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2.

1.

PRIMARY ENTITY CONTACT PERSON:

CHIEF ELECTED OFFICIAL OR AUTHORIZED
REPRESENTATIVE:
David Leitheiser

David Leitheiser

(Name)

(Name)

District President

District President

(Title)

(Title)

Box 16 North Main

Box 16 North Main

(Street/PO Box)

(Street/PO Box)

Clancy, MT 59634

Clancy, MT 59634

(City/State/Zip)

(City/State/Zip)

406-949-8281

406-949-8281

(Telephone)

(FAX No)

(Telephone)

Dave2mt@bresnan.net

Dave2mt@bresnan.net

(E Mail address)

(E Mail address)

3.

4.

PROJECT ENGINEER/ARCHITECT:

GRANT/LOAN ADMINISTRATOR:

Collette Anderson, PE

Elisa Prescott

(Name of Engineer)

(Name)

Great West Engineering

Great West Engineering

(Name of Firm)

(Title)

PO Box 4817

PO Box 4817

(Street/PO Box)

(Street/PO Box)

Helena, MT 59604

Helena, MT 59604

(City/State/Zip)

(City/State/Zip)

406-495-6160

406-449-8631

(Telephone)

406-495-6152

(FAX No)

ctanderson@greatwesteng.com

(Telephone)

406-449-8631
(FAX No)

eprescott@greatwesteng.com

(E Mail address)

(E Mail address)

5. LEGAL COUNSEL:
Steve Haddon

Bob Murdo

(Name)

(Name)

Jefferson County Attorney

Jackson, Murdo, and Grant, P.C

(Title)

(Title)

6.

BOND COUNSEL:

118 W Centennial Ave, PO Box H

203 North Ewing

(Street/PO Box)

(Street/PO Box)

Boulder, MT 59632

Helena, MT 59601

(City/State/Zip)

(City/State/Zip)

406-225-4010

(FAX No)

406-225-4049

(Telephone)

406-442-1303

(FAX No)

shaddon@jeffersoncounty-mt.gov

(Telephone)

406-443-7033
(FAX No)

Murdo@jmgm.com

(E Mail address)

(E Mail address)

7. CLERK/CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER:
Bonnie Ramey

8. ACCOUNTANT:
Terri Kunz

(Name)

(Name of Accountant)

0

Jefferson County Clerk and Recorder

Jefferson County Treasurer

(Title)

(Name of Firm)

118 W Centennial Ave, PO Box H

118 W Centennial Ave, PO Box H

(Street/PO Box)

(Street/PO Box)

Boulder, MT 59632

Boulder, MT 59632

(City/State/Zip)

(City/State/Zip)

406-225-4020
(Telephone)

406-225-4149

406-442-4100

(FAX No)

(Telephone)

bramey@jeffersoncounty-mt.gov

tkunz@jeffersoncounty-mt.gov

(E Mail address)

(E Mail address)
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406-442-4101
(FAX No)

9.

BRIEF PROJECT SUMMARY: (Refer to instructions and examples)

Historical Information The community of Clancy established a water and sewer district in 2015 to address
infrastructure issues within the community, specifically wastewater issues at the time. The
District does not have an existing public water supply system. The District is being served by
individual onsite private wells. These private wells are in close proximity to private septic
systems throughout the District, which has created a public health and safety issue.
A 2012 PER shows the individual septic systems are aging and failing at an increasing rate. The
Jefferson County Health Department has been dealing with these issues related to safe drinking
water for many years now. Well testing was recently performed and revealed elevated levels of
Nitrates and Uranium. The District has reached the point where the water quality is a serious
concern and the District is unable to grow in a reasonable and prudent manner.
This situation has brought the need for a public water supply system to the forefront. The local
citizens are becoming more aware of their water quality issues and the potential health and
safety hazards they face. Jefferson County and the Clancy Water and Sewer District Board of
Directors have taken an active role to find solutions for this problem and have sought the
assistance of Great West Engineering, Inc. to help in the preparation of a PER to identify
alternatives.
Problem The 2018 PER provides a thorough description and detailed analysis of the current situation
within the District as it relates to drinking water. The system deficiencies identified in the report
include:
•

The District does not have a central public water supply and currently utilizes individual
onsite private wells that are aging and do not meet current design standards or supply
safe drinking water. The drinking water wells are located within close proximity to failing
private septic and drain field systems. Current DEQ regulations require 100-foot
separation distance between the systems.

•

Well testing was performed throughout the District and has revealed Nitrates are present
in numerous wells. Nitrates are usually an indicator of human fecal waste. Elevated
levels (greater than 2 mg/L) of Nitrates were found in 47% of the Clancy drinking wells.
The Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 mg/L as defined by the EPA, was
exceeded in 18% of the Clancy drinking wells. The EPA established this drinking water
standard to protect infants from Methemoglobinemia (blue baby syndrome). Blue baby
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syndrome can be fatal to infants if left untreated. Elevated levels were also discovered in
nearby Prickly Pear Creek and Clancy Creek.
•

Well testing was performed throughout the District and has also revealed Uranium in
numerous wells. Uranium occurs naturally in the environment and is a heavy metal. The
testing discovered that 37% of Clancy drinking wells exceeded the EPA MCL of 30 µg/L.
Exposure to elevated levels of Uranium can cause kidney damage and has been linked
to cancer.

•

A new centralized public water supply enhances public health and safety and would
promote and allow for community and economic growth.
Proposed Solution –

The 2018 Water PER analyzed a number of alternatives for the District to construct a
centralized water system. The alternative screening process considered various alternatives for
the water system improvements. The alternatives for the water system were separated by water
supply, storage site, storage tank, and distribution system. After an initial evaluation, some
alternatives were determined to be non-viable for the District and were eliminated from further
review. A detailed list of the alternatives considered and decision matrix can be found in the
2018 PER.
Each of the alternatives listed above are analyzed in detail in this report. The preferred
alternative is a combination of the alternatives that were analyzed. The District’s highest
priorities are protecting public health and safety and financial feasibility. With this goal in mind,
the District’s preferred alternatives are as follows:
•
•
•
•

Clancy School Water Supply Site
Marks Ranch Inc. Storage Site
On-Grade Bolted Steel Glass-Lined Storage Tank
Phased Non-Fire Flow Distribution System

The Clancy School Water Supply Site is the most central site to the District and is located near
an area that has proven to have acceptable water quality and quantity. The Marks Ranch Inc.
Storage Site is the most cost-effective storage site alternative analyzed. The site also does not
require extensive easement agreements. The On-Grade Bolted Steel Glass-Lined Storage Tank
is the most cost-effective storage tank alternative analyzed. It also requires the least amount of
operation and maintenance. Phased Non-Fire Flow Distribution is cost effective and provides a
provision to add fire flow in the future should it be desired. Phase 1 distribution improvements
provides clean drinking water to that portion of the District most severely impacted by
contaminated wells. The overall proposed project addresses the District’s highest priorities,
improves public health and safety, and is economically feasible.

2-4

SECTION C

1.

-

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,911,358 (including bond reserve)

2. PROPOSED FUNDING SOURCES (List loans and grants from same funding source separately)
(Refer to the instructions and examples):
Source

Type of Funds

Amount

DNRC

Grant

$125,000

TSEP

Grant

$750,000

CDBG

Grant

$450,000

SRF 50%
Forgiveness

Grant

$500,000

SRF Loan

Loan

$1,086,358

Status of Commitment

Loan Rates and Terms

Applied for funding May
2018. Anticipated funding
June 2019.
Applied for funding June
2019. Anticipated funding
June 2019.
The District will apply for
CDBG funds in Summer
2018. Anticipated funding
November 2018
Discussed with SRF
program. Final loan
forgiveness amount
dependent upon grant
funding and SRF loan
amount.

50% forgiveness, up to
$500,000.

Discussed with SRF
2.5% for up to 30 years. Bond
program. Final loan amount reserve required.
dependent upon grant
funding and bids.
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3.

FUNDING STRATEGY NARRATIVE


Funding Strategy Narrative (Complete and attach)
(Refer to the instructions. Answer each question individually.)
a.

What are the conditions on the use of each source of funds?

Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP)
TSEP is a state funded grant program administered by the Montana Department of Commerce
(MDOC). TSEP provides financial assistance to local governments for infrastructure
improvements. Grants can be obtained from TSEP for up to $500,000 if the projected user rates
are less than 125% of the target rate, $625,000 if projected user rates are between 125% and
150% of the target rate, and up to $750,000 if the projected user rates are over 150% of the
target rate.
TSEP grant recipients are required to match the grant dollar for dollar, but the match may come
from a variety of sources including other grants, loans, or cash contributions. Water projects are
eligible for TSEP funds. The proposed project would increase the user rates in Clancy to
195.2% of the target rate, based on an assumed MHI of $47,757 which will be determined when
the income survey is finalized. Even based on the Clancy CDP MHI of $75,000, the proposed
user rates will be 174% of target rate. In either instance, the District is eligible for a TSEP grant
of $750,000.
DNRC Renewable Resources Grant and Loan Program (DNRC RRGL):
RRGL is a state program that is funded through interest accrues on the Resource Indemnity
Trust Fund and the sale or Coal Severance Tax Bonds and is administered by the Montana
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC). The primary purpose of the
RRGL is to enhance Montana’s renewable resources. For public facilities projects that
conserve, manage, develop, or protect renewable resources, grants of up $125,000 are
available.
The Town will apply for a $125,000 DNRC RRGL Grant in May of 218. The RRGL funds do not
require a matching contribution but will be used as a portion of the required TSEP match.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
CDBG is a federally funded program that is also administered by the Montana Department of
Commerce (MDOC). The primary purpose of CDBG funds is to benefit low to moderate income
(LMI) families. Hence, a municipality must have an LMI of 51% or greater. This is usually
determined by the current Census. However, under certain circumstances, the MDOC may
allow an income survey to be completed (such as there have been major economic changes
since the Census or if a community is only slightly under the required LMI percentage).
The CDBG grant funds can be applied for in an amount of up to $450,000 with a limit of $15,000
per LMI household, so a community needs 30 LMI households to apply for the maximum grant
funds. The use of CDBG funds requires a 25% local match that can be provided through cash
funds, loans, or a combination thereof.

The 2015 American Communities Survey data states that the Clancy CDP has a LMI of
27.1%. The District completed an income survey in 2018, to which they had a 67.5%
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response rate (required by CDBG), that determined the actual LMI within the District
boundaries is 53.8%. The District is eligible for and intends to apply for CDBG funding in
summer 2018 (Appendix I).
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF):
SRF provides low-interest loan funds for both water and wastewater projects through the
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) and the Water Pollution Control State Revolving
Fund (WPCSRF), respectively. The SRF program is administered by the Montana Department
of Environmental Quality. Current loan terms include an interest rate of 2.75% for a 30-year
hardship loan. SRF also has a limited amount of “principal forgiveness” funds available for
projects. For water projects, 50% of the SRF funding for a project, up to $500,000 may be
obtained, depending on the availability of the funds.
The District qualifies for SRF, which is included in the funding package for this project. The
maximum $500,000 principal forgiveness amount is assumed with the remainder being SRF
loan. The District has contacted DWSRF to be placed on the FY 2019 priority list and will apply
for the loan funds in June 2018.

The following is a breakdown of the percentage of the project costs incurred by each program
and is intended to demonstrate that the matching requirements for each program are satisfied.
TSEP Grant
DNRC Grant
CDBG
SRF Loan Forgiveness
SRF Loan
b.

$750,000
$125,000
$450,000
$500,000
$1,086,358

26%
4%
16%
17%
37%

When will each source of funds listed be available (month and year)?

TSEP Grant: Funds available for use on July 1, 2019.
DNRC Grant: Funds available for use on July 1, 2019.
CDBG Grant: The District will apply for CDBG funds in July 2018 and funds will be available in
November 2018.
SRF Loan and Forgiveness: District has contacted DWSRF to be placed on the FY 2019
priority list and will apply for the loan funds in June 2018. Fund will be available once other
funding is in place.
c.

Is there any additional information on the level of commitment for each source of funds
listed?

The District has contact Anna Miller at SRF to discuss the project. SRF cannot guarantee grant
funds at this time, however, the District is eligible for principal forgiveness funds. The District
also spoke with TSEP manager Becky Anseth and MDOC Engineer Richard Knatterud, PE
about the project. TSEP indicated the program will support a public water system project that
2-7

supports an entire community (Appendix H).
d.

How will funding sources be coordinated with each other?

There are no specific program requirements that require coordination. The District will work with
the procured engineer and grant administrator to administer project funds and will ensure the
Town meets the requirement of each funding agency and coordinate financing as needed.
e.

Will interim-loan funds be required as part of the project? If yes, how will they
be used and coordinated with other funding sources?

No interim-loan funds will be required for this project.
f.

What other sources of funds from public and private sources have been considered for
this project? Explain why they are not being pursued or used for this project.

Due to the high cost of the proposed improvements, the District will aggressively seek
assistance to fund the project in the form of grants and/or low-interest loans and has explored
all potential opportunities. Below are funding opportunities the Clancy District considered but
chose not to pursue.
USDA Rural Development (RD)
RD provides grant and loan funding to municipalities for water and wastewater projects that
improve the quality of life and promote economic development in Rural America. Municipalities
with a population of less than 10,000 are eligible to apply, though; priority is given to those with
a population of less than 5,500.
Grant eligibility and loan interest rates are based on the community’s median household income
(MHI) and user rates. If the area to be served has a MHI of $38,205 or lower and the project is
necessary to alleviate a health and/or sanitation concern, up to 75% of the project costs are
grant eligible. Up to 45% of the project costs are grant eligible if the planning area has an MHI
between $38,205 and $47,757.
The 2015 American Communities Survey data states that the Clancy CDP has an MHI of
$75,000. The District is currently in the process of completing an income survey that will most
likely drastically lower the MHI. However, it does not appear that the District will receive enough
income surveys to qualify for RD grants and SRF with a lower interest rate and possibility of
loan forgiveness is more appealing. Therefore, Rural Development grants/loans will not be
pursued.
Montana Coal Board
The Coal Board provides grant funding to municipalities to provide adequately for the expansion
of public services or facilities needed as a direct consequence of coal development activities.
There is no maximum limit to the amount the Coal Board can fund, but available funding is very
limited, so it is hard to receive win funds from the Coal Board, especially for large grants. The
District cannot make a tie project to the impact of coal development, so a Coal Board application
will not be prepared.
Economic Development Administration (EDA)
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EDA provides grant funding for projects that are demonstrated to be needed for the placement
of a new business. The amount of grant is dependent on the number of jobs created. Because
the project would not directly create permanent, high paying jobs, the District chose not to apply
for an EDA grant.
INTERCAP
INTERCAP provides loan funds at a low cost, variable interest rate to local governments.
INTERCAP is administered by the Montana Board of Investments and is very flexible in the
variety of funding which would include both water and wastewater projects. There is no funding
cycle (funds are always available), however, the maximum loan term is 10 years.

g.

If a particular source of funding is not obtained, how will the applicant proceed?
Explain how the funding strategy will change if a particular source of funding is not
received.

Without TSEP, CDBG and/or DNRC funding, the project user rates would go up to over 300% of
target rate, making the project cost prohibitive. The District would reapply for funding in the next
cycle.

The District completed an income survey which drastically lowers the MHI from
$75,000 to $48,266.50 and indicates an LMI of 53.8%. The District received enough
surveys to qualify for CDBG funding.
h.

What is the level of local financial participation in the project and is that level the
maximum that the applicant can reasonably provide?

The District’s funding package is 37% loan funding. The $1,086,358 loan that District will be
required to take out for this project is split among a relatively small amount of people, resulting
in a high user rate. Based on the required debt service and operation and maintenance costs
associated with the proposed project, the average sewer rate will be $109 per month after the
completion of the project, which is 195.2% of the District’s assumed target rate and 174% of the
target rate based on the Clancy CDP MHI of $75,000, as established by the Department of
Commerce. The significant rate increase, considering residents did not have an existing user
rate, demonstrates that the District is willing to provide a substantial level of local financial
commitment to the system.

4.

PROJECT BUDGET FORM


Project Budget Form (Complete form on next page)
(Refer to the instructions and example)



Project Budget Narrative (Complete and attach)
(Refer to the instructions and example)
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Completed by: Great West Engineering
ADMINISTRATIVE/FINANCIAL COSTS
Personnel Costs
Office Costs
Professional Services & Pre-Development Financing
Legal Costs
Audit Fees
Travel & Training
SRF Bond Reserve
Bond Counsel and Related Costs
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE/FINANCIAL/PRE-DEVELOPMENT
COSTS
ACTIVITY COSTS:
Land Acquisition
Geotechnical/Hydrogeological Investigation
Permitting
Engineering Additional Services
- Water Rights
- Cultural Resource Inventory
- Wetlands Delineation
Pre-Development Financing
Engineering Design
Construction Engineering Services
2020 Construction Cost
Contingency*
TOTAL ACTIVITY COSTS
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Source:
TSEP Grant
$3,500.00
$3,500.00
$10,000.00
$5,000.00

Completed for: Clancy Water and Sewer District
Source:
Source:
Source:
DNRC Grant
CDBG Grant
SRF Forgiveness

Date: April, 2018
Source:
SRF Loan

$7,500.00

$25,358.00
$7,500.00

$3,500.00
$3,500.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$15,000.00
$4,000.00
$25,358.00
$15,000.00

$22,500.00

$62,858.00

$126,358.00

$10,000.00
$5,000.00

$30,000.00
$15,000.00

$2,000.00

$2,000.00

$24,000.00

$0.00

$40,000.00

$40,000.00
$45,000.00
$5,000.00

$17,000.00

$40,000.00
$85,000.00
$5,000.00
$25,000.00

$101,000.00
$101,000.00
$484,000.00

Total

$25,000.00

$25,000.00

$75,000.00

$30,000.00

$30,000.00
$202,000.00
$202,000.00
$1,950,909.00
$195,091.00
$2,785,000.00
$2,911,358.00

$35,000.00

$101,000.00
$101,000.00
$206,000.00

$452,500.00

$726,000.00

$125,000.00

$433,000.00

$477,500.00

$773,409.00
$195,091.00
$1,023,500.00

$750,000.00

$125,000.00

$450,000.00

$500,000.00

$1,086,358.00

ADMINISTRATIVE/FINANCIAL COSTS
Personnel Costs - $3,500
The personnel portion of the budget is used to pay the District secretary and any assistants for time spent
on project-related issues. Only services performed for the project beyond the normal duties of each
position will be reimbursed under this budget item. Detailed time sheets outlining specific tasks
performed will be provided. TSEP will be used to reimburse these costs.
Office Costs - $3,500
These costs include project specific costs including additional telephone and fax expenses, postage, and
advertisements. TSEP funds will be used to reimburse office costs.
Professional Services - $50,000
Grant administration services will be provided by the Engineering consultant. Grant administration costs
are provided for the administration of project funds from six funding sources. Services include tasks
required to meet start up conditions for the funding program, completing funding draw-downs, maintaining
the budget tracking and invoice tracking documents, completing progress reports, monitoring labor
requirements, monitoring Equal Opportunity Requirements, etc. These costs will be provided by funds
from TSEP, CDBG, SRF and will include professional service fees plus related expenses.
Legal Costs - $10,000
This account will be used for legal fees related to review of contracts, bid specifications, fees associated
permitting, site opinions, and other legal advice required for the project. Legal costs will be paid with
TSEP and CDBG funds.
Audit Fees - $15,000
This account will be used to meet the portion of the organizational audit that can be attributed to the
project per the State and Federal Single Audit Acts. Funds for the audit will be provided by SRF Forgives
loan.
Travel and Training - $4,000
This portion of the budget will be used for the District members and the grant administrator to travel to
different workshops required by various funding agencies. Funds for this portion of the project budget will
be paid by TSEP and CDBG
SRF Bond Reserve - $25,358

The State Revolving Fund requires a 10% annual reserve for debt coverage with its loans. This
equates to $25,358, to be paid for by the SRF loan.
Bond Counsel Costs - $15,000
$15,000 has been budgeted for the costs of bond counsel and issuance. This item includes assistance
from a financial advisor, bond counsel, bond printing, and registrar fees. Funds for this budget item will
be provided by SRF Loan and forgiveness.
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE/FINANCIAL COSTS - $126,358
Administrative/Financial costs represent roughly 4% of the total project costs.
ACTIVITY COSTS
Land Acquisition- $40,000
The District will need to purchase land to construct the new system. This will be paid for the DNRC grant.
Geotechnical/Hydrogeological Investigation- $85,000
Geotechnical/Hydrogeological Investigation will be required to ensure the acquired land is acceptable for
the proposed project. This service will be paid for by TSEP and DNRC.
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Permitting- $5,000
This District will acquire all necessary state and federal permits for the construction of the system.
Permitting will be paid for from the DNRC grant.
Engineering Additional Services - $75,000
Additional engineering services will include water rights, cultural resource inventory, and wetlands
delineation necessary for the construction of a new facility. These services will be paid from the CDBG
grant, and SRF loan and forgiveness.
Pre-Development Financing- $30,000
This portion will be for necessary pre-development financing and will be paid for with the SRF loan.
Engineering Design - $202,000
This portion of the budget will be used for Engineering Design including the completion of design surveys,
design plans, specifications, contract documents and plan submittals. These services will be paid from
the TSEP and CDBG grants.
Construction Management Services- 202,000
Construction Management Services include bid services, construction management, inspection services,
and closeout & warranty services. These services will be paid from the TSEP and CDBG grants.
Construction - $1,950,909
This portion of the budget will cover construction of the proposed improvements. Funds for this activity
will be paid by TSEP, DNRC, CDBG, and the SRF loan and forgiveness funds.
Contingency - $195,091
Contingency funds represent 10% of the estimated total construction cost estimates. The WS-1
Alternative identified in the 2018 PER, could pose potential construction problems related to source
development. Subsurface rock, high water table, limited access, or existing resource or site impairment
issues are not anticipated with this alternative. Research and investigation for geotechnical and
hydrogeological information for this site has not yet been performed and would be required prior to design
to better estimate subterranean conditions. Well production and cost estimates are to be considered
conservative approximations and would not be better understood until the appropriate investigation and
research has been performed. Higher budgetary and contingency money has been estimated to address
this situation. Funds for this activity will be paid by the SRF Loan.

TOTAL ACTIVITY COSTS - $2,785,000
Activity costs represent about 96% of the total project costs.
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS - $2,911,358

5.

CURRENT DEBT

(Refer to the instructions and example on pages 23-24)

This District does not have any current debt.
6.

CURRENT ASSETS (Indicate if assets are obligated.) (Refer to the instructions on pages 23-24.)

The District does not have a centralized water or wastewater system and does not currently have any
income, and therefore does not have assets, balance sheets, or income and expense statements.

Cash
(Details)

$0
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Investments
(Details)

$0

Certificates of Deposit
(Details)

$0

Accounts Receivable
(Details)

$0

Any other current assets not specifically indicated above
7.


BALANCE SHEET
(Submit if applying to RD; contact the other programs
to determine if or when this information is needed.)
Balance Sheet (Check if attached)

The District does not currently have any financials.
8.

✓

INCOME AND EXPENSE STATEMENT
(Submit if applying to RD; contact
the other programs to determine if or when this information is needed.)
Income and Expense Statement (Check if attached)
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$ 0

SECTION D

-

CENSUS INFORMATION

Do not fill in this section. The following information will be completed by the receiving agency using data supplied
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development based on Census
data.
1. MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$

2. LOW TO MODERATE INCOME PERSONS: The percent of the population at
or below the level designated as low to moderate income.

%

3. POVERTY: The percent of the population characterized as at or below the
level designated as poverty.

%

SECTION E

-

SYSTEM INFORMATION

(Refer to instructions)

Number of unimproved properties in jurisdiction:


Complete and attach the “System Information Worksheet.” The figures required for the items listed below
that are denoted with an ”  “ are computed using the “System Information Worksheet.” The letter in
parenthesis following the ”  “ denotes the location in the worksheet to find the figure to be inserted.
Current
Projected

1.

Total System Annual Revenue

$0

$ 101,827.44

2.

Total System Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs

$0

$44,700

3.

Total System Equivalent Dwelling Units*
 (e) for current and (k) for projected

0

78

Total Residential Equivalent Dwelling Units*
 (f) for current and (m) for projected

0

78

5.

Annual Revenue from Residential Hookups

$0

$102,024

6.

Percent of Total Annual Revenue from Residential
Hookups

4.

7.

100%

Average Monthly Residential Rate

8.

Other System Average Monthly Residential Rate

*

If this application is for a solid waste project, see
instructions.

$
□

$0
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Check box if this is
a flat rate.

$108.79
Projected Average
Monthly Residential
Rate  (w) or (x)
$0

SYSTEM INFORMATION WORKSHEET
(Refer to instructions)
SUBSECTION 1 – EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNIT COMPUTATION
Applicants with either a water and wastewater project must complete Section I, regardless of whether the applicant
is served by a central water system or is planning to charge residential users a flat user fee. If the applicant is not
served by a central water system, or it has water connections that provide service to multiple mixed uses, such as
commercial and residential, refer to the instructions on page 26 for information on computing the number of EDU’s.
Applicants with solid waste projects are not required to complete Section I. Service connection diameters will be
converted to EDU’s according to the following table, with the exception of those situations noted on page 26:
EDU’s

Service connection inside diameter (inches)
¾” or smaller
1"
1-1/2"
2"
2-1/2"
3"
4"
5"
6"
7”
8”
9”
10”
PART A.

CURRENT WATER HOOKUP SUMMARY- N/A
Current Total Hookups*
(a)
(b)
Total
EDU’s per
Number of
Hookup
Hookups
(from table)

Diameter
(inches)
0

0

Totals

1.00
1.79
4.00
7.14
11.16
16.00
28.57
44.64
64.29
87.11
113.78
144.00
177.78

0

0

Total EDU’s
[(a) x (b)]
0

Diameter
(inches)
0

0

Current Residential Hookups
(c)
(d)
Number of
EDU’s Per
Total
Residential
Hookup
Residential
EDU’s
Hookups
(from table)
[(c) x (d)]

(e)

0

0

0

* Includes both residential and non-residential hookups
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0

0 (f)

PART B.

PROJECTED WATER HOOKUP SUMMARY
Projected Total Hookups*
(g)
(h)
Total
EDU’s per
Number of
Hookup
Hookups
(from table)

Diameter
(inches)

¾
1
2

83
5
3

Totals

1
1.79
7.14

91

Total EDU’s
[(g) x (h)]

¾

83
9
114

114

Diameter
(inches)

Projected Residential Hookups
(i)
(j)
Number of
EDU’s Per
Total
Residential
Hookup
Residential
EDU’s
Hookups
(from table)
[(i) x (j)]
83
1
83

(k)

83

(l)

83

(m)

Phase 1 of the project will only include 78 EDU’s. At full buildout, there will be 114 EDUs.
* Includes both residential and non-residential hookups
Projected average EDU’s per residential hookup:

1.00 (n)
[(m)/(l)]

Provide the following information if applying to the USDA RUS/RD program
Total water system flows (sales) last twelve months
listed in (a) above]

[gallons or cubic feet (circle one) for all connections

Total residential water flows (sales) last twelve months
connections listed in (c) above]

[gallons or cubic feet (circle one) for all

NOTE: In some cases it is necessary to provide a detailed monthly split of the residential and non-residential sales.
A sample spreadsheet is available on the Montana USDA Rural Development website at
http://www.rd.usda.gov/programs-services/water-waste-disposal-loan-grant-program/mt.
SUBSECTION 2 – PROJECTED AVERAGE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL RATE COMPUTATION
Will debt be used to finance the project? Yes ___
X No ___ If no, skip to PART E.
If yes, how will debt for the project be secured:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Revenue Bond X
(complete Part A)
General Obligation Bond
(complete Part B)
Rural or Special Improvement District Bond
(complete Part C)
Other (explain)

(complete Part D)

Debt (Loan) Amount: $1,086,358 Interest Rate: 2.5% Terms: SRF Loan @ 2.5% for up to 30 years. This value includes a bond
reserve equal to 1-year’s payment. It is anticipated that SRF will also provide $500,000 in forgiven loan funds, making the total
SRF portion contribution $1,586,358.
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COMPLETE THE APPLICABLE SECTIONS BELOW
PART A.

REVENUE BOND SECURING DEBT OBLIGATION:

1.

Debt election held? Yes

2.

Annual debt service for new loan, including coverage:

$ 57,123

(i)

3.

Monthly debt service for new loan, including coverage: (line i / 12)

$4,760.25

(ii)

4.

Total number of projected EDU’s after completion of project:

5.

Average (per total projected EDU’s) monthly debt service for new
loan: (line ii / line iii)

PART B.

No

If no, when will election be held (date) N/A

78 (Phase 1)
$61.03

(iv)

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND SECURING DEBT OBLIGATION:

1.

Debt election held? Yes

2.

Amount of outstanding General Obligation Bonds $

3.

Debt limitations of entity

4.

