Review of Planning Efforts to Date
Planning Area Definition
Reasons for a Wastewater System

AL

Review of Preliminary Engineering
Report (PER) Process
¢ Planning Criteria
¢ Preliminary Findings and
Recommendations

5. Project Funding Status and Support

Wastewater District Formation and
Future Steps

Sheaver's Creek W&S District formed 2000

Woods Bay W&S District formed 2002
First Sewer Meeting 2002
District Consolidation Proposal 2004
Public Meeting for Expanded Area Jan 05
GWBSC Formed Mar 05

GWBSC Met w/ Funding Agencies Jun 05

Contract for Preliminary Engineering Sept 05

First Public Meeting Sept 05
Second Public Meeting Jan 06
Petition to Form Sewer District Mar 06
Third Public Meeting Apr 06
Sewer District Election May 06
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Protection of drinking water
quality

Protection of lake water quality

Protect resident’s ability to

cost-effectively replace service

Many existing systems cannot

meet current county on-site septic

system standards
Standards may become more
stringent
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Data show drinking water quality is being
influenced by on-site wastewater systems
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* Flathead Lake is “one of the cleanest”
large lakes in the world (FLBS)

« Water quality is on a downward decline
based on many measures

e There are many reasons for water
quality degradation

« Septic tank effluent contributes ~ 10%
of human-caused nitrate to Flathead
Lake (MDEQ - Flathead Lake TMDL)

« Septic tank effluent contributes ~5
times as much nitrate to Flathead Lake
as existing WWTPS (MDEQ - Flathead Lake TMDL)
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e “Conventional” on-site septic tank
(or worse) is typical

¢ Many on-site systems are less
than 500 feet from the Lake

* Many system are not maintained
as designed (2005 cwBsc Survey)

« Among highest homesite density
on Flathead Lake
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What happens to waste leaving your
on-site treatment system?
Drainfield
Septic Tank Contaminant
Movement
Groundwater Movement
Source: http://www.tristatecouncil.org/pages/septic_impacts_report_2005.pdf
Near shore systems are incapable of
adequately removing nutrients
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Long-term monitoring shows primary productivity
in Flathead Lake on a steady increase

(Source: FLBS)

Near Shore Examples of Aquatic Growth Resulting
From Localize Nutrient Excess
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- $5,000 to $20,000 for new system meeting

current county standards

- Standards may be getting tighter

- Systems can be expected to last 10-25 years
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- Septic tank pumping every 2-5 years

- $250-400/pumping

- Electricity and other maintenance
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1. Woods Bay drinking water quality is
effected by on-site wastewater systems

2. The best on-site systems still result in
substantial nutrients to the Lake

3. Flathead Lake water quality is on the
decline

4. Near-shore water quality degradation is
evident

5. Replacement of existing on-site systems
will be very expensive

6. Community treatment will reduce the
nutrients to the Lake

* Project Area — already discussed

e Population and flow projections
e Collection system findings
» Treatment and disposal findings

Growth/yr | Approximate
SCENARIO (%) Population
Current — Districts -- 575
Current Planning Area -- 1250
20-year Low Growth 16 1720
20-year High Growth 4.6 3100

Both growth scenarios are evaluated

« A conventional gravity collection
system offers greatest economy for
most of planning area

¢ Selected implementation of
“alternate systems” will offer cost
savings — design level evaluation

« Potential project phasing scenarios
developed on accompanying map

e First phase construction costs
~ $3.6 million
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» Disposal of treated effluent remains
a critical, but unresolved issue:

Lawsuit against State of MT prevents
new surface discharges at this time
Groundwater discharge is viable;
further study required for permitting
purposes
Partnering w/ Bigfork seems to
remain a viable solution based on
discussions w/ MDEQ staff

* Final resolution will only come w/
State’s development of Phase Il
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) in
2-3 years
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« Woods Bay Wastewater Treatment
Facility would cost ~ $3-5 million for
first phase exclusive of disposal

state-of-the-art technology
maximized nutrient reduction

e Use of effluent for irrigation should
be maximized

e Partnering w/ Bigfork offers cost
savings
Lower treatment capital costs
Lower operations costs
Fewer implementation hurdles
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* Pursuing FY 2007 WRDA and
STAG grants with MT

congressional delegation for:
e Further study to support nutrient
reduction strategy
¢ Land acquisition and/or lease for
treatment and disposal
« Design work

* Finalizing PER
» Other funding strategies will be
pursued in 2007-2010
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 Community support is critical
at this time for continued
funding!

» Contact your MT congressional
delegation and express your
support for this project

Letters to local offices
E-mails to Wash. DC
Faxes
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» Election to form District has
May 239 ballot return date

* “Yes” vote allows for a new
District Board to form and
function

» A"Yes” vote allows for
continued study and progress
on a wastewater system

« A“Yes” voteis not a vote for a
wastewater system
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« A“Yes” vote does not obligate
you to be part of a community
wastewater system or pay for
one

* A “Yes” vote for District
Formation will allow you to
vote in future elections for a
wastewater system if it
becomes economically viable

* A “Yes” vote leaves all options
available to the community
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* A*“Yes” vote will allow the new
Greater Woods Bay Sewer
District to partner with the
Woods Bay Homesites and
Sheaver’s Creek Districts to
continue to investigate the best
community-wide solutions.
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» Greater Woods Bay Sewer District
Election May 23

« District Formation and Function

e Preliminary Engineering Report
Finalized in June 2006

* More Public Meetings

« Additional Study and Funding Work

* Additional information @:
*« www.greaterwoodsbay.org
* WWw.yennepoint.org

Insert screen capture

Insert screen capture

Greater Woods Bay
Wastewater Planning
34 Public Meeting
19 April 2006




