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TABLE OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym Meaning

DEQ Montana Department of Environmental Quality
EA Environmental Assessment

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
gpd Gallons per day

LCWSD Lakeside County Water & Sewer District

MCA Montana Code Annotated

MEPA Montana Environmental Policy Act

MGWPCS Montana Ground Water Pollution Control System
MPDES Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service

PER Preliminary Engineering Report

RIB Rapid Infiltration Basin

SBR Sequencing Batch Reactor

SWC Storm Water Construction (general permit for construction stormwater)
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TN Total Nitrogen

TP Total Phosphorus

WPCSRF Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund
WWTF Wastewater Treatment Facility

DEQ-2 Circular DEQ-2: Design Standards for Public Sewage Systems

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED ACTION

Authorizing Action

Under the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), Montana agencies are required to perform an
environmental review for state actions that may have an impact on the Montana environment. The
Proposed Action is considered to be a state action that may have an impact on the Montana environment
and, therefore, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) must prepare an environmental review.
This Environmental Assessment (EA) will examine the proposed action and alternatives to the proposed
action and disclose potential and proximate impacts that may result from the proposed and alternative
actions. DEQ will determine the need for additional environmental review based on consideration of the
criteria set forth in Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.4.608.

The DEQ Engineering Bureau has prepared this EA to satisfy the requirements of the Montana
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Abstract

The Lakeside County Water and Sewer District’s (LCWSD or District) current wastewater treatment facility
was originally constructed in 1988 and was updated in 1994 and 2010. However, as outlined in the
September 2025 Lakeside County Water & Sewer District Wastewater Treatment Facility Plan (PER),
LCWSD has concluded that the treatment facility requires an upgrade to ensure the District can continue
to effectively treat wastewater, because the current and projected growth of the LCWSD is approaching
the existing system’s capacity. Additionally, in March 2024, the LCWSD entered into an agreement with
Flathead County under which LCWSD would accept and treat septage pumped from septic tanks within



the county. The District’s existing aerated lagoon system is incapable of reliably treating the additional
septage load and handling the District’s projected growth. The septage receiving component and its
pretreatment measures (screening, grit removal, equalization tank with chemistry monitoring) is further
described in DEQ Fact Sheet, Section 2.2 (2025). As described in the Fact Sheet, the permit also requires
a Septage Handling and Treatment Operation Manual (Section 7.1, Special Conditions).

This EA includes a summary of the environmental impacts of the Phase 2 wastewater treatment system
improvements for the LCWSD, and it does not analyze impacts from Phase 1 or the associated MPDES
permit (See Proposed Action section below for additional information on the scope of this EA). Where
impacts from Phase 1 or the associated Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permit
have been previously analyzed in a separate environmental review, that environmental review will be
incorporated by reference in this EA. Through the alternatives analysis summarized in this EA, as
presented in the PER, the District selected a sequencing batch reactor (SBR) advanced biological nutrient
removal treatment system for the Phase 2 improvement project. Phase 2 would also include construction
of three (3) rapid infiltration basins (RIBs) for groundwater disposal of treatment effluent.

The Phase 2 project will include a mechanical wastewater treatment plant to replace the existing aerated
treatment lagoons, solids handling facilities, and construction of three shallow earthen basins, referred to
as rapid infiltration basins (RIBs), for disposal of treated wastewater. Figure 5, on page 23 of this
document, presents a process flow diagram of the proposed wastewater treatment system for the
District.

Description of DEQ Regulatory Oversight

Under 75-6-112, MCA, no person may construct, extend, or use a public sewage system until the
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has reviewed and approved the plans and specifications for
the project. Under the Montana Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund Act (WPCSRF), the DEQ
may loan money to municipalities for construction of public sewage systems.

All proposed improvements would be designed to meet state standards in accordance with Design
Standards for Public Sewage Systems (Circular DEQ-2) and would be constructed using standard
construction methods. Best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to minimize or
eliminate pollutants during construction activities.

DEQ would require that treated wastewater applied at the irrigation site meet the water quality
standards in Circular DEQ-2. Application of treated wastewater to the irrigation site would be required
to be limited to hydrologic soil characteristics and the rate at which the crop can utilize residual nutrients
in the treated wastewater to ensure minimal impacts to surface and groundwater resources. The District
would establish a Nutrient Management Plan, as required in Circular DEQ-2 to establish BMPs for the
land application site, to ensure long term compliance with state standards. The groundwater discharge
permit includes a detailed compliance schedule (Table 4) with specific deadlines for submitting
operational manuals, installing additional monitoring wells (MW-6, MW-7), and commencing
monitoring. (DEQ Permit No.: MTX000307, April 28, 2026)

Effluent wastewater quality to the proposed rapid infiltration basins (RIBs or infiltration/percolation (IP)
cells) would be required to meet the limits established in the groundwater discharge permit
(MTX000307). The ability of the proposed treatment system to meet these limits would be verified
through modeling results and compliance with Circular DEQ-2 standards. Periodic effluent water quality
sampling, as required by the permit, would verify compliance. Groundwater monitoring at seven wells



would be required as a Special Condition of the permit to verify hydrogeologic data and to use in future
discharge permit cycles. The permit requires installation of two new groundwater monitoring wells (MW-
6 and MW-7) on the downgradient boundary of the mixing zones pursuant to a Monitoring Well
Installation Plan. Monitoring wells MW-1 through MW-5 were previously existing but would be sampled
using the same method as MW-6 and MW-7.

DEQ’s Water Protection Bureau regulates storm water discharges associated with construction activities.
Any person who discharges or proposes storm water discharges associated with construction activity
must obtain MPDES permit coverage under the Montana DEQ General Permit for Stormwater Discharge
Associated with Construction Activity (SWC). Additionally, any dewatering activity during construction
that results in dewatering effluent reaching state surface waters will require coverage under the
Montana DEQ General Permit for Construction Dewatering.

DEQ would require an asbestos inspection to be completed prior to starting construction to identify
possible asbestos-containing materials. No additional permits would be required from the State
Revolving Fund section of the DEQ for this project after review and approval of the submitted plans and
specifications.

Floodplain, wetland, and streambed permitting is not anticipated to be necessary for the project, but
should any be required, the applicant would be required to comply with local, state, and federal
regulations.

The adequacy of water, sewage, solid waste, and storm drainage systems are subject to a MEPA review,
which requires DEQ to evaluate proximate environmental impacts from the proposed action, identify
substantive public concerns and to evaluate reasonable alternatives. The extent of DEQ’s MEPA review
for this project is limited to DEQ’s proposed approval of plans and specifications for the Phase 2
wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) and RIB system and provision of financial assistance through the
WPCSRF program (collectively, the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system), as described in the Proposed Action
section below.

Public water supply laws (75-6-101, et seq., MCA)

DEQ also implements the public water supply laws of Montana, which oversees the protection,
maintenance, quality, and potability of water for public water supplies and domestic uses (75-6-101, et
seq., MCA). The act also oversees public sewage systems, which are defined as systems of collection,
transportation, treatment, or disposal of sewage that serves 15 or more families or 25 or more persons
daily for any 60 or more days in a calendar year. For purposes of this EA, public sewage systems are limited
to a WWTF and their related appurtenances, which are also reviewed under Circular DEQ-2.

Water Quality Act (75-5-101, et seq., MCA).

Finally, DEQ implements the Montana Water Quality Act, which governs discharges of pollutants to
Montana state waters (75-5-101, et seq., MCA). Water quality impacts resulting from the discharge of
treated wastewater effluent from the Phase 2 WWTF and RIBs were included in a previously prepared
Final EA dated April 28, 2025, for the issuance of MGWPCS permit MTX000307 and plan and specifications
approval for Phase 1 wastewater system improvements to the LCWSD. Further information may be found
in the DEQ Fact Sheet (2025) regarding the nondegradation analysis, MOUNDSOLV modeling, 305-foot
mixing zone, the >50-year phosphorus breakthrough, and the specific travel times to receiving surface
waters. The ability of the proposed treatment system improvements to meet the effluent water quality
limits established in the MGWPCS permit will be verified through compliance with Montana DEQ’s design
standards Circular DEQ-2.



Proposed Action

Lakeside County Water & Sewer District (LCWSD or District) has applied to construct a wastewater
treatment facility under section 75-6-112, Montana Code Annotated (MCA). The proposed action would
be located on LCWSD land, in Somers, Montana, as depicted in Figures 1-4 below. All information included
in this EA is derived from the permit application, the LCWSD, discussions with the applicant, discussions
with members of the public, analysis of aerial photography, topographic maps, and other research tools.

DEQ previously prepared a Final EA dated April 28, 2025, for the issuance of MGWPCS permit MTX000307
and plan and specifications approval for Phase 1 wastewater system improvements to the LCWSD. That
Final EA evaluated DEQ’s actions to: (1) issue the MGWPCS permit authorizing discharge of treated
domestic wastewater to groundwater via a RIB system; and (2) approve plans and specifications for Phase
1 wastewater system improvements, which included a new septage receiving facility, new headworks, a
buried force main connecting those facilities, and replacement of Lift Station #10 within the District’s
collection system.

The April 2025 Final EA determined that an Environmental Impact Statement was not required for the
Phase 1 actions. That document, together with the MGWPCS permit and associated engineering
submittals, forms part of the administrative record for the LCWSD improvements.

This draft EA addresses a different set of state actions, which DEQ refers to collectively as “Phase 2.” For
Phase 2, DEQ is considering: (1) approval of plans and specifications for construction and operation of a
wastewater treatment facility (sequencing batch reactor) and associated sludge handling facilities under
the Montana public water supply laws; and (2) provision of financial assistance through the Montana
Water Pollution Control State Revolving Fund (WPCSRF) program. In this EA, the term Phase 2 wastewater
treatment facility (WWTF) and rapid infiltration basin (RIB) system refers collectively to the sequencing
batch reactor treatment plant, associated sludge-handling facilities, three RIBs, and interconnected piping
that make up the physical Phase 2 project. Phase 2 would allow LCWSD to treat additional domestic
wastewater and septage and to operate the RIBs and existing storage lagoons as part of an integrated
treatment and disposal system.

To avoid duplication, this EA incorporates by reference the April, 2025 Final EA for groundwater discharge
permit MTX000307 for issues that were analyzed in that document. For example, that document
examined impacts from the groundwater discharge permit, as well as the septage receiving facility and
headworks. This EA does not re-evaluate those Phase 1 decisions or re-open the MGWPCS permitting
action.

The scope of this Phase 2 EA is limited to the direct, secondary and cumulative impacts that may result
from DEQ’s Phase 2 actions—approval of plans and specifications for the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system.
These impacts include: construction and operation of the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system (mechanical
treatment plant, three RIBs, and associated underground piping); changes in loading patterns and
operational risk at the RIBs when the new plant and septage flows are online; changes in energy use; and
human health and safety considerations associated with advanced treatment and septage handling, as
well as secondary and cumulative impacts related to the additional treatment capacity enabled by Phase
2. In evaluating significance under ARM 17.4.608, DEQ considers the Phase 2 impacts together with the
existing Phase 1 facilities and permit conditions, and the combined record of both EAs constitutes DEQ’s
MEPA documentation for the overall LCWSD improvement program (Phases 1 and 2).



During scoping for this EA, DEQ considered a range of issues associated with the proposed Phase 2
wastewater improvements, including existing infrastructure performance, growth and capacity planning,
and local land-use controls. This EA focuses on environmental impacts that are within the scope of DEQ’s
Phase 2 approval and funding decisions and addresses those issues to the extent they bear on water
quality, human health, and related MEPA factors. Decisions about how to manage local land-use approvals
and future capacity commitments, such as “will-serve letters”, are made by LCWSD and local governments
and are outside the scope of this EA and DEQ’s Phase 2 approval.

Table 1.
Summary of Proposed Action

General Overview

The proposed action includes construction of the Phase 2 wastewater
treatment facility (WWTF), solids handling facilities, and rapid infiltration
basin (RIB) system—a new mechanical treatment plant, three RIBs for
groundwater disposal, and interconnected piping—and subsequent
operation of the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system together with the previously
approved septage receiving facility. Following construction of the Phase 2
project, the septage receiving facility will be able to accept and treat septage.