Estimated average (per property) monthly assessment needed to repay debt (divide the annual
assessment by 12 to obtain a monthly figure): $

PART C.
1.

(iii)

No

If no, when will election be held? (date):

RURAL OR SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT BOND SECURING DEBT OBLIGATION:
Type of special assessment:
a. SID _____
b. RID _____
c. Other (specify)

2.

Proposed method of assessment:
a.

Assessable Area

b.

Area

c.

Ad Valorem Tax

d.

Lineal Front Footage

e.

Combination of a. through d. above (explain)

3.

Number of parcels in the district

4.

What percentage of the property (based on the methods of assessment) within the district fits these
descriptions?
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TYPE OF PROPERTY

PERCENT DEVELOPED

PERCENT UNDEVELOPED

Commercial
Industrial
Single-Family Residential
Multi-Family Residential
Agricultural
5.

Number of property owners in district

6.

Estimated average (per property) monthly assessment needed to repay debt (divide the annual
assessment by 12 to obtain a monthly figure): $

PART D.

OTHER TYPE OF DEBT INSTRUMENT SECURING DEBT OBLIGATION THAT IS NOT
INDICATED ABOVE

1.

Explain how debt will be secured:

2.

Estimated average (per property) monthly cost to repay debt:

PART E.
1.

2.

3.

$

CALCULATION OF THE PROJECTED AVERAGE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL USER RATE:
Estimated increase in average monthly debt service (per projected
EDU, monthly assessment per property for General Obligation Bond or
SID, or per customer for solid waste projects) as the result of this project.
Enter $0 if no increase is projected:

Estimated increase or decrease in total monthly operation and maintenance
(O&M) costs (including depreciation and replacement reserves) as the result
of this project:

$61.03
(o)
[From Part A, B, C, or D]

$3,725

(p)

List and explain estimated increases or decreases in O&M costs, including depreciation and replacement
reserves (Provide a reasonably detailed explanation regarding the reason for the increase or decrease):
The currently does not have a centralized system and no existing O&M costs. The new systems O&M
costs were determined in the 2018 PER.

4.

Estimated increase or decrease in monthly O&M costs (including depreciation
and replacement reserves) (per projected EDU, monthly assessment per
property for General Obligation Bond or SID, or per customer for solid
waste projects) as the result of this project:

$ 47.76

(q)
[(p) / (k)]

5.

Estimated increase or decrease in total monthly costs (per projected
EDU, monthly assessment per property for General Obligation Bond or
SID, or per customer for solid waste projects) as the result of this project:
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$108.79
(r)
[(o) + (q)]

6.

Projected average EDU’s per residential hookup:

7.

Estimated increase or decrease in total monthly costs per average
residential hookup/customer as the result of this project:

8.

9.

$

1
[(n)]

(s)

$108.79
(t)
[(r) x (s)]

Existing average monthly residential debt service, including coverage and bond
reserve (subtract any existing debt service if the loan will expire before the
completion of the project):
$0

(u)

Existing average monthly residential O&M costs and replacement and
depreciation reserves:

$0

(v)

$ 108.79
[(t) + (u) + (v)]

(w)

$0

(x)

Note: (u) plus (v) should equal the current average monthly
residential rate as stated in Section E, Line 7. If these amounts do
not equal, provide an explanation of why the numbers differ.

10.

11.

Projected average monthly residential user rate after completion
of this project:

Projected flat user rate:
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PART THREE
CLANCY WATER & SEWER DISTRICT
RESPONSE TO STATUTORY PRIORITIES
General
This part of the application is required to provide narrative responses to the Statutory
Priorities/Application Ranking Issues established by the TSEP Program. It should be noted
that although this section of the document addresses the individual TSEP Statutory
Priorities, the 2018 Water Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) and other sections of this
application, including the uniform application and appendices, must be considered when
reading and analyzing these narrative responses. The follow provides a general description
of the primary deficiencies identified in the 2018 PER.
•

The District does not have a central public water supply and currently utilizes individual
onsite private wells that are aging and do not meet current design standards or supply
safe drinking water. The drinking water wells are located within close proximity to
failing private septic and drain field systems. Current DEQ regulations require 100-foot
separation distance between the systems.

•

Well testing was performed throughout the District and has revealed Nitrates are
present in numerous wells. Nitrates are usually an indicator of human fecal waste.
Elevated levels (greater than 2 mg/L) of Nitrates were found in 47% of the Clancy
drinking wells. The Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 mg/L as defined by the
EPA, was exceeded in 18% of the Clancy drinking wells. The EPA established this
drinking water standard to protect infants from Methemoglobinemia (blue baby
syndrome). Blue baby syndrome can be fatal to infants if left untreated. Elevated levels
were also discovered in nearby Prickly Pear Creek and Clancy Creek.

•

Well testing was performed throughout the District and has also revealed Uranium in
numerous wells. Uranium occurs naturally in the environment and is a heavy metal.
The testing discovered that 37% of Clancy drinking wells exceeded the EPA MCL of 30
µg/L. Exposure to elevated levels of Uranium can cause kidney damage and has been
linked to cancer.
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•

A new centralized public water supply enhances public health and safety and would
promote and allow for community and economic growth.

The following pages provides responses to the TSEP Statutory Priorities and outlines the
critical need for the proposed project to solve an urgent and serious public health and safety
concern.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #1
Projects that solve urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or that enable
local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.
The 2018 Water System Preliminary Engineering Report included as Part 4 of this
application defines the need for the proposed project and how it will protect the health and
safety of the residents of Clancy.
Health and safety is the primary concern for the District and the proposed project will allow
the District to elevate this urgent and serious public health and safety problem related to
individual private onsite wells. A majority of the water being supplied by individual private
onsite wells are contaminated with nitrates, uranium, and bacteria, as a result of failing
septic systems and their close proximity with wells. In 2012, the Clancy Water and Sewer
District (before it was officially formed) completed a wastewater PER to develop a plan to
eliminate the individual septic systems and reduce the contamination in local ground and
surface waters. Unfortunately, the project lacked support and after multiple failed attempts
at creating the District and moving the project forward, it was ultimately put on hold. Since
that time, the issue with contaminated drinking wells has been recognized and prioritized,
as this situation poses a significant and immediate threat to public health and safety.
Section 4.1 of the 2018 PER states:
Based on the 2018 Construction Application Guidelines for TSEP, deficiencies that may
be scored at a level 5 for Statutory Priority #1 include “a community where the water
system has a groundwater source with consistently documented nitrate levels above
the MCL. Continued use of the contaminated groundwater source has a high
probability of resulting in illness”.
The primary source of drinking water for the District is groundwater, supplied from
individual household water wells. Drinking water wells water quality data collected in
2011 and 2012 found that some of the wells were contaminated with nitrate. In some
wells, nitrate concentrations were greater than the EPA drinking water quality
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 mg/L. This standard has been set to protect
infants from methemoglobinemia (blue baby syndrome). Methemoglobinemia may
cause serious illness to infants less than six months old and if untreated, can be
deadly. Elevated levels of nitrate (greater than 2 mg/L) were measured in 47% of the
Clancy drinking water wells sampled. The United States Environmental Protection
Agency Maximum Contaminant Level of 10 mg/L was exceeded in 18% of the Clancy
drinking water wells sampled. In addition to nitrate contamination, two of the ten wells
sampled were found positive for total coliform bacteria. Total coliform concentrations
ranged from 1.0 MPN (Most Probable Number) to 792 MPN. Nineteen drinking water
wells were sampled for uranium analysis. Thirty-seven percent of the Clancy drinking
water wells exceeded the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level of 30 µg/L.
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The PER also notes:
Per the Jefferson County Sanitarian, many of these onsite septic systems are failing,
posing a serious health risk to the District. Some of these septic systems are in close
proximity (less than 100 feet) to drinking water wells, and the small lot sizes do not allow
for replacement of the drain fields or failing systems.
As a result, inadequately treated wastewater is contaminating local drinking water wells.
Typical components of raw sewage entering the septic systems are dissolved solids (TDS),
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), coliform bacteria, nitrogen and phosphorous. In
addition to these conventional pollutants, the raw sewage may also contain
pharmaceuticals and personal care products. A typical septic system consists of a septic
tank and drain field. The purpose of a septic system is to first reduce TDS and BOD
concentrations, then convert organic nitrogen to ammonia, and finally reduce coliform
bacteria. As septic water flows through the vadose zone, microbes may convert ammonia
to nitrate through a process called nitrification. The existing systems are not treating as
designed and thus entering private water wells.
The District understands the need to address the septic systems, has attempted to do so
in the past, and would like to try again. However, the immediate threat to public health
and safety is related to contaminated drinking water in existing private wells, and thus
creation of a community water system is a priority at this time.
In addition, the Jefferson County Sanitarian, Megan Bullock, stresses the urgent public
health concern of the Town’s water. In her letter of support included in Appendix J, Ms.
Bullock writes:
The public's health is of great concern to me with many of the tested water sources having
nitrates and uranium exceeding the EPA maximum contaminant level. By having an
isotope analysis done, we were also able to determine the likely cause of elevated nitrates
to be of human origin. Surface waters in the vicinity of Clancy also showed signs of
degradation.
While wastewater continues to be an issue and must ultimately be addressed to remedy
the problem, safe drinking water has become the utmost priority for the District. A
community water system will provide the residents with safe water and remove the threat
to the public's health and safety while the District continues to work on addressing the
wastewater issues. Financing a water system will only be possible with grants.
As documented and supported in the 2018 Water PER, the proposed project will solve an
urgent public health and safety concern and a centralized system will ensure the citizens of
Clancy have clean, safe, reliable drinking water.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #2
Projects that reflect greater need for financial assistance than other projects.
TSEP will use information and statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau, Montana Department
of Revenue and the submitted Uniform Application to complete the assessment of Statutory
Priority 2.
According to the Montana Department of Commerce website, the Median Household Income
(MHI) for the Clancy CDP is $75,000. However, the District completed an income survey
focused on residents within the District boundary. The survey was completed with
assistance from Erinn Zindt with the Midwest Assistance Program and the results are
included in Appendix I. Of the 77 surveys distributed, 52 were returned, a 67.5% return
rate, which meets the minimum CDBG requirements for a qualifying survey (67% return
rate). The results of the survey indicate an MHI of $48,266.50. Based on a target rate
analysis as determined by the Montana Department of Commerce (1.4% of MHI for water
only), the target rate for users in the Clancy Water and Sewer District is $56.31 per month.
With the proposed funding package, users will be paying over 193% of target rate. Without
TSEP funding, this would go up to around 270% and the project would become cost
prohibitive.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #3
Projects that incorporate appropriate, cost-effective technical design and that provide
thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
The District’s response to Statutory Priority #3 is provided in the 2018 Water System PER,
included as Part 4 of this application.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #4
Projects that reflect substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term
comprehensive land use planning, long term fiscal planning and management of public
facilities and that attempt to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.
a.

Have there been substantial past efforts to deal with public facilities
problems through a long-term commitment to capital improvements planning
and budgeting?

The Clancy Water and Sewer District was formed in 2015 to address infrastructure issues
within the community. As a relatively new District and a small community, the District itself
does not have formal planning documents, but has taken the first step, forming a District,
to deal with public facilities issues and ensure long-term solutions. In addition, as a small
community with limited resources, Clancy relies on Jefferson County planning documents
to help guide capital improvement planning and budgeting.
Jefferson County capital planning documents include (Excerpts included in Appendix E):
•
•
•
•
•
•

2003 Growth Policy and subsequent 2009 update. The County Planning Board, in
conjunction with the County Planner, is in the process of updating the Growth Policy.
2012-2017 Southwestern Montana Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
2011 Jefferson County Predisaster Mitigation Plan and 2016 update
2012 Jefferson County-Clancy Wastewater PER
2015 Tri-County Regional Community Wildfire Protection Plan
Jefferson County Bridge Preliminary Engineering Reports and Bridge Inventories, and
projects over the last 20 years.

The County has also taken proactive steps to develop and adopt zoning regulations for
northern Jefferson County to address rapid residential growth occurring in that portion of the
County. The regulations were updated in 2013 and are being continuously evaluated.
Jefferson County has had a Planning Board for almost 30 years, and the active Board works
hard to promote responsible development, growth, and land uses in Jefferson County.
In addition, the Jefferson Local Development Corporation (JLDC) works to promote the
general welfare and community development within the County. JLDC works with County
officials, partners, and the public to ensure the County and its communities thrive and
develop in an economically and socially sustainable manner.
Jefferson County has a strong tradition of planning with regards to land use and
community development and has demonstrated a long-term commitment to capital
improvement planning and budgeting for all its communities, including Clancy.
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b.

Has the applicant demonstrated a long-term commitment to community
planning in order to provide public facilities and services that are adequate
and cost effective?

The Clancy Water and Sewer District is only a District and thus is responsible for planning
for water and sewer infrastructure only. The District’s efforts date back to pre-2012 as
they prepared for and then went on to complete the 2012 Wastewater PER. This
document was really the start of the District’s planning efforts to ensure public services
that are adequate, cost effective, and capable of protecting public health and safety of
Clancy residents. Although the wastewater project did not come to fruition, the District
continued forward, planning for the proposed water project through much discussion in
regular board meetings and completion of the Water System PER.
Jefferson County continuously demonstrates long-term commitment to planning to provide
adequate public facility and services to its communities. The planning documents listed
above all advance the County’s goals of providing long-term community planning in an
effort to ensure reliable public services and facilities.
The project proposed by the Clancy District, and supported by Jefferson County, shows the
County and District’s commitment to long-term investment and planning to ensure safe,
reliable public facilities.
As mentioned above, as a relatively newly formed entity, the District has taken the first
step to preparing the Water PER to address issues with is public facilities and ensure cost
effective services.
c.

Is the proposed project consistent with current plans (such as a local capital
improvements plan, growth policy, transportation plan, zoning regulations,
subdivision regulations, needs assessments or other development-related
plan) adopted by the applicant?

The proposed project advances the goals on current County plans, including the Jefferson
County Growth Policy and CEDS. Jefferson County is one of the fastest growing counties in
Montana. As such, the County planning board, through the Growth Policy is “committed to
developing programs and strategies that will provide for and facilitate this growth and retain
the rural character and sense of community of small towns” (Jefferson County Growth Policy,
Appendix E, P.5). To this end, the goal of the Growth Policy is to help guide and manage
community change to best serve County citizen’s overall long-term interests (Jefferson
County Growth Policy, Appendix E, P. 5).
One of the Growth Policy’s Economic Development goals is to sustain and strengthen the
economic well-being of Jefferson County’s citizens. An objective of this goal includes
assisting in the development of necessary public infrastructure in support of economic
development (Jefferson County Growth Policy, Appendix E, P. 13). Reliable, long-term
business and economic growth is founded on solid public infrastructure and institutions.
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Without a clean, reliable water supply, adequate and safe disposal of wastewater, and
quality streets, along with other infrastructure and community services, businesses and the
economy cannot sufficiently thrive or grow. While it may not be immediate, ultimately, capital
improvements, like the proposed project, will lead to improvements that support and
strengthen business in a community and encourage economic development.
In addition, the Growth Policy notes that of all the towns in the County, Clancy has evolved
the most over the years. After years of the economic stimulus from the mining and railroad
industry, today, Clancy continues to attract families moving to enjoy small-town lure while
making a living in Helena (Jefferson County Growth Policy, Appendix E, p. 16). As Helena
grows, Clancy continues to grow as a bedroom community to Helena, and the infrastructure
must keep up with growth to ensure public health and safety and the environment are
protected.
An additional goal of the Growth Policy is the project natural resources, including ground
and surface water (Jefferson County Growth Policy, Appendix E, p. 10). Ultimately, the
installation of a centralized water system presents environmental, social, and economic
benefits for local residents by improving water quality, energy efficiency, fire suppression,
reducing public health and safety risks associated with contaminated drinking water, and
providing a utility that can more efficiently accept growth in the District. The proposed
project will support the Growth Policy’s overall goal of guiding and managing community
change to best serve County citizen’s overall long-term interests.
In the 2012 CEDS, which includes Jefferson County, the second goal is to ensure
communities are appealing and healthy places to live and work. The first objective under
this goal is to “assist communities to ensure they have proper infrastructure to meet to
needs of residents and the business community” (CEDS, Appendix E, p. 23). Under this
objective, the CEDS recommends utilizing existing funding to leverage local dollars for
completion of critical infrastructure projects (CEDS, Appendix E, p. 23). Throughout the
CEDS the plan notes the importance of sound infrastructure for economic development and
the economic strength of Montana communities. Within the Action Plan section for Jefferson
County, improvements to water and sewer infrastructure is an identified strategic activity
that supports the achievement of the regional economic development strategy (CEDS,
Appendix E, p. 29). Finally, sound, resilient infrastructure is critical in the face of disaster
and economic recovery (CEDS, Appendix E, p. 33).
The Wildfire section of the 2011 Jefferson County Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Plan also
mentions that many subdivisions within Jefferson County do not have water supply capable
of suppressing a major fire. According to the Plan, Clancy is in a “Very High” risk Wild Urban
Interface (Appendix E, p. 36-37). The Plan recommends promoting adequate water supply
to aid in fire protection (Appendix E, p. 41). The proposed project will allow the community
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of Clancy to have adequate water for fire protection in the future, increasing public health
and safety.
In addition to the community planning documents, the proposed project is supported by a
number of natural resource plans including the State Water Plan and the Upper Missouri
Basin 2014 Water Plan. For example, the Upper Missouri Basin 2014 Water Plan addresses
public water systems, and the need to characterize and measure water use. The Plan notes
that in smaller municipalities water use estimates are based on what might be considered
typical per capita water use, rather than the actual use at a particular location. The Plan
recommends methods to better characterize water use for smaller municipal system and for
domestic users (Appendix E, p. 75). The construction of the centralized system will allow the
District to better characterize, track, and manage water use, allowing the basin as a whole to
understand water use and needs.
Overall, the proposed project is consistent with County planning documents and the
County’s effort and goals of planning for capital investments.
d.

Have reasonable operation and maintenance budgets been maintained over
the long-term, including adequate reserves for repair and replacement?

The District currently does not have a community water system and relies on individual
wells, therefore there has no system Operation and Maintenance (O&M) budget. Section
7.6 of the 2018 PER (Part 4) outlines the estimated annual operating budget and O&M for
the new system. The O&M budget in the PER and the rate structure set up by the District
will ensure proper long-term management of the system.
e.

Have there been substantial efforts to solve the system’s problems or to
proactively maintain the system?

The District does not currently have a central water system, therefore the only
maintenance has been on individual wells, which is the responsibility of private
homeowners. However, the community of Clancy has been discussing the proposed
project for quite some time, as seen in the meeting minutes from the past year (Appendix
D). The District has been evaluating the issues with their water and discussing solutions to
ensure it’s residents have safe, reliable drinking water.
f.

Are the problems a result of inadequate operation and maintenance
practices?

As mentioned above, as a new system, the problems are not a result of inadequate
operation and maintenance (O&M), as there is no existing system. The issues, as
presented in the 2018 Water PER, are a result of private wells and septic systems being
used in the community. O&M of the existing on-site water systems is limited to what is
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done by the private owners. A centralized water system will allow the District to manage
the system to ensure proper O&M and provide safe, reliable drinking water.
g.

Is the applicant current with financial reporting and auditing requirements?
Is the applicant in good standing in the audit reports?

The District filed its articles of incorporation in April 2015 (Appendix F) and has not yet been
required to prepare an Annual Financial Report (AFR) or audit for the Montana Department
of Administration’s Local Government Services Bureau.
h.

Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of
this statutory priority?

There is no other pertinent information for this statutory priority.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #5
Projects that enable local governments to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP

a.

Has the applicant made serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and
secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all
appropriate public or private sources, to finance or assist in financing the
proposed project?

The District, with assistance from Great West Engineering, has developed a competitive
funding package which will enable the District to construct the project and keep user rates
reasonable. As outlined in detail in the Uniform Application, included in Part 2 of this
application, sources of funding which were examined for this project include the following:
• Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP)
• Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC)
• Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
• State Revolving Fund (SRF)
• Rural Development (RD)
• Montana Coal Board
• Economic Development Administration (EDA)
• INTERCAP
Each funding program has unique eligibility requirements and selected funding was based
on program eligibility, median household income, and loan rates and terms. A detailed
description of the chosen funding options can be found in the Uniform Application (Part 2).
Potential public funding sources include:
Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP)
The proposed project would increase the user rates in Clancy to 193.2% of the target rate,
based on an assumed MHI of $48,266.50 determined by the 2018 income survey. The
District is eligible for a TSEP grant of $750,000.
DNRC Renewable Resources Grant and Loan Program (DNRC RRGL):
The Town applied for a $125,000 DNRC RRGL Grant in May 2018. Although RRGL funds
are extremely competitive, the proposed project offers significant renewable resource
benefits. Development of a new public water system is a sustainable utility management
practice that increases the resiliency of the water resource. The installation of a centralized
water system presents environmental benefits by improving water quality, conserving water,
and improving energy efficiency.
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Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
The 2015 American Communities Survey data states that the Clancy CDP has a LMI of
27.1%. The District completed an income survey in 2018, to which they had a 67.5%
response rate (required by CDBG), that determined the actual LMI within the District
boundaries is 53.8%. The District is eligible for and intends to apply for CDBG funding in
summer 2018 (Appendix I).
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF):
Great West Engineering submitted the SRF Survey Form to MT DEQ on May 6, 2018 to have
the project included in DEQ’s Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Intended Use Plan and
Project Priority List (Appendix H). DNRC Financial Advisor Anna Miller confirmed that the
proposed project is eligible for Principal Forgiveness in an April 2, 2018 email (Appendix H).
Below are funding opportunities the Clancy District considered but chose not to pursue;
USDA Rural Development (RD)
RD provides grant and loan funding to municipalities for water and wastewater projects that
improve the quality of life and promote economic development in Rural America.
Municipalities with a population of less than 10,000 are eligible to apply, though priority is
given to those with a population of less than 5,500.
Grant eligibility and loan interest rates are based on the community’s median household
income (MHI) and user rates. If the area to be served has a MHI of $38,205 or lower and
the project is necessary to alleviate a health and/or sanitation concern, up to 75% of the
project costs are grant eligible. Up to 45% of the project costs are grant eligible if the
planning area has an MHI between $38,205 and $47,757.
The 2015 American Communities Survey data states that the Clancy CDP has an MHI of
$75,000. The District completed an income survey that indicates an MHI of $48,266.50.
The District did not receive enough income surveys to qualify for RD grants and the MHI
determined from the survey is higher than $47,757 (maximum income eligible for RD grant
funds). SRF with a lower interest rate and possibility of loan forgiveness is more appealing.
Therefore, Rural Development grants/loans will not be pursued.
Montana Coal Board
The Coal Board provides grant funding to municipalities to provide adequately for the
expansion of public services or facilities needed as a direct consequence of coal
development activities. There is no maximum limit to the amount the Coal Board can fund,
but available funding is very limited, so it is hard to receive funds from the Coal Board,
especially for large grants. The District cannot tie the project to the impact of coal
development, so a Coal Board application will not be prepared.
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Economic Development Administration (EDA)
EDA provides grant funding for projects that are demonstrated to be needed for the
placement of a new business. The amount of grant is dependent on the number of jobs
created. Because the project would not directly create permanent, high paying jobs, the
District chose not to apply for an EDA grant.
INTERCAP
INTERCAP provides loan funds at a low cost, variable interest rate to local governments.
INTERCAP is administered by the Montana Board of Investments and is very flexible in the
variety of funding which would include both water and wastewater projects. There is no
funding cycle (funds are always available), however, the maximum loan term is 10 years.
The short term makes this option financially prohibitive as annual payments and thus user
rates would be more than the community could afford.
b.

How viable is the proposed funding package?

Each of the agencies has been contacted and the project is eligible and appears to be a
strong candidate for funding. The project offers significant public health and safety benefits
that fit well with the Treasure State Endowment Program. The District also spoke with TSEP
manager Becky Anseth and MDOC Engineer Richard Knatterud, PE about the project. TSEP
indicated the program will support a public water system project that supports an entire
community. The District has contacted Anna Miller at SRF to discuss the project. SRF cannot
guarantee grant funds at this time, however, the District is eligible for principal forgiveness
funds (Appendix H).
The District also submitted a DNRC RRGL grant application in May 2018. The proposed
project offers significant renewable resource benefits, a requirement for the program, and is
a competitive application. In addition, the District will apply for CDBG funds in summer
2018. The District completed an income survey drastically lowers the MHI from $75,000 to
$48,266.50 and indicates an LMI of 53.8%. The District received enough surveys to qualify
for CDBG funding.
c.

Is the TSEP grant critical to keeping the project moving forward and
obtaining funds from sources other than TSEP?

TSEP funding is critical for the proposed project. Without TSEP funding, the project user
rates would increase to 270% of target rate, making the project cost prohibitive. The District
would reapply for funding in the next cycle.
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d.

Does the TSEP grant result in a cost effective, long term solution for the
community public facility needs? If yes, explain the timeframes and result
of the impacts, how and who the project in the community benefitted?

TSEP funding will allow the District to construct a community water system, which, once
completed, will immediately provide a long-term, cost-effective solution to the District’s
drinking water issues. The proposed project will benefit all District residents by providing
them with safe, reliable drinking water. As mentioned above, without TSEP funding, the
project user rates would increase to 270% of target rate, making the project cost prohibitive
e.

Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of
this statutory priority?

The District’s funding package is 37% loan funding. The $1,086,358 loan that District will be
required to take out for this project is split among a relatively small amount of people,
resulting in a high user rate. Based on the required debt service and operation and
maintenance costs associated with the proposed project, the average sewer rate will be
$109 per month after the completion of the project, which is 193.2% of the District’s target
rate based on the income survey results, and 174% of the target rate based on the Clancy
CDP MHI of $75,000, as established by the Department of Commerce. The significant rate
increase, considering residents did not have an existing user rate, demonstrates the
District’s need for public assistance.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #6
Projects that provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, that provide
public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for
financial success, or that maintains or encourages expansion of the tax base.
a.

Will the proposed TSEP project directly result in the creation or retention of
a substantial number of long-term, full-time jobs for Montanans?

The project will result in the hiring of a full-time operator and a part-time administrator.
b.

Will the proposed TSEP project directly result in a business expansion? Is
the business expansion dependent upon the proposed project in order to
proceed?

Although the project is supported by Clancy businesses (Appendix J) the project will not
directly lead to business expansion.
c.

Has the applicant provided a business plan for the specific firm(s) to be
expanded as a result of the proposed TSEP project? If yes, is it a realistic,
well-reasoned business expansion proposal and does it clearly demonstrate
that the firm to be assisted by the proposed public facilities has a high
potential for financial success if TSEP funds are received?

No, the project will not lead to business expansion.
d.

Will the proposed TSEP project maintain or encourage expansion of the
private property tax base?

Properties with contaminated wells could likely not be sold, and empty lots in the District
can’t be developed under the current conditions. The contamination of wells throughout the
District significantly reduces property values and will make it nearly impossible to sell
property. The development of a safe, reliable, centralized water system will encourage both
residential growth and property values, as well as commercial growth.
e.

What local economic impact will the TSEP project provide for or the impact
if the TSEP funding is not awarded and the project not built?

Upon completion of the proposed project business owners and residents of Clancy will have
a drinking water system that provides clean, affordable water supply. Having a central water
system will have a significant economic impact on the community of Clancy. As noted above,
the Jefferson County Growth Policy and Southwestern Montana CEDS stress the importance
of reliable infrastructure for economic development. Economic development and strength is
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grounded on solid public infrastructure. Without a clean, reliable water supply businesses
and the economy cannot sufficiently thrive or grow. The investment from the Treasure State
Endowment Program in Clancy’s water system will protect public health and help strengthen
the Town’s economy.
Without TSEP funding, the project user rates would increase to 270% of target rate, making
the project cost prohibitive.
f.

Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of
this statutory priority?

There is no other pertinent information for this statutory priority.
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STATUTORY PRIORITY #7
Projects that are high local priorities and have strong community support.
a.

Has the applicant encouraged active citizen participation, including at least
one public hearing or meeting held not more than 12 months prior to the
date of the application, to discuss the proposed TSEP project and receive
comments from the affected community residents?

There has been significant outreach and public participation for the project. The District held
a public hearing on March 27 and May 22, 2018 to discuss the PER, environmental, and
grant funding (Appendix D). Collette Anderson and Brent Pilon of Great West Engineering
presented the information in the PER, including existing conditions, alternatives analysis,
costs, funding strategies, and financial impact to users. They also discussed the
environmental assessment. They took questions and public comments and generally the
need for the project was understood.
There were concerns regarding the cost of the project, however, Ms. Anderson and Mr. Pilon
stressed the need for the proposed project, and that the District will be pursuing as many
viable funding opportunities as possible. Concerns were also expressed regarding
construction disturbance along Main Street for construction of the proposed transmission
main. It was explained that any disturbance would be required to be restored to existing
conditions. One resident expressed confusion over the District’s decision to pursue a water
system project rather than solving the root cause of the issues by constructing a community
sewer system. Some of the history and explanation of the District’s unsuccessful attempts
at a wastewater project were explained, along with the immediate need of the water system
to protect public health and safety. The District has also been discussing the issues with its
water at monthly meetings for over two years (See Appendix D).
In addition, the District set up a project website to keep the public informed about the
status of the PER, public meetings, funding, and will be updated throughout the life of
the project. The project website is www.clancyinfrastructure.com.
b.

