excessive I&I would be eliminated as much as possible to minimize lagoon size. 
As part of the project the entire collection system will be video inspected and 
problem areas of pipe will be replaced.  It is estimated that approximately 2,400 
feet of pipe will be replaced for I/I control.   The treatment alternatives evaluated 
included: 

   
1. No Action 
2. Two-Cell Total Retention Lagoons 
3. Two-Cell Facultative Lagoons with Spray Irrigation 
4. Three-Cell Facultative Lagoons with Spray Irrigation 
5. Two-Cell Aerated Lagoons with Storage and Spray Irrigation 
6. Three-Cell Aerated Lagoons with Storage and Spray Irrigation 

 
1. NO ACTION - The no-action alternative would result in continued use of the 

town’s two-cell facultative lagoon system.  These lagoons were never lined 
and it is estimated that approximately 85% of the water entering the lagoons 
leaks through the bottom to groundwater.  In addition, the lagoon dikes have 
experienced severe erosion.  Failure of the lagoon dikes is considered 
imminent.  The loss of these dikes would be a serious environmental and 
health threat as sludge and inadequately treated wastewater would enter 
Shotgun Creek, which is located only about 300 feet away from the 
wastewater treatment site at its closest point.   

 
2. TWO-CELL TOTAL RETENTION LAGOONS – This alternative would involve 

construction of a two-cell total retention lagoon system.  The lagoon cells 
would be sized large enough to allow for complete disposal of the water by 
evaporation.  Two-cell systems are desired in order to provide a primary cell. 
 Under this alternative, the two existing 1.15 acre cells would be joined and 
lined to serve as one primary cell with an area of approximately 2.35 acres.  
A new 14.5 acre cell would be built south of the existing cells, sharing the 
southern dike. 

 
3. TWO-CELL FACULTATIVE LAGOONS WITH SPRAY IRRIGATION – This 

alternative would involve construction of a two-cell facultative lagoon system 
with spray irrigation.  The two existing 1.15 acre cells would be joined and 
lined to serve as one primary cell with an area of 2.35 acres.  A new 3.6 acre 
secondary cell would be built east of the existing lagoons to provide storage 
of wastewater during the non-growing season.  Approximately 12 acres of 
irrigated land would be required to grow either grass or alfalfa.  Because 
disinfection is not provided, a two hundred foot buffer zone would be provided 
around the spray irrigation site. 

 
4. THREE-CELL FACULTATIVE LAGOONS WITH SPRAY IRRIGATION – This 

alternative would involve construction of a three-cell facultative lagoon 
system with spray irrigation.  The existing treatment cells would be 
abandoned and the site reclaimed. Two new primary cells would be 
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constructed on adjacent property south of the existing lagoons. These two 
primary cells will allow for improved settling and improved efficiency while 
minimizing short circuiting. A new 3.4 acre secondary cell would be built east 
of the new lagoons to provide storage of wastewater during the non-growing 
season.  Approximately 12 acres of irrigated land would be required to grow 
either grass or alfalfa.  Because disinfection is not provided, a two hundred 
foot buffer zone would be provided around the spray irrigation site. Based on 
cost comparison, environmental and social impacts, and public input, this 
alternative was selected to provide wastewater treatment and disposal for the 
Town of Bainville. 

 
5. TWO-CELL AERATED LAGOONS WITH STORAGE AND SPRAY 

IRRIGATION – This alternative would involve construction of a two-cell 
aerated lagoon system with storage and spray irrigation.  Mechanical 
aerators would be installed in the lagoon cells to provide an increased rate of 
oxygen transfer.  A new 0.26-acre aerated lagoon cell would be built south or 
east of the existing lagoons, at a higher elevation.  A different location is 
required because aerated lagoon cells typically require a depth of 10 to 12 
feet.  The ground water table in the vicinity of the existing lagoons is only 
about 5 feet below the surface.  Additionally, a new 3.6 acre storage lagoon 
would be built at the new location.  A solar mixer would be installed in this 
storage lagoon to provide mixing and aeration should the aeration equipment 
in the primary cell fail.  Approximately 12 acres of irrigated land would be 
required to grow either grass or alfalfa.  Because disinfection is not provided, 
a two hundred foot buffer zone would be provided around the spray irrigation 
site as disinfection is not provided.  