Following construction of the Phase 2 WWTF the District will continue to
utilize the two storage lagoons for winter storage of treated effluent. Treated
effluent from the Phase 2 WWTF will be discharged to the RIBs and seasonally
to the existing irrigation site. The two existing aerated storage lagoons will be
abandoned.

Duration & Hours of
Operation

Construction: approximately 365 - 500 calendar days during daylight hours,
adjusted for seasonal variation (generally, 7am - 7pm)
Operation: Continuous

Estimated Disturbance

Approximately 8 acres of land will be utilized for construction of the proposed
Phase 2 improvements.

Construction Equipment

- Backhoe

- Boom truck

- Dozer

- Dump truck

- Excavator

- Front end loader

- Light duty passenger trucks
- Skid steer

- Water truck

- Crane




Table 1.
Summary of Proposed Action

Personnel Onsite

Construction: Sequencing and the type and number of equipment and
personnel would be determined by the general contractor and may vary
through the construction process. A crew of 10 — 20 personnel is typically
required to complete this proposed action, including up to three operators.
Operation: The proposed WWTF would require one to two full-time operators
onsite during regular business hours and occasional weekend time. Operation
of the septage receiving facility would include at least one full-time employee
during business hours.

Location and Analysis Area

Location: 48.1° North Latitude, 114.2° West Longitude

Analysis Area: The area being analyzed as part of this environmental review
includes the immediate project area (Figure 1), as well as neighboring lands
surrounding the analysis area, as reasonably appropriate for the impacts
being considered.

Table 2

The applicant is required to comply with all applicable local, county, state, and federal requirements

pertaining to the following resource areas.

Air Quality

The applicant proposes to mitigate dust through the application of dust
abatement measures on haul roads. In addition, water would be applied to
disturbed areas to control airborne dust.

Water Quality

The applicant proposes to provide a wastewater treatment system that meets
the minimum design requirements of Circular DEQ-2. Design calculations and
modeling will be required to show treated wastewater quality does not exceed
the limits established in MGWPCS permit MTX000307. Any dewatering
discharges during construction that reach state waters would require coverage
by Montana’s General Permit for Construction Dewatering.

Erosion Control and
Sediment Transport

Circular DEQ-2 requires that construction methods that will minimize siltation
and erosion must be used. Best management practices (BMP's) must be utilized
during construction. Such methods must provide adequate control of siltation
and erosion by limiting unnecessary excavation, disturbing or uprooting of
trees and vegetation, dumping of soil or debris, or pumping of silt-laden water
into the stream. Specifications require that cleanup, grading, seeding and
planting or restoration of all work areas begin immediately after the
construction has been completed. Exposed areas may not remain unprotected
for more than seven days. Construction activities will be covered by the
Montana’s General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction. The contractor will be required to submit a stormwater pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) that will outline how BMPs will be utilized and
maintained to prevent impacts to surface water from stormwater runoff during
and following construction.




Table 2

The applicant is required to comply with all applicable local, county, state, and federal requirements

pertaining to the following resource areas.

Solid Waste

The applicant proposes to follow BMPs, outlined in the project specifications,
to manage and dispose of solid waste generated during construction. During
facility operation, the applicant would handle and ultimately dispose of any
biosolids generated from the wastewater treatment process in accordance
with 40 CFR 503, regulated by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

Following construction of the Phase 2 WWTF, the two existing aerated
treatment lagoons operated by the District would be abandoned. The
abandonment of the lagoons, storage, and disposal of any accumulated sludge
must be performed in accordance with 40 CFR Part 503 as regulated by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency.

The two existing storage lagoons operated by the District will continue to be
used with the Phase 2 WWTF. The depth of biosolids on the floor of those
lagoons was measured by the District in October 2025 to average 7 inches. The
District should continue to monitor the biosolids depth in the storage lagoons
and remove and dispose of the material in accordance with 40 CFR 503 prior
to the depth reaching the 12-inch design maximum depth.

Cultural Resources

Should historic structures need to be altered or if cultural materials are
inadvertently discovered during this project, SHPO asks that their office be
contacted, and the site investigated.

Hazardous Substances

Circular DEQ-2 requires that the identification and hazard warning data
included on shipping containers must appear on all containers (regardless of
size or type) used to store, carry, or use a hazardous substance. Wastewater
and sludge sample containers should be adequately labeled.

Reclamation

The applicant proposes to reseed and maintain all disturbed areas.
Requirements for maintenance of reclaimed areas would be included in the
construction specifications. Site grading and stormwater management facilities
would be integrated into the site design to maintain adequate drainageways.
The contractor’s SWPPP would also need to include maintenance requirements
for areas disturbed during construction.




Table 3.
Cumulative Impacts

Past Actions

Within the analysis area, LCWSD has operational aerated wastewater
treatment lagoons two storage lagoons, and irrigation/land-application
infrastructure. The existing lagoon system treats and stores treated
wastewater during winter months and supports spray irrigation during the
growing season, and those operations help define the current baseline
condition of soils, groundwater, and nearby surface waters in the project area.
The existing storage lagoons and irrigation infrastructure will remain in use in
combination with the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system, and their past and
ongoing effects are considered as part of the cumulative context for this EA.

On April 28, 2025, the Department issued a MGWPCS permit (DEQ Permit No.:
MTX000307) and plan and specification approval for construction of a septage
receiving facility, a headworks facility at the District’s current treatment site,
interconnecting pipe between the two facilities, and reconstruction of Lift
Station #10 within the District’s collection system. That action did not
authorize the septage facility to accept and treat septage or construction of
facilities to physically discharge treated wastewater under the MGWPCS
permit.

Present Actions

The presently proposed action includes construction of the Phase 2 WWTF
and RIB system—a new mechanical treatment plant, three RIBs for
groundwater disposal, and interconnected piping—and subsequent operation
of the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system. Following construction of the Phase 2
WWTF, the septage receiving facility (constructed under Phase 1) will be
allowed to begin accepting and treating septage. LCWSD currently operates
the existing lagoon and land-application system and the Phase 2 WWTF and
RIB system would function together with the existing storage lagoons and
irrigation system as a single wastewater treatment and disposal system.
Following construction of the Phase 2 WWTF, the District’s existing aerated
treatment lagoons would be abandoned and the existing storage lagoons
would continue to operate.

Related Future Actions

Future actions are unknown at this time. The applicant may submit to DEQ an
application to amend the plan for the site at any time, which DEQ would
review pursuant to Montana law, 75-6-112, MCA. Any future actions would
be subject to corresponding MEPA review.

Purpose, Need, and Benefits

DEQ's purpose in conducting this environmental review is to act upon Lakeside County Water & Sewer
District’s (LCWSD) application for an approval to construct a wastewater treatment facility (Phase 2).
DEQ’s action on the permit application is governed by § 75-6-104, 75-6-112, et seq., Montana Code
Annotated (MCA) and the Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.38.101.

The applicant’s purpose and need, as expressed to DEQ through an application or wastewater engineering
review submittal, is to construct and operate a wastewater treatment facility under the requirements of
§ 76-4-101, et seq., § 75-5-101, et seq., and § 75-6-101, et seq., MCA, as applicable.




The LCWSD serves the Lakeside census designated place (CDP) along the northwestern shores of Flathead
Lake. In 1994, the community of Somers entered an interlocal agreement with the LCWSD, whereby the
District would collect, treat, and dispose of wastewater from the community. This northwestern corner of
Flathead Lake has historically been a popular summer recreation destination. Recent development in the
area and shifts from vacation homes to year-round residences have resulted in increased flows to the
LCWSD WWTF. The existing lagoon system operates without a DEQ-issued wastewater discharge permit
with storage of treated wastewater during the winter months and irrigation reuse (land application)
during the agricultural season. The current capacity in the facility’s storage lagoon and irrigation site has
limited the ability of the District to accommodate projected increased wastewater flows or accept new
connections.

In a 2007 PER, the District identified potential alternatives to increase the capacity of the treatment
facility. The alternatives and anticipated design flows were further analyzed and refined in 2013 and 2019
amendments to the 2007 PER. The recommended alternative, presented in those planning documents,
was to add an additional storage lagoon at the treatment site and additional land application or infiltration
cells. A geotechnical investigation, performed in 2022 by Alpine Geotechnical as part of preliminary
engineering design, determined that soil and groundwater conditions in the area of the proposed
improvements would likely require groundwater mitigation and embankment construction that were cost
prohibitive by the District at that time.

In 2023, the District entered into an agreement with Flathead County to construct a septage receiving
facility to serve the county through collection and treatment of septage pumped from septic tanks within
the county. The District’s existing aerated lagoon system would be incapable of effectively treating the
high strength septage received by the facility. To reliably treat the increased wastewater loading to the
required effluent quality, the District needed to investigate advanced nutrient removal wastewater
treatment technologies.

The existing storage lagoons operated by the District are used to store treated wastewater during the
winter months when the District cannot discharge treated effluent to the irrigation pivot. The current
capacity of the storage lagoons is limited, and cannot store the projected winter flows for the growth
period presented in the PER.

The LCWSD has identified groundwater discharge as the preferred alternative for increasing disposal
capacity at the facility. This method would supplement the existing land application system. The proposed
groundwater discharge facility for Phase 2 would include three rapid infiltration basins (RIBs), which are
treated effluent equalization basin/pump stations. Treated effluent would be divided between
groundwater disposal through the RIBs and land application by maintaining the existing land application
disposal capacity. This option would increase the available storage capacity for the land application system
with the ability to discharge treated effluent in the winter providing a more efficient storage scenario.
There would be an increase of approximately 26,000 gallons per day of storage.

RIBs facilitate the controlled application of treated wastewater to groundwater, allowing for year-round
discharge. As treated wastewater is released from the treatment system, it would be stored in the treated
effluent equalization basin. A pump station would then transfer the water to each RIB through buried
piping. Actuated valves would be programmed to direct the flow to the designated RIB.

The LCWSD engaged Water & Environmental Technologies to collect hydrogeologic data and perform



modeling to evaluate the impacts of discharging treated effluent. Based on Water & Environmental
Technologies’ study, three RIBs were permitted by DEQ on April 28, 2025, for groundwater discharge. The
RIBs are named “1,2, and 3”, respectively. Each RIB has a specific size based on the groundwater mounding
and mixing zone required.

Flow and Load Projections
Given the disposal capacity, significant capital cost, and potential variability of growth patterns, the
District determined that it would proceed with construction of treatment facility upgrades with Phase 2
to meet the 10-year projected growth period. Per the District, all improvements would be constructed to
allow for future expansion.

Influent flows to the District’s treatment facility are measured by a magnetic flow meter. The average
daily flow for the period from 2021 to 2024 was approximately 245,630 gallons per day (gpd). The average
daily flow for 2024 was 257,742 gpd. This equates to an existing average daily flow per EDU of 162 gpd.
At 2.3 people per EDU, the average per capita flow rate equates to 70 gallons per capita day (gpcd).

Flathead County has experienced significant population increase in recent years. Estimated growth served
by the District’s wastewater collection and treatment system were presented in the PER. Projected flows
in the PER assumed that new development would be expected to be more full-time residents, so it used
a higher value of 100 gpcd, resulting in an average per EDU flow rate of 230 gpd. Table 4 below presents
the projected design flows for the proposed facility.

Table 4
PROJECT FLOWS AT LAKESIDE WWTP FOR PLANNING PERIOD
Average Average Average
Period EDUs Daily Flow | Winter Flow | Summer 'Iz/llc?\)/\(/ (xzyth
(gpd) (gpd) Flow (gpd)
Current 1,591 257,742 234,545 280,939 329,910
10-year 2,957 571,922 531,887 611,956 677,930

In addition to projected domestic wastewater, the District’s proposed treatment facility will also receive
screened effluent from the septage receiving facility. According to the Flathead County Environmental
Health Department, there are over 24,000 permitted onsite subsurface wastewater treatment systems
(SWTSs) within the county. Conventional SWTSs function with a septic tank where solids settle, and
biological treatment occurs. Regular maintenance of SWTSs includes periodically pumping out solids
(septage) from septic tanks to maintain proper system operation. Traditionally in Flathead County,
disposal of pumped septage has been through disposal at land application at sites permitted by Montana
DEQ. Significant rural development within the county, a subsequent increase in the number of SWTSs,
stringent discharge limits and reduced availability of permitted disposal sites have resulted in the need
for more efficient disposal options. In 2023, Flathead County signed an interlocal agreement with the
LCWSD stating that the LCWSD would accept, treat, and dispose of treated effluent from the planned
septage treatment facility.