Has the applicant informed local citizens and affected property owners of the
estimated cost per household of any anticipated increases in taxes, special
assessments, or user charges that would result from the proposed project?

At the public meetings described above, the public was presented with the various funding
scenarios in the PER. At the meetings, Ms. Anderson and Mr. Pilon presented a range of
user rates based on different funding sources. The community has been informed of the
increase in user costs for the project.
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c.

Are the local citizens and affected property owners in support of the
proposed project?

The County Sanitarian, some local residents, board members, and business owners are
supportive of the proposed project. Appendix J documents letters of support from County
officials and local businesses. Local citizens support the Districts efforts to provide safe,
reliable drinking water, and as discussed above, the Town has been discussing this issue
for quite some time (Appendix D).
d.

Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of
this statutory priority?

There is no other pertinent information for this statutory priority.
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PART FOUR
2018 Water Preliminary Engineering Report
(Attached Separately)

Appendix A
Resolutions

Appendix B
Project Management &
Schedule

CLANCY WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT
WATER SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION
PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN

I.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

The Clancy Water and Sewer District (District) is an incorporated special unit of local
government located in Jefferson County, Montana. The District will own and operate the
new water system. This Plan identifies each person who will be involved with the
administration the District’s 2021 Biennium Treasure State Endowment Program Grant,
Renewable Resource Grant, SRF funding, and the County's 2018 CDBG Public Facilities
Grant for the construction of a water system for the District.
David Leitheiser, District President, will have responsibility for all official contracts with
Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP), SRF, the Montana Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (DNRC). TSEP, DNRC, and SRF will each provide funding
for the project. Contact: (406) 949-8281, Dave2mt@bresnan.net
The Jefferson County Commissioners, as the County's chief elected officials, are
authorized to approve and execute all CDBG Program documents associated with the
CDBG Public Facilities grant.
Jefferson County Commissioner Bob Mullen will serve as the County’s liaison with the
Montana Department of Commerce, District, and Great West Engineering. Contact: 406225-4026, bmullen@jeffersoncounty-mt.gov.
Jefferson County and the District will enter into an Interlocal Agreement for the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds awarded to the County for the
construction of the District’s new water system.
The County Commissioners will have ultimate authority and responsibility for the
management of project activities and expenditures of CDBG funds. The Board of
Directors of District will make recommendations to the Commission. However, final
approval of all contracts and drawdown requests associated with the usage of CDBG funds
will be the responsibility of the County Commission.
District’s Board of Directors will have responsibility for the management of project
activities and expenditures of funds other than CDBG. Final approval of all contracts
and drawdown requests with the usage of matching funds will be the responsibility of
the Board of Directors. The District’s liaison for this project will be David Leitheiser.
Jefferson County Clerk & Recorder Bonnie Ramey will be responsible for management
of, and record keeping for the CDBG funds received for the project.
Project Management Plan (Draft)
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The Jefferson County Commissioners will designate County Sanitarian Megan Bullock
to act as the County’s Environmental Certifying Official responsible for all activities
associated with the environmental review process the County will complete for the
2018 CDBG grant awarded to the project.
Lori Gilliland, District Clerk/Treasurer, will be the project’s Fiscal Contact for the
District and will be responsible for record keeping for TSEP, RRGL, and SRF funds
allocated to the project. Contact: 406-81-2716, LGilliland@mt.gov.
Craig Erickson of Great West Engineering will be designated as Project Administrator
and be responsible for overall project administration and assure compliance with
applicable federal and state requirements for the CDBG, TSEP, DNRC, and SRF grants
and loan that have been awarded to the project. The Project Administrator will serve as
the County’s and District’s liaison with the Montana Department of Commerce Treasure
State Endowment Program, Montana Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation, and SRF for the project. Contact: 406-495-6189,
cerickson@greatwesteng.com
Steve Haddon, Jefferson County’s Attorney, as the County's and District’s legal counsel,
will review and advise the Commissioners and the District regarding any proposed
contractual agreements associated with the project funds and provides other legal
guidance as requested. Contact: 406-225-4010, shaddon@jeffersoncounty-mt.gov.
The District has completed a formal procurement process to hire an engineer for
designing and supervising the construction of water system improvements project.
Collette Anderson, P.E. of Great West Engineering, Project Manager, will be responsible
for construction-related activities including preparation of final design, plans and
specifications, as well as construction inspection. Contractor compliance, scheduling, and
payment requests will also be subject to the Project Manager’s review and approval.
Contact: 406-495-6160, ctanderson@greatwesteng.com.
The Project Administrator, the District’s Clerk/Treasurer, and a representative of
Jefferson County and the District will attend the TSEP and CDBG Grant Administration
Workshops.

II.
A.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT
The Project Administrator, Craig Erickson, will be responsible for:
1.

Administration of all grant funding including TSEP, CDBG, DNRC, and SRF.

2.

Preparing the environmental review to assure full compliance with the
National and Montana Environmental Policy Acts, completion of the
statutory checklist, and any other applicable environmental requirements.
The Project Administrator will also be responsible for preparing any legal
notices required to be published for the environmental review process and
conducting any required public hearings or informational meetings.
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3.

Preparing a request for release of funds to DOC.

4.

Developing a contract with DOC and assisting the County and District with
all requirements related to efficient project start-up and implementation. The
project implementation schedule is attached. The Project Administrator will
inform the County, District, and DOC regarding any significant changes to this
timetable.

5.

Establishing and maintaining complete and accurate project files and
preparing all documentation, quarterly project progress reports, and
reports incidental to the administration of the grant.

6.

Reviewing all proposed project expenditures or requests for payment to
ensure their propriety and proper allocation of costs to the TSEP and CDBG
budgets.

7.

In cooperation with the County Clerk & Recorders and the District’s
Clerk/Treasurer, processing payment requests and preparing drawdown
requests to DOC, DNRC, and SRF, including the Request for Payment and
Status of Funds Report and the Project Progress Report. The Project
Administrator will coordinate funding with the other matching funds involved
in the project.

8.

Serving as the designated labor standards officer and assuring compliance
with all applicable labor standards requirements. Responsibilities will include
the review of weekly payroll reports to ensure compliance with DavisBacon prevailing wage requirements; periodic visits to the construction site
to assure that required equal opportunity, labor standards, and Davis-Bacon
wage determinations have been posted; and conducting on-site interviews
with construction personnel to document Davis-Bacon compliance.

9.

Ensuring compliance with applicable civil rights requirements, including
preparation of an equal opportunity plan and a fair housing resolution, which
will be adopted by the County and District, as needed.

10. Preparing all required performance reports and closeout documents for
submittal to DOC.
B.

The Project Manager will have the following duties:
1. Final Design.
2. Act as the Project's liaison with all plan review, approval permitting agencies.
Prepare all required information to secure needed permits for the project.
3. Monitoring the subcontractor selection process, including the bid advertising,
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tabulation, and award process for conformance to CDBG requirements. The
Manager will review the construction contract provisions for CDBG
compliance and will request DOC clearance of the lowest and second lowest
bidders before a contract is awarded.
4. Attending the preconstruction conference and monthly construction
progress meetings for the project.
5. Prepare the construction bid package in conformance with applicable CDBG,
TSEP, DNRC, and SRF requirements and supervise the bid advertising,
tabulation, and award process, including the preparation of the advertisements
for bid solicitation, conduct the bid opening, and issue the notice to proceed.
6. Conduct the preconstruction conference.
7. Supervise of construction activities and preparation of field inspection
reports.
8. Hold periodic progress meetings at which contractor's request for
payment will be reviewed. Review and certify all claims for payment from
the contractor.
9. At the completion of the project, certify to the County and District that all
work was completed according to the project plans and specifications and
provide project completion and project closeout oversight and
documentation.
10. Attending County Commission and/or District meetings to provide project
status reports and representing the CDBG, TSEP, DNRC, and SRF project
at any other public meetings, as deemed necessary by the Commissioner’s
or District.
III.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
A. The District’s Clerk/Treasurer’s financial responsibilities will be as follows:
1.

Managing the transfer of TSEP, DNRC, and SRF to the District’s bank
account and disbursing those funds based on claims and supporting
documents approved by the Project Manager, Project Administrator,
County Commission, and Board of Directors.
2.

With the assistance of the Project Administrator, preparing the
Request for Payment and Status of Funds Reports to be submitted
to CDBG, TSEP, DNRC, and SRF. No expenditures will be made
without the approval of the Board of Directors at a regular meeting.
Electronic copies of all project related documents will be submitted
to the Commissioners and Clerk & Recorder.
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3.

Entering all project transactions into the Grant Recipient’s existing
accounting system, and preparing checks/warrants for approved
expenditures.

4.

With the assistance of the Grant Manager, preparing the Request for
Payment and accompanying draw reports and documentation to be
submitted to Department.

5.

With the assistance of the Grant Manager, preparing the final
financial reports for project closeout.

6.

The Grant Manager and Clerk-Treasurer will review all proposed
expenditures of TSEP funds and will prepare requests for
reimbursement, which will be signed by the officials cited in the
signatory form. All disbursements will be handled in accordance
with the Grant Recipient's established claim review procedures.
Before submitting the claim to the Clerk-Treasurer, the Grant
Manager will attach a certification to each claim stating that the
proposed expenditure is an eligible expense of the Grant Recipient's
TSEP project and consistent with the project budget. The Council
will review all claims before approving them.

7.

Financial record keeping will be done in conformance with state law.
The original financial documents (claims with attached supporting
material) will be retained in the Grant Recipient's offices.

8.

Appropriate documentation of administrative costs will be maintained
by the Grant Manager and the Clerk-Treasurer to document all time
worked on the TSEP project that will be compensated with TSEP
funds.

B. The County Clerk & Recorder’s responsibilities will be as follows:
1. Enter all project transactions into the County's existing accounting
system (BARS), and prepare checks/warrants for approved
expenditures.
2. With the assistance of the Project Administrator, make for submittal to the
DOC, the Requests for Payment and Status of Funds Reports, and provide a
copy of each warrant produced by the County to pay each vendor. The
District board members must approve all expenditures before two
members of the County Commission signs a CDBG drawdown request.
3. With the assistance of the Project Administrator, preparing the final
financial reports for project closeout for the CDBG Program.
C. The Project Administrator, Clerk & Recorder, and/or District’s Clerk/Treasurer,
and Project Manager will review all proposed expenditures of project funds and
will prepare drawdown requests, which will be signed by the officials cited above.
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All disbursements will follow the County's established and/or District’s claim
review procedures. Before submitting the request to the Clerk & Recorder,
and/or the District’s General Manager, the Project Administrator will attach a
certification to each claim stating that the proposed expenditure is an eligible
expense of the County's CDBG or District’s matching funds project and
consistent with the appropriate project budget. The District must approve all
expenditures and payment requests. After their approval, the Commissioners will
formally accept all claims and costs of the CDBG grant funds.

C. Financial record keeping will conform to the recommendations of the
DOC/Local Government Services Bureau as described in Chapter 4 of the
CDBG Administration Manual. The original financial documents (claims with
attached supporting material) will be retained either in the County's offices with
copies sent to the District or the District’s offices with copies forwarded to the
County.
D. The payment of CDBG funds by the DOC will reimburse County funds
disbursed to pay project related claims that have been approved as previously
described in this document. Reimbursement of County payments will be based
on the actual rate of disbursement. Proper documentation to be submitted with
each CDBG Request for Funds will include, when appropriate, invoices,
contractor applications for payment, certified payrolls from each contractor and
subcontractor and copies of the warrants Jefferson County produced to pay
each vendor.
IV.

PROGRAM INCOME

The proposed project will not generate program income from the CDBG funds
awarded to the County.
V. IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
A quarterly implementation schedule for the project, which lists the critical steps that are
necessary for CDBG, TSEP, DNRC, and SRF funding, is attached. The Project
Administrator will be responsible for monitoring the project's status and compliance with
this schedule, which will be updated when the County's CDBG contract with DOC is
completed. The Project Administrator will prepare a detailed construction schedule
when the final construction cost is known.
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VI. APPROVAL
This Management Plan for the Clancy Water and Sewer District and Jefferson County water
system construction project.
Jefferson County

Clancy Water and Sewer
District

David Leitheiser

Bob Mullen

Cory Kirsch

Leonard Wortman
Improvements project is accepted and approved by:

ATTEST:
Clerk and Recorder
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TASK

CLANCY WATER & SEWER DISTRICT
WATER IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
QUARTERS, 2019
QUARTERS, 2020
QUARTERS, 2021
1st
2nd
3rd
4th
3rd
4th
1st
2nd
3rd
4th
1st
2nd
J F M A M J J A S O N DJ F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D

PROJECT DESIGN
Commence Final Design
Complete Project Design
Submit Plans to DEQ
Prepare Bid Documents
Water Rights
ADVERTISEMENT FOR CONST. BID
Review Contract Requirements
Public Bid Advertisement
Open Bids & Examine Proposals
Request Contr. Debarment Review
Select Contractor & Award Bid
Conduct Pre-const. Conference
Issue Notice to Proceed to Contractor
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION
Begin Construction
Monitor Engineer & Contractor
Conduct Labor Compliance Reviews
Hold Const. Progress Meetings
Final Inspection
PROJECT CLOSE OUT
Submit Final Drawdown
Project Completion Report
Contract End date
Well work represented with X
Distribution and Tank work represented with Y
Z represents overall project work

YX

X

X

Y
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Y

Y

X
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

X

X
X
X
X

Y
Y
Y
Y

YX
Z
Z
Z
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Appendix D
Public Participation

Clancyinfrastructure.com

LEGAL NOTICE - PUBLIC HEARING

The Clancy Water and Sewer District will hold a public hearing on May 22, 2018 at 6:30 p.m.,
at the Clancy Library located at 3 North Main Street. The District Board has scheduled the
hearing to obtain public comments regarding applications to the State of Montana’s Treasure
State Endowment Program, Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, and Community
Development Block Grant Program. Also, the public will be given the opportunity to comment
on an assessment of the potential environmental impact of the proposed improvements.
At the public hearing, a representative of Great West Engineering will describe the proposed
project, potential impact of the project on user rates, and the draft environmental assessment.
All interested persons will be given the opportunity to ask questions and to express their
opinions regarding the project, funding, and the project’s impact on the environment.
Comments may be given orally at the hearing or submitted in writing by the end of the public
hearing. Visit www.clancyinfrastructure.com for more project information and to view the draft
Preliminary Engineering Report and draft Environmental Assessment.
The District will make reasonable accommodation for any known disability that may interfere
with a person’s ability to participate in this public hearing. Persons needing an accommodation
must notify Megan Bullock at (406) 225-4126 no later than May 17, 2018 to allow adequate
time to make needed arrangements. You may also write to the District via email at
clancywsd@gmail.com to make your request known or to comment on the proposed project.

Clancy Water and Sewer District
Clancy, Montana

___________________________
Dave Leitheiser, President

Publish:

The Boulder Monitor

May 9, 2018
May 16, 2018

CLANCY WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT
PUBLIC MEETING
May 22, 2018
www.clancyinfrastructure.com
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: March 27, 2018)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: Secretary Lori Gilliland, Bob Johnson and Bill Hammer
Absent: President David Leitheiser, Vice President vacant, 5th board member vacant
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 6 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:31 p.m. by Secretary Lori Gilliland
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from February, then she made the motion to approve, Bob Johnson 2nd the
motion and all agreed.
Announcements - Correspondence:
The drawing for the donated flat screen tv was held. County Commissioner Cory Kirsch drew a name and addressed slip of paper
from the completed survey list. The Lauden’s name was pulled from the lot. Lori Gilliland will call to let them know they won,
and that they can pick it up at the PER public hearing on April 12th.
Matt Strozewski graduate dissertation for the Clancy Water Testing project will be at Montana Tech April 19th.
Reports:
Great West Engineering Water PER – Collette Anderson is now the project manager for the Clancy Water PER. She assisted with
the previous PER. They are very close to finishing the Water PER, three optional sites have been selected and the property
owners will be contacted. The cost estimates are complete. The final portion to be completed will the be list of funding sources
and scenarios depending on the income survey. The next step will be applying for grants, first would be for the DNRC- RRGL
(renewable resource) for $125,000.
Old Business:
The income survey has been hand delivered to the residents of the district on March 1st. Then the board went out a 2nd time to
remind the residents to survey was due March 16th to possibly win a flat screen tv at the next meeting March 27th. There are
three grants that will require a salary survey.
Two Clancy Board Vacancies, nominations and voting tabled until a later date
Regular Business:
Community Event- Public Hearing is set for April 13th, Megan and Collette will plan and prepare the event, a public notice will be
posted at least ten days in advance. Collette also informed the district that there is a link for the Clancy Water Project at

www.clancyinfrastructure.com.
New Business:
There is another Clancy school board meeting the same evening as the PER public hearing, Megan will attend the school board
meeting and then attend the districts event. The school property is a possible option for a district water source.
Public Comment:
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Bob Marks asked what the status was for the survey collection, there need to be another seven. 45 of 78 are completed. Megan
has mailed 21 surveys after the due date to try and improve the response rate.
Bob was asking about the option of using bottled water and what the cost would be? He also was wondering about the next
phases, who will pay for what and how are the rates determined. He was informed most of those questions will be answered at
the PER public hearing and in the final report.
Next Agenda: topics could be Great West PER, income survey and community event
Meeting adjourned at 7:32 p.m.
The next meeting will be April 24, 2018
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: February 27, 2018)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President David Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: 5th board member (vacant)
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 6 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:43 p.m. by President David Leitheiser.
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from January, then she made the motion to approve, Bob Johnson 2nd the
motion and all agreed.
Correspondence:
The Jefferson County Commissioners approved a contract for $800 for the Midwest Assistance Program to collect and compile
the District’s income survey.
Reports:
Great West Engineering Water PER - Todd Kuxhaus continues to work on the project, currently looking at property values for
possible well sites and storage sites. He is also looking into researching other water sources such as the Clancy School and Red
Cliff Estates. The completed plan will require further funding to proceed and the survey results to determine qualification for
grants.
Old Business:
The income survey has been approved by the Montana Department of Commerce. Megan Bullock has printed out the surveys for
hand delivery to all the district’s residents. The board members will meet on March 1st at the Clancy Library at 6:30 to deliver
the surveys door to door. The plan is to follow up with the residents the following week. Completed surveys will be due March
16th for the residents to qualify for the donated flat screen TV. The drawing will be held at the Board meeting March 27 th.
Regular Business:

New Business:
Megan will attend the next School Board Meeting in March 10th to determine if there would be any interest in looking into
working with the District.
A Community Event/Public Hearing on the PER is planned for April 12th at 6:30 pm. Megan will plan the event.
Public Comment:
Owner of the Alhambra RV park attended the meeting and was informed the park was not currently within the Water and Sewer
District.
Erinn Zindt submitted an e-mail as public comment.
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“I spoke with County Commissioner Kirsch, the County Attorney and Megan Bullock to bring up the project funding application
fees and the need for an inter-local agreement between the County and the District if there are any stipulations to the funds that
have been/may be provided.
While it is unknown at this time what funding agencies the District would want to consider submitting applications to until the
income survey is complete, it is worth noting the costs and time frames associated. Per Todd with Great West, funding
application preparation costs are as follows:
TSEP = $7,000
RRGL= $3,000
CDBG = 10,000
SRF = 1,000
RD = 5,0000
Your engineer will provide guidance, but please know that RRGL is due May 15, 2018 and TSEP is assumed to be early to mid
June and are accepted in even years only. CDBG deadline has not been announced but in the past has been in June or July
annually. This is a tight time frame for an application to be put together, but the District and County need to start the discussion
to plan out paying for the application submittals and if they want to try to push for applications this year. Special meeting dates
may be needed to make all of this happen, so please stay be flexible and stay in communication with each other.”
Cory Kirsch commented, that the last PER cost for the Waste Water System was paid for through an MOU with the county and is
considered a loan to the District.
The board will require a vote on a Resolution for Great West Engineering to apply for grants.
Erinn would like to set up board training sometime in April or May.
Next Agenda: topics could be Great West PER status, income survey and community event
Meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.
The next meeting will be March 27, 2018
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: January 23, 2018)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President David Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: 5th board member (vacant)
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 6 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:43 p.m. by President David Leitheiser.
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the December, then she made the motion to approve, Nic Bair 2nd the
motion and all agreed.
Correspondence:
Letter from the IRS to President David Leitheiser asking for clarification on Form 990 and pending nonprofit exclusion for the
District.
Reports:
The final report for the Clancy Drinking Water Project has been completed. A copy will be available at the Clancy Library and the
conclusions and recommendations in the next district newsletter. Once the final Graduate Thesis is complete, the district will
receive a copy. The thesis will include Radon testing results.
Old Business:
The DNRC Grant agreement has been signed and delivered by President David Leitheiser.
Regular Business:
Great West PER preparation is almost complete. Todd Kuxhaus brought in large maps showing alternative water systems and
possible phases for installation, with locations for well sites and storage placement. There was some discussion about adding a
fire fighting system into the PER as another option, which would increase the overall cost. Clancy has a fire rating 0f 7 out of 10.
New Business:
Lori Gilliland nominated Bill Hammer to the Clancy Water and Sewer District board effective immediately, David Leitheiser 2 nd
the motion and all approved. Nic Bair’s last day will be February 27th, and Bob Johnson will inherit the meeting sign and put it
out before every meeting.
The board will be preparing to push out an income survey of district residents needed for future grant applications, the survey
will need to be approved by the state before they are handed out. The district will also begin planning for a community event/
public hearing to discuss the Water PER and after the event, the district will draw a winner for a flat screen tv donated by Great
West for those who completed a survey.
Public Comment:
Next Agenda: topics could be Great West PER status, income survey and community event
Meeting adjourned at 8:11 p.m.
The next meeting will be February 27, 2018
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: December 19, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: President Dave Leitheiser and 5th board member (vacant)
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 3 attendees
Meeting called to order at 7:26 p.m. by Vice President Dominic Bair. The meeting was a week early due to the
upcoming holidays. It started late due to poor road conditions and waiting for a quorum.
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the November meeting, then she made the motion to
approve, Bob Johnson 2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence: The district received an award letter from the Montana Department of Commerce Treasure State
Endowment Program (TSEP) dated December 1, 2017. Both Erin Zindt and Todd Kuxhaus have left messages with
the department with a question about the requirement for insurance coverage and proof of Worker’s
Compensation.
Dominic Bair handed a letter of resignation to Lori Gilliland, his last meeting will be February 28 th.
Reports:
The final report for the Clancy Drinking Water Project has not yet been completed. Megan will follow up on it. Lori
will put the conclusions and recommendations in the next district newsletter.
Old Business:
Board member Bob Johnson will need to fill in a declaration of candidacy for the next election and return to the
Jefferson County Clerk and Recorder’s office by February 12, 2018.
New Business:
The board discussed and decided on Resolution 2017-2 accepting the DNRC grant for $15,000. Dominic Bair moved
to approve and Bob Johnson 2nd the motion, all agreed. Lori Gilliland will have David Leitheiser sign it and send it to
the Department.
The board discussed and decided to authorize selecting professional services from the Jefferson County engineering
firm Great West for a Public Water System PER for Clancy pending approval from the Jefferson county attorney. The
cost will be $35,000.00. Lori Gilliland moved to authorize, Dominic Bair 2nd the motion and all agreed. Lori Gilliland
will send a copy to the county for review, then have David Leitheiser sign it after it has been deemed acceptable by
the attorney.
Todd Kuxhaus has stated that Great West Engineering is willing to donate a flat screen tv for those in the district
that fill in an income survey. The income survey will need to be completed by a third party by the end of March. He
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also stated the best-case scenario for breaking ground would be 2020. The first phase would be finding water
rights.
The county paid for the survey copies and postage in the past, and the district mailing list will need to be updated.
But Todd thinks the survey’s will need to be hand delivered to insure we get the number of response required by the
state.
Erin Zindt called in and would like the board to come up with a date in the future for training. She recommended
the board to consider bringing in Dan Clark in March or April, since he has done this for other districts.
Public Comment:
Bill Hammer said he will fill out the declaration for to the county for the next general election, and is willing to join
the board before then. Lori will place his nomination on the next agenda. He also stated that the board doesn’t
need to have the next Vice President nomination on the agenda.
Next Agenda: topics could be Montana Tech project final report, DNRC grant, TSEP grant, Great West PER contract,
and a Board nomination
Meeting adjourned at 8:13 p.m.
The next meeting will be January 23, 2018
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: November 28, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: 5th board member (vacant)
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 7 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:31 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the October meeting, then she made the motion to approve,
Dave Leitheiser 2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence: The district is expecting a letter from the Montana Department of Commerce Treasure State
Endowment Program (TSEP).
Dave Leitheiser received a letter from the Secretary of State requiring clarification that the Clancy Water and Sewer
District Board is a local governmental group and not a for profit organization. Dave will respond.
Reports:
Matt Strozewski from Montana Tech delivered copies of a draft final report for the Clancy Drinking Water Project.
Megan found a few errors in the report and a final report will be ready by the next meeting. Matt read aloud the
conclusions and recommendations from the draft. It was concluded the source of elevated nitrate levels in the
Clancy drinking water wells is septic effluent. It is recommended a centralized drinking water system be installed.
Old Business:
The two nominated board members Dominic Bair and Bob Johnson are up for re-election. Bonnie Ramey will send
out the notices.
Lori will put together a newsletter once the MT Tech final report is obtained. She will also include information
about the DNRC and TCEP awards along with the upcoming PER.
Lori Gilliland moved that the district allow the Department of Commerce to submit the district map to the census
PSAP Program. Nic 2nd the motion, all approved.
New Business:
It was decided to move the December meeting up to the 19th due to the upcoming holidays. DNRC grant
agreements for $15,000 will need to be signed at the next meeting. The board will need to select a service provider
and then vote on a resolution authorizing the selected service provider to proceed after the county attorney reviews
the scope and contract for developing a Preliminary Engineering Report for a centralized water system for the
district. The board may need to set up a special meeting to move on the TCEP grant before the next meeting in
January.
Public Comment:
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Bob Marks wants the Montana Tech report sent to all those in the district with an email address. And he was
interested if the county contacted those owners and residents about the negative well testing results and if there
were any instructions on what they may do about it since it will be quite a while before a system will be in place.
Megan said the county did send out letters and will follow up on them to see if they have done anything such a
buying bottled water or install a water purifying system.
Next Agenda: topics could be Montana Tech project final report, DNRC grant, service provider selection and PER,
Board election.
Meeting adjourned at 7:36 p.m.
The next meeting will be December 19, 2017
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: October 24, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: Vice President Dominic Bair and 5th board member (vacant)
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 6 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:31 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the July meeting, then she made the motion to approve, Bob
Johnson 2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence: Letter from the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation awarding the Clancy
Water and Sewer District $15,000 in grant funding for a planning project.
Reports:
Matt Strozewski from Montana Tech discussed the latest results from the Clancy Drinking Water Project. The
results for the four Isotope samples sent to Canada for processing have been completed and will be included in the
final report which should be ready in November.
Old Business:
The Clancy WSD community event was a success. There were 15 attendees with another 9 or more resource
partners. The Boulder Monitor published an article about the poor water quality in Clancy soon after the event.
New Business:
Lori Gilliland attended a conference recently and met with staff from the Department of Commerce who was
promoting and educating the public about the upcoming U.S. Census in 2020. They had various handouts and one
of the topics covered was the Participant Statistical Areas Program. The program may allow the county to legally
define the Clancy and Water district as a separate geographic area for census purposes. It would be a statistical
boundary for future data collection. This might be helpful if another salary survey fails in the future. Lori will send a
copy of the district map to the Economic and Information Center at Commerce and to ask them what the county
need to do to initiate the process if they choose to do so.
Public Comment:
Erin Zindt suggested the board or Megan give the Clancy Library the various handouts pertaining to wells and
water quality. Megan delivered them.
An attendee asked if the Clancy School water was safe for her children? She read the Boulder article and came to
meeting. Megan assured her the water for the school is tested monthly since it is considered a public water system
and it is safe. Megan also said anyone can to the DEQ website and look at any public systems testing results.
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Next Agenda: topics could be Montana Tech project, Great West Engineering PER, Board Vacancy, PSAP 2020
Meeting adjourned at 7:06 p.m.
The next meeting will be November 28, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: July 25, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: President Dave Leitheiser & 5th board member (vacant)
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 4 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:35 p.m. by Vice President Dominic Bair
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the June meeting, then Nic made the motion to approve. Bob
2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence: None
Reports:
Raja Nagisetty from Montana Tech discussed the latest results from the Clancy Drinking Water Project. So far, they
have sampled five times from 21 wells and from both Clancy Creek and Prickly Pear. The last round of sampling
included testing for Uranium. Nitrate analysis show that five wells measured nitrate concentrations above EPA
Maximum Contaminant Level of 10mg/L. He also brought various maps for the board to review. The maps were put
together using the average of the last four samples. The team used Survey grade GPS and a Solinist Water Level
Meter to determine the groundwater elevations and gradients. Static well levels are from a low of 2.6 to 67.8 feet
with an average of 21.2 feet. In general, the groundwater flow is towards north-east.
Chloride, which can be used to determine septic effluent contamination is connected with salt levels from human
consumption. Ammonia determines fresh sewage, and there were no issues found in the district. Ph levels of 6.5 to
8.5 is normal. High pH and Ammonia levels is bad for fish in the surface waters. Fecal Coliforms come from human
digestive systems. In the June sampling 6 wells tested positive for total coliforms and no wells that were analyzed
were positive for E coli (Fecal Coliform). Specific Conductivity, a measure of electrical conductivity, is routinely used
to measure the ionic content of a solution. Specific conductivity is directly linked to total dissolved solids.
The groundwater wells ORP (Oxidation Reduction Potential) is in the range of 160-300 (min-max considering all the
wells and 4 sampling events). This ORP range suggest that the conditions are favorable for ammonia to nitrate
conversion. In addition, the conditions are not favorable for denitrification.
Uranium tests show that 37% were above EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 30 micrograms per liter. Long
term exposure to uranium could affect the kidneys.
Four Isotope samples have been sent to Canada for processing which will take up to two months.
Old Business:
The Clancy WSD community event is scheduled for September 26th at the Bill Gruber Fire Station.
Public Comment:
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Bill Hammer noticed the changes in the district water levels since May. He learned about the “cone of depression”
when water usage changes, such as watering the lawn or garden pulls water from further out.
Mark Gornick, a homeowner in the Clancy area, stated he has an RO system for his recycles the waste water back
into the system.
Next Agenda: topics could be Montana Tech project, Great West Engineering PER, Board Vacancy, Special
Community event, and a possible visit by Scott Peterson from DEQ to discuss Nitrates and Drinking water.
Meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m.
The next meeting will be August 22, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: June 27, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: 5th board member vacant
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 8 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:30 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the May meeting, then she made the motion to approve. Bob
2nd the motion and all agreed.
Guest Speaker:
Brian Gartland from the Montana Department of Natural Resources spoke about water rights in general. He said
the DNRC is concerned with water quantity not quality, for permitting. He answered question from the board and
attendees. He said a 10 to 20 house public water system would require a permit. He said planning for a public
water system would require water rights mitigation including retiring existing rights. All this will take a long time in
such a closed system. Steps required in the pre-application process includes; determining water availability, a
mitigation plan and time frame (9 to 12 months), public notice to grant a permit, and hiring a consultant. It will
also cost about $1,500 to $2,000 for filing and engineering costs.
There was some discussion about older exempt wells and agricultural water rights that might make it difficult to
find the required 10-acre foot water source for a public system. There are many pre-1973 wells and water rights in
the area. It may require a combined appropriation to find a good location for a public well.
Correspondence:
Erinn Zindt sent an email with a sample letter concerning vacating the 5th board member position Lori Gilliland filled
in the template for the June 27th meeting.
Reports:
Megan Bullock brought in the latest test results from May and June which included uranium testing. Two wells
tested positive for chloroform, two wells exceeded the EPA level for Nitrates, and seven wells exceeded EPA levels
for Uranium. She said Montana Tech will continue with testing in July and August, which will include testing for
isotopes to determine speciation for the nitrate source.
Old Business:
The Clancy WSD community event is scheduled for September 26th at the Bill Gruber Fire Station.
Clancy’s Day booth was a success, Megan, Dave and Lori said there was much more interest from the public.
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Megan brought the Montana Tech results on a display and was a popular focal point for the event. Bruce Binkowski
stopped by and dropped of save the date cards for the September event. Also available at the booth was a new
manual for private well owners and free water sample kits. A few district residents stopped by and Megan was able
to get permission to add a few more wells for the Montana Tech testing pool.
Public Comment:
Bob Marks feels the mapping results should be made public for those in the district to better understand the gravity
of the situation. The county is still considering the land owner’s privacy versus the public’s right to know. He also
wanted the board to know that the maintenance of a public water system is very expensive. There are new rules
about water testing which is three times more than the operating costs itself. He also thinks the county should be
providing water to the residents since this could be considered a public health crisis. Bob also commented that he
thinks the board should open the PER to other engineering firms despite the new law that doesn’t require a RFP for
projects under $50,000. He does not think the PER for the Clancy WSD waste water system was sufficient.
Items for Review:
Todd Kuxhaus from Great West brought in documents for signature to complete grant applications for the district.
He sent a template to Lori Gilliland to fill in for the TSEP Grant. It was for a resolution authorizing submission. Todd
said it was important to complete tonight, since the funding granted on a first come first serve basis. Nic Bair
moved that the board approve Resolution 2017-1 to apply for a TSEP grant through the Montana Department of
Commerce. Lori Gilliland 2nd the motion, all approved. Dave Leitheiser signed the resolution. Dave also signed forms
provided by Todd for DNRC planning grants. The project approved would start May 2018.
New Business:
Lori Gilliland brought up the topic concerning the board member Mr. Brian Erlandson and his prolonged absence.
Mr. Erlandson has not attended a meeting since January 2016. Both Nic and Lori have made several attempts to
contact Brian by phone and email with no response. Lori then sent a letter by mail with a resignation letter for him
to sign with a pre-stamped envelope in May, again no response. Dave moved that the board vacate Brian
Erlandson’s position on the board, Nic 2nd the motion and all approved.
Next Agenda: topics could be Montana Tech project, Great West Engineering PER, Board Vacancy, Special
Community event.
Meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m.
The next meeting will be July 25, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: May 23, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: Brian Erlandson
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 7 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:34 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the April meeting and after making a few minor changes she
made the motion to approve. Nic 2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence:
The district received an email from Erinn Zindt to Bryan Gartland inviting him to attend a board meeting soon to
answer any questions from the district concerning water rights. Lori contacted Bryan and he said he would attend
the June meeting on the 27th.
The most recent Clancy WSD Newsletter was mailed out May 23rd. Lori placed copies at the post office and library,
and hand delivered some to residents of the trailer court.
Reports:
Megan Bullock said that the next round of testing will be on June 20 th. She also sent letter to those living in the
district about the ongoing testing with an option to decline participation.
She also said that Montana Tech will include Uranium testing at no cost. She pointed out that elevated levels of
uranium in drinking water may affect the kidneys at levels above 30 ug/L (parts per billion). R/O systems are
effective.
Montana Tech will also be performing an isotope analysis to possibly determine the source of nitrates either
geographical or biological.
Old Business:
Megan said Jefferson County Commissioners has approved payment for the Montana Tech project and the next PER
for a water system.
The Clancy WSD community event is scheduled for September 26th at the Bill Gruber Fire Station.
Clancy’s Day booth will have free water sample kits and handouts for well and septic maintenance. Megan will
bring the preliminary reports from Montana Tech. Bruce Binkowski will produce save the date cards for the
September event.
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Public Comment:
Bill Hammer asked about the Red Cliff subdivision and their home owners association ownership of the shared well,
and could it be expanded for use in town. Todd Kuxhaus said it was a good chance it would not work.
Items for Review:
Todd Kuxhaus from Great West said the applications for grants are not available until June and will also need the
test results from Montana Tech for the application. He also said the Senate Bill 278 if passed will increase the
minimum requirement for an RFP from $20,000 to $50,000. He will send a copy.
There were questions about the fire station and search and rescue wells and could they be tested in June?
New Business:
Next Agenda: topics could be DNRC & water rights, Clancy’s Day, Montana Tech project, Great West Engineering
PER
Meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.
The next meeting will be June 27, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: April 25, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: Brian Erlandson
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 10 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:31 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the March meeting and made the motion to approve. Dave
2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence:
Erinn called then emailed Bryan Gartland at the DNRC, inviting him to attend a district board meeting soon to
answer any questions related to water rights. Bryan called Lori and said he will be available for the June meeting.
Old Business:
Megan brought the latest results from the Montana Tech well testing project. The first round of testing was in
February and the second round of testing was in April. On the list of 24 wells 10 have tested at 2.5 mg/l or higher
for nitrates. One private well was over 10 mg/l. Most of these wells above 8 mg/l are along Clancy Creek Road in
town.
Public Comment: Steve Marks wanted the board to consider the Red Cliff well as a possible source for a Clancy
community water system. He also brought up the County Ag shop herbicide spill in the 80’s and was wondering if
that could be still an issue along Clancy Creek Road. Megan said the monitor test wells were pulled after the tests
were clear years ago.
Bob Marks suggested the board needs to make the minutes and newsletters more readily available. Lori said she
will contact the county about a webpage or adding a link to the districts Facebook page. She will also put together
an email list for the newsletters.
There were questions about the businesses and the school property. Megan said these public wells are self-tested
and report every month to the county and the results are available online at the Drinking Water Watch website.
There was discussion about the Clancy Volunteer Fire station and the well nearby that supports 4 or 5 homes. It was
suggested that this should be added to the Montana Tech project for testing.
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Items for Review:
The Board members voted to approve funding for the Montana Tech project for $8,882.00 after Raja Nagisetty
amended the proposal with a more in depth break down of the tasks and the hours it would take to complete them.
Nic Bair moved that the board approve the funding, Bob 2nd the motion and all agreed.
The board still plans to have a booth at the upcoming Clancy Days event on June 10 th next to the Gilliland’s garage
on Main street, and maybe have board members attend or have a booth at the Lake Helena Watershed event in
August.
Bruce Binkowski confirmed he will assist the district with planning for a special community event. It was decided to
hold it on September 26th, and possibly at the Clancy Fire Station. Nic will contact the Fire Chief.
New Business:
Todd Kuxhaus from Great West Engineering spoke about options to proceed with a new community water system
Request for Proposal, starting with applying for a TCEP planning grant. Grants could cover up to $15,000 for TCEP
and $15,000 for DNRC. Great Western offered to apply for the grants at no cost.
Todd said the district should leverage the grant cycles and phase in the water system in sections. A new PER from
Great Western could be at a lower cost since they already have information from the Clancy Waste Water PER they
put together a few years ago. He said this needs to be done soon, since the grant cycle is every two years.
Nic moves that the district has the county’s engineering firm Great West apply for planning grants free of charge,
when the grant applications are available. Dave 2nd the motion, all approved.
Next Agenda: topics could be Clancy’s Day, Montana Tech project, Great West Engineering PER
Meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m.
The next meeting will be May 23, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: March 28, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: Brian Erlandson
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 6 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:36 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the February meeting and made the motion to approve. Bob
2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence: Megan emailed and brought an updated list of wells tested and the results, six wells have tested
at elevated levels of Nitrates all up and down Clancy Creek Road. One well is the over the recommended level of 10
mg/l at 10.5 mg/l. That well also tested very high for Chloride at 209 mg/l, most all of rest averaged in the
twenties. More testing will continue next week. The county has contacted the residents of that home. Clancy Creek,
Lower and Upper Prickly Pear tested below .5 mg/l of nitrates.
Erinn says individual wells are not regulated. She was asked about testing for animal waste such as horses, but the
Montana Tech testing could not speciate the results and it is very difficult to find the smoking gun or source of
nitrates. It could be natural due to the soil and rock in the area, but likely from several sources.
Public Comment: County Commissioner Leonard Wortman brought a guest. Bruce Binkowski an Events Coordinator
from the Jefferson County Planning Department. Bruce has offered his services to the district.
New Business:
Megan Bullock also brought a guest, Tony Prothero from Shedhorn Engineering to discuss what it would take to
install a public water system and concerns over water rights. He said a system with a well producing under 10 acre
feet a year doesn’t need water rights, and some wells still could be kept online for irrigation. Wells producing 25
feet a year directly influenced by surface water require chlorination and dialing testing by a certified water
operator.
The first step would be obtaining a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER). Possible types of systems could include a
multiple user system or a public system. A public system would require water rights and might entail mitigation
measures to obtain water rights for the system. A multiple user might be appropriate as most wells within the
Clancy Water and Sewer District are exempt wells. State law provides an exemption when a groundwater
appropriation does not exceed 35 gallons per minute and 10 acre-feet per year. For a public system, some wells
may be required to be abandoned or be purchased by the district. The Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC) would be the state agency involved with the permitting process. Clancy is within a 'closed
system' where any new water right volume use needs to be replaced with abandonment of an existing water right
volume, but that will need to be clarified by DNRC.
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Erinn suggested the district invite Bryan Garltand from the DNRC office in Helena to a meeting to answer any
questions pertaining to water rights solutions. She also suggests that the district will need to consider looking for
funding options to proceed with a Request for Proposal, and include Grant writing. A PER can cost between $50,000
to $75,000. They will also need a selection committee. The county paid for the Waste Water PER years ago and
they have an engineering firm Great Western. There is a possibility to raise a mil from district and to raise tax
dollars to support the districts efforts and to pay the county back for the first PER.
Bruce would like to assist the district with planning for a special community event, once the district has more
information from Montana Tech project, possibly later in the summer. It was also suggested there be an article in
the Boulder Monitor about the Montana Tech testing and the results once the report is complete to pique the
interest of the district residents.
The board plans to have a booth again at the upcoming Clancy Days event on June 10 th.
The Board members then discussed voting to approve funding for the Montana Tech project for $8,882.00. Bob
Johnson felt the board needed more information and moved that the discussion be tabled until the next meeting,
Dave 2nd the motion and all approved. Erinn Zindt will contact Raja Nagisetty to ask for more details concerning the
project, especially the section concerning reporting the results. What would that look like. The board asks that the
information is send to the board before the next meeting so they may look at it before discussing it.
Items for Review:
The Clancy WSD Newsletter for the Spring of 2017 was completed by Lori Gilliland and the county mailed them out.
Lake Helena Watershed Group-Nic still plans to contact them about their next meeting and possible collaboration
for the next Clancy Days event in June.
Next agenda topics could be Clancy Days, a Special Community Event after Labor Day, and continued reports on the
Montana Tech project. The next Newsletter could go into more detail about the results and the negative health
effects.
Meeting adjourned at 7:47 p.m.
The next meeting will be April 25, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: February 28, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Vice President Dominic Bair, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: Brian Erlandson
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 4 attendees, one of those called in
Meeting called to order at 6:34 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: Lori Gilliland read the minutes from the January meeting and made the motion to approve. Dave
2nd the motion and all agreed.
Correspondence: None
Public Comment: None
New Business:
Megan Bullock brought the Montana Tech proposal submitted for the Clancy project. The five-page proposal
includes the goals and objectives, implementation and budget. Megan and the County Commission requests the
board secretary add this new business to the next board agenda so the district may discuss and vote on it.
Megan also brought copies of the preliminary results for the Montana Tech-Clancy project. There were five wells
with elevated levels of Nitrates. Testing for Chloride may locate a possible plume or source of nitrates within the
district. The rest of the preliminary results will be completed in March. All results are to be kept confidential.
Megan is now wondering if a public water system would be a better solution over a sewer system. It was not
considered an option earlier, most within the district wanted to keep their wells. While any public system details are
completely unknown at this time, a public water system in a closed basin with limited/if any new water rights
available could require well owners give up their water rights to be able to use a public water supply. There would
need to be another preliminary engineering report
Erinn made a comment that with the elevated nitrates found in privately owned, non-regulated wells,, the County
Board of Health and Commission may have a responsibility to inform residents of the health concern and/or deal
with the degradation of water quality from potential nitrate contributors such as area septic systems. She
suggested the District work together with the County Commission and Board of Health to educate residents on the
water quality concerns and potential resolutions. If the District sends out a letter/newsletter, it may be worthwhile
to work with all entities and have everyone sign it to show the coordinated effort. It may be worthwhile for all
stakeholders (District, Board of Health, Commissioners) to meet to discuss the ground water quality concerns and
potential resolutions.
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There was some talk of a state of emergency by the county commissioners, and having the national guard
delivering water if needed. They were wondering what it would take to initiate such an action. But they will wait
until after the water testing project is complete.
Items for Review:
Lake Helena Watershed Group-still need to contact them about their next meeting and possible collaboration for
the next Clancy Days event in June.
Next Newsletter-Montana Tech Graduate Project
Meeting adjourned at 7:47 p.m.
The next meeting will be March 28, 2017
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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Clancy Water-Sewer District Board
(Regular Meeting Minutes: January 24, 2017)
(6:30p.m. Clancy Library)
Board Members:
Present: President Dave Leitheiser, Secretary Lori Gilliland and Bob Johnson
Absent: Vice President Dominic Bair and Brian Erlandson
Quorum present? Yes
An attendee list was collected and is available, there were 9 attendees
Meeting called to order at 6:32 p.m. by President Dave Leitheiser
Meeting Minutes: December meeting minutes in Dropbox where approved with the request to change the incorrect
last name of the county employee Melissa Morris to Melissa Harris.
Correspondence: County Courier invoice, Cory Kirsch and the county commissioners are aware of the new $5.00
charge to post the monthly Clancy WSD Board meeting agenda with the Jefferson Courier. The county will pay the
invoices for the district.
Public Comment: County Commissioner Bob Mullen, was wondering if it would be necessary to proclaim a state of
emergency to have the means to apply for any new infrastructure funds available in the upcoming state biennium
2018-2019. He also suggested the board contact Bruce Binkowski an events coordinator to assist with the district
community outreach.
New Business:
Megan Bullock brought to the meeting Dr. Raja Nagisetty and Matt Strozewski from the Environmental Engineering
Department at Montana Tech. The Department have already begun preliminary water testing within the district
and bought the results to the meeting. They are using GIS mapping for the wells tested and will identify gradients
between them.
Montana Tech will move forward with the water testing in March. They also plan to test the flows of nutrients into
the Prickly Pear Creek. This graduate project will take about 6 months to complete with samples taken in the
Spring, Summer and Fall. Megan and the Montana Tech graduates will come up with a list of wells to be tested
next.
They also still plan to educate the students at the Clancy School about water quality. They will be able to bring a lab
to the school and do onsite testing.
For the new attendees, Megan listed the reasons the county want assistance from Montana Tech, and that is to
further educate those within the district the need for a waste water system. She pointed out that it took three
attempts to form the district and the inability to complete an income survey will require more data, information
and outreach to get the message across to those living in Clancy. She said 90% of the wells in the district do not
meet setback standards. She told them that with the Great West Preliminary report, that with all the grants
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available it would cost each residence about $100 a month, without grant funding it would not be feasible,
therefore it is important that we complete a salary survey to qualify for such grants.
Items for Review:
Lake Helena Watershed Group
Next Newsletter-Montana Tech Graduate Project
Meeting adjourned at 7:36 p.m.
The next meeting will be February 28, 2017.
Minutes submitted by Secretary, Lori Gilliland
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Jefferson County covers 1,657 square miles in the heart of western Montana. Jefferson County’s
slogan, the “Undiscovered In Between” is an accurate description. It lies between three major
metropolitan areas in Montana: Butte, Helena and Bozeman and between two national parks,
Yellowstone National Park and Glacier National Park.
Major waterways include the Jefferson River and the Boulder River and their tributaries. These
waterways travel through Jefferson County on their way to the Missouri and provide recreational
opportunities for residents and visitors.
Major mountain areas include the Elkhorn Mountains, Bull Mountain and the Continental
Divide, which serves as the western boundary of the county.
Tourist attractions include the Lewis and Clark Caverns, health mine enterprises, hot springs,
National Rodeo Association rodeo, the annual “Rockin the River” concert and numerous
campgrounds, hiking trails, hunting and fishing areas and several ghost towns.
The major industries in Jefferson County include agriculture, mining, timber, tourism, retail and
home businesses, and county and state government.
Jefferson County is made up of a number of distinct “communities” or “vicinities”. Some, for
example Basin and Clancy, are small towns. Others, like Montana City and Toll Mountain are
generally defined settlement areas associated with former towns or physical features. While
others, such as Elk Park and Boulder Valley are ranching and farming areas covering thousands
of acres. Two of the county’s communities, Whitehall and Boulder, are incorporated
municipalities with their own governing structures.
Jefferson County is one of the fastest growing counties in Montana. The Planning Board of
Jefferson County is committed to developing programs and strategies that will provide for and
facilitate this growth and retain the rural character and sense of community of small towns. To
this end, the aim of this policy is to help guide and manage community change to best serve our
citizen’s overall long-term interests.
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CHAPTER TWO: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE/COMMUNITY GOALS
The past decade has been marked by continued growth and change. Jefferson County’s
landscape and rural character has attracted more residents and visitors. The interests and values
of the county residents have grown more diverse. Tourism and recreation, including hunting,
fishing, skiing, and health mine visits, have joined the traditional industries of agriculture,
forestry, and mining as important economic interests. Land is increasingly valued for its
aesthetic and recreational assets leading to the conversion of more rangeland and farmland to
residential subdivision and recreational development. This is most apparent in the northern
section of the county where the communities of Clancy, Montana City, and Jefferson City have
shown the most dramatic increase in population and subsequent residential subdivision.
In the lower valley floors of the county around Whitehall, land continues to be used primarily for
agriculture and mining. Population growth in this area has increased the need for housing and
public services.
In the western section of the county in the communities of Basin and Bernice, mining,
agriculture, and reclamation interests continue to be primary.
Boulder, the county seat, has grown in population as well. Employment in this area includes a
large number of government workers employed by Jefferson County, by the Montana
Development Center, Riverside, Alternative Youth Adventures, and small retail businesses.
The Jefferson County Commissioners, in turn, face increasingly difficult decisions regarding
land use and development, conservation, and public services. The purpose of this plan is to
guide policy making by providing a framework for residents and local decision makers as they
struggle with this growth and change and the issues that have evolved from this growth.
GROWTH POLICY UPDATE PROCESS
The Jefferson County Planning Board initiated preparation of this planning document pursuant to
Montana statute. The legally mandated role of the Planning Board is to “(1) assure the
promotion of public health, safety, morals, convenience, order, or the general welfare and for the
sake of efficiency and economy in the process of community development, the Planning Board
shall prepare a Growth Policy and shall serve in an advisory capacity to the local governing
bodies establishing the Planning Board.”
Jefferson County has had a Planning Board for almost 30 years. The most recent county plan
was the 1993 Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan. The County Commissioners charged the
Planning Board with the responsibility of preparing a Growth Policy. This document, prepared
by the Board, is in response to that charge.
The Planning Board and the County Commissioners determined at the outset of the planning
process that the county’s Growth Policy would, to the maximum extent possible, reflect the
values and aspirations of the county’s citizens. To this end, in 2000 a process called “Visioning
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Jefferson County” was initiated. This process was designed to provide county citizens and
community leaders an opportunity to participate in the development of this Growth Policy by
identifying and prioritizing countywide issues. A letter to all parties listed on the Jefferson
County tax rolls was mailed. Following this, advertised listening posts and community meetings
were held in seven different locations of the county to provide a convenient opportunity for
citizens to state their concerns and recommendations for the future of their community.
Planning is the act of determining needs and setting a course to meet those needs. This policy is
the summation of creative work by Jefferson County to define the needs of its citizens and
recommend a course of action for the future. Preparing this comprehensive Growth Policy
involves assessing a community’s economic, physical and social/cultural makeup and
determining trends and circumstances that are likely to shape the community’s future. This
information, together with citizen input regarding their community, has been used to prepare this
policy. The fundamental aim of the policy is to help guide and manage community change
to best serve Jefferson County citizens’ overall long-term interests.
This Growth Policy is, by necessity, very general and will serve primarily as a guide for making
future decisions. Many of the recommendations in this policy are in the form of general goals
and objectives. Many of the goals, objectives, and recommendations in this policy can only be
implemented by county decision makers.
ORGANIZATION OF THE POLICY
This Growth Policy is organized into seven chapters. Chapter One: Introduction is designed to
serve as an overview of Jefferson County and provide a description of how the policy is
organized.
Chapter Two: Statement of Purpose/Community Goals is a statement of the purpose of the
policy and a description of the primary goals and objectives to be achieved in Jefferson County’s
overall planning efforts. These goals and objectives are applicable throughout all planning
efforts by the county and are designed to be the basis of local decision-making. Specific Goals
and Objectives are also contained in this chapter. This is a summary of the specific issues before
the Planning Board in the past two years and goals and objectives established by the Board as a
guide to public policy decision-making. These goals and objectives are not exclusive. The
Planning Board will continue to meet and do on-going work as issues develop.
Chapter Three: A Profile of Jefferson County includes current information and statistics of the
county. It includes a description of the population and economy as well as the environment and
current land use. It describes current public services available to county residents including
transportation, recreation and other public services.
Chapter Four: The Future of Jefferson County includes projected trends in population,
economy, land use and public services.
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Implementation of the Growth Policy in Chapter Five describes the process by which this plan
will be implemented and includes recommended voluntary actions. It includes information on
cooperation between jurisdictions both within and outside Jefferson County.
Chapter Six contains a conclusion to this report and a letter from the Planning Board to the
residents of Jefferson County.
Definitions:
Goals and objectives are the principle elements in guiding the Planning Board. In this context, a
goal is a broad, generalized expression of a commonly held community value regarding growth,
development patterns and quality of life. Goals, as used in this policy, express the primary theme
or general intent and direction of the policy.
An objective is a more narrowly defined and concrete expression of community intent. A goal
may contain one or more objectives with each objective responsive to a particular aspect of a
broadly stated goal. For example, a goal might be “mitigate development’s impact to wildlife
and fisheries.” A related objective could be “ encourage subdivision designs that do not restrict
wildlife movement.”
A policy is a fairly precise statement of how county government will exercise its authority,
responsibility and fiscal resources to achieve a specific goal. Policies are tangible and can be
quantitatively measured. Examples of policies related to the goal of “mitigate development’s
impact to wildlife and fisheries” could include such statements such as “Subdivisions may be
designed to mitigate impact on wildlife movement.” in county subdivision regulations.
The following goals summarize the citizen’s aspiration for their community and have guided the
Jefferson County Planning Board’s development of this policy: 1
I. Sustain and strengthen the economic well-being of Jefferson County’s citizens
II. Protect and maintain Jefferson County’s rural character and the community’s
historic relationship with natural resource development
III. Preserve and enhance the rural, friendly and independent lifestyle currently
enjoyed by Jefferson County’s citizens
This Growth Policy is designed to help guide community decision-making in its effort to achieve
these goals. Under each goal, the Planning Board has defined a number of objectives to guide
the county in its efforts to reach these goals. These objectives are listed below:
I. Goal: Sustain and strengthen the economic well being of Jefferson County’s citizens.
Objectives:
1

These primary goals are the same goals listed in the 1993 Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan. The Planning
Board believes that these goals continue to provide the best overall direction for county planning.
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A. Stimulate the retention of existing businesses and aid in the development of
new businesses and industries, especially agriculture, mining, timber harvest,
manufacturing/processing, and wholesale and retail businesses.
B. Stabilize Jefferson County’s tax base by encouraging the sustainable use of its
natural resources and by working toward greater economic diversity.
C. Promote the development of cultural resources and tourism to broaden
Jefferson County’s economic base.
D. Support economic development activities throughout southwest Montana in
recognition of Jefferson County’s interdependency with surrounding employment
centers and the needs of citizens for goods, services and other urban amenities
available in surrounding communities.
E. Promote the economic self-sufficiency of Jefferson County’s citizens by
furthering the development of locally owned and operated business
enterprises.
F. Promote secondary, value adding industry in Jefferson County through
appropriate land use designations and development incentives.
II. Goal: Protect and maintain Jefferson County’s rural character and the community’s
historic relationship with natural resource development.
Objectives:

farmlands

A. Foster the continuance of agriculture and forestry in recognition of their
economic contribution and the intrinsic natural beauty of grazing areas,
and forests.
B. Preserve Jefferson County’s scenic beauty and conserve its forests, rangelands
and streams, with their abundant wildlife and good fisheries.
C. Preserve Jefferson County’s open space setting by encouraging new
development to locate near existing towns and rural settlements and by
discouraging poorly designed, land subdivisions and commercial

development.
D. Assure clean air, clean water, a healthful environment and good community
appearance.
III. Goal: Preserve and enhance the rural, friendly and independent lifestyle currently
enjoyed by Jefferson County’s citizens.
Objectives:
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E. Encourage fire resistant construction.
F. Promote cooperation with local fire districts and state and federal agencies to
develop and provide a wildfire educational program.
G. Promote fire services for all subdivisions.
H. Promote adequate water supply systems.
I. Support adequate ingresses and egresses in all subdivision planning.
J. Promote vegetation policies that reduce fire hazards.
WATER QUALITY
1. Goal: Protect surface and groundwater quality from pollution.
Objectives
A. Discourage development with on-site wastewater treatment systems in areas
having inappropriate soils or high groundwater, as indicated on the revised
Jefferson County soil maps, to help prevent the contamination of
groundwater
supplies.
B. Promote education efforts designed to further awareness of waste water
system functioning.
C. Require local review of subdivisions to meet Montana Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) regulations.
D. Encourage the formation of rural water districts in developing areas through
the following incentives:
1. Help developers secure grants to pay for preliminary engineering work
for a community water system;
2. Help developers secure funding from the state’s Treasure State
Endowment Fund Program and/or federal Community
Development Block
Grants for community water systems;
3. Educate interested developers about the possibility of the county
sponsoring and/or administering grants at minimal cost to the
developer.
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E. Promote investigation on stream setbacks and ensure that this issue be
rewritten with reference to floodplain regulations. Recommend floodplain
regulations be amended to coincide with state floodplain regulations.
F. Promote grants available to local organizations under section 319 of the Clean
Water Act for the reduction of non-point source water pollution.
G. Educate land users on the necessity of obtaining appropriate permits before
doing any work to alter streams.
H. Require all construction to be setback from streams, in order to prevent water
quality degradation and stream bank erosion.
I. Promote policies that ensure greater setbacks be required for commercial,
industrial, and multi-family development because of greater potential for negative
impacts.
J. Recommend wetland protection standards be included in subdivision
regulations for preserving waterfowl and other wildlife habitat.
WORKING LANDSCAPES
1. Goal: Foster the continuance of agriculture and forestry in recognition of their economic
contribution and the intrinsic natural beauty of grazing areas, farmlands, and forests.
Objectives:
A. Encourage cooperation between new development and agricultural/forestry
operations.
B. Educate prospective rural residents of potential conflicts with neighboring
farm, ranch, and forestry operations before they build.
C. Require that rural residential developments be properly fenced to keep
livestock out and allow free movement along traditional stock driveways.
D. Protect irrigation systems from the adverse impacts of rural residential
development.
E. Require rural residential development to comply with the weed district’s weed
management plans.
F. Encourage open buffers between rural residences and adjoining agricultural
lands.
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street,

c. The proposed park space shall be safely accessible by pedestrians
coming from lots to be served, but have direct access to a collector
or otherwise be located where it will not channel traffic into local
residential streets; and
d. Where possible, the proposed park should be connected to existing or
proposed pedestrian/bicycle trails.
E. Complete an inventory of all subdivision lands accepted as parklands in the
county.
F. Encourage use of completed inventory when staff makes recommendations to
developers as to whether more parklands are needed in developed areas or
whether cash should be accepted in lieu of land.
G. Encourage homeowners’ associations to be responsible for improvements and
maintenance of dedicated parkland within its subdivision.
H. Encourage homeowners’ associations to keep parks and existing equipment
well maintained.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
1. Goal: Sustain and strengthen the economic well-being of Jefferson County’s citizens.
Objectives:
A. Stimulate the retention and expansion of existing businesses, new businesses,
value-added businesses, wholesale and retail businesses, and industries including
agriculture, mining, manufacturing/processing and forest products.
B. Stabilize and diversify the county’s tax base by encouraging the sustainable
use of its natural resources.
C. Identify and pursue primary business development that complements existing
business, that are compatible with communities, and utilizes available assets.
Identify and pursue targeted business development opportunities to include, but
not limited to, manufacturing/heavy industry, telecommunications, and
youth/social services.
D. Promote the development of cultural resources and tourism, especially Lewis
and Clark Bicentennial related development, in order to broaden Jefferson
County’s economic base.
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E. Foster and stimulate well-planned entrepreneurship among the county’s
citizenry.
F. Promote a strong local business environment. Support and strengthen business
support mechanisms such as chambers of commerce, development organizations
and business roundtable organizations.
G. Improve local trade capture for Jefferson County businesses. Promote local
shopping as well as well-planned businesses and new businesses.
H. Network with and support other economic development efforts in the region
and statewide, in recognition of Jefferson County’s interdependence with
other communities and to leverage available local resources.
I. Assist in the development of necessary public infrastructure in support of
economic development.
J. Identify lands in Jefferson County where industrial development is
appropriate including those areas adjacent to existing industrial sites including
mining, manufacturing and processing facilities.
K. Implement land use regulations such as zoning districts that support industrial
development in appropriate areas.