 
6. THREE-CELL AERATED LAGOONS WITH STORAGE AND SPRAY 

IRRIGATION - This alternative would involve construction of a three-cell 
aerated lagoon system with storage and spray irrigation.  Mechanical 
aerators would be installed in the lagoon cells to provide an increased rate of 
oxygen transfer.  Two new 0.26 acre aerated primary lagoon cells would be 
built south or east of the existing lagoons, at a higher elevation.  A different 
location is required because aerated lagoon cells typically require a depth of 
10 to 12 feet.  The ground water table in the vicinity of the existing lagoons is 
only about 5 feet below the surface.  Additionally, a new 3.6 acre storage 
lagoon would be built at the new location.  Approximately 12 acres of irrigated 
land would be required to grow either grass or alfalfa.  Because disinfection is 
not provided, a two hundred foot buffer zone would be provided around the 
spray irrigation site as disinfection is not provided. 

 
B. COST COMPARISON PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS 

 
The present worth analysis is a means of comparing alternatives in present day 
dollars and can be used to determine the most cost-effective alternative. 
An interest rate of 6.0% over the 20-year planning period was used in the 
analysis.  Table 1 provides a summary of the present worth analysis of 
alternatives considered.  
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Table 1 

ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES 
ALT 1 ALT 2 ALT 3 ALT 4 ALT 5 ALT 6 ITEM 

No 
Action 

Two-Cell 
Total 

Retention 
Lagoons 

Two-Cell 
Facultative 
Lagoons 

with Spray 
Irrigation 

Three-Cell 
Facultative 
Lagoons 

with Spray 
Irrigation 

Two-Cell 
Aerated 
Lagoons 

with 
Storage 

and Spray 
Irrigation 

Three-Cell 
Aerated 
Lagoons 

with 
Storage 

and Spray 
Irrigation 

Capital Costs N/A $1,913,538 $1,364,067 $1,401,008 $1,684,39
2 

$1,838,244 

Annual O&M Cost N/A $2,580 $3,250 $3,250 $15,699 $15,699 
Present Worth of 
Annual O&M Costs 
(6%) 

N/A $29,592 $37,277 $37,277 $180,066 $180,066 

Present Worth 
Cost 

N/A $1,943,130 $1,401,344 $1,438,285 $1,864,45
8 

$2,018,310 

 
As shown in Table 1 alternative 3 has the lowest present worth cost. However, 
the cost difference between alternatives 3 & 4 is less than 5% and is therefore 
considered to be approximately equal for planning purposes.   
 

C. BASIS OF SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
Selection of the preferred alternative was based upon several criteria, both 
monetary and non-monetary.  The ranking criteria and weighting factors in terms 
of relative importance are shown in Table 2. As shown in the ranking criteria 
matrix, alternatives 3 and 4 scored the highest. Alternative 3 ranked slightly 
higher in the present worth comparison, while alternative 4 ranked higher for 
expandability and operational flexibility. Based on the overall score, alternative 4, 
a three-cell facultative lagoon with spray irrigation, was selected to provide 
wastewater treatment and disposal for the Town of Bainville.  

 
The estimated administration, design and construction cost for the recommended 
alternative (Alternative 4) is $1,433,608.  The town will take out a $153,608 State 
Revolving Fund (SRF) loan at 3.75% interest rate for 20 years to complete the 
project.  The project will result in user rate increases of approximately $15.01 per 
month per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).  Based on examination of the past 
three years of operation, the cost per EDU is currently estimated at $21.67 for 
wastewater.  With the cost of water rising to approximately $45.20 per month per 
EDU, the total combined water and sewer cost after completion of the proposed 
project is estimated to be $81.87 per month per EDU.  This combined rate is over 
150% of the target rate for Bainville, a community which is 62% Low-to-Moderate 
income. 
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Table 2 
RANKING CRITERIA FOR TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES 

Alt 2: Two-
Cell Total 
Retention 
Lagoons 

Alt 3: Two-
Cell 
Facultative 
Lagoons 
with Spray 
Irrigation 

Alt 4: 
Three-Cell 
Facultative 
Lagoons 
with Spray 
Irrigation 

Alt 5: 
Two-Cell 
Aerated 
Lagoons 
with 
Storage 
and 
Spray 
Irrigation 

Alt 6: 
Three-
Cell 
Aerated 
Lagoons 
with 
Storage 
and 
Spray 
Irrigation 

Criteria 
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Public Health 
and Safety 