The Flathead County Septage Treatment & Composting Facility Basis of Design Report assumed that some
pumpers would continue to utilize currently permitted land application sites, but that the percentage of
septage received at the facility would increase throughout the planning period. The report estimated
approximately 50% more septage would be received during summer months compared to winter months.
The projected volumes of septage received on a weekday at the facility for the planning period are 30,000



gpd and 53,250 gpd for winter and summer respectively.

To maintain consistent loading of the received septage to the treatment process, the proposed project
would include a 100,000-gallon aerated equalization tank as part of the treatment system. A water
balance performed as part of the PER projected that daily septage loading to the proposed WWTF from
the equalization tank would be 21,429 gpd and 38,036 gpd for winter and summer respectively. Screened
septage from the equalization tank will be blended with domestic wastewater to provide a consistent
influent load to the biological treatment process. Biological wastewater treatment processes operate
most effectively when influent loading is consistent.

Wastewater influent strength to the treatment facility would be based upon current influent wastewater
quality sampling projected over the growth period. The additional organic loading from screened septage
was based upon sampling of current septage pumpers as well as textbook values. Septage is considered
“high strength” in that it typically contains a higher biological oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended
solids (TSS), nitrogen, and phosphorus concentrations. As mentioned above, the proposed project would
include an equalization tank to provide a uniform dosing of screened septage mixed with the influent
domestic wastewater. Table 5 presents the projected wastewater flows and loading to the treatment
facility.

Table 5
PROJECTED WASTEWATER FLOW AND LOADING
. Domestic Septage Combined
Season Constituent
gpd mg/L gpd mg/L gpd lbs/day mg/L
BOD 350 5,400 2,518 546
. TSS 268 10,000 2,976 645
Winter _ 532,000 21,429 553,429
Nitrogen 54 806 384 83
Phosphorus 7 200 67 14
BOD 350 5,400 3,499 645
S 155 612,000 268 38,036 10,000 650,036 4,240 837
UmMmer " Nitrogen ’ 54 ’ 806 ’ 531 98
Phosphorus 7 200 99 18
BOD 350 5,400 3,692 618
Max TSS 268 10,000 4,688 785
_ 678,000 38,036 716,036
Month Nitrogen 54 806 561 94
Phosphorus 7 200 103 17




Figure 1. General Location of the Proposed Project
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Figure 2. Locations of Current and Proposed Operations
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Figure 3. Phase 2 Wastewater Improvements Layout — RIB Locations
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Figure 4. Phase 2 Wastewater Improvements Layout — Site Plan
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Other Governmental Agencies and Programs with Jurisdiction

The proposed action would be located on county land. All applicable local, state, and federal rules must
be adhered to, which may also include other local, state, federal, or tribal agency jurisdiction. Other
governmental agencies which may have overlapped, or additional jurisdiction include but may not be
limited to:

Other Jurisdictions: Additional required permits or approvals may include but are not limited to Montana
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) permits, and other authorizations issued by Montana
DEQ’s Water Protection Bureau:

General Permit for Discharges Associated with Construction Activity Permit, commonly referred
to as a storm water construction (SWC) permit for over one acre of disturbance.

Construction Dewatering General Permit (CDGP) for construction dewatering that discharge to
streams, creeks, or other applicable water bodies.

Disinfected Water & Hydrostatic Testing Permit for discharge to state waters after treatment
resulting from hydrostatic testing or disinfecting with water containing chlorine.

Local Government Jurisdictions:

Local Health Boards (50-2-116, MCA) — may administer local onsite wastewater and public
health regulations and inspect system installation and operation.

Local Subdivision and Platting Act (76-3-101, et seq., MCA) — governs subdivision review and
approval, including lot layout and overall subdivision design.

Local Zoning Ordinances (76-2-101, et seq., MCA) —regulates allowable land uses and densities
that may affect where SWTS can be located.

Local Health Regulations — may impose additional siting, design, or operation requirements for
SWTS beyond state minimum standards.



EVALUATION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACT BY RESOURCE

The impact analysis will identify and evaluate the proximate direct and secondary impacts to Montana’s
Environment. Direct impacts occur at the same time and place as the action that causes the impact.
Secondary impacts are a further impact to Montana’s environment that may be stimulated, induced by,
or otherwise result from a direct impact of the action (ARM 17.4.603(18)). Where impacts would occur,
the impacts will be described in this analysis. When the analysis discloses environmental impacts, these
are proximate impacts pursuant to 75-1-201(1)(b)(iv)(A), MCA.

Cumulative impacts are the collective impacts on Montana’s environment from the Proposed Action when
considered in conjunction with other past and present actions related to the Proposed Action by location
or generic type. Related future actions must also be considered when these actions are under concurrent
consideration by any state agency through pre-impact statement studies, separate impact statement
evaluation, or permit processing procedures. The projects identified in Table 1 were analyzed as part of
the cumulative impacts assessment for each resource.

To support a clear significance determination under MEPA, DEQ describes anticipated impacts in terms of
both duration and intensity.

The duration is quantified as follows:

e Construction Impacts (short-term): These are impacts to the environment during the
construction period. When analyzing duration, please include a specific range of time.

e Operation Impacts (long-term): These are impacts to the environment during the operational
period. When analyzing duration, please include a specific range of time.

The intensity of the impacts is measured using the following:
e No impact: There would be no change from current conditions.

o Negligible: An adverse or beneficial effect would occur but would be at the lowest levels of
detection.

e Minor: The effect would be noticeable but would be relatively small and would not affect the
function or integrity of the resource.

e Moderate: The effect would be easily identifiable and would change the function or integrity of
the resource.

e Major: The effect would alter the resource.

Geology and Soil Quality, Stability and Moisture

The Flathead Valley is located at the southern end of the Rocky Mountain Trench, which extends over
1,000 miles north into the Yukon Territory. The trench formed from extensional tectonics that created a
series of closely spaced normal faults along this length, causing a near-continuous valley structure. The



Flathead valley is bounded by the normal Swan-Whitefish fault located at the base of the Swan Mountains
to the east and the Salish mountains to the west (Harrison et al., 1992). In the Flathead Valley, the
basement is made up of the Belt Supergroup, a huge sequence of metasedamentary rocks 1.4-1.5 billion
years in age. The valley fill overlying the basement is thought to be more than 3,000 feet thick in places,
comprised of poorly lithified sedimentary rocks ranging from Tertiary to Quaternary in age, and alluvial,
fluvial, and glacial in origin (LaFave et al., 2004).

The facility is located between a large meander in Flathead River and Flathead Lake. In this area, the
landscape is marked by ancestral oxbows and flowpaths created by the Flathead River. The landscape and
geology show the Flathead River used to flow into the lake near Somers, Montana before migrating
eastward as a result of fault movement dropping the eastern side of the basin lower. These processes left
behind aggrading fluvial and deltaic deposits (Noble & Sanford, 1986).

The application states that at the facility site, five soil borings were drilled and completed as monitoring
wells between September 6 and September 8, 2022 (monitoring wells MW-1 through MW-5). The results
showed poorly graded silty sand between five and 33 to 39 feet below ground surface, which is typical of
the deltaic deposits left from the Flathead River flowing into Flathead Lake.

The project area receives approximately 12 to 18 inches of precipitation per year and is located roughly
2,900 feet above mean sea level. At the construction location for Phase 2, onsite soils mapped by the
Natural Resources Conservation Service consist predominately of Demers-Kalispell silt loams, 0 to 3
percent slopes.

Preliminary geotechnical investigations indicate that additional ground stabilization methods will be
required for all permanent structures constructed as part of the project to reduce the risk of damage from
seismic events in the area.

The District proposes to continue use of their existing storage lagoons. The lagoons have been in use since
1994 and are synthetically lined to prevent leakage. A site visit by DEQ employees in November 2025
showed that the lagoons are well maintained and appear to be in good working order. No signs of
settlement or excessive moisture outside of the lagoon embankments were evident during the site
inspection that would indicate excess leakage resulting from historic seismic activity or improper
maintenance. In October 2025, the District measured the depth of accumulated solids on the floor of the
two storage lagoons. Per the District’'s measurements, the average solids depth was found to be
approximately 7 inches. The design solids storage depth in the storage lagoons is 12 inches. The rate of
solids accumulation in the storage lagoons is anticipated to be lower with the higher quality effluent from
the Phase 2 WWTF. The District should continue to monitor solids accumulation in the storage lagoons
and remove those solids in accordance with state and federal regulations prior to the depth reaching the
design storage depth to maintain storage capacity. Future compliance inspections by DEQ would continue
to monitor the integrity of the lagoons for evidence of premature failure of the embankment soils or
lagoon leakage.

Housekeeping practices, including wattles, silt fences, and other BMPs required by DEQ’s general SWC
permit for disturbances over one acre, are implemented to control erosion and sediment transport from
stockpiles, disturbed slopes, and access routes. These measures minimize off-site loss of topsoil and
prevent sediment from being deposited in nearby drainages or low-lying areas. The contractor will be
required to submit a SWPPP to obtain coverage under the SWC.

Direct Impacts
Construction: Construction would cause short-term, minor direct impacts to the topography and



geology in areas where trenches and tank excavations are dug, backfilled, and compacted, and
where the upper soil layer is removed and replaced with well-graded pervious gravel to support
the RIBs.

Operation: No direct impacts to geology and soil quality, stability, or moisture would be
anticipated from operation. After the initial construction is complete and the disturbed areas are
regraded and revegetated, no additional ground disturbance to geology or soils would be
anticipated during normal operation of the facility.

Secondary Impacts

Construction: Minor secondary impacts may be expected to soil stability from compaction of soils
around the WWTF (e.g., along access routes and staging areas) due to trucks and construction
equipment. If not managed, this compaction could reduce infiltration and increase runoff
potential in those compacted zones. These secondary impacts are expected to be minor and short
term, because construction specifications call for limiting heavy-equipment traffic over the
absorption area and for regrading and revegetating disturbed areas once work is complete.

Operation: No secondary impacts to geology and soil quality, stability, or moisture would be
anticipated from operation. Routine use and maintenance of the WWTF would not involve other
air-emitting activities that would generate airborne pollutants or particulates.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction: The proposed action would occur where Phase 1 WWTF construction has already
disrupted native geologic materials and soils and altered slope and drainage conditions. The
additional disturbance is expected to make only a minor, temporary contribution to these existing
cumulative effects on soil stability and geologic conditions and would not measurably change
long-term geologic or soil stability characteristics in the project vicinity.

Operation: DEQ considered the existing structural condition and operation of the District’s
storage lagoons as part of its overall review of the proposed action. As part of ongoing oversight,
DEQ staff conducted a site visit in November 2025 and observed that the lagoons appeared well
maintained and in good working order. Continued use of the existing storage lagoons is not
proposed to change under Phase 2. Because Phase 2 does not modify the physical configuration
or capacity of the storage lagoons, their continued operation in combination with the Phase 2
WWTF and RIB system is not expected to result in additional cumulative impacts beyond those
described elsewhere in this EA, and detailed structural evaluations or modification decisions for
the lagoons are outside the scope of this EA and DEQ’s Phase 2 approval.

Water Quality, Quantity, And Distribution

The existing LCWSD WWTF consists of an aerated lagoon system with spray irrigation (land application)
for effluent disposal. A discharge permit is not required by the DEQ for the disposal of wastewater through
spray irrigation, since the system is designed for complete crop uptake of nutrients with no impact to
groundwater and no impacts to surface water through runoff. The operation and maintenance manual
for the LCWSD facility includes requirements for periodic monitoring well sampling, located at the spray
irrigation site and the existing lagoon cells. With the proposed WWTF’s capability to produce higher
quality effluent, the District would prepare a nutrient management plan that would include an updated
operation and maintenance plan for the land application site.