HOUSING ISSUES
Across Montana, a major concern for many residents is the lack of affordable housing. It is
becoming increasingly difficult for the average citizen to purchase a new home. Housing is
typically deemed affordable if either the monthly rent or mortgage, principle and interest, is no
more than 30 percent of a household’s monthly income.
The private housing market in portions of Jefferson County does not provide adequate affordable
housing for low to moderate income. Housing costs have risen faster than incomes during the last
decade, contributing to the on-going challenge of securing adequate housing for low to moderate
income groups.
The senior citizen population is significant and growing in Jefferson County, resulting in an
important housing issue. This group has needs that are different from the rest of the population.
Resources to meet the housing needs are fairly limited in Jefferson County. To some degree, this
is a reflection of national trends, as federal funding for housing was substantially reduced during
the 1980s.
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1. Goal: Work towards ensuring all residents of Jefferson County have an opportunity to obtain
safe, sanitary, and affordable housing.
Objectives:
A. Work to maintain an adequate land supply for diversity of all housing opportunities.
B. Consider the locational needs of various types of housing with regard to proximity of
employment, and access to transportation and services.
C. Promote dispersal of affordable housing throughout the county.
D. Participate in periodic analyses to determine immediate and long range affordable
housing needs.
E. Study and consider innovative housing programs to reduce dependency on subsidized
housing.
F. Group homes, foster care facilities, and facilities for other special populations should
be equitably distributed throughout the county, yet near daily services.
G. Encourage preservation, rehabilitation, and redevelopment of existing housing, with
special attention to historic structures and historic areas.
H. Encourage compatible mixed-use development.
I. Encourage preservation, rehabilitation, and development of existing housing, with
special attention to historic structures and historic houses.
J. Develop programs, as funding allows, to access available public and/or private
funding for affordable housing and related infrastructure.
EVALUATION CRITERIA & PROCESS FOR REVIEW OF PROPOSED SUBDIVIONS
Potential developers will be given a subdivision application which is required to be completed.
This application will be compared to the subdivision regulations to ensure that the Montana
Subdivision and Platting Act and the county’s objectives have been met. The application will be
forwarded to the Planning Board for a recommendation to the County Commission. The County
Commission will review the recommendation and may add conditions of approval to the
Preliminary Plat approval. Once the Preliminary Plat approval has been given by the County
Commission, conditions of approval will have to be met in order for the County Commission
approve the Final Plat. Final Plats can then be filed with the Clerk and Recorder.

CHAPTER 3: A PROFILE OF JEFFERSON COUNTY
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A summary profile of Jefferson County is presented below. This profile includes the history,
social and economic conditions, and environmental features of Jefferson County.
HISTORY
Historians agree that the land now designated as Jefferson County was once occupied and visited
by Indians from various tribes including the Snake, Nez Perce, Bannok, Blackfeet and Shoshoni
tribe. It appears various tribes passed through the area for hunting, to visit the hot springs areas,
and to collect stones for weapons and tools. It does not seem that any tribe made their
permanent long-term home in this area. Jefferson County has two documented buffalo jumps,
numerous teepee rings and many pictographs that provide documentation of tribal presence in
the area.
The land in Jefferson County came under French and Spanish rule before the United States
acquired it through the Louisiana Purchase.
According to G.O. Vineyard, one of the first commissioners of Jefferson County, “Jefferson
County was not on the maps until the winter of 1864 and 1865 when the first Legislature met at
Bannack City . . . That legislature created the counties of Beaverhead, Madison, Gallatin,
Jefferson and Choteau. Afterwards the county seat of Jefferson was located in Montana
City . . .”2 Although the county boundaries have changed significantly since then, the towns that
make up the fabric of the county changed significantly over time. Early settlers flocked to
Jefferson County during the height of the gold rush that affected the entire country. Large
mining camps, which were established then, continued to grow into towns that exist today. The
county seat of Boulder, the towns of Basin, Clancy and Montana City all grew as a result of the
stagecoach line between Butte and Helena, the rich mineral deposits, and the railroad.
Whitehall, in the southern portion of the county, thrived as a railroad town that transported
mined products across the United States. The Mayflower ore discovered southeast of Whitehall
in 1895 ensured that Whitehall would remain a thriving town in Jefferson County. A smelter
was built on the banks of the Jefferson River by W.A. Clark to handle gold from the Mayflower
ore. The rich deposits supported the community of Whitehall for many years. Today, the town
of Whitehall supports retired miners, farmers, and new families who mostly work in Butte, but
enjoy small town living.
The town of Boulder differed from the other towns in Jefferson County in that it did not depend
on mining for its existence. A main stop on the Virginia City – Fort Benton stagecoach line,
Boulder developed into an agricultural area. Miners that initially moved into the area to try their
hand at placer mining along the Boulder River gradually began using their land for cattle and
sheep. Before long, ranches sprang up along the Boulder River Valley, many of which remain
today. In 1883 Boulder became the county seat, with a stately courthouse built in 1888. Today,
Boulder continues to be the hub for county government.

2

Muriel Sibell Wolle, Montana Pay Dirt: A Guide to the Mining Camps of the Treasure State (Athens: Swallow
Press/Ohio University Press, 1983).
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Basin had its beginnings from the Virginia City – Fort Benton stagecoach line as well. Miners
disembarking from the stage at Basin Creek built little cabins while searching the surrounding
mountains for traces of gold. Basin proved to be rich in placer mines and during the years of
1870 – 1890 enjoyed a boom.3 By 1905 the town contained a butcher shop, millinery shop,
bowling alley, three hotels, three grocery stores and one bathhouse.4 Other smaller buildings and
cabins rounded out the town. Two mines, the Katy and the Hope contributed to the growth of
Basin. By the mid 1920’s gold ore taken from the Hope, Katy and White Elephant mines
produced $1,700,000 in revenues.5 However, as smelter costs escalated and stock market
manipulations took their toll, the boom time for Basin was over. Over the years, Basin’s
population has dwindled. Today the quiet little town relies on radon health mines, artists and
visitors for economic support.
Of all the towns in Jefferson County, the small bedroom community of Clancy has evolved the
most over the years. Clancy began as a mining camp around 1865 when silver ores were
discovered. The Legal Tender mine was the most prolific of the silver mines in Clancy,
producing around $1,000,000 in revenue6. However, the mining ventures were short lived. The
Montana Central railroad built a roundhouse in Clancy and railroad workers were housed in
brick homes built especially for them. Although the roundhouse burned to the ground, the two
competing railroad companies continued to stop in Clancy. The railroads played an important
role in the growth of Clancy. The “iron horse” brought tourists to the hot springs located just a
few miles from Clancy at Alhambra. A lavish resort was built to promote the hot springs as a
medicinal cure. Although the last railroad tracks were washed away by the 1981 flood and the
beautiful Alhambra Hot Springs Resort burned down, the town of Clancy continued. Today, the
mountain views and small town benefits lure families to live in Clancy while making a living in
Helena.
Montana City just 5 miles from Clancy attracts affluent families to live in the mountains and
work in Helena. While Montana City was initially a small mining camp and the first county seat,
it was short lived as a placer camp and the government center. After only one year the county
seat was moved to Radersburg. Montana City was relatively quiet until the building craze of the
1990’s. Today, Montana City enjoys a wealth of services and beautiful homes.
Jefferson County’s history is rich with tales from the days of the “iron horse”, mining camps and
early ranches. Some towns that thrived during the 19th Century, like Elkhorn, resemble little of
their former grandeur. Today, many new families choose to settle in Jefferson County, not to
work, but to enjoy small town living close to the urban areas of Helena, Butte and Bozeman.
However, farmers and ranchers remain active in Jefferson County and many residents continue
to live and enjoy a rural lifestyle.
POPULATION


The current population of Jefferson County is 10,084.

3

Id.
Id.
5
Id.
6
Id.
4
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Executive Summary
Improving the economic and social well-being of the residents of
southwestern Montana is the fundamental purpose of the goals and
objectives outlined in the 2012 Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS). As an Economic Development
District, Headwaters RC&D is tasked with bringing together the public
and private sectors to update this strategy every five years and provide
an economic roadmap that will diversify and strengthen the regional
economy.
Perhaps the most important goal identified in this strategy is increased
collaboration. Working across social and political boundaries can
provide communities, counties, businesses, community groups and
residents the opportunity to pool financial, political and social capacity,
thereby increasing both the region’s competitiveness and its resiliency.
Southwestern Montana is rich in both its people and its natural
resources. Small businesses, entrepreneurs and natural resource
industries are the foundation of the region’s economy. Many of the
communities in this region of 82,013 people are very small; therefore
small businesses and entrepreneurs are often the drivers of local
economies. These residents’ hard work, innovation and willingness to
take risks are what keep rural communities intact and healthy. It is
imperative that there is adequate access to capital for these businesses
to ensure the region’s downtowns and main streets remain the
economic and social hubs of the community.
The abundance and health of the region’s water, land, forests, minerals
and wildlife are perhaps its greatest assets. In recent times, the
economic importance and strength of some natural resources sectors
has diminished, but with innovative, thoughtful, collaborative

approaches they can once again be the foundation of vibrant rural
economies. Agriculture remains a strong sector, and with national
trends in food, it will likely become more so over time. Tourism and
recreation also continue to grow in importance.
While natural resource-based industries present many opportunities for
the region, this reliance, and the resulting uncertainty caused by forces
beyond local control, make the regional economy vulnerable.
Diversification is critical.
Over the last decade, several new economic sectors have emerged to be
significant economic drivers. These include advanced manufacturing,
aerospace technology, environmental remediation and transportation,
distribution and warehousing. While some of the companies in these
sectors are nascent, there are several large employers that are
committed to the region and are helping to build a more diversified,
resilient economy.
These industries often provide higher wage salaries; therefore
improving the social well-being of the region’s residents. Many people
choose to live in southwestern Montana because of the land, its people
and the way of life. Recognizing the advantages of living in a small
town, people live here, among other reasons, because of the scenic
beauty, recreational opportunities and their connection to family and
friends. Therefore, promoting the amenities of region, in addition to
creating good-paying, stable jobs, is a critical element in this strategy.
The 2012 CEDS was designed to ensure an integrated, innovative
approach to regional economic development that strengthens and
builds resiliency in the communities and economy of southwestern
Montana.
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GOAL TWO: ENSURE COMMUNITIES ARE APPEALING AND
HEALTHY PLACES TO LIVE AND WORK.
Many people choose to live in southwestern Montana because of the
land, its people and the way of life. Recognizing the advantages of
living in a small town, people live here, among other reasons, because
of the scenic beauty, recreational opportunities and their connection to
family and friends. Therefore, promoting the amenities of region, in
addition to good-paying, stable jobs, is a critical element in this strategy.
2.1 Objective: Assist communities to ensure they have proper
infrastructure in place to meet the needs of residents and the
business community.


Utilize existing funding opportunities to leverage local dollars for completion of
critical infrastructure projects.



Assist with emergency service improvements including communications,
equipment and facility development.



Assist with rural health care needs.



Utilize the economic development community and government agencies to
support infrastructure development for the business community.



Work with communities and businesses to implement energy efficiency
measures and alternative energy projects.

2.3 Objective: Emphasize the need for safe, decent and affordable
housing.


Promote affordable housing programs, such as First Time Homebuyer’s
Mutual Self-Help, Habitat for Humanity, etc.



Increase access to programs that increase the safety and quality of existing
housing.

2.4 Objective: Support the development and expansion of parks,
trails and open space.


Develop and disseminate an inventory of funding opportunities.



Explore the development of parks districts.



Work with public land agencies to link communities to public land.

2.2 Objective: Promote high-quality education and childcare.


Increase the quality and number of childcare businesses.



Explore strategies to keep rural schools open.

Exploring Beaverhead County
Photo courtesy of Scott Marsh
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Economic and Business Development Organizations: these
organizations are integral to the efforts to diversify the area’s
economy
Employment and Training Sector: linkage between economic
development and workforce development, community
colleges, vocational-technical schools and school-to-work
programs are crucial
Community-based Organizations: the needs and concerns of
housing and neighborhood associations, special interest
groups, historic preservation groups, agricultural or farming
associations and citizen committees affect economic
development
Women, Minorities, Aged and Disabled: Headwaters RC&D’s
mission can only be realized if the needs of all residents are
appropriately considered
Other: health, education, social services and other professions
or special interests must be included in any economic
development plan

Staff Support
Headwaters’ Board of Directors and Committees are comprised of
individuals with other responsibilities and scheduling constraints,
therefore staff members are assigned the task of conducting the day-today functions required to ensure the completion and implementation of
the CEDS. These daily operations include collecting and analyzing
information on the area’s economy, identifying strategy options and
preparing a detailed implementation plan. The Board of Directors has
the responsibility to ensure that adequate staff resources are available to
perform these functions.
The Economic Development Planner is the program manager of the
CEDS process. Additional support is provided by the Executive
Director, programs managers and administrative staff within the
organization

Support for the State of Montana Economic
Development Goals
The State of Montana, in conjunction with the Governor’s Office of
Economic Development, has defined a broad vision of economic
development for Montana that includes:




Strengthening and diversifying the state’s economy
Increasing the number and quality of available jobs
Geographically dispersing jobs

This vision will be supported by:






Infrastructure Improvement
Marketing and Recruitment
Permitting and Regulatory Processes
Technology Development
Workforce Development

Headwaters RC&D has a strong working relationship with the State of
Montana, with each sharing information and resources in the interest of
common goals. In 2006, Headwaters RC&D became a Certified
Regional Development Corporation (CRDC). The intent of the CRDC
program is to encourage a regional approach to economic development
that facilitates the efficient delivery of economic development programs
by supporting regional capacity.
As a CRDC, Headwaters RC&D facilitates the identification of priority
needs of local communities and works to foster collaboration and bring
elected officials, business leaders and stakeholders together to prepare
and implement regional development strategies. Headwaters RC&D is
required to have broad-based support from each county and
community including local development organizations within the
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Section Four: Action Plan
Headwaters RC&D and its member communities and organizations, as well as the public, have identified strategic projects, program and activities to
support the achievement of the regional economic development strategy. A proposed implementation schedule is detailed in the table in this section.
Included is the established objective, the projected timeframe, number of potential jobs, anticipated funding sources and the entities responsible for the
execution of each project, program or activity. Each year, this section will be evaluated for assess progress and any change in priority.
PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
ANACONDA-DEER LODGE
Airport upgrades
Anaconda sewer upgrades
Bridge replacements
Courthouse upgrades
East Yards infrastructure development
Groundwater discharge permit & wastewater
treatment upgrades & expansion
Hospital expansion
Sewer hook up to Arbiter Complex
Water main replacement
West Valley sewer line extension
Boys & Girls Club facility planning
School system upgrades
Park and open space upgrades
Trail system development
FEMA emergency service plan
Washoe Park Master Plan
Montana Hotel restoration
CCCS complex upgrades

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1

2013-2017
2015-2017
2013
2013-2017
2013-2017

2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.2
2.2
2.4
2.4
2.7
2.7
3.1
4.2

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2014
2013-2015
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2015
2013-2015
2013-2017
2013-2017

# OF JOBS

LEAD ENTITY

p=permanent
t=temporary

1-3 t

80 p

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

ADLC
ADLC
ADLC
ADLC
ADLC

Funding
Funding
Funding
Funding
Funding, planning

ADLC
Private
ADLC
ADLC
ADLC
Private
School District
ADLC, private
ADLC, private
ADLC
ADLC
Private
Private

Funding
Funding
Funding
Funding
Funding
TA
TA
TA
Planning, TA
Planning
Funding, TA
Funding, TA
Funding
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PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Galen Campus upgrades
Mill Creek industrial area development
Opportunity Triangle industrial area
Copper Village Arts Center
Develop visitor infrastructure
BEAVERHEAD COUNTY
Airport improvements
Beaverhead County Fairground improvements
Development of medical services associated with
Barrett Hospital
Jackson sewer system upgrade
Development of pedestrian & biking trails
Soccer/rugby park improvements & upgrades
Industrial park development
Natural resources business development
Value-added agriculture business development
Beaverhead & Big Hole Watershed restoration
projects
CITY OF DILLON
Acquire traffic right-of-ways
Annex property connected to City sewer & water
Change the use of the library elevator
Chip seal & pave streets
Conduct a water rate study
Coordinate with MDT on pedestrian safety
Develop storm water management statute
Develop water wells in Dan Ibey Park & cemetery
Establish a wastewater maintenance fund
Establish a water valve maintenance fund

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary
85 p
15 p
5p

4.2
4.2
4.2
5.2
6.4

2013-2015
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2016
2013-2017

2.1
2.1

2014-2016
2014-2015

2.1
2.1
2.4
2.4
4.2
6
6.1

2013-2017
2014-2016
2013-2017
2013-2017
2014-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

10-50 p

6.6

2013-2017

2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

ADLC, private
ADLC
ADLC
Private
ADLC, private

Funding
Funding, planning
Funding, planning
Funding, TA
Funding, planning

County
County

Funding
TA

10-50 p

Private
County
County, private
County
County
Private
Private

Funding
Funding
TA
TA
Funding, planning
Funding, planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA

5-10 t

BHWC

TA

City
City
City
City
City
City, MDT
City
City
City
City

TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
Planning
TA
TA
TA
TA

26

PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Establish ADA fund and improve access in City
Hall and the Volunteer Fire Hall
Evaluate roof & street storm water drains
Implement Park Maintenance Fund
Install storm drains
New maintenance building
Plan for City Hall expansion
Replace undersized storm water drain pipes
Replace wastewater collection pipes & manholes
Replace water distribution pipes
Study alternative fairground access routes
Study storm water management
Traffic study
Upgrade City statutes & regulations to define park
requirements
Upgrades and repairs to Children’s, Dan Ibey,
Depot, Ray Lynch, Vigilante & Westside Parks
Develop a Parks Master Plan
Industrial park strategy
Northeast Reservoir
Obtain land for water storage & well site
TOWN OF LIMA
Community museum
Tourist guide & map of town
Water bottling plant
BUTTE-SILVER BOW
German Gulch realignment & bridge replacement
Infrastructure improvements in central Butte
Potable water service to the TIFID

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City
City

Funding
TA
TA
Funding, TA
Funding, TA
TA
Funding, TA
Funding, TA
Funding, TA
Planning, TA
Planning, TA
Planning, TA

2.4

2013-2017

City

TA

2.4
2.7
4.2
6.6
6.6

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

City
City
City
City
City

Funding, TA
Planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA
TA

2.1
6.4
6.6

2013-2014
2013
2013-2017

Town
Town, HWRCD
Town, private

TA
Planning, TA
Funding

2.1
2.1
2.1

2014
2013-2015
2015

BSB
BSB
TIFID

Funding
Funding
Funding

3t
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PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Vaulted sidewalk reconstruction
Water Treatment Plant
Residential development
Veterans’ Home construction
Greenway Trail completion & TIFID connection
South Butte Industrial Park development
Industrial Silver Mine development
Continental Divide Tram & Trails
GRANITE COUNTY
Philipsburg sewer & water infrastructure
Build an assisted living facility
Expand small business support
Support local ranching
Assist Eagle Stud in modernizing & expanding
Assist metals mining exploration & milling
Expand local post & pole operations
Assist in the development of a shavings mill
Assist tourism development & expansion
Expand winter recreation
TOWN OF DUMMOND
Upgrade sewer lagoons
Purchase & develop riverside park & trails
Historical preservation
Main Street beautification
JEFFERSON COUNTY
Local service center for human service programs
Animal shelter
Basin highway improvements

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

2.1
2.1
2.3
2.3
2.4
4.2
6.3
6.4

2014
2014
2013-2017
2013-2015
2015
2013-2017
2015-2016
2013-2015

2.1
2.3
5.1
6.1
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.4
6.5

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

2.1
2.4
3.1
3.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

2
2.1
2.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary
10 t
10 t

200 p
3.5 p

8p

2p
40 p
4p
10 p

2t

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

URA
BSB
Private
BSB
BSB
BSB
Private
OLR, HWRCD

TA
Funding
TA
Funding
TA
Funding, planning
Funding
Funding, TA

Town
Private
Private, HWRCD
Private, HWRCD, NRCS, MDOA
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private, Montana Office of Tourism
Private, Montana Office of Tourism

Funding
Funding, TA
TA
Funding, planning, TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
Planning, TA
Planning, TA

Town
Town
Town
Town, Chamber of Commerce

Funding
TA
TA
Planning, TA

County
County
MDT

Funding
TA
TA
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PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Development of Whitehall Urban Renewal
District
Fairgrounds improvements
Health services & pharmacies
I-15 interchange improvements
Improve county libraries
Improve water & sewer infrastructure
Telecommunication & information infrastructure
improvements
TIF districts development
Affordable housing development
Senior housing development
Development of Piedmont Wetlands project
Recreational complex development
Walking & biking trails
Public transportation development
Brownfield redevelopment
Environmental assessments
Support comprehensive community planning
Beautification efforts
Redevelopment of Borden’s Building
Streetscape improvements
Continued development of Boulder South
Campus
Convenience store in Clancy
Expand Liberty Place facility
Factory outlet store development
Spring Creek property development
Sunlight Business Park development

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

JLDC
County
Private
MDT
County
County

Funding, planning, TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
Funding

2.1
2.1
2.3
2.3
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.6
2.7
3.1
3.1
3.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

Private
JLDC
Private
Private
Private
County
County, private
County
County, JLDC
County
County, JLDC
County, communities
JLDC
Communities

Funding
Planning, TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
Funding, TA
Planning
Planning
Planning, TA
Funding, TA
Planning, TA

4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2
4.2

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

JLDC
Private
Private
Private
Private
JLDC

Planning, TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
Planning, TA
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PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Natural resource extractive industries
Develop value-added agriculture
Increase direct-market sales for regionally grown
food and food processing
Expand wood products opportunities
Construct Golden Sunlight Mine concentrator
Expand cement operations
Expansion of Golden Dream Mine
Expansion of Golden Sunlight Mine
Expansion of Montana Tunnels Mine
Utilize gravel deposits
Golf course development
Overnight lodging facilities
Sunlight Business Park interpretive center
development
Tourism development
Backcountry trails development
Jefferson River water study
Renewable energy development
Wind project at Sunlight Business Park
Youth & adult vocational & educational training
TOWN OF WHITEHALL
Pool enhancements
Sidewalk enhancements
Wastewater facility
MADISON COUNTY
County-wide marketing program
Big Sky land use permit development
County Administration Building

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

6
6.1

2013-2017
2013-2017

Private
Private, HWRCD

Planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.3
6.3
6.3
6.3
6.3
6.4
6.4

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

Private, HWRCD
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
Private
County, Private
Private
Private

TA
Funding, planning, TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
TA
TA

6.4
6.4
6.5
6.6
6.7
6.7
7.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017

JLDC
Private
Private
County
County, JLDC, private
JLDC
Job Service

Planning, TA
Planning, TA
Planning, TA
Planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA
TA

2.1
2.1
2.1

2013-2017
2013-2017
2013

Town
Town
Town

TA
TA
Funding, TA

1.1
2.1
2.1

2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016

County, HWRCD
County
County

Funding, planning, TA
TA
Funding

1
1
5-10 t
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PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Ennis Senior Center
Ennis/Big Sky Airport
Fiber optics to residences
Giem Bridge replacement
Madison County Courthouse ADA access
Madison County Fairgrounds maintenance &
renovations
Moore’s Creek culverts replacement
New District II road shop
New fire stations—Sheridan, South Boulder,
Twin Bridges, Varney, Virginia City (expansion)
Replace Blain Springs and Varney Bridges
Ruby Valley Hospital expansion
Twin Bridges Airport
Twin Bridges Senior Center
Virginia City street lights
LMI senior & family rental housing
Single family workforce housing
Madison Valley Parks District
Walking & biking trails
Transit Bus expansion
Update CIPs
Sheridan Main Street improvements
Law & Justice Center
Nevada City/Virginia City business development
Renovation of the Conister Barn
Natural Resource business development
Value-added Agriculture business development
Channel migration mapping project

OBJ.
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.3
2.3
2.4
2.4
2.5
2.7
3.1
4.2
4.2
4.2
6
6.1
6.6

TIME
FRAME

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary
1-2 p, 3-6 t
5-10 t
5-10 t
15-20 t
4-5 t

Private
County
Private
County
County

TA
Funding
Funding, planning
Funding
Funding

2013-2016
2013-2016

6-10 t
4-5 t

County
County
County

TA
Funding
TA

2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016

5-10 t
15-20 t
2 p, 15-20 t
5-10 t
1-2 p, 3-6 t
5-10 t
10-15 t
10-15 t

County
County
Private
County
Private
City
Private
Private
County
County, private
County
Communities
Town
Private
Private, HWRCD
MCEDC, HWRCD
Private, HWRCD
Private, HWRCD
County

Funding, TA
Funding
Funding
Funding
TA
TA
Funding, TA
Funding, TA
TA
TA
TA
Planning
Planning, TA
TA
Planning, TA
TA
Funding, planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA
TA

2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016

2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2014
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016

2:00 PM
2t
5-10 t
6-10 t

3-5 t

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

31

PROJECT, PROGRAM, ACTIVITY
Develop streamside setback/land use position
Groundwater assessments
South Meadow Creek water efficiency project
POWELL COUNTY
Blue Ribbon Pavilion improvements
County bridge replacements
Reuse of the old hospital
Roundhouse development
Biomass projects
CITY OF DEER LODGE
Westside Park project
Deer Lodge Hotel
Establish Main Street restaurant
Industrial park plan

OBJ.