5 7 35 10 50 10 50 7 35 7 35 

Technical 
Feasibility 

5 8 40 9 45 9 45 7 35 7 35 

Environmental 
Impact 

4 7 28 9 36 9 36 6 24 6 24 

Public Opinion 5 9 45 8 40 8 40 4 20 4 20 
Operations 8 10 80 6 48 8 64 4 32 6 48 
Expandability 4 1 4 6 24 9 36 6 24 9 36 
Present Worth 20 3.8 76 6.5 130 6.3 126 4.1 82 3.5 70 
Weighted Total 308 373 397 252 268

 
The financial impact of this project on the system users is shown in Table 3.  
Based on the EPA guidance for project affordability, the proposed project will 
result in a monthly cost per household that is 1.7% of the monthly median 
household income and therefore is expected to impose a moderate economic 
hardship on household income.  

 
Table 3 

PROJECT AFFORDABILITY 
Existing Monthly sewer rate $21.67 
New monthly debt service and O&M increase $15.01 

Total monthly user cost1 $36.67 
Monthly median household income (mMHI)2 $2,187.50 
User rate as a percentage of mMHI 1.7 % 

 1 Town of Bainville Uniform Application Form  
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 2 Based on 2000 census data 
IV. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

A. PLANNING AREA  
 

The incorporated Town of Bainville is located in Roosevelt County; approximately 
15 miles east of Culbertson, near the North Dakota border (See Figure 1).   
 
The wastewater treatment facility, located southeast of the town boundaries, 
provides wastewater service for the entire town.  This project involves 
decommissioning of the town’s existing wastewater lagoons, and constructing a 
new three-cell facultative lagoon system and spray irrigation system. The town is 
in the process of purchasing property just south of the existing lagoon site for 
construction of the proposed improvements (see Figure 2). There are three 
existing wells located at the proposed spray irrigation site: one monitoring well, 
one domestic well, and one unused water well.  The Montana Water Quality Act 
(75-5-605, MCA) prohibits the construction of a sewage lagoon less than 500 feet 
from an existing water well.  The proposed storage lagoon would be located 
within 500 feet of these wells.  However, the town intends to abandon all wells 
once the site is purchased.  As such, the siting of the treatment and storage 
lagoons should not violate state statute.  The project will take approximately four 
months to construct following system design.  Construction is scheduled to begin 
in the fall of 2008. 

 
B. FLOW PROJECTIONS 

 
The current average flow to the wastewater treatment facility is estimated to be 
28,000 gallons per day.  This flow rate results in a net wastewater flow of 162 
gallons per capita per day (gpcd).  This high rate of flow has been attributed to 
excessive I/I of clay tile pipe that is more than 50 years old, two roof drains from 
the school draining directly into the sanitary sewer, high backwash rates at the 
town’s current water treatment plant, and un-metered water usage.  The roof 
drains have since been disconnected from the sanitary sewer and the town has 
begun reading water meters and will adjust the billing to reflect actual water 
usage.  In addition, the town will soon be abandoning its water treatment plant 
and hooking on to the Dry Prairie water system.  These improvements alone are 
expected to drop the per capita wastewater flow to 150 gpcd. 
 
The town plans to conduct some I/I improvement as part of this project.  The 
collection system will be video inspected and problem areas of pipe will be 
replaced.  It is estimated that approximately 2,400 feet of pipe will be replaced for 
I/I control.  The projected wastewater flows after I/I improvements is outlined in 
Table 4.  The net wastewater flow is expected to be 125 gpcd after these I/I 
improvements are made.   
 
Based on past census data, Bainville has experienced a slight decrease in 
population for the past two decades. However a boom in oil exploration in the 
nearby Williston Basin has reversed this trend. For planning purposes annual 
growth rate in the town is estimated to be 6% through 2009, which then tapers off 
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to 3% for 5 years and then 1% for the remainder of the planning period.  
Table 4 

PROJECTED POPULATION AND WASTEATER FLOWS AFTER I/I 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Average 
Daily Flow 

Peak Daily 
Flow 

Peak 
Hourly 
Flow 

Year Population1 

(gal/day) (gal/day) (gal/min) 
2006 177 22,125 44,250 61 
2014 244 30,500 61,000 85 
2024 269 33,625 67,250 94 
2029 283 35,375 70,750 100 

1 Includes variable growth rate plus the equivalent student population. 
 

C. NATURAL FEATURES 
 
The Town of Bainville, and the area surrounding it, is primarily plains.  Within the 
town, land is predominantly residential, while land immediately outside the 
boundaries is agricultural.  Land topography slopes up to the west and south of 
town.  Slopes within the developed town are gradual and consistent, providing for 
ease of gravity collection.  However, prior to the lagoons, a lift station is required. 
 