The treatment system improvements included with this project would allow the District to treat
wastewater and county-generated septage to a much higher level than the existing aerated lagoon
system. The proposed WWTF is expected to reduce nutrient loading to groundwater and surface water
resources in the county.

The proposed project for Phase 2 would include construction of RIBs for disposal of treated wastewater.
In April 2025, the District obtained a groundwater discharge permit (MTX000307) for discharge to the
proposed RIBs. The current permit established effluent quality limits to minimize impacts to groundwater
and surface water resources. Impacts from the groundwater discharge permit were analyzed in the
previous 2025 final EA and are incorporated herein by reference. The treatment system and RIBs design
would be required to meet the design standards in Circular DEQ-2 and limits established in the discharge
permit.

Figure 5 below presents the wastewater treatment system process flow following the Phase 2 project.
The basic components included with the Phase 2 project are highlighted in yellow. As discussed previously
in this report, the Phase 1 project included the septage receiving and headworks facilities. The effluent
storage ponds and irrigation system are existing facilities operated by the District.

Figure 5. Process Flow Diagram — Phase 2 Improvements are highlighted in yellow
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The applicant stated in the PER that temporary basin dewatering may be required for construction.
Depending on the depth of each structure relative to existing ground levels, dewatering may allow the
installation of lower sections of the proposed infrastructure. Dewatering would last for the duration of
construction, if needed. The contractor would be required to submit an application for coverage under
the Montana DEQ Construction Dewatering General Permit if discharge from dewatering practices during
construction reaches surface water.



The proposed WWTF and IP cells are outside of the 100-year floodplain. No impacts to floodplains or
floodways are anticipated with this project. Comments from the Montana Department of Natural
Resources addressing this issue are located at the end of this EA.

Based on a search of the National Wetlands Inventory, there are wetlands in the area of proposed
construction. However, construction activities and permanent structures are proposed to be located
outside of identified wetlands. Coverage under the Montana SWC general permit would require the
contractor to submit a SWPPP that identifies required BMP installation and maintenance requirements to
protect any wetland areas adjacent to construction activities. Comments from the United States Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) are located at the end of this EA.

The closest wild and scenic river, as designated by Congress or the Secretary of the Interior, to the project
is the North Fork of the Flathead River from the Canadian border to its confluence with the Middle Fork,
the Middle Fork from its headwaters to its confluence with the South Fork, and the South Fork of the
Flathead River from its origin to the Hungry Horse Reservoir. All designated wild and scenic rivers are at
least 20 miles upstream of the proposed project and would therefore not be impacted by construction
activities or future operation of the system.

In April 2025 the District obtained a groundwater discharge permit (MTX000307) for discharge to
proposed RIBs. The permit established monthly average total nitrogen and annual average total
phosphorus effluent limitations as load-based, outfall-specific limits expressed in pounds per day and
pounds per year. To not exceed the discharge permit limits, the effluent quality from the treatment
system to the RIBs will be designed to not exceed 8.0 mg/L total nitrogen and 1.2 mg/L total phosphorus
at 200,000 gpd.

As presented in Table 5, the proposed Phase 2 wastewater treatment improvements will be sized for a
maximum month flow rate of 716,036 gpd. However, with the discharge capacity of 200,000 gpd to the
RIBs and the storage capacity of the existing storage lagoons of 342,950 gpd, the capacity of the District’s
facility following the Phase 2 project will be limited to approximately 543,000 gpd. Any potential future
phases to increase the system capacity to the approximately 900,000 gpd growth projections (20-year)
presented in the PER would require separate permitting actions and MEPA review before any additional
facility construction or discharge could be authorized.

The proposed wastewater treatment facility would be designed to handle the expected wastewater flows,
organic loading, and required peaking factors per Circular DEQ-2 to meet the required discharge water
quality.

Direct Impacts

Construction: Stripping vegetation and excavation for construction and installation of wastewater
treatment systems would create bare or stockpiled soils that can be mobilized by stormwater
runoff. Disturbances that exceed one acre must obtain authorization under DEQ’s construction
stormwater general permit, which includes enforceable conditions to prevent off-site transport
of sediment to surface waters. Smaller disturbances that are less than one acre are still expected
to implement BMPs and must comply with state and local setback requirements (e.g., ARM
17.36.323 and 17.36.918), which effectively prevent stormwater impacts to surface waters at that
scale. Following construction, disturbed areas would be recovered with stockpiled soil and
revegetated, reducing the potential for ongoing sediment delivery.



Operation: Potential direct impacts to water quality from the operation of the RIBs, which would
involve groundwater discharge, was previously analyzed in the April 2025, final EA. Site conditions
remain unchanged and the April 2025 final EA is incorporated herein by reference.

Secondary Impacts

Construction: No additional secondary impacts beyond those described under direct impacts are
anticipated. Erosion and sediment controls and revegetation are intended to prevent off-site
transport of sediment to surface waters.

Operation: Potential secondary impacts to water quality from the operation of the RIBs, which
would involve groundwater discharge, was previously analyzed in the April 2025, final EA. Site
conditions remain unchanged and the April 2025 final EA is incorporated herein by reference.

Cumulative Impacts

Similar, small-scale construction disturbances across multiple projects are individually temporary
and regulated under stormwater and setback requirements, so their collective effect on water
quality is negligible when BMPs are applied.

Operation: Potential cumulative impacts to water quality from the operation of the RIBs, which
would involve groundwater discharge, was previously analyzed in the April 2025 final EA. Site
conditions remain unchanged and the April, 2025 final EA is incorporated herein by reference.

DEQ considered the role of the District’s existing storage and treatment ponds in the overall
wastewater system, including their potential to influence groundwater and nearby surface waters
such as Wiley Slough. Observations from a DEQ site visit in November 2025 indicated that the
lagoons appeared well maintained and in good working order.

As described in the April, 2025 final EA and Fact Sheet for MGWPCS Permit MTX000307, the
groundwater discharge permit for the RIB system relies on site-specific hydrogeologic
characterization, effluent limits, and a groundwater monitoring network to ensure that discharges
meet applicable water quality standards at and beyond the edge of the mixing zone. The Phase 2
WWTF and RIB system would operate within those existing permit limits and monitoring
requirements. Compared to the current lagoon and land-application configuration, the Phase 2
WWTF is expected to reduce overall nutrient loading to groundwater and connected surface
waters by providing higher-level treatment, centralized septage management, controlled
subsurface discharge, and higher quality effluent to the existing irrigation site. DEQ would
continue to review monitoring data and any future engineering evaluations of the existing ponds
in subsequent permit cycles and may require additional testing or corrective actions if information
indicates that seepage or sludge conditions are not protective of water quality.

Air Quality

The closest Class | airshed to the proposed project site is over 15 miles to the south (Flathead Reservation).
This project would not be expected to impact this airshed due to the distance between the proposed site
and Flathead Reservation and due to the relatively low level of air emissions anticipated from proposed
activities at the site.

Proper construction practices and dust control BMPs would minimize short-term negative impacts on air



quality that would be expected during construction from heavy equipment in the form of dust and exhaust
fumes. The applicant proposes to mitigate dust through the application of dust abatement measures on
haul roads. In addition, water would be applied to disturbed areas to control airborne dust.

Properly operated mechanical WWTFs typically generate fewer offensive odors than lagoon systems due
to the lower retention time and high degree of aeration. In comparison to the existing lagoon system, the
proposed action should result in a long-term benefit to air quality (odors) in the area. Components of the
WWTF where the likelihood of odor generation is higher would be located in buildings with all discharged
air passing through a soil media bed, constructed under Phase 1, for odor control.

Direct Impacts

Construction: During construction, activities such as stripping topsoil, leveling the site, and
excavation may generate short-term emissions of exhaust from diesel-powered equipment and
fugitive dust from disturbed soils and travel on unpaved access roads. These impacts would be
localized around the construction site and limited to the construction duration.

Operation: Negligible direct air-quality impacts are anticipated from operation. The WWTF would
not generate any particulates during normal operation. A properly operated WWTF may still
generate a minor odor from the biological processes used to treat the wastewater. A flow
equalization basin, proposed to ensure uniform dosing of septage into the treatment process has
potential to generate odors. To mitigate odors generated from the septage flow equalization
basin, the applicant is proposing to install mixers and diffused aeration to reduce hydrogen sulfide
generation. Additionally, the basin would also be designed with a positive ventilation cover.
Exhausted air from the basin would be directed to a soil media bed, constructed as part of Phase
1, to reduce potential odors. In general, mechanical wastewater treatment facilities generate less
odor than partially aerated lagoon systems, like the District currently operates.

It is anticipated that the replacement of the existing aerated lagoon cells with a mechanical WWTF
would result in a reduction of odors.

Secondary Impacts

Construction: Dust may be produced during mobilization and demobilization along existing gravel
or dirt roads to and from the project area. These secondary impacts would be minor and short-
term and are expected to be mitigated through BMPs such as speed management, limiting
unnecessary travel, and water application when conditions are dry and dusty.

Operation: No secondary air-quality impacts are anticipated from operation because routine use
and maintenance of the WWTF would not involve other air-emitting activities that would generate
airborne pollutants or particulates.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction: The production of dust and equipment exhaust from construction could add
incrementally to emissions from nearby roadway travel and other local activities. Because each
project disturbs a relatively small area for a short duration (as described in Table 1), and because
BMPs are used to control dust, the cumulative contribution of these projects to regional
air-quality conditions is expected to be minor and would not measurably affect compliance with
state or federal air-quality standards.



Operation: No cumulative air-quality impacts are anticipated from operation because the
installed systems do not emit air pollutants, and any intermittent maintenance-related vehicle
trips would be negligible relative to existing background traffic.

Vegetation Cover, Quantity, and Quality
The Montana Natural Heritage Program (MTNHP) states that there is one vascular plant species of
concern, Columbia water-meal, within an 800-meter radius of the proposed site for Phase 2 construction.

In addition to rare plant considerations, noxious weed prevention and control on disturbed sites are
guided by Montana’s noxious weed laws, including the Montana County Noxious Weed Control Act, which
requires county weed districts and landowners to manage listed noxious weeds and prevent their spread.
The applicant would also be required to follow any weed control requirements set forth by the Flathead
County Weed Board.

Direct Impacts

Construction: Existing vegetation within the footprint of Phase 2 would be removed to allow for
excavation and construction. These impacts would be contained to the construction site. The
direct impact of the proposed action on vegetative communities would be expected to be long-
term and minor, because disturbed areas would be regraded and revegetated following
construction.

Operation: During operation, the majority of WWTF components would remain fixed and routine
maintenance activities would not require additional vegetative clearing. No long-term direct
impacts to rare vegetation, cover types, or the general vegetative community are anticipated
during normal operation beyond the permanent conversion of the small area occupied by system
components and access paths established during construction.

Secondary Impacts

Construction: The buried components of the WWTF would be covered with vegetation, likely
shallow-rooted grasses. Stripping vegetation and ground disturbance would create bare soil that
could be colonized by noxious weeds or other invasive species, particularly along access routes,
staging areas, and around the RIB footprints. Without management, this could lead to localized,
long-term changes in species composition and continued weed pressure in the disturbed areas.
To minimize these secondary impacts, the applicant would be expected to implement
weed-management and reclamation practices consistent with local weed district requirements,
including timely reseeding with appropriate species and monitoring and treating noxious weeds
after construction.

Operation: Once vegetation is re-established over the disturbed areas, no additional secondary
impacts to vegetation cover, quantity, or quality are anticipated from routine operation of the
WWTF. Any ongoing noxious weed management would be conducted in coordination with local
weed control requirements implementing state noxious weed laws.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction: Propagation of noxious weeds could add to other noxious weed issues in the
surrounding area. The proposed action and subsequent reclamation could cause a change in
species composition in the vicinity. This impact could be long-term to permanent.



Operation: No cumulative impacts to vegetation cover, quantity, and quality are anticipated from
operation. No additional long-term change in species composition beyond the reclaimed
condition is expected.