TIME
FRAME

6.6
6.6
6.6

2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2014

2.1
2.1
4.2
4.2
6.2

2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016
2013-2016

2.4
3.1
3.2
4.2

2015
2013-2017
2014
2016

# OF JOBS
p=permanent
t=temporary
1t
3-5 t

.5 p

.5 p

LEAD ENTITY

EDD/EDA
ASSISTANCE

TA=technical assistance

County
County
Madison Conservation District

TA
TA
TA

County
County
County, private
County
Private, HWRCD

TA
Funding
Planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA
Funding, planning, TA

City
Private
Private
City

TA
TA
TA
Planning, TA

Abbreviations:

MDOA—Montana Department of Agriculture

ADLC—Anaconda-Deer Lodge

MDOT—Montana Department of Transportation

BHWC—Big Hole Watershed Council

NRCS—Natural Resource Conservation Service

BSB—Butte-Silver Bow

OLR—Our Lady of the Rockies

HWRCD—Headwaters RC&D

TIFID—Tax Increment Financing Industrial District

JLDC—Jefferson Local Development Corporation

URA—Urban Revitalization Agency
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Types of Infrastructure and Public Facilities to Address in Postdisaster Redevelopment Planning

highly hazardous areas could potentially be targeted for relocation
during pre-disaster planning.

A community’s infrastructure is made up of a number of different
systems and structures, each of which should be considered carefully:

Parks and recreation facilities – While parks and recreation facilities are
typically not a priority for recovery, they are important for regaining
quality of life as part of long-term redevelopment. Park properties also
are often used in staging recovery efforts, such as temporary vegetative
debris storage.

Transportation systems – The repair of roads, bridges, railroads,
airports and public transit is essential to establishing normal operations
within a community. The repair of these and other types of
infrastructure is often necessary for other redevelopment efforts to take
place. Post-disaster redevelopment can be used as an opportunity to
modify, improve and add to existing transportation networks.
Incorporating hazard mitigation into the repair and reconstruction of
transportation facilities can ensure that when disaster strikes again, the
infrastructure is better able to handle the impacts.
Potable water, sewer and storm water systems – Damage to potable
water, sewer and storm water infrastructure can weaken a community’s
ability to recover. Like with other infrastructure, the community can
take the opportunity to include hazard mitigation or other
improvements during repairs. In cases of severe damage to
infrastructure in highly hazardous locations, relocation could be
considered. These opportunities may be missed if pre-planning is not
conducted.
Power, natural gas and telecommunications – Recovery from a disaster
cannot begin until major utilities, especially electricity, are restored.
Public facilities – Rebuilding after a disaster provides an opportunity to
mitigate future hazard impacts and build back a more resilient
community. Public facilities, such as schools, libraries and government
offices must be rebuilt to current building codes. However, above-code
hazard mitigation may also be a good investment, and post-disaster
funding sources may allow these expenditures. Some public facilities in

Financing Infrastructure and Public Facilities Repair
When a community starts to make decisions about which structures to
relocate after a disaster or which mitigation projects it should invest in
pre-disaster, they should consider funding availability. Knowing where
to prioritize spending requires some basic knowledge of what is
covered under insurance policies, which projects will be eligible for
federal reimbursement through the Public Assistance Program, which
projects can be funded through grant programs and what financial
reserves can be targeted for grant matching funds or local investment.
When a community begins to address its infrastructure issues as part of
the initial planning process or as a pre-disaster implementation action, it
can launch an assessment of county or municipal insurance policies to
determine which facilities are covered and for what extent of damage.
They can then use this assessment to make decisions about increasing
coverage or financing repairs to uninsured structures. They can also
determine whether mitigation enhancements would be covered under
current policies and Public Assistance or whether additional funding
would be needed.
Public Assistance: Improved and Alternate Projects
Occasionally an Applicant may determine that improvements should be
made while restoring a damaged facility, or that the public would not be
best served by restoring a damaged facility or its function at all. FEMA
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WILDFIRE

CPRI SCORE = 3.40

Description and History
A wildfire is an unplanned fire, a term which includes grass fires, forest fires and scrub fires, both man‐
caused and natural in origin. Severe wildfire conditions have historically represented a threat of
potential destruction within the region. Negative impacts of wildfire include loss of life, property and
resource damage or destruction, severe emotional crisis, widespread economic impact, disrupted and
fiscally impacted government services, and environmental degradation.
Wildfire risk is the potential for a wildfire to adversely affect things that residents value‐ lives, homes, or
ecological functions and attributes. Wildfire risk in a particular area is a combination of the chance that a
wildfire will start in or reach that area and the potential loss of human values if it does. Human activities,
weather patterns, wildfire fuels, values potentially threatened by fire, and the availability (or lack) of
resources to suppress a fire all contribute to wildfire risk. Summer in Jefferson County typically brings
the fire season, the result of low rainfall, high temperatures, low humidity, and thunderstorms.
However, major wildfires can occur at any time of the year. Varied topography, semi‐arid climate, and
numerous human‐related sources of ignition make this possible.
Montana and other western states are experiencing forest health challenges primarily due to drought,
insects, unusually warm temperatures, and past fire suppression activities. Various bark beetles
including the mountain pine beetle and spruce bud worm are attacking large stands of trees. Because
winter is no longer cold enough and long enough to keep these beetles in check, they survive to deplete
the tree of nourishment and moisture throughout the year. Affected trees usually die within 2 to 3
years. Historically, the pine forests were open growth stands and resembled park like forests that could
resist small ground fires that cleaned the forested areas of young trees and underbrush. Today, many of
these older trees are no longer on the landscape. In the absence of fire, young trees crowd the
understory, often out‐competing the larger trees for available water. The result is a forest that is highly
vulnerable to drought stress, insect and disease infestation and large stand‐replacing fires. In Jefferson
County, bark beetle damage has become much more noticeable since the 2005 PDM Plan was
completed. The number of stands infested by mountain pine beetle has increased each year as beetles
have moved up the drainages.
In the past 25 years, Jefferson County has witnessed a number of wildfires that have destroyed property
and affected wildlife habitat, scenic resources, and air quality. During this period there have been 208
wildfires. Table 4.2‐1 presents the fires over 100 acres in the county since 1980, their size and source of
ignition.
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TABLE 4.2‐1
WILDFIRES OVER 100 ACRES IN JEFFERSON COUNTY, 1981‐2010
Date
Name
Size in Acres
1981
Johnny Gulch
1,300
1985
Woodward Ranch
1,120
1988
Sheep Creek
125
1988
Whitehall
1,630
1988
Warm Springs
46,900
1992
Black Butte
1,466
1996
Cavern Fire
135
Source: CWPP, 2005; DNRC, 2011

Cause
Not
Not
Not
Not
Human
Not
Human

Date
1998
2000
2000
2001
2005
2008

Name
Greer Gulch
High Ore Road
Boulder Hill
Wheat
158
Cactus

Size in Acres
120
9,978
2,482
150
169
518

Cause
Not reported
Human
Human
Not reported
Not reported
Not reported

Jefferson County received both a Presidential and State disaster declaration for the Boulder Complex
Fires in 2000. State‐wide wildfire disasters were declared in 1979, 1988, 1991, 1992, 1996, 1998, 1999
and 2003 (DMA, 2011). A description of one significant wildfire that has occurred in Jefferson County is
presented below.
Boulder Complex Fire: Two fires, both man‐caused, started the afternoon of August 2, 2000 near
Boulder. The much more active and dangerous "High Ore Road Fire" started on a patented mining claim
north of Basin. The Boulder Hill fire ignited the same afternoon above Interstate‐15. The Boulder Hill
fire moved east away from the Interstate into the Elkhorn Mountains, including both roaded and
backcountry areas. The High Ore Road fire rampaged north across developed rural areas in lower
elevation foothills east of the Continental Divide. http://www.wildrockiesalliance.org/issues/wildfire/
mwa12biggest.html. The Jefferson County DES Coordinator reported that evacuations were west of
Boulder above the Free Enterprise Mine then on a line north to the Amazon District and then east across
the Boulder Hill and the Aspen Valley subdivision. Several outbuildings were burned.
Fighting wildland fires in Jefferson County is primarily the responsibility of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
and the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC). Additionally, local
volunteer fire districts provide important initial attack. The Tri‐County FireSafe Working Group, USFS,
and DNRC have been instrumental in maximizing the efficiency of local fire districts in response to
wildfires.
Vulnerability and Area of Impact
Land management issues with wildfire occur when combined with the human environment. People and
structures near wildfires are threatened unless adequately protected through evacuation or mitigation.
Most structures are flammable, and therefore, are threatened when wildfire approaches. In addition, a
significant loss of life could occur to residents, firefighters, and others who are in the wildfire area and
do not evacuate. Infrastructure such as electric transmission lines, fuel tanks, and radio transmission
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towers are not often equipped to withstand the heat from a wildfire. Timber resources, animal habitats,
and waterways can all be damaged leading to negative economic and environmental impacts.
Since the mid‐1960s, and particularly in the last 20 years, people have subdivided and developed
wildlands throughout the county for residential, recreational, and commercial uses. Development has
created many communities mixed with wildland vegetation, otherwise known as a Wildland Urban
Interface (WUI). The WUI is defined as the line, area, or zone where structures and other human
development meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels. A WUI exists
anywhere that structures are located close to natural vegetation and where a fire can spread from
vegetation to structures, or vice versa. A WUI can vary from a large housing development adjacent to
natural vegetation to a structure or structures surrounded by vegetation. Throughout the country in the
1990s, the number of structures destroyed by wildfire increased six times over the previous decade’s
total, as increasing numbers of people moved to fire‐prone areas.
According to the county growth policy, most of the recent residential construction in Jefferson County
has been in areas near Boulder, Whitehall, and from Jefferson City to Helena, with much of it at the
WUI. While homes near the wilderness enjoy closeness with nature, clean air and many other benefits,
adequate fire prevention measurers have often not been undertaken in either the subdivision of land or
the construction of many structures near wildlands. Some subdivisions have been built without
adequate means of alternative ingress/egress or, in some cases, with roads that are not accessible to
emergency vehicles. Many of the earlier subdivisions do not have water supply systems capable of
suppressing a major fire.
Homes are often located at the forest edge or in the forest itself; built out of flammable materials (wood
siding and other flammable materials); constructed near the end of gulches with only one escape route
or on steep hillsides with narrow, winding roads; and built on lands without adequate water. While the
site or building material may be chosen for its aesthetic merit, it often has few or none of the qualities
essential for the safety of both the home and its occupants in the event of a fire (Jefferson County
Growth Policy).
The Tri‐County FireSafe Working Group has been important in establishing areas within Jefferson County
subject to wildfire risk. A recent mapping effort was completed to assess the wildland fuel hazard risk
within the county. Figure 5 presents a wildfire risk map showing the WUI and critical facilities in
Jefferson County.
Jefferson County, as part of a collaborative effort along with Lewis and Clark and Broadwater Counties,
completed a Regional Community Wildfire Protection Plan. This document is presented in Appendix E.
Mitigation projects identified in this plan are incorporated herein by reference.
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Probability and Magnitude
Property damage is difficult to obtain for wildfires since it is typically the forest resource that sustains
most of the damage/destruction. DNRC has collected data on structure loss from wildfires since 2003.
In addition, Jefferson County DES has records of structure loss from the wildfires of 1988 and 2000.
These sources indicate that in the past 10 years, wildfire has claimed 10 residential structures in
Jefferson County. Table 4.2‐2 presents details on these structure losses including the approximate
dollar loss adjusted to current dollars.
TABLE 4.2‐2
STRUCTURE LOSS FROM WILDFIRE IN JEFFERSON COUNTY, 1981‐2010
Date

Name of Fire

#
Adjusted
#
Adjusted
Adjusted
Commercial
Value to
Residential
Value to # Outbuildings Value to
Structures 2011 Dollars Structures 2011 Dollars
2011 Dollars

1988
Warm Springs
0
0
1
$129,123
0
0
2000
Boulder Complex
0
0
9
$1,162,107
0
0
2004
Wood Hauler
0
0
0
0
1
$1,000
0
0
10
$1,291,230
1
$1,000
TOTAL
Sources: Fire Data (DNRC, 2011); Median Value of Residential Property (US Census, 2000); Assumed $1,000 value for
average outbuilding; Inflation Calculator (http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm)

Table 4.2‐3 presents the wildfire events in Jefferson County with reported property damages from the
SHELDUS database and Presidential disaster declarations.

Date

Injuries

TABLE 4.2‐3
JEFFERSON COUNTY WILDFIRE EVENTS WITH DAMAGES
Fatalities
Property Damage
Crop Damage

8/1/1994
0
0
$5,000,000
9/1/1994
0
0
$5,000,000
8/2/2000
2
0
$1,000,000
TOTAL
2
0
$11,000,000
Source: SHELDUS, 2010 (adjusted to 2010 dollars); DES, 2001

$0
$50,000
$0
$50,000

Remarks

Wildfire
Forest Fires
Presidential Disaster Declaration

Wildfire does not present a uniform risk across Jefferson County. Figure 5 presents a wildfire risk map
showing the WUI and the Jefferson County critical facilities. The WUI layer used for this analysis consists
of two input layers: WUI zones computed using GIS and USFS Region One Healthy Forest Restoration Act
WUI. Wildland interface zones up to four miles from interface communities (areas where population
density >= 250 people per square mile), were identified as important areas for reducing fuel hazards. A
wildland urban interface zone mapping procedure was created based on buffering interface
communities by four miles. Each one mile buffer zone in the four mile area was assigned a WUI risk class
of: 4 (very high) for the nearest, 3 (high) for the next, 2 (moderate) for the next, and 1 (low) for the
farthest. Additional WUI areas were added from the USFS Healthy Forest Restoration Act WUI layer
which was created using communities at risk, population density, and topography modeling.
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To complete the vulnerability analysis for this project, GIS was used to intersect the resulting WUI layer
with both the critical facility and MDOR cadastral parcel datasets. Estimates of vulnerable population
were calculated by determining the percent exposure in each census block for the hazard area.
Exposure values are presented in Table 4.2‐4. Annualized loss estimates were calculated by applying
frequency and magnitude to building stock exposure, and are presented on the Risk Assessment
Summary tables in Section 4.11 (Tables 4.11‐1 through 4.11‐3). Building exposure reflects only the
monetary structure value and does not account for improvements or personal effects that may be lost
to wildfire. The Wildfire Section in Appendix C presents supporting documentation from the risk
assessment including a list of critical facilities in the very high, high, moderate, and low WUI risk zones.
GIS analysis of the wildfire risk to Jefferson County indicates that over 194,513 acres are within the very
high‐risk WUI. According to the vulnerability analysis, 3,746 residences, 427 commercial, industrial and
agricultural buildings, and 60 critical facilities are located in very high‐risk WUI. Digital data on
construction type for the facilities is not available but will be considered in future PDM updates.
The history of wildfires, the terrain, and recent insect infestations has prompted Jefferson County to
identify wildfire as a significant hazard. Smoke from fires both within and outside of the county can
create poor air quality. Sensitive groups, such as the elderly and asthmatics, can be affected. Wildfires
can also have a significant impact on the regional economy with the loss of timber, natural resources,
recreational opportunities, or tourism. Although the primary concern is to structures and the interface
residents, most of the costs associated with fires, come from firefighting efforts. As past events have
also shown, infrastructure such as power transmission lines can also be threatened.
Wildfires generally occur more than once per year in Jefferson County and therefore, the probability of
future events is rated as “highly likely”.
Future Development
Land use regulations and subdivision ordinances can reduce the incidence of wildland fire by addressing
survivable space and access for emergency vehicles. The Jefferson County Growth Policy acknowledges
wildfire risk with the following goal: Minimize risk of fire by management and planning, and to permit
the effective and efficient suppression of fires in order to protect persons, property and forested areas.
The following objectives have been outlined to mitigate the risk of wildfire in future development:




Encourage fire protection measures throughout the county, giving special emphasis to the
extreme fire hazards at the wildland urban interface.
Complete fire hazard mapping for Jefferson County.
Encourage that all developments be within a fire protection district, or have a contract for
service with a fire protection district.
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TABLE 4.2‐4
JEFFERSON COUNTY VULNERABILITY ANALYSIS – WILDFIRE (VERY‐HIGH RISK)

JURISDICTION

Incorporated
Communities & County
Boulder
Whitehall
Remainder of County
CENSUS Designated
Places
Basin
Cardwell
Clancy
Elkhorn
Jefferson City
Montana City
Rader Creek
South Hills
CENSUS County
Divisions
Boulder
Whitehall

Tetra Tech Inc.

COMMERCIAL ,

# COMMERCIAL ,

RESIDENTIAL

#

INDUSTRIAL &

INDUSTRIAL &

PROPERTY

RESIDENCES

AGRICULTURAL

AGRICULTUAL

EXPOSURE $

AT RISK

PROPERTY

PROPERTIES AT

EXPOSURE $

RISK

CRITICAL FACILITIES
EXPOSURE RISK $

# CRITICAL
FACILITIES AT
RISK

BRIDGE
EXPOSURE $

#
BRIDGES
AT RISK

PERSONS AT

PERSONS UNDER

RISK

18 AT RISK

$24,902,761
$31,207,320
$456,191,186

394
379
2,973

$7,775,364
$8,389,386
$32,280,874

76
89
262

$176,184,108
$6,592,714
$31,957,128

24
22
49

$151,180
$0
$9,953,800

1
0
73

1,183
1,038
8,539

223
239
2,034

$5,563,391
$2,171,372
$99,059,802
$808,614
$24,580,255
$173,250,944
$10,809,350
$46,902,951

104
21
633
25
188
938
95
183

$1,277,430
$531,359
$4,209,681
$52,294
$419,333
$19,252,068
$62,282
$873,509

46
7
37
5
19
51
3
3

$319,666
$878,210
$7,954,126
$0
$273,317
$8,050,033
$0
$0

6
2
8
0
4
9
0
0

$1,651,992
$517,768
$891,224
$0
$519,376
$1,292,344
$115,824
$0

15
5
9
0
3
4
1
0

212
50
1,661
10
472
2,715
291
517

46
16
360
0
107
706
53
183

$403,734,274
$108,566,993

2,713
1,033

$35,369,389
$13,076,235

261
166

$199,320,499
$15,413,452

60
35

$6,267,924
$3,837,056

45
29

7,683
3,077

1,856
640
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Subdivisions should be planned, designed, constructed and maintained so as to minimize the
risk of fire. Developers should submit a defensible space plan for each subdivision to the
appropriate fire district for its review.
Encourage fire resistant construction.
Promote cooperation with local fire districts and state and federal agencies to develop and
provide a wildfire educational program.
Promote fire services for all subdivisions.
Promote adequate water supply systems.
Support adequate ingresses and egresses in all subdivision planning.
Promote vegetation policies that reduce fire hazards.

The Jefferson County subdivision regulations state that all subdivisions will be planned, designed,
constructed and maintained so as to minimize the risk of fire and permit the effective and efficient
suppression of fires in order to protect persons, property, and forested areas. Required conditions
include:




Placement of structures in such a manner so as to minimize the potential for flame spread and
to permit efficient access for fire fighting equipment.
An adequate water supply and water distribution system to fight fires.
Special standards for subdivisions proposed in areas of high fire hazard including:
o At least two entrance‐exit roads.
o Road right‐of‐way cleared of slash.
o Building sites prohibited on slopes greater than 30 percent and at the apex of fire
chimneys.
o Minimum lot standards for densities in areas of steep slopes of dense forest growth.
o Open space located to separate residences from densely forested areas.
o A water supply of sufficient volume for effective fire control.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1

Introduction and Background

The community of Clancy has reached a point where the water quality is a serious concern and
the community is unable to grow in a reasonable and prudent manner due to inadequate
wastewater treatment and disposal. Over the last several years the County Health Department
has been dealing with an increasing number of septic systems that are out of compliance with
current health regulations. Many of these existing systems are out-dated and failing at an
increasing rate.
During early 2012, groundwater samples were collected from several wells in the Clancy area.
These wells were analyzed for total coliform, e-coli, and nitrate plus nitrite, which are indicators
of impacts from either animal or human waste. Several of the water sample results showed
impacts from what is assumed to be onsite wastewater treatment systems. The water sample
analyses showed exceedences of the EPA Maximum Contaminant Limits (MCL) for Nitrate and
the presence of total coliform. This is a very serious threat to health and human safety.
This situation has brought the need for a centralized wastewater system to the forefront. The
local citizens are becoming more aware of their water quality problems and the potential health
hazards they face with older congested onsite septic systems. Jefferson County has taken an
active role to find solutions for this problem and has sought the assistance of Great West
Engineering, Inc. to help move forward toward building a community wastewater treatment
system.
If a community wastewater collection and treatment system moves forward it would require the
financial assistance of grants and a legal Water and Sewer District will need to be formed. The
formation of a Water and Sewer District must be approved by the voters in accordance with
Montana State law.

1.2

Problem Definition

Clancy is an unincorporated community that, for the most part, was built prior to the
establishment of County or State health or environmental regulations, thus many individual
septic disposal systems do not comply with current regulations. One of the most prominent noncompliance issues is the close proximity of drinking water wells to septic systems (less than 100feet separation). The small lots sizes within the proposed District does not allow for adequate
separation between wells and drainfields. The majority of these systems are cesspools, seepage
pits, or metal septic tanks with drainfields that have either failed, or have a high potential of
failing in the near future. Additionally, the small lot size does not allow for a replacement
drainfield to be installed in the event the primary drainfield fails. The soils in this particular area
consist of coarse grained decomposed granite or alluvium that lacks the organic material
necessary to reduce the levels of nitrate and phosphorous. Coupled with poor treatment
characteristics of the soils are shallow groundwater and close proximity of Prickly Pear Creek,
further increasing the high probability of contaminating the groundwater, water supply wells, and
1
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potentially Prickly Pear Creek. The existing conditions are a public health hazard for the
community and warrants the need for a centralized wastewater collection and treatment system.
Without this type of system in place, the local residents face a serious health risk. Additionally,
the Jefferson County Environmental Health Department will continue to have an increasingly
difficult time allowing the construction of new homes or businesses in the area unless the
proposed septic systems can meet all the required regulations. The end result could be a
moratorium on new construction and an inability to permit replacement septic system drainfields
as they fail.

1.3

Alternatives Considered

The alternative screening process considered numerous alternatives aimed at resolving the
problems faced by the community of Clancy to ensure that the best possible solution was not
overlooked. After an initial evaluation, it was determined that several of the potential
alternatives were not viable options for Clancy and were eliminated from further review. The
lack of suitable wastewater treatment sites within a reasonable distance of the proposed District
and project feasibility were the primary reasons for the initial eliminations. Alternatives that
were considered for a more detailed review include:
Collection System
→ Alternative CS-1: Gravity Collection – Street Layout
→ Alternative CS-2: Gravity Collection – Alley Layout
Lift Station
→ Alternative L-1: Single Centralized Lift Station
Treatment System
→ Alternative T-1: No Action Alternative
→ Alternative T-2: Storage and Irrigation (Low Rate Land Application)
→ Alternative T-3: Septic Tank / Level 2 Treatment / Pressure Dosed Drainfield
→ Alternative T-4: Biological Nutrient Removal (BNR) Mechanical Treatment Plant
Site Selection
→ Alternative S-1: Chokecherry Lane
→ Alternative S-2: Lump Gulch
→ Alternative S-3: Marks Bench
→ Alternative S-4: Sunnyside Lane
→ Alternative S-5: Across I-15
→ Alternative S-6: State Land

2
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Preferred Alternative

Each of the alternatives presented in Section 1.3 were analyzed in detail. A decision matrix was
developed to compare alternatives and help select a preferred alternative. The decision matrix
included environmental impacts, technical feasibility, 20-year life cycle costs, public health and
safety, operation and maintenance, and public opinion. A public meeting was held by the
County, at which Great West Engineering presented the preliminary engineering report to the
public in order to get their opinion and support of the project.
Based upon the results of the decision matrix, the preferred alternative was determined to
include:
→ Alternative CS-2: Gravity Collection System – Alley layout
→ Alternative L-1: Single Centralized Lift Station – Packaged Submersible
→ Alternative T-3: Septic Tank / Level 2 Treatment / Pressure Dosed Drainfield
→ Alternative S-5: Across I-15
Alternative CS-2 includes the installation of collection system infrastructure primarily in the
alley ways of the community grid. The majority of the existing septic systems are located in the
back of the lots so the new service line construction will have less impact and be more feasible to
connect to the central system.
Alternative L-1 includes installation of a new centralized raw sewage lift station located in the
far northeast corner of the proposed District, which is the low point of the system. The entire
service area consistently slopes to the northeast, allowing for a single lift station design. After
evaluating different types of lift stations, a packaged submersible type was selected.
Alternative T-3 consists of a centralized septic tank, level 2 treatment system, and discharge to
groundwater via a pressure dosed drainfield (subsurface infiltration galleries). Although this
treatment technology has been used for decades, in recent years manufacturers such as Advantex
have begun building modular type systems complying with level 2 treatment criteria for the State
of Montana. These manufacturers have compiled an extensive amount of data available to
support the effectiveness of their respective treatment systems. Disposal to groundwater works
well given the soils found in this region, and the ability to incrementally expand this system as
needed in the future gives support in making this a good alternative for Clancy. This treatment
method will require the proposed District to obtain a groundwater discharge permit from MDEQ.
Although the permit process can be rigorous, discharge permits are normally obtainable.
Alternative S-5 consists of the suitable land located on an open bench northeast of the proposed
District and east of Interstate 15 and was selected primarily because the land is assumed to be
suitable for groundwater infiltration and because of its separation distance from surface water
and existing well heads. Based on the available soils information, this site will provide adequate
treatment to be in compliance with Montana’s non-degradation limitations. It should be noted
that although site S-5 was selected, site S-3 located across Interstate 15 at the north end of the
District boundary would be a suitable alternative, as would site S-6, located to the south. Final
3
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site selection will depend largely on site specific testing and investigations, and if land
acquisition negotiations are successful. The site specific testing and investigation would occur
during the design phase of the proposed project.

1.5

Project Costs and Budget

The total estimated capital cost for the preferred alternative is $5,974,000 with an annual
operations and maintenance cost of $34,500. This includes construction of the collection system,
lift station, treatment and disposal system, land acquisition, financing, engineering, and
administration costs. A detailed line-item breakdown of these costs can be found in Tables
9.6.1A, 9.6.1B and 9.6.2.
Various funding scenarios were considered with a variety of grant and low interest loan sources
available to the proposed District. The recommended funding strategy includes grant funds from
the Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP), the Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC), the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, as well as
STAG/WRDA grants. Additional project funding would be through the Rural Development
(RD) grant and loan program. Table 10.1.2A in Section 10 presents the proposed funding
strategy and Table 10.1.2B presents a detailed breakdown of the proposed funding strategy with
user rates. Funding source eligibility would be determined by an income survey which will need
to be performed prior to applying for any grants.
User rates were calculated using the proposed funding scenario and the equivalent dwelling unit
(EDU) methodology. This methodology breaks-down the debt service and O&M costs to
individual residential users on the system. The monthly rate per EDU is estimated to be $94.92,
whereby $18.79 is attributable to O&M. Larger users (commercial properties, school, etc.)
would pay more based on their usage. These users would be assigned an EDU multiplier based
on standard practice of the industry using building size and use as criteria for assigning a
multiplier.