The soils in and around Bainville are primarily silt loams.  Bainville and the 
surrounding area all drain to Shotgun Creek, which drains to the Missouri River.  
The Missouri River drainage from the Milk River to the North Dakota border is 
classified as a C-3 water body.  Waters classified as C-3 are to be maintained 
suitable for bathing, swimming and recreation, and growth and propagation of 
non-salmonid fishes and associated aquatic life, waterfowl and furbearers.  The 
quality of these waters is naturally marginal for drinking, culinary and food 
processing purposes, agriculture and industrial water supply.   
 
Groundwater in the area appears to flow north, consistent with the land relief 
towards Shotgun Creek.  The town currently has two groundwater wells located 
approximately 1 mile northwest of the existing lagoons.  The water from these 
wells is very high in iron and manganese.  There are also two wells in the area of 
the town’s existing lagoons and proposed spray irrigation site.  The static water 
level in these wells is much lower than those found for areas around the town.  
The wells have a static water level of 75 feet and 50 ft.  Elevations of the well 
locations are 10 to 30 feet above the existing lagoons. 

 
D. MAPS 
 

The Town of Bainville is located in Roosevelt County; approximately 15 miles 
east of Culbertson, near the North Dakota border (See Figure 1).  This project 
involves abandonment and reclamation of the town’s existing wastewater 
lagoons, as well as the construction of a new three-cell facultative lagoon system 
and spray irrigation site.  The town is in the process of purchasing property just 
south of the existing lagoon site for construction of the proposed improvements 
(see Figure 2). Figure 3 shows the town limits and planning area.  
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

A. DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 

1. Land Use – Land use in the area is primarily agricultural and will not 
change as a result of this project.  This project will result in an additional 
12 aces of land in the area to be irrigated enabling a grass/hay crop to be 
grown. The new lagoons will occupy approximately 8 acres of non-
agricultural land.  

 
2. Floodplains and Wetlands – Although floodplain maps are not available 

for this area, the proposed project area is reported to be outside of the 
floodplain.  The state road provides a barrier to Shotgun Creek.  The 
project area does not include any work around known, mapped wetlands. 

 
3. Cultural Resources – No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated.  

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) reviewed the proposed 
project.  According to their records, there have been no previously 
recorded sites within the designated search locales.  SHPO stated that 
there was a low likelihood that cultural properties would be impacted and 
as such, felt a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time. 

 
4. Fish and Wildlife – Animal life will not be significantly affected by the 

proposed project.  The project will not affect any wildlife habitats, nor will 
any known endangered species be affected.  The proposed project has 
water quality benefits that will protect and reduce the risk of harm to 
fisheries and other animals. In addition, the irrigation system will improve 
the growth of vegetation enhancing habitat for animals and birds.   

 
5. Water Quality - Water quality in the area is expected to improve due to 

the proposed project.  The existing lagoons are not lined and it is 
estimated that approximately 85% of the water entering the lagoons leaks 
through the bottom to groundwater.  Eliminating this discharge will result 
in the reduction of pathogen and nutrient loadings to groundwater.  The 
irrigation plan will require that the treated wastewater be applied at 
agronomic rates so that nitrogen does not impact the groundwater.   

 
6. Air Quality - Short-term negative impacts on air quality are expected to 

occur during construction from heavy equipment in the form of dust and 
exhaust fumes. Proper construction practices will minimize this problem.  
Project specifications will require dust control. 

 
7. Public Health - Public health will not be negatively affected by the 

proposed project. The project will eliminate the illegal discharge to 
groundwater of inadequately treated wastewater.  Sewage treatment will 
improve, which will reduce the potential to pollute ground and surface 
waters. In addition new lagoon embankments will eliminate the threat of 
embankment failure that could release partially treated wastewater, 
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sludge and pathogens to the environment.  
8. Energy – No appreciable change in energy consumption is anticipated.  

There will be some power requirements for the irrigation equipment; 
however, this usage is considered minimal. 

 
9. Noise - Short-term impacts from excessive noise levels may occur during 

the construction activities.  The construction period will be limited to 
normal daytime hours to avoid early morning or late evening construction 
disturbances. No significant long-term impacts from noise will occur. 