Terrestrial, Avian, and Aquatic Life and Habitats
The proposed project is not in core, general or connectivity sage grouse habitat, as designated by the Sage
Grouse Habitat Conservation Program (Program). Impacts to sage grouse would not be expected.

The Montana Natural Heritage Program (MNHP) lists the following species of concern in the vicinity of the
site: Fisher, Grizzly bear, Silver-haired bat, Bobolink, Brewer’s sparrow, Cassin’s finch, Great blue heron,
Pileated woodpecker, Trumpeter swan, Veery, and Oblique ambersnail.

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services have been
notified of this project and asked to reply with any concerns. Agency comments are summarized at the
end of this EA.

Direct Impacts

The Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Program has stated that the proposed project would not
occur in core, general or connectivity sage grouse habitat. Therefore, no impacts to sage grouse
would occur. As presented above, the Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks and the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service were solicited for comments regarding the Phase 2 project by the district. No
comments have been received from those agencies.

Construction: The impacts on terrestrial, avian, and aquatic life habitats from the proposed action
would be negligible and short-term. Construction activities such as vegetation removal,
excavation, and short-term equipment noise may temporarily disrupt or displace wildlife from the
immediate area and reduce the quality of habitat within the disturbance footprint. Animals
present during construction would be expected to temporarily avoid the project area and use
adjacent, undisturbed habitats. No long-term adverse effects on wildlife summer or winter ranges
are anticipated from construction because disturbance is localized to the project area and
disturbed areas would be reclaimed and revegetated after construction. While there may be some
disturbance, the scope of the project would allow terrestrial and avian wildlife to continue to
travel through the disturbance area.

Operation: During normal operation, the proposed WWTF would not produce continuous noise,
light, or traffic beyond existing development patterns that may impact wildlife. The septage
receiving facility, constructed as part of the Phase 1 construction project, would be able to accept
septage once the proposed mechanical treatment facility is operational. The facility is located
approximately 1/10" of a mile north of US Highway 93 along Somers Stage Road. Using an average
pumper truck volume of 2,500 gallons, at full buildout, approximately 25 truckloads per day will
access the facility. Use of the septage receiving facility would generate a negligible increase in
traffic on US Highway 93 and Somers Stage Road that may impact wildlife. As a result, no
additional long-term direct impacts to terrestrial, avian, or aquatic habitats are anticipated
beyond the areas of permanent ground disturbance associated with system components and
access routes established during construction.

Secondary Impacts



Construction: Secondary impacts could include short-term changes in wildlife movement patterns
near the project site due to increased human presence, equipment activity, and noise. These
effects are expected to be minor and reversible because construction durations are brief (as
described in Table 1) and the project would occur in an area already influenced by human activity.

Operation: No secondary impacts to terrestrial, avian, or aquatic life habitats would be
anticipated from operation of a WWTF. Routine inspection and maintenance would involve
infrequent site visits and would not materially alter habitat structure, noise levels, or disturbance
patterns relative to existing conditions.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction: No cumulative impacts to terrestrial, avian, or aquatic life habitats would be
anticipated from the proposed action. This project would disturb a small area for a short duration
and would be subject to reclamation and vegetation recovery, which limits the potential for
cumulative habitat loss or fragmentation.

Operation: Impacts to terrestrial, avian, or aquatic life habitats related to the discharge permit
were previously considered in the April 2025 Final EA. No cumulative impacts to terrestrial, avian,
or aquatic life habitats would be anticipated from operation of a WWTF.

History, Culture, and Archaeological Uniqueness

In a letter to the applicant, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) stated that there are a few
previously recorded historic sites located near the proposed project area. In addition to the sites, SHPO
states there have been a few previously conducted cultural resource inventories done in the areas
surrounding the proposed action location.

As long as there is no disturbance or alteration to structures over fifty years of age, SHPO feels that there
would be no cultural or historic properties affected by this undertaking. SHPO, therefore, feels that a
recommendation for a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time. However, should structures
need to be altered or if cultural materials are inadvertently discovered during this project, SHPO asks that
their office be contacted, and the site investigated. No historic structures would be disturbed or altered
as part of the project. Construction documents would require consultation with a cultural resources
specialist and SHPO if cultural materials are discovered during construction.

The proposed action is occurring on county land and would be the property of the Applicant.

Direct Impacts

Construction: Unidentified cultural or historic resources could be disturbed by Phase 2
construction and installation activities. If any structures are within the disturbance area, and are
over fifty years old, SHPO recommends that they be recorded, and a determination of their
eligibility be made prior to any disturbance taking place.

Operation: No direct impacts to historic, cultural, or archaeological resources are anticipated
during operation. No additional ground disturbance is expected during normal operation.

Secondary Impacts
Construction: Where no cultural resources are present within the disturbance footprint, no
secondary impacts to historic or cultural resources are anticipated. Construction-related ground



disturbance, noise and traffic would be temporary and would not alter the character or setting of
historic properties beyond the brief construction period.

Operation: No secondary impacts to history, culture, and archeological uniqueness are
anticipated from operation.

Cumulative Impacts
Construction: No cumulative impacts on historical and archaeological resources would be
expected from the proposed action.

Operation: No cumulative impacts to history, culture, and archeological uniqueness are
anticipated from operation.

Demands on Environmental Resources of Land, Water, Air, or Energy

The proposed mechanical treatment facility is estimated to use more power than the existing aerated
lagoon system. The increased energy consumption is unavoidable when a higher degree of wastewater
treatment is employed. Energy consumption would be minimized as much as possible by using energy
efficient equipment (pumps, blowers, equipment, heat and ventilation, lighting, etc).

The consumption of energy resources directly associated with construction of the proposed action
components is unavoidable but would be short-term.

Direct Impacts
Construction: Construction of the WWTF would use fuel for equipment and temporarily occupy
portions of land within the disturbance footprint. These short-term uses are typical of
construction projects of this scope and are not expected to create unusual or significant demands
on land, water, air, or energy beyond those already discussed for soils, water quality, air quality,
and vegetation.

Operation: During operation, the WWTF would require electricity for aeration equipment, mixers,
pumps, controls, and other ancillary equipment. The expected annual energy requirements to
operate the facility were estimated in the PER to be approximately 1,336,000 kWh. This value is
typical for mechanical WWTFs of this size. Energy consumption would be minimized as much as
possible through the use of high efficiency blowers and motors, fine bubble diffusers, and variable
frequency drives. The system would not require continuous withdrawals of new water supplies,
would not emit air pollutants, and would occupy a small, fixed area of land. Therefore, operation
is not expected to create unusual or significant demands on land, water, air, or energy.

Secondary Impacts
Construction: No secondary impacts to demands on environmental resources of land, water, air,
or energy would be expected.

Operation: No secondary impacts to demands on environmental resources of land, water, air, or
energy would be expected during operation because the constructed facility would not induce
additional resource-intensive activities beyond normal residential or small commercial use.



Cumulative Impacts

Construction: No cumulative impacts to demands on environmental resources of land, water, air,
or energy would be expected. The project could use modest amounts of fuel and land for a short
duration. This project is not expected to measurably alter regional availability or use of land,
water, air, or energy resources.

Operation: Negligible cumulative impacts to demands on environmental resources of land, water,
air, or energy would be expected from normal operation because WWTF energy and land
demands are similar to other small-scale development already occurring across Montana and do
not require new large-scale infrastructure or resource extraction.

Human Health and Safety

The applicant would be required to adhere to all applicable state and federal safety laws. The
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has developed rules and guidelines to reduce the
risks associated with this type of labor. Few, if any, members of the public would be in immediate
proximity to the project during construction or operations.

Circular DEQ-2 imposes requirements on appropriate site selection, system design, and installation that
collectively ensure proper function from the proposed WWTF.

Public health and safety are expected to improve as a result of the proposed action. The proposed
mechanical WWTF for the LCWSD would be able to treat domestic wastewater to a much higher degree
than the existing aerated lagoon system. Additionally, accepting and treating septage from the county
through treatment at the proposed mechanical WWTF would reduce the potential for unintended public
exposure by reducing the need for land application of septage.

Direct Impacts

Construction: Direct impacts to human health and safety of the proposed action are mitigated by
OSHA rules and guidelines. No direct risks to human health and safety are expected from the
proposed action. Contractors are required to follow applicable state and federal safety laws,
including use of temporary fencing and barricades to protect the public from entering the
construction area, and trench boxes if excavating deeply to prevent injury to workers. Few, if any,
members of the public are expected to be in immediate proximity to the project during
construction, so direct risks to the public are minimal.

Operation: Direct impacts to human health and safety of the proposed action are mitigated by
OSHA rules and guidelines and DEQ design standards. Circular DEQ-2 includes safety standards
that would need to be met by the proposed design, including protective measures such as signage
handrails, safety grates, proper chemical storage and handling, electrical and ventilation
requirements, adequate lighting, protective equipment, eye wash station, and lock-out motor
controls. Additionally, DEQ-2 requires submittal of a full operation and maintenance manual
following construction that includes safety measures, MSDS sheets, and emergency contact
information.

Secondary Impacts

Construction: No secondary impacts to human health and safety would be anticipated from
construction of the proposed action. Construction activities would be short-term and localized,
and standard safety practices and regulations would apply.



Operation: No secondary impacts to human health or safety would be anticipated from operation
of the proposed action. Routine operation of a compliant system is not expected to create
additional health risks beyond existing background conditions.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction: No cumulative impacts to human health or safety would be anticipated from
construction of the proposed action. Construction activities would be short-term and localized,
and standard safety practices and regulations would apply.

Operation: No cumulative impacts to human health or safety would be anticipated from
operation of the proposed action. Routine operation of a compliant system is not expected to
create additional health risks beyond existing background conditions.

DEQ has considered past episodes of strong odors from the existing ponds and spray-irrigation
system and the possibility that odors or irrigation drift could raise health or nuisance concerns for
nearby residents. Nuisance odors from lagoon and land-application systems can occur,
particularly during spring turnover or when wastewater is stored for extended periods before
irrigation. The Phase 2 WWTF is expected to reduce the frequency and intensity of odors by
providing higher-level treatment, enclosing major odor-generating components such as the
headworks, and using odor-control systems where appropriate, which should improve air quality
and reduce odor compared to the existing configuration.

Aesthetics

The District’s existing wastewater treatment facility consists of two aerated treatment lagoons, two
storage lagoons, a small headworks building and a blower building located adjacent to the lagoons. The
Phase 1 upgrades included construction of a headworks building to the east of the aerated treatment
lagoons and a blower building for the media bed odor control facilities. The area is generally surrounded
by agricultural fields and several rural subdivisions. The topography is generally flat with views of the
surrounding forested mountains.

The proposed Phase 2 improvements would be located adjacent to the existing lagoons and Phase 1
headworks building and consist of concrete treatment tanks, a solids-handling building, and a building to
house blowers, process piping and controls. Treatment tanks would be concrete construction and
generally buried. The proposed solids handling and process building would be one to two story structures
of similar construction and aesthetics to the Phase 1 buildings.

The construction period would be limited to normal daytime hours to avoid early morning or late evening
construction disturbances. The back-up generator equipment for the WWTF would be housed within a
building near the treatment site to protect the generator and would further control and muffle noise. The
aeration blowers are the only other equipment that can generate excessive noise levels. The blowers
would be housed in a building and muffled to ensure they are operated with reduced noise impact.

Direct Impacts

Construction: The proposed project could be visible to or heard by the populated surrounding
area and to receptors located at observation points that are unobstructed by topography or
forested vegetation, including from nearby roads, houses or businesses. Aesthetic impacts from
construction activities would include views of heavy equipment, soil stripping and stockpiling, and
other miscellaneous activities. Aesthetic impacts from construction activities would be minimal



and short-term, except the instillation of the RIBs would cause a long-term or permanent change
to the viewshed.

Noise would only be generated during excavation and installation. Noise associated with the
project may be heard by receptors located in an area where sound related to the project has not
been fully diminished by distance or another sound-dampening feature. After construction,
disturbed areas would be backfilled, regraded, and revegetated, and construction equipment and
materials would be removed.