4
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MON TAN A DE PAR T MENT O F NAT URA L RESO URC ES AND C ONSE R VATI ON
December 5, 2014

My Fellow Montanans,
Montana’s economy and quality of life rely on water for everything from agriculture, livestock, fisheries,
recreation, hydropower, industry and municipal uses. Montana enjoys the benefits of being a headwaters
state where mountain snowpack delivers high quality water supplies into our valleys and plains. Balancing
competing water demands with uncertain future water supplies is required. The State, working with citizens
across Montana, must proactively plan and implement efforts to achieve a balance that ensures a strong
economy and protects the magnificent environment we all enjoy and rely upon. It is with this recognition
of the importance of water to the people of Montana that the Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC) is proud to adopt the 2015 State Water Plan.
The 2015 Montana State Water Plan contains sixty-eight recommendations intended to guide state water
policy and management over the near, intermediate and long-term bases. All recommendations contained
in the State Water Plan are guided by the legal principles in the Montana Constitution, the prior
appropriation doctrine and the Montana Water Use Act.
During the 18-month long planning process, DNRC worked with four regional Basin Advisory Councils
(BACs) representing water users in the Clark Fork/Kootenai, Upper Missouri, Lower Missouri and the
Yellowstone river basins. The 80 members of the four BACS represent the most diverse group of water users
and interests ever brought together by the State of Montana. I want to thank all the members of the BACs
for their hours of service in developing the basin plans that are the bases for the State Water Plan.
The planning process also benefited from the hundreds of Montanans who took the time to provide the
BACs and the DNRC with comments on what they feel are the key water related issues facing Montana and
how we, as a state, can address them together. As a result, the recommendations offered in the State Water
Plan reflect the collective work and ideas of a broad range of water users from across the state.
I believe that implementation of the recommendations offered in the State Water Plan will provide the state
and people of Montana with the information and tools necessary to meet the complex challenges of managing this vital resource to meet current uses and needs of future generations who will call Montana home.
Sincerely,

John E. Tubbs, Director
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1

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
“...all waters
within Montana
are the property
of the state
for the use of
its people and
are subject to
appropriation for
beneficial uses as
provided by law.”
—Montana Constitution

Montana’s economy and quality of life
rely on water for everything from agriculture, livestock, industry, fisheries, and
recreation, to municipal and domestic
uses. It is with this recognition of our
dependence on water that the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) is proud to present the
2015 State Water Plan to the Montana
Legislature and the citizens of Montana.
The 2015 State Water Plan is a synthesis
of the vision and efforts of regional Basin
Advisory Councils (BACs) established
in Montana’s four main river basins: the
Clark Fork/Kootenai, Upper Missouri,
Lower Missouri, and the Yellowstone.
The 80 members of the four BACs represent one of the most diverse groups of
water users and interests ever brought
together by the state of Montana.
As part of the planning process, the
BACs and DNRC were assisted by the
hundreds of Montanans who took the
time to provide the BACs and the DNRC
with comments on what they feel are the
key water related issues facing Montana
and how we, as a state, can address
them together.
As a result, the recommendations in the
State Water Plan reflect the collective
work and ideas of a broad range of water
users from across the state. We believe
that if the state and people of Montana
carry out the recommendations offered
in the State Water Plan, then Montana in
the next 20 years will:
■■ Have finalized the adjudication of all
water rights in the state of Montana –
an effort that began in 1973;
■■ Be better prepared to manage water
in real-time to adjust to seasonal
changes in supply and demand
as well as prepare for longer term
climatic changes;
■■ Be better able to protect existing

2
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and senior water right holders while
continuing to improve the state’s
ability to allocate water to meet new
demands;
■■ Be better prepared to endure
droughts in watersheds across the
state;
■■ Be better able to supply water to
serve the needs of a growing population and thriving economy as well
as the natural systems, habitats, and
species that our state is renowned for;
and
■■ Have a public that better understands
the dynamics of our water supply and
the water rights system they rely upon
every day.
The Montana Legislature directed DNRC
to update the State Water Plan and
submit the results to the 2015 Legislative Session. The State Water Plan is to
include:

The guiding legal principles for the State
Water Plan include: the Montana Constitution with its recognition of pre-1973
water rights and the fundamental principles of the prior appropriation doctrine
(“first in time is first in right”); and, the
Montana Water Use Act that, amongst
other things, governs the adjudication
of existing pre-1973 water rights, new
appropriations of water, changes to existing water rights, water rights compacts,
water reservations, and water planning.
During the 18-month long planning
process, DNRC worked with the BACs
on developing basin specific responses
to each of the subject areas listed above.
Results of this effort in each planning
basin, along with supporting data, are
contained in four individual basin planning reports. Each of the four basin plans
serves as a standalone document for
guiding the development and management of the basin’s water resources.

These basin plans will continue to evolve
to meet the planning needs of their
respective basins.
In contrast to the detail rich basin
plans, the State Water Plan provides
a high-level overview of the state’s
water resources and lays out a path for
managing those resources over the next
twenty years. Although the State Water
Plan represents the outgrowth of these
regional plans, only the State Water Plan
has been formally adopted by DNRC.
In the event that guidance in one of the
basin plans is at odds with the State
Water Plan, the direction offered in the
State Water Plan takes precedence.
Similarly, the policy recommendations
offered in the basin plans represent the
collective work of the individual BACs
and should not be interpreted as carrying the authority of official state policy.
The basin plans are all available for
review at www.dnrc.mt.gov/mwsi.

■■ An inventory of consumptive and
nonconsumptive uses associated with
existing water rights;
■■ An estimate of the amount of surface
and groundwater needed to satisfy
new future demands;
■■ Analysis of the effects of frequent
drought and new or increased depletions on the availability of future water
supplies;
■■ Proposals for the best means, such
as an evaluation of opportunities for
storage of water by both private and
public entities, to satisfy existing water
rights and new water demands;
■■ Possible sources of water to meet the
needs of the state; and
■■ Any legislation necessary to address
water resource concerns.
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Water use in Montana totals approximately 84 million acre-feet annually.
Hydroelectric power generation accounts
for 72 million acre-feet or 86% of the
water used on a state-wide basis.
Approximately 3.6 million acre-feet are
consumed state-wide. Agriculture diverts
approximately 10 .4 million acre feet and
consumes approximately 2.4 million acrefeet, reservoir evaporation consumes
1 million acre-feet, and municipal, industrial, domestic, and livestock watering
consume approximately 200,000 acrefeet combined.
Demand for water is a function of many
factors that are inherently uncertain.
Population may grow or decline and
agriculture and industry may demand
more water or make do with less through
greater efficiency. Changing and variable climatic conditions compound this
uncertainty.

4

To forecast the potential effects of
climate trends on future water supplies
in Montana, DNRC modeled a range
of climate scenarios following general
procedures similar to those described in
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (2011)
West-Wide Climate Risk Assessments.
Virtually all model simulations project
warmer temperatures and most project
modest precipitation increases. Although
annual stream flow volumes are expected
to stay the same or increase, Montanans are likely to see a shift in the timing
of runoff due to earlier snowmelt and
an increase in rain as a percentage of
precipitation during late winter and early
spring.
The availability of water for new appropriations varies across the state and is
subject to both physical water availability
and existing legal demands. Many of the
basins located in the western third of the

state are generally closed to new surface
water appropriations. Opportunities for
new appropriations for surface water or
hydraulically connected groundwater
also may be limited outside of closed
basins because of existing legal demands
including irrigation claims, hydroelectric
rights, or instream water rights for fisheries, wildlife, and recreational use.
Given the scarcity of legally available
surface water, the reallocation of existing
water rights to new uses will play a key
role in meeting future demands. As part
of that reallocation, water users must
receive an authorization from DNRC
before they change or lease their water
right in order to ensure that they will not
adversely affect other water rights.
In areas of Montana, the ability to put
water to a beneficial use is limited
as much by water quality as physical
availability. Water quantity and water
quality are closely intertwined and the
Montana Water Use Act recognizes this
relationship (§85-2-311 MCA). However,
this document offers limited guidance
regarding water quality issues because
DNRC has no authority to regulate
water quality and the state water planning statute does not explicitly address
water quality. The Department of Environmental Quality has primary authority
over the regulation of water quality in
Montana. For more information on water
quality regulation in Montana, please
reference DEQ’s Montana Nonpoint
Source Management Plan at http://deq.
mt.gov/wqinfo/nonpoint/NonpointSourceProgram.mcpx). Another good source
of information is the Clean Water Act
Information Center http://deq.mt.gov/
wqinfo/CWAIC/default.mcpx . These
sites provide information, strategies and
goals and reports that address water
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quality issues generally as well as water
quality as it is affected by water quantity.
Water storage is an important tool for
meeting future demands and responding
to a changing climate. The prospect of
constructing storage projects in Montana
is limited by the availability of suitable
locations, cost, public support, the need
to mitigate environmental impacts, and
limited legal and physical availability
of water to store. The development of
new storage projects is limited to basins
where the volume of annual runoff
exceeds downstream legal demands.
There are also opportunities to retain
high spring flows through the use of
natural systems such as riparian areas,
floodplains and wetlands which act to
slow runoff and promote groundwater
recharge effectively storing water and
releasing it slowly back to the surface
water system. In this way, these natural
systems fill a role similar to traditional
reservoirs. Artificial recharge of alluvial
aquifers may also provide additional
opportunities to store water when the
physical supply exceeds downstream
legal demands.
The major findings and recommendations of the State Water Plan are found
in the final section of this report and
summarized below. All recommendations
contained in the State Water Plan are
subject to the existing institutional and
legal framework for water use in Montana
as provided by the Montana Constitution, prior appropriation doctrine, and
Montana Water Use Act. Full implementation of some recommendations may
require the Legislature to amend the
Water Use Act.

WATER SUPPLY
AND DEMAND

Water supply across Montana is
controlled by the variability in seasonal
temperature and precipitation. While
the demand for water continues to grow,
water availability varies from year-toyear and often changes dramatically
within a given year. As a result, coping
with supply and demand imbalances
is a constant feature of water management in Montana. The importance of
ensuring an adequate supply of water to
meet current beneficial uses and future
demands is a theme echoed by the four
Basin Advisory Councils throughout the
planning process.
■■ Increase water use efficiency and
water conservation – As the demand
for water increases, water conservation and water use efficiency to
reduce the consumption of water
will play a larger role in meeting the
state’s future needs. Looking ahead,
we must focus on innovative strategies
to stretch supplies and promote water
conservation while protecting against
the adverse effects of increased
consumption.
■■ Expand efforts to quantify surface
water supplies and availability –
While we cannot eliminate all supply
and demand imbalances, Montana
can improve and expand efforts to
gather the best scientific information
available to quantify and forecast
water supplies and availability.
■■ Increase flexibility to manage available water supplies through storage and rehabilitation of existing
infrastructure – Water storage is an
important part of integrated water
management. Water storage creates
greater flexibility in managing available supplies to meet the multiple

demands of agriculture, municipalities,
industry, hydropower, fisheries, recreation and water quality. While new
storage projects may be difficult to
site, authorize, and finance, there may
be opportunities to modify the operations of existing facilities or construct
smaller off-stream storage projects.
■■ Explore the use of natural storage
and retention to benefit water
supplies and ecosystems – Existing natural systems, such as riparian
areas, floodplains and wetlands act
to slow runoff and promote groundwater recharge; effectively storing
water and releasing it slowly back to
the surface water system. In this way,
these natural systems fill a role similar
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to traditional reservoirs. Artificial
recharge of alluvial aquifers may also
provide additional opportunities to
store water when the physical supply
exceeds downstream legal demands.
Integrating existing natural systems
into Montana’s water management
practices will support late season
flows, mitigate the impact of drought
cycles, and provide environmental
benefits.
■■ Support and expand Montana’s
existing drought preparedness and
planning efforts – Drought is part of
Montana’s natural hydrologic regime.
Drought readiness requires proactive
planning and a collaborative stakeholder approach within small- to
medium-sized watersheds.

WATER USE
ADMINISTRATION

Historic beneficial use is the basis,
measure and limit of a water right. An
accurate understanding of water use is
critical to Montana’s ability to protect
existing water rights while meeting new
demands through the water right change
process or new appropriations of water.
Enforcement against water use without
a water right or permit is also critical to
the management of Montana’s water
resources.
■■ Complete an accurate and enforceable water rights adjudication
– Adjudication of pre-1973 water
rights is critical to Montana’s ability to
develop strategies for meeting future
demands while protecting existing
water rights. The water rights adjudication process must be completed as
accurately as possible to establish the
priority of pre-1973 water rights.

6

■■ Enforce against illegal water use –
Montana Water users want a more
efficient, less expensive, and less
adversarial approach to water right
enforcement. There is growing public
sentiment in support of DNRC playing a more active enforcement role
against illegal water use (i.e. using
water without a right or permit).
■■ Provide sufficient information, and
legal and administrative capacity to
minimize adverse impacts during
times of water scarcity – Drought
planning efforts must include legal
and administrative mechanisms that
let water users reduce water diversions without putting their water rights
at risk of abandonment and allow for
the water savings to be protected.
■■ Analyze additional opportunities
and challenges for using water
marketing, mitigation, and banking
tools for meeting new demands
– Water marketing, mitigation, and
water banking each offer distinct
opportunities, and challenges. Understanding the potential positive and
negative impacts of each is the first
step toward taking advantage of these
approaches.
■■ Complete all outstanding tribal
and federal reserved water rights
compacts and work closely with
federal partners to better manage
federal water projects – All four
Basin Advisory Councils discussed
the issue of outstanding reserved
water right compacts and agreed
that it is in the interest of the state,
federal government, and the tribes
to complete this important work. The
State of Montana should work with the
tribes, Montana’s Congressional delegation and the federal government
to complete the compacting process

through congressional and tribal ratification and decree by the Water Court.

WATER INFORMATION

Water resource issues are multi-faceted
and often highly localized. Understanding and resolving them requires ready
access to up-to-date information. Multiple local, state and federal agencies
generate and use water information
in carrying out their responsibilities
related to the protection or allocation of
Montana’s water resources. Better integration of this information will support
planning, policy development and decision making at local, state and federal
levels. Integration of information will also
support planning and decision making
by individual water users. Better access
to hydrologic and climatic information
at the appropriate geographic scale will
result in more accurate assessments of
water availability. Improved measurement
and monitoring of water use will support
the state’s ability to determine when
water is physically and legally available
to meet new demands, while protecting
existing water rights. Improved access
to integrated water information will also
support the work of water managers to
distribute water by priority.
■■ Support Improvements to the
Montana Water Information System
– The Montana State Library’s Water
Information System (WIS) is the starting point for finding water resources
information in Montana. The WIS
makes high quality data on surface
water, groundwater, water quality,
riparian areas, water rights, climate
data and more available to the public
from one common starting place. The
State Library continues to improve
the WIS through the development of
new data sets, interactive applications,
and maps. Efforts to improve the WIS
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should be encouraged and supported.
■■ Inventory of consumptive and
non-consumptive uses – An accurate inventory of Montana’s water
use, both consumptive and non-consumptive, is critical to the state’s
ability to meet new demands while
protecting existing water users from
adverse effects. Accurate information
on historic water use and associated
water rights will support the state’s
ability to determine the extent to
which water is legally and physically
available for new beneficial uses.
■■ Monitor water supply and distribution – Effective water management
and distribution depend on accurate
real-time measurements of streamflow,
snowpack and soil moisture. Improving Montana’s water supply and
distribution monitoring network will
improve the ability of water managers to adjust to seasonal supply and
demand imbalances as well as plan
for longer term imbalances associated
with climate variability.

groundwater and surface water from
site-specific investigations and longterm monitoring as well as strategies
for mitigating impacts of groundwater
use on surface water users is necessary to facilitate decisions on new
permitting and water right change
authorizations.

ECOLOGICAL HEALTH
AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Montana’s natural aquatic systems, lakes
and rivers and associated biological
resources, support our quality of life
and Montana’s recreation and tourism
economy. The availability of water in
the appropriate quantity, quality, timing

and duration is necessary to ensure the
health of our water-dependent ecosystems. We must pursue proactive policies
and management practices to meet the
needs of aquatic ecosystems within the
prior appropriation system in order to
sustain the health of these valuable natural systems.
■■ Provide sufficient protection for
instream flows within the prior
appropriation framework to maintain aquatic and riparian systems
– Coordinated efforts are needed to
develop and implement strategies
and tools for providing minimum
instream flow regimes within the prior
appropriation framework.

■■ Improve and expand efforts to characterize groundwater – Montanans
are increasingly looking to the state’s
groundwater to meet future needs.
Better groundwater information
including aquifer characteristics and
water monitoring data collected under
the Montana Bureau of Mines and
Geology Groundwater Water Assessment Program is needed statewide
to identify sources of groundwater
potentially available for development.
■■ Improve management of surface
water and groundwater as a
conjunctive resource – Montana
recognizes the link between surface
water and groundwater and manages
them as a single resource. Additional
information on interactions between
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■■ Support proactive, coordinated efforts to reduce invasive
species and protect endangered species in Montana – Both
aquatic and terrestrial invasive species can negatively impact
water supplies and distribution. Coordinated efforts are needed
to implement actions that protect Montana’s land and water
resources. Experience has shown that a cooperative approach is
the most effective way to address threatened and endangered
species.

COLLABORATIVE WATER PLANNING
AND COORDINATION

Coordination increases communication, improves efficiencies, and
leverages technical and financial resources. Effective collaboration
helps to inform, engage, and connect stakeholders and supports
efforts to improve water management across all watersheds. It is
important to coordinate efforts and involve water managers, users,
and stakeholders at the watershed, basin, and statewide scale to
develop sustainable management solutions.
■■ Expand support for basin and community-based watershed
planning – Community-based watershed groups, conservation
districts, and other organizations provide the structure and a
forum to bring together stakeholders, build partnerships, and
work collaboratively to develop local water management plans.
It will be increasingly important to provide such groups with
planning support, technical assistance, and access to information to develop, implement, and monitor water use plans as
demand for water grows and the administration of Montana’s
water becomes more complex.
■■ Encourage collaboration, coordination, and communication
across local, state and federal agencies, and tribal
governments – Many local, state, federal, and tribal agencies
share responsibilities for land and water management. The
policies and actions of one often directly impact another. Close
coordination between local, state, federal, and tribal water
managers is critical for achieving outcomes that serve both
economic and environmental interests.
■■ Develop a plan to deliver water-related training, education,
and outreach – Water management is complicated, not only
because of water’s finite and variable nature, but also because
of the complicated nature of the water right laws and rules used
to administer it. Water education and outreach activities are
necessary to provide a foundation for informed management
of Montana’s water resources now and in the future.

8
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WATER CONSUMED IN MONTANA
ANNUAL ACRE FEET

With the largest city in the state Billings, Yellowstone
Basin has the highest municipal and industrial water use
in the four MWSI planning basins (Figure 9d). Irrigation
diverts approximately 2.5 million acre feet annually to
serve over 600,000 acres. Hydroelectric power generation uses almost 2.7 million acre feet at Yellowtail
Dam on the Bighorn River near the Wyoming border.
Montana FWP manages an instream flow right of 5.5
million acre feet for the Yellowstone River at Sidney.
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Stock Water
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used by others. In Montana, basin-wide total consumpAgricultural Irrigation
tion amounts to less than 30 percent of the diverted
total, when considering all uses combined. Figures
10, 11a, 11b, 11c, and 11d show estimates of water
consumed by type of use from information presented in
Figure 10: Water Consumption in Montana by Purpose
individual planning basin documents. These estimates
are of use for 2010 (2007 for irrigation) based on methodology described in individual basin plans.
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Figure 11a: Clark Fork/Kootenai River Basin Water Consumption

Figure 11b: Upper Missouri River Basin Water Consumption
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WATER SUPPLY
AND DEMAND

Water supply across Montana is
controlled by the variability in seasonal
temperature and precipitation. While
the demand for water continues to
grow, water availability varies from year
to year and often changes dramatically
within a given year. As a result, coping
with supply and demand imbalances
is a constant feature of water management in Montana. Ensuring an adequate
supply of water to meet current beneficial uses and future demands is a theme
echoed by the four Basin Advisory Councils throughout the planning process.
Steps to address these issues include:

Support Water Use Efficiency
and Water Conservation

As the demand for water increases,
water conservation and water use efficiency to reduce the consumption of
water will play a larger role in meeting
the state’s future needs. Looking ahead,
we must focus on innovative strategies
to stretch supplies and promote water
conservation while protecting against
adverse effects to existing water users.
There is a general misunderstanding
that when irrigators, municipalities,
or other water users improve the efficiency of their water systems so that
they divert or discharge less water that
they are actually “saving” or reducing
water consumption. In reality, irrigation
upgrades, for example, may actually
increase water consumption through
higher crop yields and reduced return
flows relied on by other water users.
Additional adverse effects may include
decreased recharge of shallow groundwater. The Montana Water Use Act
prohibits changes in water use that
result in adverse effects to other water

users on the source. Site-specific investigations, long-term monitoring and
development of tools and strategies
for mitigating the adverse effects from
increasing efficiencies are needed to
facilitate informed decisions on new
permitting and water right change
authorizations.
Free flowing wells are found throughout
Montana and are a valuable asset, especially for stock water in remote areas, but
left uncontrolled they can waste water
and contribute to the decline of groundwater levels. Records from the Montana
Groundwater Information Center (GWIC)
indicate that there are more than 4,400
wells reported as “flowing” at the time
of construction. With an average flow
rate (of measured stock wells) of 20
gallons per minute, equipping a single
well with a flow control valve can save
approximately 32 acre feet per year.
Monitoring by Montana Bureau of Mines
and Geology indicate that water levels in
the Lower Hell Creek – Fox Hills aquifer
along the Yellowstone River corridor
from Miles City to North Dakota have
declined as much as 100 feet over the
past 30 to 40 years partly due to uncontrolled flowing wells.
SHORT TERM RECOMMENDATIONS (0-2 YEARS)
■■ Support both site-specific investigations and long-term monitoring
studies to quantify the effects associated with changes in irrigation
methodologies and improvements
to water distribution systems. These
investigations will help to inform the
development of water efficiency and
conservation strategies that use water
more effectively.
■■ Support state and federal programs
that assist landowners with controlling
discharge from uncontrolled flowing
wells.

INTERMEDIATE TERM RECOMMENDATIONS (4–8 YEARS)
■■ Support the efforts of State agencies,
universities and others to identify and
pursue research on innovative water
management and conservation strategies that are tailored to local needs
and conditions.
■■ DNRC will analyze the water right
implications and lessons learned from
the land application of treated municipal wastewater.
LONG TERM RECOMMENDATIONS (6–10 YEARS)
■■ Support the implementation of water
conservation incentives and measures
that are adaptable to the needs of
local conditions, individual watersheds and municipalities.
■■ The State of Montana should offer
incentives that encourage the development of community wells as an
alternative to individual wells for
domestic water supplies.

Improve and Expand Efforts
to Quantify Surface Water
Supplies and Availability

The importance of ensuring an adequate
supply of water to meet current beneficial uses and future demands is a
theme echoed by the four Basin Advisory Councils throughout the planning
process. Water supply across Montana
is controlled by variability in seasonal
temperature and precipitation as well
as long-term climatic trends. While the
demand for water continues to grow,
physical water availability varies from
year-to-year and can often change
dramatically between seasons in any
given year. As a result, coping with
supply and demand imbalances is a
constant feature of water management
in Montana. While we cannot eliminate
all supply and demand imbalances,
Montana can improve and expand
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II. Executive Summary
The Upper Missouri Basin is a treasure with its own distinguishing water story that makes it a unique place to
live, work and visit. It is the headwaters to the continent, spanning the Rocky Mountain front and two major
national parks. It is rich in agricultural tradition and beautiful productive irrigated valleys. Unsurpassed fishing
and recreational opportunities attract locals as well as people from around the world. The basin is also a place of
rapidly expanding urban and business development and economic growth. But the challenge that rises above all
others is the fact that most of the Upper Missouri Basin is generally closed to new surface water appropriations,
and options for putting water to beneficial use will probably require changing existing rights, mitigation or
contracting water from Bureau of Reclamation facilities in the basin.
The Upper Missouri Basin Advisory Council took all of these factors to heart as it developed recommendations
on future water management in the Upper Missouri Basin. The Council decided to present its water plan
recommendations in the context of 12 issue areas: Conjunctive Surface water/Groundwater Management;
Adjudication; Storage; Instream Flow; Local Cooperative Efforts; Water Use Efficiency and Conservation;
Integrated Water Quality and Quantity; Water’s Role in the Economy; Water Information Systems; Available
Water Supply and Climate Change; Water Transfers and Marketing; and Large Scale Factors, but was quick to
recognize that all 12 issues are highly interrelated. Each of the issue areas and objectives are summarized below
and the detailed specific recommendations can be found in Section X of this report.
The Upper Missouri Basin Council thoughtfully stressed three core conditions essential to representing the
people, livelihoods, and resources of the Upper Missouri River Basin. The first is that all 62 of the Council’s
recommendations recognize and support the Prior Appropriation Doctrine and its protection of multiple uses
and existing water rights. None of these recommendations should infringe on the Prior Appropriation Doctrine
and valid existing water rights. The second is that, like the issues themselves, all recommendations presented
are highly interrelated and difficult to consider in isolation. For example, many recommendations deal with
improving water-use and management efficiencies that, if carried out, could have both positive and negative
impacts. In many cases, systems are already in place, but the recommendations call for additional tools to
improve systems management. Finally, it is the ardent hope of the Council that this report does not reside on a
shelf, but that it is revisited often as a living document to be updated regularly, especially in a way that keeps
local efforts highly engaged. In this regard, the Council hopes to continue to participate and contribute on a
regular basis.

CONJUNCTIVE SURFACE WATER/GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT
Goal: Improve Management of Surface Water and Groundwater as a Conjunctive Resource
Surface water and groundwater are invariably connected, and withdrawal from or reduced recharge to one
can significantly affect availability of the other. Common examples in the Upper Missouri Basin include the
degree to which well pumping reduces surface water flow, and where shifts from flood to sprinkler
irrigation can, by changing the amount and timing of return flow, decrease aquifer recharge. Several state,
federal and local agencies routinely collect data on groundwater quality and quantity. Although the
agencies work together, at times they make management or permitting decisions internally without
integration of all data, or without optimal data. Exempt wells are a topic of great importance in the Upper
Missouri Basin. In particular there is broad agreement that exempt wells should not impact senior water
rights, and the Council believes that resolution of the exempt well issue is imperative. The BAC supports
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cooperative efforts to integrate, share, and analyze the data needed to conjunctively manage surface water
and groundwater resources.
Objectives
1. Groundwater and surface water resources are conjunctively managed by DNRC and the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
2. Exempt wells are allowed and managed within the original intent of the legislation.

ADJUDICATION
Goal: Complete an Accurate and Enforceable Water Rights Adjudication
The Statewide Adjudication Process is critical to all water users in the Upper Missouri River Basin, and the
Council recognizes that it is already occurring at an accelerated pace. When completed, it will produce
enforceable Final Decrees of all historic water rights. Water users in the basin are anxious to complete decrees
and resolve issues of enforcement, which are important not only to water users and managers in the basin, but
also for protecting Montana’s interests against illegal uses of water and downstream claims.
Objectives
1. Decrees are accurate and enforceable in the Upper Missouri Basin.
2. Management roles of the Water Court, District Court and DNRC are well defined.
3. The public recognizes the value and outcomes of the d process, and is engaged through informative public
education.
4. The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal water compact is successfully endorsed and passed during the
2015 Legislative session.

STORAGE
Goal: Increase Water Availability through Storage and Retention
With much of the Upper Missouri River Basin closed to new appropriations, many stakeholder groups hope to
find options for additional water storage using a variety of methods. Stakeholders point to a desire to capture
high flows earlier and retain them in the basin longer for additional flexibility in the late season and to
accommodate expanded demand. An increase in natural storage capacity is desirable because of its cost
effectiveness and ecosystem benefits.
Objectives
1. There is public understanding of the costs and benefits of built and natural storage to increase the flow of
water in the basin when it is most needed.
2. There is recognition of the public costs and benefits of both built and natural storage options in decisionmaking and state funding allocations.
3. Existing storage facilities (built) are retrofitted, where feasible, to increase storage capacity and uses.

INSTREAM FLOW
Goal: Maintain and Enhance Instream Flow
Instream flow pertains to streamflow in rivers and streams used non-consumptively for fish and wildlife,
channel maintenance, habitat conservation, recreation, and hydropower. There is a broad recognition that
streams and rivers in the Upper Missouri Basin are already heavily utilized for many purposes, yet future
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water management should strive, when possible, for streamflow conditions that maintain or restore the
desired ecological functions and processes, typically but not always, similar to those exhibited in their
natural state.
Objectives
1. More tools are available to protect or enhance instream flows within the prior appropriation framework.
2. Instream flows preserve ecological functions and natural processes.

LOCAL COOPERATIVE EFFORTS
Goal: Expand General Support for Conservation Districts, Local Watershed Groups and Water Quality Districts
Community-based, local watershed groups, water quality and conservation districts, and other informal
cooperative efforts are vital connections between water resource agencies and knowledgeable
stakeholders. These groups bring diverse water users together to identify, design and implement water
management solutions that address local and statewide goals.
Objective
1. There is recognition of on-the-ground water-issue expertise and awareness that local water and land
management groups offer; agencies support and make use of this local expertise.

WATER USE EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION

Goal: Improve Water Use Efficiency and Conservation
With limited supplies, water use efficiency is playing a bigger role in the Upper Missouri Basin, especially in
ranching and municipal operations. Many irrigators are converting their fields from flood to sprinkler
irrigation systems to decrease labor costs and to improve crop yields. People recognize that these changes
in irrigation practices can affect the hydrologic regime and return flow rates.