 
10. Sludge Disposal - As part of this project, sludge will be removed from the 

existing lagoons.  The sludge will be disposed of in accordance with 
EPA’s 503 regulations.   

 
11. Growth - Improvements of the wastewater collection and treatment 

system may result in minor secondary impacts that are associated with 
the growth of the community.  These can include impacts to: housing and 
commercial development, agricultural lands, solid waste, transportation 
and utilities.  However, given the small increase projected for the town’s 
population, no significant impacts are anticipated. 

 
12. Cumulative Effects - No significant adverse impacts are anticipated.   

 
B. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

 
Short-term construction related impacts (i.e., noise, dust, traffic disruption, etc.) 
will occur, but should be minimized through proper construction management. 
Energy consumption during construction cannot be avoided.   

 
VI. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

Public participation for this project included a press release and hearing in October of 
2005.  An additional hearing to discuss the findings of the PER was held on April 9, 
2006.  At the public hearing, the need for the project and recommended alternatives 
were discussed. Cost estimates for the project and impacts on rates were presented.  
The public, as well as council members, voiced support for the project.   
 

VII. AGENCY ACTION, APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND PERMITTING AUTHORITIES 
 

No additional permits will be required from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) section of 
the DEQ for this project after the review of the submitted plans and specifications.  
However, coverage under the storm water general discharge permit is required from the 
DEQ Water Protection Bureau prior to the beginning of construction. 
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VIII. RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 

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

 
Rationale for Recommendation:  Through this EA, the DEQ has verified that none of the 
adverse impacts of the proposed Bainville Wastewater Treatment and Collection System 
Upgrades 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 significant. 

 
IX. 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: 

 
1. Preliminary Engineering Report for the Town of Bainville for Wastewater System 

Improvements, 2006, prepared by Montana Engineering & Administration, PC. 
2. Uniform Application Form for Montana Public Facility Projects for the Bainville 

Wastewater Treatment and Collection System Upgrades, April 2006 prepared by 
Montana Engineering & Administration, PC. 

3. Design Memorandum – 2008 Sanitary Sewer System Improvements Town of 
Bainville, MT, November 2007 prepared by Great West Engineering, Inc. 

 
X. AGENCIES CONSULTED 
 

The following agencies have been contacted in regard to the proposed construction of 
this project:  

 
1. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed the proposed project and 

determined that no federally listed species or designated critical habitat occurs 
within the project area. 

 
2. The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) was 

contacted on 3/21/06 and again on 11/15/06 regarding floodplain impacts due to 
the proposed project.  No comments were received from the DNRC.  

 
The Roosevelt Disaster and Emergency Services (DES) indicated that 
incorporated communities maintain their own floodplain management system but 
that Bainville does not participate in the National flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
and, therefore, no floodplain restrictions apply.  The DES did indicate, however, 
that Shotgun Creek flows nearby the proposed site and could possibly inundate 
the site during high water.   

 
3. The Montana Historical Society’s State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

reviewed the proposed project.  According to their records, there have been no 
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previously recorded sites within the designated search locales.  SHPO stated 
that there was a low likelihood that cultural properties would be impacted and, as 
such, felt a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time. 

 
4. The U.S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) reviewed the 

proposed project.  The USCOE 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.  The USCOE was unable to determine if any jurisdictional 
waters would be impacted by this project.  As such, the USCOE asked that a 
permit application be submitted if the final design requires the placement of fill 
material in any jurisdictional waters.   

 
5. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks was contacted on 3/21/06, 

11/15/06 and again on 12/27/07 regarding any impacts to threatened or 
endangered species due to the proposed project.  To date, no comments have 
been received. 

 
6. The Montana Department of Environmental Quality reviewed the proposed 

project and had comments concerning the required water quality permits for 
construction related activities.  Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(MPDES) storm water and construction dewatering permits may be necessary for 
the project.  In addition, a 318 authorization (short term water quality standard for 
turbidity) and a 401 certification may also be required.  If a discharge to state 
waters is anticipated, a MPDES discharge permit or a Montana Ground Water 
Pollution Control System permit must be obtained prior to construction. 

 
 
 
EA Prepared by: 
 
 
              
Mike Abrahamson, P.E.     Date 
 
EA Reviewed by: 
 
 
              
Paul LaVigne, P.E.     Date 
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