Operation: While impacts to aesthetics would reduce after construction is completed, the RIBs
and facility buildings would be permanent features visible to the surrounding area. However,
these elements are relatively small in scale and typically similar in appearance to the preexisting
lagoon features and buildings within the wastewater treatment system, so no long-term,
noticeable adverse impacts to the overall viewshed are anticipated.

Noise associated with operation of the Phase 2 will primarily come from aeration equipment and
mixers. Blowers for the Phase 2 improvements will be located inside and will include sound-
dampening enclosures to further reduce noise. The project improvements are anticipated to
provide an overall reduction in noise compared to the

Secondary Impacts

Construction: No secondary impacts to aesthetics would be expected. Temporary
construction-related changes in visual quality would subside once work and reclamation is
complete.

Operation: No secondary impacts to aesthetics would be expected.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction: No cumulative impacts to aesthetics would be expected. The project affects a small
area for a short duration, and this temporary disturbance is not expected to measurably change
the visual character of landscapes at the community or regional scale.

Operation: The proposed action would add to the aesthetic impacts from the existing the lagoon
system operated by LCWSD and other nearby agricultural, industrial, private property activities.

Industrial, Commercial, and Agricultural Activities and Production

Construction and installation of the WWTF would not be expected to measurably affect industrial,
commercial, and agricultural activities and production. The proposed action is the approval, construction,
and operation of the WWTF and associated RIBs on land already owned and controlled by LCWSD and
currently managed for agricultural use. Land use designations on the surrounding properties would not
change as a result of the proposed action.

Land use around the proposed WWTF and RIBs is primarily agricultural. The proposed improvements
would occur on property currently owned by LCWSD that is currently used as irrigated pasture or cropland.
According to the NRCS Soil Survey, this area is not classified as “prime farmland”.



Direct Impacts

Construction and Operation: Construction and operation of the WWTF and RIBs would convert
approximately 6-8 acres of current agricultural ground to utility use. Because the affected acreage
is not classified as prime farmland and represents a very small fraction of the agricultural land
base in the immediate area, this loss would constitute a short- and long-term, negligible impact
on agricultural production. The WWTF and RIBs would function as utility infrastructure and would
not directly change cropping practices, grazing capacity, or the viability of industrial or commercial
activities on adjacent properties. Negligible direct impacts to industrial, commercial, and
agricultural activities and production are anticipated as a result of the proposed action.

Secondary Impacts
Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts to industrial, commercial, and agricultural
activities and production are anticipated beyond those described above

Cumulative Impacts

Construction and Operation: No measurable cumulative impacts to industrial, commercial, and
agricultural activities and production are anticipated as a result of the proposed action.
Converting 6—8 acres of non-prime agricultural land to a WWTF and RIBs would not meaningfully
change the overall extent, productivity, or economic viability of industrial, commercial, or
agricultural sectors at the local or regional scale.

Quantity and Distribution of Employment

New jobs could be created for this proposed action, but it is unknown whether this proposed action would
require the applicant to hire additional employees. Therefore, it is not anticipated that this proposed
action would create, move, or eliminate jobs.

Direct Impacts

Construction: During construction it is estimated approximately 10 — 20 people for a short
duration would be employed during the construction phase of the proposed action. Given the
small workforce size and limited construction period, this job could be absorbed by existing local
and regional labor markets without noticeably changing the overall quantity or distribution of
employment. However, as stated above, it is unknown whether this proposed action would
require the applicant to hire additional employees.

Operation: During operation, one or two full-time employees would be needed for operation,
maintenance, and sampling or monitoring activities. This level of ongoing employment is small
relative to existing employment in nearby communities and would not be expected to create,
move, or eliminate jobs or otherwise affect the distribution of employment opportunities.

Secondary Impacts
Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts to quantity and distribution of employment
are anticipated as a result of the proposed action.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction and Operation: No cumulative impacts to quantity and distribution of employment
would be expected. Taken together across Montana, the minimal employment opportunities
associated with WWTF and RIB construction and operation is expected to follow existing
subdivision and development patterns rather than stimulate new economic centers and therefore



would not noticeably redistribute jobs among communities.

Local and State Tax Base and Revenues

Local, state and federal governments would be responsible for appraising the property, setting tax rates,
collecting taxes, etc., from the companies, employees, or landowners benefiting from activities related to
the DEQ approval. It is unlikely that the tax base would change as a result of the proposed action.

Direct Impacts

Construction and Operation: The proposed action would authorize onsite wastewater
treatment. The tax base could increase due to the improvements to the parcel. However, any
resulting increase in local or state property tax collections would be negligible relative to overall
tax rolls.

Secondary Impacts

Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts to local and state tax base and revenues
would be anticipated as a result of the proposed action. Authorizing a WWTF and RIBs does not
by itself induce new development, alter land values at a community scale, or change how tax
rates are established or applied.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction and Operation: No cumulative impacts to local and state tax base and revenues
would be expected. Even when considered collectively across Montana, the minor parcel-level
value increases associated with WWTF and RIB improvements are not expected to measurably
affect overall tax revenues. Incremental tax revenue associated with WWTF and RIB
improvements would reflect underlying subdivision and land-use decisions and would not, by
itself, drive new development patterns or shift the geographic distribution of the tax base.

Demand for Government Services

In Montana, multiple levels of government share responsibilities related to wastewater infrastructure.
Local governments provide routine services to the project area (e.g., road maintenance, emergency
response, zoning and permitting). Local health departments or boards of health may adopt onsite
wastewater regulations that are equal to or more stringent than state minimum standards and typically
issue local septic permits and conduct inspections, operating in parallel with DEQ’s oversight under
Circular DEQ-2. As a result, approvals and oversight for WWTFs and RIBs occur within an existing
framework of overlapping state and local jurisdiction, with DEQ focusing on water quality and sanitation
standards and local governments focusing on land use, local public health requirements, and service
provision.

Direct Impacts

Construction and Operation: The limited duration and scale of the proposed action would not
materially change demand for government services. The project would be reviewed and
permitted within existing state and local frameworks, including DEQ’s sanitation and
water-quality review and any applicable local subdivision, zoning, building, and onsite wastewater
permitting processes, without creating new types of service obligations for local governments.
DEQ’s review, approval, and compliance activities for WWTFs and RIBs are part of its existing
statutory responsibilities under the Sanitation in Subdivisions Act, public water supply laws, and
Water Quality Act, and this EA does not expand DEQ’s jurisdiction or create new programs beyond
those already in place. This approval would follow previous LCWSD approvals under Phase 1, and



is necessary to meet existing demand and anticipated future-growth.

Construction would generate occasional increases in construction-related traffic. Any need for
local road improvements to accommodate construction traffic would be addressed through
existing local processes. DEQ does not regulate local roads or site access; any road-related impacts
would be managed under applicable local ordinances and standards.

Secondary Impacts

Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts to government services would be anticipated
from this proposed action. Authorizing a compliant WWTF and RIBs does not induce large-scale
growth, alter emergency-response patterns, or create new service obligations beyond existing
development trends. Improvements to the existing wastewater facilities would not meaningfully
change utility workforce needs. Any incremental workload for local governments would occur
within existing authorities and staffing structures already used to manage similar development
proposals.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction and Operation: No cumulative impacts to government services would be
anticipated from this proposed action. The proposed action is not expected to necessitate
long-term expansions of government services. State and local agencies already plan for and
manage demands on infrastructure, emergency response, and public health services through
comprehensive planning, capital-improvement programming, and routine budgeting. Over time,
changes in demand for government services are expected to mirror broader patterns of
subdivision and land-use decisions, with the WWTF and RIB authorization functioning as a
component of already anticipated development rather than a separate catalyst for expanded
services.

Locally Adopted Environmental Plans and Goals
The LCWSD serves the Lakeside CDP along the northwestern shores of Flathead Lake. In 1994, the
community of Somers entered into an interlocal agreement with the LCWSD, whereby the District would
collect, treat, and dispose of wastewater from the community.

The proposed action would occur on county owned lands. The project area would be subject to any plans
or rules set forth by Flathead County Weed Control District and the 2017 Montana Noxious Weed
Management Plan.

Flathead County identifies this project area as not zoned; however, the operation would be required to
comply with any applicable zoning regulations.

Federal Superfund site, Burlington Northern-Santa Fe Railway Company (BNSF) Somers Former Tie
Treating Plant, is located roughly 1.5 miles to the south of the proposed Phase 2 project area. The BNSF
boundary is roughly 80 acres in size, and it is not on the National Priority List. The 1989 Record of Decision
and 1991 Consent Decree also required institutional controls to restrict land use on portions of the Site.
The restrictions and controls were approved by the EPA and DEQ pursuant to the Consent Decree and a
recommendation from the previous two five-year review reports prior to adoption and filing (EPA, 2022).
However, these restrictions and controls would not impact the proposed action as they operate within
the boundaries of the BNSF site and do not impose any requirements at the proposed action location.



The proposed project may be subject to additional regulatory oversight and operating conditions at
federal, state, county, and/or local levels including, but not limited to, authorizations related to air quality,
water quality, and excavation and disposal of soils.

Direct Impacts

Construction and Operation: DEQ is not aware of any other locally-adopted environmental plans
or goals that would impact this proposed project or the project area. Impacts from or to locally-
adopted environmental plans and goals would not be expected as a result of this project. The
proposed activities would occur on county lands that are under county land use jurisdiction.

Secondary Impacts
Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts from or to locally adopted environmental
plans and goals would be expected because of the proposed work.

Cumulative Impacts
Construction and Operation: No cumulative impacts from or to locally adopted environmental
plans and goals would be expected from the proposed action.

Access to and Quality of Recreational and Wilderness Activities

The location of the proposed activity was evaluated in relationship to recreation and Wilderness sites.
There are no designated Wilderness areas and no recreational opportunities for the general public in the
project area.

Direct Impacts

Construction and Operation: Due to thelack of any wilderness area or recreational
opportunities, no impact to access and quality of recreational opportunities would be expected
from this project.

Secondary Impacts
Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts to the access and quality of
recreational opportunities would be expected from the proposed action.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction and Operation: A conservation easement associated with the Wiley Slough area is
located approximately one-quarter mile north of the facility property boundary. This easement
and the impacts from the groundwater discharge at the RIBs were evaluated in the 2025 Fact
Sheet for MGWPCS Permit MTX000307 and the April 2025 Final EA, respectively. For additional
detail regarding groundwater discharge and attenuation, see the 2025 Fact Sheet (Section 3.4)
and the April 2025 Final EA, which are incorporated here by reference. No cumulative impacts to
the access or quality of recreational opportunities, including to the Wiley Slough area, would be
expected from the proposed action based on the attenuation calculations and analysis
documented in the 2025 Fact Sheet and April, 2025 Final EA.

Density and Distribution of Population and Housing

The proposed action would authorize construction, installation, and operation of a WWTF, increasing the
capacity of the system, but would not, by itself, add to the population or create or require additional
housing.



Based on information provided by the LCWSD, sewer service is provided to 1,591 equivalent dwelling units
(EDUs) in Lakeside and Somers. At 2.3 people per EDU, the estimated population currently served by the
District is approximately 3,660 people.

In the past 10 years Flathead County has experienced rapid population growth. The LCWSD looked at
historic growth patterns in the area, summarized current connection commitments, and coordinated with
potential developments within and adjacent to the District boundaries to determine an appropriate
population growth rate for a 20-year planning period. Based on this analysis, the District and their
engineer presented the expected population increase over three periods: 0 -5 years from present, 5—10
years from present, and 10 — 20 years from present. The anticipated annual growth rate over these
periods, and expected number of EDUs, is presented in the table below. The District is aware of multiple
developments looking to connect to the wastewater system if capacity were available. As a result, the PER
presented a higher growth potential in the near term given the current rapid growth in the area. The
annual growth rate averaged across the 20-year planning period is approximately 4.8% per year.