Objectives
1. Water use efficiency improvements are in place. There is recognition that certain irrigation methods can
have return flow benefits, and that irrigation methods have trade-offs among all water users.
2. Municipal water systems promote and employ water conservation measures wherever feasible.
3. There is public awareness of the effects of water use efficiencies and mitigation measures on local basin
hydrology.

INTEGRATED WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY
Goal: Advance Integrated Water Quantity and Quality Management
The direct relationship between water quality and quantity in a basin with little unappropriated water
underscores the importance of their integrated management. Low streamflows can be a major trigger of
water quality concerns as problems intensify when pollutants like nutrients, metals, pathogens, and salinity
concentrations are present at low flows. Warm water temperature is also a major water quality and
fisheries concern associated with low flows.
Objective
1. Systems are in place to integrally manage water quality and water quantity.
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Opportunities for Research and Investment
Although estimates are available on per-animal consumption by livestock, these amounts do not include all
water that is diverted from streams or pumped from aquifers for livestock use. On-the-ground surveys would be
needed to determine these diverted amounts.
PUBLIC AND SELF SUPPLIED WATER USE
Public Water Supply
Public water systems (PWS) were identified by combining data from two sources: 1) the Montana Public Water
System Sources database (MT DEQ, accessed through the Montana GIS portal; data published 9/19/2012); and
2) the EPA Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS). The resulting dataset identifies the number of
users, source, county, and HUC for each PWS. Water withdrawn by each PWS was estimated using values of per
capita day use reported by county in the USGS (2004) document applied to the number of resident users. An
additional 10 gallons per day was applied to cover non-resident users of the PWS. Consumptive use by PWS was
assumed to be 37 percent of withdrawals (DNRC, 1975; USGS, 1986).
Upper Missouri Basin water is delivered to about 274,000 people through public water supplies. Most of the
water supplied is surface water, although a large proportion is supplied by groundwater as well (Figure 6.17).
Table 6.3 describes public water supply use by sub-basin.
Figure 6.18 Relative contributions of surface water and ground water for public water
supplies in the Upper Missouri River Basin

Comparison of Surface Water and Ground Water Use
Through Public Water Supplies in the Upper Missouri
River Basin

Ground Water
21 %

Surface Water
79 %

Data sources: Montana Public Water System Sources database, EPA Safe Drinking Water Information
System (SDWIS), USGS (2004)
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Table 6.3 Upper Missouri River Basin water diverted and consumed through public water
supplies by sub-basin
Sub-basin

Population
Served
71,202
11,853
834
5,560
33,555*
2,713

Gallatin River
Madison River
Ruby River
Beaverhead-Red Rock Rivers
Big Hole River
Jefferson River
Missouri River Headwater Total (to Canyon Ferry
125,717
Dam)
Smith River
1,774
Sun River
4,022
Missouri River main stem and smaller tributaries
113,661
Teton River
2,327
Marias River
26,894
Missouri River to Marias River Total
274,395

Volume
Diverted
(acre-feet)
11,876
943
113
2,025
14,471
1,023

Volume
Consumed
(acre-feet)

30,451

4,394
349
42
749
14,464
378

397
911
24,554
760
5,239
62,312

147
337
9,085
281
1,938
32,164

20,376

*Big Hole River water is used by the City of Butte; waste-water returns are to the Clark Fork River basin.
Data sources: Montana Public Water System Sources database, EPA Safe Drinking Water Information System
(SDWIS), USGS (2004)

Self Supplied Domestic
The number of self-supplied domestic users was calculated by subtracting PWS resident users from 2010
population estimates (U.S. Census Bureau). The amount of water withdrawn by domestic users was assumed to
be 78 gpd per person (DNRC, 1986; DNRC, 1975). Per the 1986 document, this estimate of water use was
originally derived from statistics of municipal systems serving fewer than 55 users. All self supplied domestic
water use was assumed to be from groundwater, and 50 percent of the water withdrawn is assumed to be
consumed. Assignment of domestic users to HUCs was performed by assuming uniform distribution of
residential users, consistent with the 2010 USGS documentation. Domestic systems serve the needs of about
90,000 households in the Upper Missouri River Basin, as summarized by sub-basin in Table 6.4.
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Table 6.4 Upper Missouri River Basin water diverted and consumed through domestic water
systems by sub-basin
Sub-basin

Users
Served

Gallatin River
Madison River
Ruby River
Beaverhead-Red Rock Rivers
Big Hole River
Jefferson River
Missouri River Headwater Total (to Toston)
Smith River
Sun River
Missouri River main stem and smaller tributaries
Teton River
Marias River
Missouri River to Marias River Total

27,037
2,169
1,247
3,729
1,235
5,455
40,872
140
5,621
40,634
1,701
953
89,921

Volume
Diverted
(acre-feet)
2,369
190
109
327
108
478
3,581
12
492
3,560
149
83
7,877

Volume
Consumed
(acre-feet)
1,184
95
55
163
54
239
1,790
6
246
1,780
75
42
3,939

Data sources: 2010 county population estimates (U.S. Census Bureau, DNRC, 1986; DNRC, 1975, USGS (2004)

Opportunities for Research and Investment
Larger municipalities generally record water diversions and returns of treated water to the source. For smaller
municipalities and domestic users, water use estimates are based on what might be considered “typical” per
capita water use, which may not accurately reflect the actual use at a particular location. More site-specific
surveys would be needed to better characterize water use for smaller municipal system and for domestic users.
INDUSTRIAL WATER USE
Direct estimates of industrial use in 2010 were not possible. Instead, past USGS estimates (1985 through 2000,
where both HUC and county estimates were provided, and 2005, which provided only usage by county) were
analyzed to determine HUC assignment of those counties where the majority of industrial water use occurred.
Then for those counties with the largest share (representing 90 percent of statewide industrial use), the 2005
USGS estimates were used as the best estimate for 2010 water use. All other industrial use estimates remain as
reported in the 2000 water use document.
Industrial water use in the Upper Missouri Basin primarily is for mining, mineral processing, processing of
agricultural products, and manufacturing. Figure 6.18 shows that surface water and groundwater are both
important sources of water for industrial users. Table 6.5 summarizes industrial water use in the Upper Missouri
River Basin by sub-basin.
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Appendix F
District Documentation

Appendix G
Environmental Checklist

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FORM
On a separate piece of paper, please answer the following as they apply to your
proposed project:
1. Alternatives: Describe reasonable alternatives to the project.
The Clancy Water and Sewer District has explored alternatives to construct and install a central
public water supply for the District. The District is currently served by on-site private wells that
are supplying groundwater contaminated with nitrates and uranium. The District has proposed
water supply, storage site, storage tank, and distribution alternatives to address the deficiencies.
The water supply site alternatives explored are State of Montana, Clancy School, and Mark’s
Ranch Inc. The sites include wells, pumps, treatment, pumphouse, and transmission main. The
storage site alternatives include the BLM South, Marks Ranch Inc., and BLM North site. These
sites are explored for storage tank siting. The storage tank alternatives explored include the
Bolted Steel, Welded Steel, Concrete Buried Prestressed, and Fiberglass Buried storage tanks.
These alternatives explored 85,000-gallon tanks and associated appurtenances. The distribution
system alternatives explored include non-fire flow and fire flow distribution system.
2. Mitigation: Identify any enforceable measures necessary to reduce any impacts to an
insignificant level.
A number of agencies were invited to comment on the proposed improvements. After
considering responses from the agencies and evaluating the environmental resources to be
impacted, as presented in Section 2.5, the Uniform Environmental Checklist was prepared.
No wetlands and no prime farmland were identified during the early planning process that will
be adversely impacted by the proposed project. No other environmental issues are considered
to be problematic. The State Historic Preservation Office was contacted regarding the project
and their response stated that a recommendation for a cultural resource inventory is
unwarranted at this time.
Essentially, all potential impacts of the proposed project are considered insignificant. Measures
will be taken during construction to minimize noise, dust, and other nuisances that could result
from the construction work. For further review, a copy of the Environmental Checklist is
attached.
3. Is an EA or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) required? Describe whether or not
an EA or EIS is required, and explain in detail why or why not.
Based on our analysis, the EA is an adequate level of environmental review. An EIS is not
required.
4. Public Involvement: Describe the process followed to involve the public in the proposed
project and its potential environmental impacts. Identify the public meetings -- where and when
-- the project was considered and discussed, and when the applicant approved the final
environmental assessment.
The public will be provided opportunities for comment prior to the project being submitted for
grant funding. Namely, a public meeting was held on May 22nd, 2018. Written comments were

also accepted until the meeting. Notices advertising the availability of the draft Environmental
Assessment and Public Meeting were published in The Boulder Monitor on May 9th and May 16th
of 2018. To date, there have been no written or verbal negative comments from the general
public concerning the project. Clancy will determine whether (or not) to adopt the EA during
the May 22nd meeting.
5. Person(s) Responsible for Preparing: Identify the person(s) responsible for preparation of
this checklist.
Brent Pilon, P.E. – Great West Engineering
6. Other Agencies: List any state, local, or federal agencies that have over-lapping or additional
jurisdiction or environmental review responsibility for the proposed action and the permits,
licenses, and other authorizations required; and list any agencies or groups that were contacted
or contributed information to this Environmental Assessment (EA).
Other Agencies:
• Jefferson County
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
• Montana Department of Environmental Quality
• Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
• Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
• Montana Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Program
Contributors to EA:
• Jefferson County
• MT Department of Transportation
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
• MT Department of Natural Resources
• State Historic Preservation Office
__________________________________________

________________________

__________________________________________

________________________

Authorized Representative (Great West Engineering)
on behalf of Clancy Water and Sewer District)

Clancy Water and Sewer District Board

Date

Date

Brent Pilon is Professional Engineer in the State of Montana and has worked with and on behalf of
Clancy Water and Sewer District. Mr. Pilon is familiar with the project and is qualified to complete to
environmental assessment.

Appendix H
Funding Agency Correspondence

Date:

May 14, 2018

Attn:

Jefferson County, Clancy Water and Sewer District, Great West Engineering, Community
Development Block Grant Program and USDA Rural Development

RE:

Clancy Water and Sewer District- 2018 Income Survey Status

From: Erinn Zindt, Midwest Assistance Program (MAP)
During March and April of 2018, the Jefferson County Sanitarian, Megan Bullock, worked with Clancy
Water and Sewer District Board members and volunteers to hand deliver income surveys (and
surveyreminders) to all residential units within the Clancy Water and Sewer District boundary. The
original survey list included 84 residential units. During delivery efforts, it was discovered that 7 of the
residential units were vacant, leaving a total of 77 surveyed residences.
As of May 14, 2018, 51 of the residences have completed and submitted income surveys. I have
however, received inconsistent data from two separate residences that completed and provided the
income survey twice. I am waiting to hear back from CDBG to discuss whether the data can be accepted.
CDBG requires a minimum of 67% return rate for the survey data to be accepted. At this point, the
minimum number of surveys has not yet been received and the survey data is inconclusive to determine
the percentage of Low to Moderate Income (LMI) households.
USDA Rural Development requires a minimum of 84% return rate for 77 surveyed households. A
minimum of 13 more surveys are needed to determine the Median Household Income (MHI).

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Craig Erickson
Miller, Anna
Collette T. Anderson; Brent Pilon; Craig Erickson
RE: Clancy
Monday, April 2, 2018 4:42:27 PM
image001.png

Anna,
We understand that you cannot commit to offering Clancy principal forgiveness, but it is good to
know that the District is eligible. Also, the project would likely go to construction in the second
quarter of 2020.
Thank you,
Craig R. Erickson I Certified Grant Writer ®
Great West Engineering, Inc.
Direct: 406-495-6189
Mobile: 406-399-0104
www.greatwesteng.com

From: Miller, Anna <annam@mt.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 2, 2018 4:34 PM
To: Craig Erickson <cerickson@greatwesteng.com>
Cc: Collette T. Anderson <ctanderson@greatwesteng.com>; Brent Pilon
<bpilon@greatwesteng.com>; Miller, Anna <annam@mt.gov>
Subject: RE: Clancy
Craig,
We can’t promise anything but you can sure put in a request for Loan forgiveness.
I would imagine this would be in the 2019 or 2020 construction season.
Let me know if you have any other questions.
Anna

From: Craig Erickson [mailto:cerickson@greatwesteng.com]
Sent: Monday, April 02, 2018 3:21 PM
To: Miller, Anna <annam@mt.gov>
Cc: Collette T. Anderson <ctanderson@greatwesteng.com>; Brent Pilon

<bpilon@greatwesteng.com>; Craig Erickson <cerickson@greatwesteng.com>
Subject: Clancy
Importance: High
Anna,
I wanted to follow-up on the conversation we had earlier this afternoon regarding Clancy’s water
system improvements project. I told you once the system is operational, Clancy residents would pay
approximately $85/month for drinking water. Well, I misspoke. In reality, the estimated user rate is
closer to $135/month. This rate is based on a funding scenario that includes TSEP, CDBG, RRGL, and
$500,000 in Principal Forgiveness. A $2.75 million SRF loan would also be necessary to complete the
$4.6 million budget.
The proposed scope of work includes the development of new water supply, storage, distribution
system, and water services. For planning purposes, can we assume the District would be eligible for
$500,000 in Principal Forgiveness with a 30-term?
Thank you for your help.
Craig R. Erickson I Certified Grant Writer ®
Great West Engineering, Inc.
Direct: 406-495-6189
Mobile: 406-399-0104
www.greatwesteng.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Elisa Prescott
marks@mt.gov
Collette T. Anderson; Elisa Prescott
Clancy WSD Project Survey
Sunday, May 6, 2018 7:45:52 AM
Clancy WSD_SRF.pdf

Mark,
Please find attached the DWSRF Project Priority List Survey for the Clancy Water and Sewer Districts’
water project. The District intends on applying for SRF, as well as DNRC, TSEP, and CDBG to construct
a much needed water system.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Elisa
Elisa Prescott | Certified Grant Writer ®
Great West Engineering, Inc.
PO Box 4817
2501 Belt View Drive
Helena, MT 59604
406-495-6152
406-449-8631
OFFICE: 406-449-8627
DIRECT:
FAX:

www.greatwesteng.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Smith, Mark
Elisa Prescott
RE: Clancy WSD Project Survey
Monday, May 7, 2018 9:59:39 AM

Good morning, Elisa,
I did receive your survey for the Clancy W&SD, and we’ll get the project ranked and added to our
dwsrf priority list. Thanks.
Mark
From: Elisa Prescott [mailto:eprescott@greatwesteng.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2018 7:46 AM
To: Smith, Mark <marks@mt.gov>
Cc: Collette T. Anderson <ctanderson@greatwesteng.com>; Elisa Prescott
<eprescott@greatwesteng.com>
Subject: Clancy WSD Project Survey
Mark,
Please find attached the DWSRF Project Priority List Survey for the Clancy Water and Sewer Districts’
water project. The District intends on applying for SRF, as well as DNRC, TSEP, and CDBG to construct
a much needed water system.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Elisa
Elisa Prescott | Certified Grant Writer ®
Great West Engineering, Inc.
PO Box 4817
2501 Belt View Drive
Helena, MT 59604
406-495-6152
406-449-8631
OFFICE: 406-449-8627
DIRECT:
FAX:

www.greatwesteng.com

DWSRF PROJECT PRIORITY LIST SURVEY
Proposed water system improvement needs, excluding operation, maintenance, and growth
development.
NAME OF COMMUNITY OR SYSTEM: Clancy Water and Sewer District ______________
COUNTY OR COUNTIES: Jefferson County____________________________________
POPULATION OF SERVICE AREA: 287____________________________________
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME FOR SERVICE AREA: $75,000_(Clancy CDP; income
survey to be completed May 2018)
CURRENT AVERAGE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL WATER RATE: $0______________
CURRENT AVERAGE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL SEWER RATE:$0______________
CURRENT AVERAGE MONTHLY RESIDENTIAL SOLID WASTE RATE: $0_____
Name & Title of Contact Person: David Leithesier__________________________________
Address: Box 16 North Main______________________________________
Clancy, MT 595364________________________________________
Telephone: (406)-949-8281__________________ Fax: (
)_____________________
====================================================================
Please provide the following information:
1. A brief description of the project. As a guideline, do not exceed approximately 200
words.
The proposed project is the construction of a centralized water system for the Clancy Water and
Sewer District. Alternatives for a centralized water system were considered in the 2018 Water
Preliminary Engineering Report (PER). The alternatives for the water system were separated by
water supply sites, storage tank sites, storage tank types, and distribution system. District’s
preferred alternatives are:
• Clancy School Water Supply Site
• Marks Ranch Inc. Storage Site
• On-Grade Bolted Steel Glass-Lined Storage Tank
• Phased Non-Fire Flow Distribution System
The Clancy School Water Supply Site is the most central site to the District and is located near

an area that has proven to have acceptable water quality and quantity. The Marks Ranch Inc.
Storage Site is the most cost-effective storage site alternative analyzed. On-Grade Bolted Steel
Glass-Lined Storage Tank is the most cost-effective storage tank alternative analyzed. It also
requires the least amount of operation and maintenance. Phased Non-Fire Flow Distribution is
cost effective and provides a provision to add fire flow in the future should it be desired. Phase 1
distribution improvements provides clean drinking water to that portion of the District most
severely impacted by contaminated wells.
2. Provide an estimated project budget, including potential funding sources. Include
engineering, legal, and administrative costs in addition to construction related costs.
Please provide a break out of these costs. Include other funding sources.
See Attached
3. What is the reason for the project? What compliance issue is being addressed? For
drinking water projects, are there supply, treatment, distribution, or storage problems?
Again, limit your response to approximately 200 words.
The District does not have a central public water supply and currently utilizes individual
onsite private wells that are aging and do not meet current design standards or supply safe
drinking water. The drinking water wells are located within close proximity to failing private
septic and drain field systems.
Well testing was performed throughout the District and has revealed Nitrates are present in
numerous wells. Nitrates are usually an indicator of human fecal waste. Elevated levels
(greater than 2 mg/L) of Nitrates were found in 47% of the Clancy drinking wells. The
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 mg/L as defined by the EPA, was exceeded in
18% of the Clancy drinking wells. The EPA established this drinking water standard to
protect infants from Methemoglobinemia (blue baby syndrome). Blue baby syndrome can be
fatal to infants if left untreated. Elevated levels were also discovered in nearby Prickly Pear
Creek and Clancy Creek.
Well testing was performed throughout the District and has also revealed Uranium in
numerous wells. Uranium occurs naturally in the environment and is a heavy metal. The
testing discovered that 37% of Clancy drinking wells exceeded the EPA MCL of 30 µg/L.
4. Provide the following information as an indication of your readiness to proceed:
a) Project Schedule – Include REASONABLE milestone dates for: PER completion
(allow sufficient time for SRF review of draft and final document and EA process),
COMPLETE draft plan and spec submittal to the SRF program, bid advertisement
(allow sufficient time for SRF review of draft and final plans and specs), bid
opening, construction start and finish. DEQ may adjust these schedules to make
them more realistic, if necessary.

Implementation Schedule
Action
Public Hearing on Draft 2016 PER Update and Draft EA
Finalize Alternatives Analysis & Funding Strategy
Finalize PER
Submit TSEP, DNRC, and SRF Application
Submit CDBG Application
Funding Package Complete
Begin Design
Commence Supply Well Design
Submit Supply Well Design Plans/Specifications to District, MDEQ
MDEQ Review & Approval
Bid Well Project
Well Construction
Water Rights Application
Commence Distribution and Tank Design
Finalize Water Rights
Bid Distribution and Tank Design
Commence Distribution and Tank Construction
Construction Completed

Date
April 2018
April 2018
April 2018
May 2018
April 2019
September 2019
September 2019
October 2019
December 2019
December 2019
February 2020
March 2020
April 2020
May 2020
April 2021
April 2021
June 2021
July 2021

b) Has a planning document or preliminary engineering report been prepared?
Submitted? Approved?
The PER is currently being finalized and will accompany grant applications in the spring of
2018.
c) Has an engineer been hired?
The District has procured Great West Engineering to complete the PER. The District will
procure an engineer upon receiving funding.
d) Has a design contract been executed? What date did design begin?
No. Design is anticipated to start in September 2019.
d) Have plans and specifications been prepared and submitted to the SRF program?
No. The anticipated date for plans and specs to be completed and submitted to SRF is
December 2019.

e) Has a bond resolution been adopted?
No.
f) Are rates and charges in place to allow for additional debt service? If so, submit
user rate ordinance for final rates including debt service, O&M and coverage (if
required).
This will be completed after project funding is finalized.
g) Are there any outstanding legal issues that could potentially delay construction
start? Please explain in detail.
No.
h) If land purchase, lease, right-of-way or other land acquisition is required prior to
design and construction, what is the status of these processes and what issues
remain to be addressed?
This will be addressed during the design phase
5. Has a county water and/or sewer district been formed? Do you anticipate the
formation of an RSID? Do you anticipate the issuance of Revenue or General
Obligation Bonds? What type of loan security are you planning? Please limit your
response to approximately 200 words.
The Clancy Water and Sewer District is a legally formed water and sewer district (see attached).
The District will likely utilize a revenue bond for the project that will be secured by sufficient
rates and charges established by the District

Modified 3/12

Completed by: Great West Engineering
ADMINISTRATIVE/FINANCIAL COSTS
Personnel Costs
Office Costs
Professional Services & Pre-Development Financing
Legal Costs
Audit Fees
Travel & Training
Bond Counsel and Related Costs
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE/FINANCIAL/PRE-DEVELOPMENT COSTS
ACTIVITY COSTS:
Land Acquisition
Geotechnical/Hydrogeological Investigation
Permitting
Engineering Additional Services
- Water Rights
- Cultural Resource Inventory
- Wetlands Delineation
Engineering Design
Construction Engineering Services
2020 Construction Cost
Contingency*
TOTAL ACTIVITY COSTS
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS

Source:
TSEP Grant
$3,500.00
$3,500.00
$10,000.00
$5,000.00

DRAFT BUDGET
Completed for: Clancy Water and Sewer District
Source:
Source:
Source:
DNRC Grant
CDBG Grant
SRF Forgiveness

$10,000.00
$5,000.00

Date: April, 2018
Source:
SRF Loan
$30,000.00
$30,000.00

$15,000.00
$2,000.00

$2,000.00

$24,000.00

$0.00

$40,000.00

$40,000.00
$45,000.00
$5,000.00

$17,000.00

$726,000.00
$750,000.00

$7,500.00
$67,500.00

$33,500.00
$3,500.00
$50,000.00
$10,000.00
$15,000.00
$4,000.00
$15,000.00
$131,000.00
$40,000.00
$85,000.00
$5,000.00

$25,000.00
$101,000.00
$101,000.00
$484,000.00

$7,500.00
$22,500.00

Total

$25,000.00

$35,000.00

$101,000.00
$101,000.00
$206,000.00

$452,500.00

$125,000.00
$125,000.00

$433,000.00
$450,000.00

$477,500.00
$500,000.00

$25,000.00

$75,000.00

$753,900.00
$214,600.00
$993,500.00
$1,061,000.00

$202,000.00
$202,000.00
$1,931,400.00
$214,600.00
$2,755,000.00
$2,886,000.00

Collette T. Anderson
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Craig Erickson
Friday, April 13, 2018 12:28 PM
Collette T. Anderson
Brent Pilon; Craig Erickson
Clancy Public Water Supply Eligibility Question

Collette,
On Thursday, April 12, we spoke with Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP) Manager Becky Anseth and Montana
Department of Commerce Engineer Richard Knatterud, PE regarding the issues described in the following
message. Specifically, would a project as described in items #1 & #2 in the following message be eligible for TSEP
funding? The answer from Mr. Knatterud was “98% no.” He explained Commerce would likely not fund the project
because a system that includes seven wells with each serving nine households does not qualify as a public water system
and point of use filtration systems are not allowed under DEQ Circular #1.
Thank you,
Craig R. Erickson I Certified Grant Writer ®
Great West Engineering, Inc.
Direct: 406-495-6189
Mobile: 406-399-0104
www.greatwesteng.com

From: Craig Erickson
Sent: Wednesday, April 4, 2018 2:35 PM
To: Anseth, Becky <BAnseth@mt.gov>
Cc: Collette T. Anderson <ctanderson@greatwesteng.com>; Craig Erickson <cerickson@greatwesteng.com>
Subject: Public Water Supply Eligibility Question
Good Afternoon Becky,
We are working with a small water and sewer district (approximately 90 households) that does not have a centralized
drinking water system. The estimated cost of building a centralized system two 12” supply wells, transmission main, 55‐
thousand gallon storage tank, meters and a distribution system is approximately $4.6 million. When we shared with the
District’s Board of Directors that the estimated user rate needed to service the debt would be $135/user/month they
asked us to explore the feasibility of the following alternatives:
1. Using a phased approach develop seven new wells with each well serving nine households. The idea is that this
approach would save money by reducing the amount of pipe needed to distribute water, eliminating the storage
tank, meters, and the transmission main.
2. Install point of use filtration systems to remove nitrates.
1

If the District owned and maintained the wells and the point of use filtration systems would this project qualify for TSEP
and would it be competitive? To help you understand the nature of the problems we are attempting to resolve we have
included the following paragraph from the draft PER:
Preliminary drinking water wells water quality data collected in 2011 and 2012 found that in a few wells nitrate
concentrations were greater than the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 mg/L. It is hypothesized that the
failing septic systems might be the source of nitrates in the wells. The county sanitarian has received multiple reports
of septic system failures including surfacing of the septic tank effluent. Some of these septic systems are nearby (less
than 100 feet) to drinking water wells. Additionally, elevated uranium concentrations in the groundwater are well
documented by the USGS. Drinking water wells were sampled and analyzed for nitrate, uranium, chloride, specific
conductivity, pH, total coliform, and E. Coli. Also, four samples were analyzed for N15 and O18 isotopes to evaluate
the source of nitrates (septic effluent/animal waste, industrial fertilizers, or natural source) in the drinking water
wells. Chemical concentrations measured in drinking water wells showed that some of the wells are contaminated by
nitrate and/or uranium in excess of EPA MCLs. Nitrate concentrations exceeded the US EPA MCL of 10 mg/L in 18% of
the drinking water wells. Uranium concentrations exceeded the EPA’s MCL of 30 µg/L in 37% of the drinking water
wells.
We know you are very busy and we would deeply appreciate it if you could provide us with a response as soon as
possible.
Thank you very much for your time.
Craig R. Erickson I Certified Grant Writer ®
Great West Engineering, Inc.
Direct: 406-495-6189
Mobile: 406-399-0104
www.greatwesteng.com
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Appendix I
Income Survey

Date:

June 4, 2018

Attn:

Jefferson County, Clancy Water and Sewer District, Great West Engineering, Community
Development Block Grant Program and USDA Rural Development

RE:

Clancy Water and Sewer District- 2018 Income Survey Results

From: Erinn Zindt, Midwest Assistance Program (MAP)
During March and April of 2018, the Jefferson County Sanitarian, Megan Bullock, worked with Clancy
Water and Sewer District Board members and volunteers to hand deliver income surveys, and provide
reminders, to all residential units within the Clancy Water and Sewer District boundary. The original
survey list included 84 residential units. During delivery efforts, it was discovered that 7 of the
residential units were vacant, leaving a total of 77 surveyed residences. The Midwest Assistance
Program received the surveys and tallied the results.
CDBG requires a minimum of 67% return rate for the survey data to be accepted. As of June 4, 2018, 52
of 77 surveys were received, a 67.5% return rate, which meets the minimum requirement. Of the 52
households surveyed, 28 were Low to Moderate Income (LMI) households and 24 had incomes above
the LMI. The median income of the 52 households surveyed is $48,266.50.
USDA Rural Development requires a minimum of 84% return rate for 77 surveyed households. A
minimum of 13 more surveys are needed to determine the Median Household Income (MHI).

Date:

June 4, 2018

Attn:

Jefferson County, Clancy Water and Sewer District, Great West Engineering, Community
Development Block Grant Program and USDA Rural Development

RE:

Clancy Water and Sewer District- 2018 Income Survey Results

From: Erinn Zindt, Midwest Assistance Program (MAP)
During March and April of 2018, the Jefferson County Sanitarian, Megan Bullock, worked with Clancy
Water and Sewer District Board members and volunteers to hand deliver income surveys, and provide
reminders, to all residential units within the Clancy Water and Sewer District boundary. The original
survey list included 84 residential units. During delivery efforts, it was discovered that 7 of the
residential units were vacant, leaving a total of 77 surveyed residences. The Midwest Assistance
Program received the surveys and tallied the results.
CDBG requires a minimum of 67% return rate for the survey data to be accepted. As of June 4, 2018, 52
of 77 surveys were received, meeting this minimum requirement. Of the 52 households surveyed, 28
were Low to Moderate Income (LMI) households and 24 had incomes above the LMI.
USDA Rural Development requires a minimum of 84% return rate for 77 surveyed households. A
minimum of 13 more surveys are needed to determine the Median Household Income (MHI).

Appendix J
Letters of Support