Table 6
GROWTH PROJECTIONS
Population
Year EDUs Equivalent Qg:eu?;fgz:ivsg
2.3 people/EDU

2024 1,591 3,659
2029 2,462 5,663 9.1%
2034 2,957 6,801 3.7%
2044 4,092 9,412 3.3%

Direct Impacts

Construction and Operation: The proposed action would not add to the population or create or
require additional housing. Impacts to density and distribution of population and housing would
not be anticipated as a result of the proposed action. During operation of the facility, it is
anticipated that two to three full time personnel would be needed to run the treatment plant and
septage receiving facility. Most nearby communities have the ability to absorb 10 — 20
construction personnel and two to three facility employees without a noticeable change.
However, it is unknown whether the proposed action would require the applicant to hire
additional employees or if it would utilize its existing employees.

Secondary Impacts

Construction and Operation: No secondary impacts to density and distribution of population and
housing would be anticipated as a result of the proposed action. Approval of WWTF does not
change zoning or otherwise influence where growth occurs; those decisions remain with local
planning and zoning authorities.

Cumulative Impacts
Construction and Operation: No cumulative impacts to the density and distribution of population
and housing would be expected.



Social Structures and Mores

The limited duration of the construction phase of the WWTF and the limited ground disturbance would
not be expected to have direct, secondary, or cumulative impacts on the social structure and mores of the
analysis area. The authorization of compliant WWTF does not induce large-scale in-migration, tourism, or
commercial activity that might alter local traditions, social networks, or civic participation.

Cultural Uniqueness and Diversity

The proposed action would not be expected to affect cultural uniqueness or diversity in the analysis area.
The WWTF would not change the mix of cultural groups present, the languages spoken, or the distinctive
cultural practices that characterize a community. The limited construction workforce and minimal long
term-operational staffing can be absorbed by nearby communities without noticeable changes in cultural
uniqueness and diversity.

Private Property Impacts

The proposed action is to authorize construction and operation of a WWTF. DEQ has determined,
however, that the authorization includes conditions that are reasonably necessary to ensure compliance
with § 76-4-101 et seq., 75-5-101 et seq., and 75-6-101 et seq., MCA. Because the approval implements
these statutory requirements and does not deprive the owner of the property on which the proposed
action would occur of all reasonable, economically beneficial use of their property, DEQ has determined
that the proposed action is not expected to have private property taking or damage implications.

Greenhouse Gas Assessment

DEQ s required to evaluate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions for proposed actions that meet the statutory
definition of a fossil fuel activity, in accordance with 75-1-211 and 75-1-220, MCA. However, pursuant to
75-1-220(8), this proposed action is excluded from the definition of fossil fuel activity and therefore a GHG
assessment is not mandatory.

Instead, to determine if a GHG assessment is needed, DEQ applies the MEPA standard of whether GHG
emission impacts are potentially significant because of construction and operation of the WWTF and RIBs,
ARM 17.4.609(3)(d)—(e).

Based on the short construction duration, the limited amount and size of construction equipment, and
the absence of any combustion-based processes during normal operation, DEQ concludes that the
construction and operation of the proposed action would not meaningfully increase GHG emissions, and
therefore no additional GHG assessment is necessary for purposes of this EA.

Description of Alternatives

No Action Alternative: In addition to the proposed action, DEQ also considered a "no action" alternative.
The "no action" alternative would deny the approval of Phase 2, which is the approval, construction and
operation of the WWTF and RIBs. The applicant would lack the authority to conduct the proposed activity.
Any potential impacts that would result from the proposed action would not occur. The no action
alternative forms the baseline from which the impacts of the proposed action can be measured.

This alternative would maintain the District’s existing aerated lagoon system and baseline conditions
associated with operating the existing system. Aerated lagoon systems are not designed to treat septage
to the quality necessary to meet the effluent limits required by the District’s groundwater discharge
permit. Additionally, the existing hydraulic capacity of the aerated treatment system is limited and would



not be adequate for the projected growth period. For these reasons, the no-action alternative was
determined to be nonviable and was eliminated from further consideration.

If the applicant demonstrates compliance with all applicable rules and regulations required for approval,
the “no action” alternative would not be appropriate.

The following section presents a brief summary of the alternative analysis performed by the District as
part of the PER. The discussion is provided for reference. DEQ and WPCSRF require applicants to perform
an alternative analysis as part of a PER for new wastewater treatment facilities. DEQ does not regulate
the priority ranking or final decision-making process.

Other Reasonable Alternative(s):

A.

WRRF TREATMENT SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

The anticipated growth, septage loading, and required effluent treatment quality necessitates
replacement of the existing wastewater treatment system for the District with an advanced
mechanical treatment plant. The District evaluated four alternatives, including a “no-action” option.
Each of the treatment alternatives considered are activated sludge processes, also referred to as
biological nutrient removal treatment systems. Activated sludge processes use naturally occurring
microorganisms in the influent wastewater through controlled time and oxygen processes to
biologically degrade nutrients (primarily nitrogen and phosphorus) in the raw wastewater to meet
the required treated wastewater quality. Each of the treatment alternatives considered can reliably
meet the design effluent criteria as presented in greater detail later in this document.

Each alternative treatment alternative considered would include a septage equalization basin that
would allow the District to uniformly feed flow from the septage receiving facility into the treatment
process, as well as a solids handling process for storing, drying and disposal of waste activated sludge
(WAS or biosolids).

OXIDATION DITCH WITH SECONDARY CLARIFIERS — An oxidation ditch is a biological nutrient
removal wastewater treatment process that uses oval-shaped concrete channels and mechanical
aerators to treat wastewater. Horizontally or vertically mounted aerators provide circulation, oxygen
transfer, and aeration in the ditch. Oxidation ditches are capable of nutrient removal by cycling
aerobic and anoxic zones in the channel.

This alternative considered two oxidation ditches, generally operating in parallel. Following
screening, wastewater would enter the outermost portion of the concentric concrete channels,
traveling through the channel towards the center discharge point. Alternating mixing and diffused
air along the flow path allows for the creation of anoxic and aerobic zones allowing for removal of
carbon, nitrogen and phosphorus in the wastewater. Separation of biosolids from the denitrified
wastewater would occur in secondary clarifiers. A portion of the settled biosolids is pumped back to
the oxidation ditch influent as return activated sludge (RAS) to continue treatment. The remainder
of sludge not returned as RAS would be disposed of in the District’s proposed solids handling process.

The oxidation ditch with secondary clarifiers was determined to be a viable option for the LCWSD
and was given further consideration.

SEQUENCING BATCH REACTOR (SBR) —
A Sequencing Batch Reactor (SBR) is a type of activated sludge process that operates in time-




sequenced phases within a single concrete tank or reactor basin. The SBR process can be configured
to include aerobic, anaerobic and anoxic time periods to specifically target the removal of total
nitrogen and total phosphorus to meet discharge limits.

The SBR system considered in this alternative would include three reactor basins. Each basin would
contain aeration and mixing equipment as well as a decanter to remove clarified treated wastewater
following treatment. As the name implies, the process treats influent wastewater in batches. Having
multiple reactor basins allows one basin to be filled while the other basin is being treated. Following
full treatment, the batch is discharged and the process switches with the basin previously filled going
into treatment while the other basin fills. An advantage of an SBR process is their compact footprint,
as all treatment stages, including clarification, occur within a single reactor basin.

The treatment cycle consists of five essential steps: fill, react/aerate, settle, decant, and idle. The
configuration and duration of the steps can be adjusted to achieve different treatment outcomes.
Additionally, the cycling of aeration and mixing can create variable oxygen-rich and oxygen-poor
periods to facility nitrogen removal and even biological phosphorus removal.

Each treatment cycle begins with the fill phase, during which influent wastewater enters the reactor
basin. Depending on the system design, this phase may be anaerobic—lacking both oxygen and
nitrate—to promote the release of phosphorus, or anoxic—lacking oxygen but containing nitrate—
to facilitate denitrification, where nitrate is converted to nitrogen gas by denitrifying bacteria. In
some configurations, the fill phase may also be aerobic, initiating the breakdown of organic matter
and ammonia.

Following the fill phase, the system enters the aeration phase, where air is supplied to support
aerobic microorganisms that degrade biological oxygen demand (BOD) and ammonia. This phase is
essential for nitrification, the biological conversion of ammonia to nitrate. After sufficient aeration,
the system transitions to the settling phase, during which aeration stops and solids are allowed to
settle. The activated sludge forms a blanket at the bottom of the tank, while clarified water, or
supernatant, remains at the top. In the subsequent decant phase, this treated supernatant is
removed for discharge or further treatment, such as disinfection. The cycle concludes with a brief
idle or draw phase, during which excess sludge may be wasted or recycled to maintain a balanced
microbial population before the next cycle begins.

The Sequencing Batch Reactor was determined to be a viable option for the LCWSD and was given
further consideration.

MEMBRANE BIOREACTOR (MBR) —

The membrane bioreactor (MBR) process for wastewater treatment combines biological nutrient
removal with advanced membrane filtration. Membranes typically are manufactured as flat plate,
hollow fiber or tubular membranes and are configured in various ways to create enough surface area
to accommodate large volumes of water. There is a significant amount of in-service aeration required
to keep these membrane structures clear of build-up. There are also in-service cleaning cycles when
biodegradable cleaners must be used to maintain function of the membranes.

Membrane bioreactor systems require a greater degree of screening than other activated sludge
processes to protect the delicate membrane components. Screened wastewater then enters an
aeration tank, also known as the bioreactor, where microorganisms break down organic matter and



nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus. Aeration is continuously supplied to maintain optimal
oxygen levels, supporting aerobic microbial activity that effectively treats the wastewater.

After biological treatment, the mixed liquor—a combination of water and biomass—flows into the
membrane tank. Here, membrane modules, typically consisting of ultrafiltration or microfiltration
membranes, separate suspended solids, bacteria, and other contaminants from the treated water.
This membrane filtration step effectively replaces the secondary clarifier used in conventional
treatment systems. In submerged MBR systems, the membranes are placed directly in the
bioreactor, while in side stream systems, the mixed liquor is pumped through external membrane
units.

The clean water, known as permeate, is then drawn through the membranes and collected for
discharge or for further treatment such as disinfection or reverse osmosis, especially in water reuse
applications. To maintain the health and balance of the microbial population, excess sludge is
periodically wasted from the bioreactor. Regular maintenance of the membrane system is also
essential; this includes routine backwashing and chemical cleaning (Clean-in-Place, or CIP) to manage
membrane fouling. Aeration in the membrane tank also serves a dual purpose by scouring the
membrane surfaces to reduce buildup. Overall, the MBR process offers a compact, efficient, and
high-performing solution for modern wastewater treatment needs.

The Membrane Bioreactor was determined to be a viable option for the LCWSD and was given further
consideration.

SOLIDS HANDLING

Secondary wastewater treatment processes at a wastewater treatment facility generate solids
(biosolids or sludge) through biological processes and clarification/settling. Management of the
amount and age of biosolids in the treatment process is critical to maintain system efficacy.
Periodically, a portion of the accumulated biosolids is separated from the treatment process (WAS)
and needs to be disposed. The sludge storage and solids dewatering process recommended in the
PER to be included with the project are aerated concrete sludge storage tanks and a screw press
mechanical solids dewatering within a building.

Proposed solids handling facilities would be included with any secondary treatment process
alternative considered by the District. Biosolids from the proposed solids handling facilities would be
dewatered and disposed of at the Flathead Couty Landfill.

CAPITAL COST COMPARISON AND PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS

A present worth (or life cycle) analysis is a means of comparing alternatives in present day dollars
and can be used to determine the most cost-effective alternative(s). An alternative with low initial
capital cost may not be the most cost-efficient project if high monthly operation and maintenance
costs occur over the life of the alternative. The PER presented a present worth analysis for the
treatment system alternatives considered. An interest rate of 3.0% over the 20-year planning period
was used in the analysis of the annual O&M costs and adjusted salvage value at the end of the period.



Table 7
PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS OF TREATMENT SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Total Capital Annual Salvage Total
Treatment Alternative Costp 0&M Value B
Cost Worth

Oxidation Ditch and Secondary
Clarifiers

Sequencing Batch Reactor
(SBR)

Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) $26,311,900 $567,900 $6,807,800 | $30,991,300

$28,776,500 $288,100 $9,768,800 $27,654,100

$18,754,100 $314,600 $5,943,800 $20,142,900

BASIS OF SELECTION OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In addition to the monetary present worth analysis presented in the previous section, the PER
evaluated several additional non-monetary factors for the three treatment system alternatives
considered through a number of weighted ranking criteria. A ranking score of 1 to 5 was selected for
each alternative for each category considered, with 1 representing the lowest rating and 5 the
highest. A weighting value was assigned to each criterion ranging from 1 to 3, with 3 indicating the
highest level of importance as established by the District. The weighting value was multiplied by the
ranking score for each alternative for a total potential value of 15 for each criterion. Table 8 presents
the ranking comparison of the three treatment system alternatives.

Table 8
WEIGHTED RANKING OF TREATMENT SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Criteria Weight Oxidation Ditch SBR MBR
Technical Feasibility 2 5 10 5 10 3 6
Longevity/Reliability 1 5 5 4 4 2 2
Water Quality 2 4 8 4 8 5 10
Regulatory Compliance 2 5 10 5 10 5 10
Constructability 1 5 5 5 5 4 4
Environmental Impacts 1 5 5 5 5 5 5
Financial Feasibility 3 2 6 5 15 3 9
Operation & Maintenance 2 5 10 3 6 1 2
Public Health and Safety 3 5 15 5 15 5 15
Land Impact/Availability 1 3 3 4 4 4 4

Total 77 82 67

Based on the weighted ranking analysis, the SBR alternative ranked the highest with the MBR
alternative ranking the lowest. The MBR’s lower ranking is primarily due to the higher operation and
maintenance requirements and limited longevity of the membranes. The preferred treatment
system alternative is the SBR.

The proposed project would include construction of a sequencing batch reactor (SBR) treatment
system capable of meeting the required effluent water quality of the District’s groundwater
discharge permit for the 10-year growth period. The project would also include construction of
aerated concrete sludge storage basins, a mechanical screw press for sludge dewatering, and three
rapid infiltration basins (RIBs) for groundwater disposal of treated effluent. Figure 3 shows the overall
project plan. Figure 4 shows the proposed treatment system layout.

The District intends to continue using the two existing storage lagoons to hold treated wastewater



during the winter months for land application/irrigation during the summer months. Discharge of
treated wastewater during the winter would be limited to the capacity of the proposed RIBs (200,000
gpd). The District measured the sludge depth in the existing storage lagoons in October 2025. The
average sludge depth across the ponds was less than 7 inches, which is less than the 1-foot design
depth for sludge storage in the lagoons.

Federal and State grant/loan programs would fund the project. The proposed project is estimated to
cost $13,422,047. The LCWSD would contribute $983,058. The remainder of needed funds would be
provided through $10,421,899 in American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) fiscal recovery funds, a Western
Montana Conservation Commission (WMCC) funds of $90,000, a low interest loan (2.5% for 30 years)
from the Montana Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ’s) Water Pollution Control State
Revolving Fund (WPCSRF) Program in the amount of $1,300,000, and a $627,090 WPCSRF loan with
principal forgiveness.

The current LCWSD monthly sewer rate is calculated using a base rate of $61.59 plus $2.43 per 1,000
gallons. The current sewer user rate was recently increased at a District board meeting in August
2025. The usage rate is calculated using water system meter values from winter months. Using a
monthly usage of 4,000 gallons; the average monthly user rate would be $71.31. The current average
sewer rate is greater than the Montana Department of Commerce’s (MDOC's) wastewater Target
Rate for the Lakeside CDP of $62.97.

The current District sewer user rates appear adequate to cover the debt service of this project, so
additional rate increases are not likely.

The financial impact of the District’s current sewer rate on system users is shown in Table 9. The
existing monthly sewer cost per household is approximately 1.0% of the monthly median household
income. Based on EPA guidance for project affordability, the sewer user rate may impose a moderate
economic hardship on some households.

Table 9
PROJECT AFFORDABILITY
Lakeside
CDP
Monthly residential sewer rate (base rate) $71.31
Monthly median household income (mMHI)* $6,996.50
Sewer rate as a percentage of mMHI 1.0%

1 - Ref 2015-2019 US Census Bureau’s American Communities Survey data.

Consultation

DEQ engaged in internal and external efforts to identify substantive issues and/or concerns related to the
proposed project. Internal scoping consisted of internal review of the environmental assessment
document by DEQ staff. External scoping efforts also included queries to the following
websites/databases/personnel:

1. The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) was solicited
for comments via letter on September 26, 2024, regarding impacts to the floodplain due



to the proposed project. DNRC responded via an email on October 2, 2024, stating that
portions of the proposed project would be located adjacent to a FEMA mapped regulatory
floodplain and noting that any construction within a mapped floodplain would require a
permit from Flathead County. No portion of the proposed work would be located within
a mapped floodplain.

2. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MTFWP) was solicited for
comments via letter on April 30, 2024 and September 26, 2024, regarding any impacts to
fish and wildlife due to the proposed project. No comments from MTFWP have been
received at the time of this report.

3. SHPO was solicited for comments via letter on September 26, 2024, and reviewed the
project for historical significance. SHPO responded via email on October 2, 2024.
According to their records, there have been a few previously recorded sites and a few
cultural resource inventories done within the designated search locales. SHPO stated that
as long as there would be no disturbance or alteration to structures over fifty years of
age, they feel that there is a low likelihood that cultural properties would be impacted
and, as such, felt a cultural resource inventory is unwarranted at this time. However,
should structures need to be altered or cultural materials be inadvertently discovered
during the project, SHPO must be contacted, and the site investigated.

4, The U.S. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers (USCOE) was solicited for comments
via letter on April 30, 2024, and September 26, 2024, regarding impacts to wetlands due
to the proposed project. The USCOE stated in an October 9, 2024, response letter that if
the proposed involves activities within navigable reivers of the United States, it may be
subject to a Section 10 permit. The letter also stated that placement of fill material in any
area below the ordinary high-water mark of any stream channel, lake or pond, or wetland
would require a 404 permit. No construction activities or fill within a navigable river,
wetland, stream channel, lake or pond are anticipated as part of this project.

5. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was solicited for comments via letter on April
30, 2024, and September 26, 2024. No response from USFWS has been received at the
time of this report.

6. The Montana Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Program website was consulted to
determine whether the project has any potential impacts to sage grouse. It was
determined that the project is not located in an Executive Order Area and further efforts
are not warranted regarding sage grouse.

Public Involvement

Since 2007, the District has held multiple meetings to discuss the need to address future capacity
limitations at their WWTF. Since 2023, the District has maintained a webpage, available from their
homepage, that is dedicated to the WWTF and RIB upgrades. The webpage includes links to a description
of the project history, proposed location, FAQs, and regular updates. District board meeting agendas and
minutes, that include regular business information and project updates, are available on their homepage.
The webpage also includes a sign-in widget for interested people to submit comments and stay informed
about the project.



On June 13, 2024, the District held an open house to present the proposed Phase 1 construction project
as well as potential further treatment facility improvements that would take place in Phase 2. The meeting
was noticed through monthly bills, social media postings, and through the District’s website. The meeting,
held at the Somers-Lakeside Fire Station, included information display boards presenting each step of the
proposed improvements system. District representatives and their consulting engineers were available
for questions from residents. Comment and question cards were available at the open house, and 30
people signed the “sign-in” sheet.

On August 21, 2025, the District held a public meeting to present the PER, the proposed Phase 2
improvement project, and a resolution to increase user rates. The meeting was attended by 70 people.
Public comments were provided and considered by the District Board at the meeting. The resolution to
increase user rates, accept the PER, and proceed with the Phase 2 project was voted on and approved by
the Board at the August 21, 2025 meeting.

DEQ published this draft EA on April 9™, 2026. Under MEPA, an agency is responsible for providing
opportunities for public review consistent with the seriousness and complexity of the environmental
issues associated with the proposed action and the level of public interest. For purposes of this proposed
action, the method of accomplishing public review include publishing a notice to announce the availability
of a draft EA, summarizing its content and soliciting public comment, and distributing copies of the draft
EA for review and comment. Any public comment received for this EA will be summarized below.

DEQ is accepting public comment on this draft EA from April 9th, 2026 through April 23rd, 2026. DEQ_is
also hosting a public meeting to take public comment on this draft EA on April 23rd, 2026 at the
Community Room at the Lakeside QRU (201 Bills Road, Lakeside, MT 59902) and virtually via Zoom.
Information on how to submit a written comment is contained in the public notice.

Significance of Potential Impacts and Need for Further Analysis
When determining whether the preparation of an environmental impact statement is needed, DEQ is
required to consider the seven significance criteria set forth in ARM 17.4.608, which are as follows:

e The severity, duration, geographic extent, and frequency of the occurrence of the impact;

e The probability that the impact will occur if the proposed action occurs; or conversely, reasonable
assurance in keeping with the potential severity of an impact that the impact will not occur;

e Growth-inducing or growth-inhibiting aspects of the impact, including the relationship or
contribution of the impact to cumulative impacts — identify the parameters of the proposed
action;

e The quantity and quality of each environmental resource or value that would be affected,
including the uniqueness and fragility of those resources and values;

e The importance to the state and to society of each environmental resource or value that would
be affected;

e Any precedent that would be set as a result of an impact of the proposed action that would
commit the department to future actions with significant impacts or a decision in principle about
such future actions; and

e Potential conflict with local, state, or federal laws, requirements, or formal plans.

Conclusions and Findings
In determining whether an EIS is required, in this EA DEQ considered the seven significance criteria in ARM
17.4.608. The impacts of the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system are expected to be short-term and minor



during construction and negligible to minor during operation, with disturbance limited to approximately
8 acres in an already developed wastewater facility setting with existing aerated lagoons and no unique
or fragile resources directly affected within the Phase 2 disturbance footprint.

The probability that identified impacts will occur is high for routine construction effects (for example,
temporary dust, noise, soil disturbance, and traffic). However, these impacts are well understood, subject
to enforceable permit conditions, and mitigated through standard BMPs and design standards, resulting
in low overall risk of harm to environmental resources. Operational impacts are expected to be stable and
predictable because the Phase 2 WWTF and RIB system must comply with Circular DEQ-2 design
requirements and the existing effluent limits and monitoring conditions in MGWPCS Permit MTX000307,
which were previously analyzed in the April 2025 Final EA.

With respect to cumulative effects, Phase 2 would increase treatment reliability and capacity for existing
and committed development within the LCWSD service area and would enable acceptance of septage that
already exists in the Flathead Lake watershed, but it would not, by itself, authorize new subdivisions,
change land-use designations, or remove local land-use constraints. Potential growth-related secondary
and cumulative impacts (for example, additional development served by the District) remain subject to
local subdivision and zoning controls, and are addressed qualitatively in the Density and Distribution of
Population and Housing section of this EA.

The impact to the quantity and quality of environmental resources affected by the proposed action would
be limited. No designated Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers, sage grouse habitat, or prime farmland
would be directly affected. The resources that would be affected (for example, soils within the disturbance
footprint, localized vegetation, and views around the existing facility) are neither unique nor especially
fragile in the project context. Downstream surface waters were specifically evaluated in the April 2025
Final EA and Fact Sheet for MTX000307; effluent limits and groundwater transport analyses demonstrate
that discharges from the RIBs are expected to meet applicable water quality standards and to maintain
beneficial uses.

The environmental resources affected by the proposed action are short-term and limited, and the Phase
2 WWTF and RIB system would be expected to improve wastewater treatment relative to existing
conditions by reducing nutrient loading and centralizing septage management. The project does not set a
precedent that would commit DEQ to future actions with significant impacts; any future expansion of
discharge beyond the current MTX000307 limits or additional facility phases would require separate
permitting decisions and MEPA review. Finally, the proposed action is designed to comply with applicable
local, state, and federal laws and formal plans, including Circular DEQ-2, the Montana Water Quality Act,
public water supply laws, and tribal water quality standards in downstream receiving waters.

Based on consideration of these criteria, DEQ concludes that the impacts of the proposed action are not
significant, and preparation of an EIS is not required.
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