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ALPHABETICAL INDEX OF PROJECTS
Applications for Funding During the 2019 Biennium

This table provides an alphabetical list (by applicant) of the 94 grant and loan proposals submitted in
2016 that have requested funds during the 2019 biennium. Page numbers correspond to the project
evaluation contained in this report.
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CHAPTER |
The Renewable Resource Grant and Loan Program

Background

The Renewable Resource Grant and Loan (RRGL) program is the product of two earlier resource
management programs: the Renewable Resource Development program established in 1975 and the
Water Development program established in 1981. In 1993, the two natural resource grant programs were
combined to form the RRGL program. At that time, the Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC) Resource Development Bureau assumed responsibility for administering the RRGL
program as stipulated under Title 85, part 6, MCA. Combining the two programs streamlined program
administration but did not change applicant and project eligibility criteria.

The 2007 Legislature revised the funding structure of the RRGL program by establishing two Special
State Revenue Accounts (SSRA): the Natural Resources Projects SSRA and the Natural Resources
Operations SSRA. The projects SSRA receives revenue to be used exclusively for grant projects and
programs authorized in statute. Funds from this account are shared by the RRGL and the Reclamation
and Development Grants programs. The Natural Resources Operations SSRA funds expenses
necessarily incurred in the administration of these two grant programs.

Purpose

The purpose of the RRGL program is to further the state's policies, set forth in Section 85-1-101, MCA,
regarding the conservation, development, and beneficial use of renewable resources and to invest in
renewable resource projects that will preserve for the citizens of Montana the economic and other
benefits of the state’s natural heritage.

Project and Applicant Eligibility

Grants and loans are available for projects that conserve, manage, develop, or preserve the state's water,
land, vegetation, fish, wildlife, recreation, and other renewable resources. The majority of projects funded
under this program are water resource projects followed by forestry, soil conservation, renewable energy,
and solid waste projects. Project funding is available for construction, research, design, demonstration,
and planning.

Chapters Il and Il of this report present information on RRGL grants and loans to public entities. Chapter
IV describes loans and grants to private entities. Chapter V presents the Irrigation Development Grants
program for public and private entities, and Chapter VI describes emergency grants and loans to public
entities. Chapter VII presents the Planning Grant program for public entities. Chapter VIII presents the
Watershed Management Grants program, Chapter 1X addresses the Septic Loan Grant program, and
Chapter X of this report summarizes public grants and projects funded by previous Legislatures that
remained active during the 2017 biennium.

Funding Limitations

The law does not impose specific limitations on the amount of grant funding that the Legislature may
provide for renewable resource projects proposed by governmental entities. Grant recommendations
presented to the Long-Range Planning Subcommittee by DNRC are for limited amounts. Project grant
limits are $125,000. Grant limits are put in place to obtain optimal public benefit from the investment of
public funds. Proposed funding levels do not constrain legislative authority to appropriate grants and
loans in amounts the Legislature deems appropriate.
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Funding Authority
The public and private renewable resource loan programs are funded through the issuance of general
obligation and coal severance tax bonds.

In 2015, the Legislature appropriated $4,172,615 for Renewable Resource Project Grants; $700,000 was
appropriated for planning grants, $200,000 for irrigation development grants, $100,000 for emergency
grants, $300,000 for watershed management grants, and $100,000 for septic loan grants.

Program Implementation

DNRC's role in the management of the RRGL program is specified in Part 6 of Title 85. By statute (85-1-
605, MCA), DNRC only makes project-funding recommendations. The Legislature appropriates the actual
awards of those grants and authorizes loans to governmental entities that it finds consistent with the
policies and purposes of the program. In presenting recommendations to the Legislature, DNRC provides
information about each project for legislative consideration. All public grant requests are ranked by DNRC
to demonstrate the potential value of a given project compared to all other grant requests. Grant requests
that do not meet minimum technical and financial standards are not recommended by DNRC for funding.
DNRC manages the grants and loans according to conditions set out in the DNRC report to the
Legislature and in the legislative appropriations bill.

DNRC provides the staffing necessary to administer state and local government assistance under the
RRGL program. DNRC administers grants and loans to private entities within specific parameters for the
award of these funds (85-1-606-614, MCA). DNRC publicizes the statutes and rules that govern these
loans and sets application deadlines. Private entities also comply with additional eligibility criteria, as set
forth in 85-1-609 and 610, MCA.

Rule-Making Authority

DNRC may propose and adopt rules to clarify statutory requirements. DNRC cannot expand or limit the
mission of the RRGL beyond legislative intent. DNRC does not have the authority to limit the amount of
public grants or to narrow the range of eligible grants based on DNRC priorities. Title 85, MCA, directs
DNRC to adopt rules that prescribe the application fee and content for grant and loan applications.
DNRC also determines the ranking criteria used to evaluate and prioritize public grant applications and
the process for awarding grants and loans to private entities according to statute. DNRC authority
provides for the servicing of loans and determination of the terms and conditions for making grants and
loans.

Program Goals
DNRC seeks to meet program purpose through the following practices:

e Inform the public and private sectors that grant and loan funding for water and other renewable
resource projects is available, that certain applicant eligibility criteria for obtaining funds exist, and
that projects that meet the purposes of Title 85, MCA, qualify for funding;

e Coordinate with other state and federal agencies to support projects requiring multiple funding
sources, facilitate a uniform application process for infrastructure projects, and to award funds
without duplication;

e Solicit public comment and suggestions for improvements to the program;

o Evaluate grant projects on the basis of technical merit and the resource benefits established in
statute;

o Effectively administer grants and loans to ensure that funds are used for allowable costs and that
projects are executed in accordance with conditions set by the Legislature and in compliance with
Title 85, MCA, and other applicable laws, without undue burden to the recipient;

o Offer loans at the most affordable rates available through the sale of bonds;

¢ Adequately secure loans to protect the investment of public funds; and

e Advise the Legislature concerning DNRC efforts to effectively administer the program according
to statute and legislative intent.
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CHAPTER II
Renewable Resource Grants to Public Entities

Application Administration and Project Review Procedures

Typically the DNRC Resource Development Bureau accepts applications for public grants and loans
submitted or postmarked by May 15 of each even-numbered year. Because May 15, 2016 fell on a
Sunday, the application deadline for projects described in this chapter was extended to May 16. DNRC
requires a $250 fee with each application.

Project Solicitation

DNRC solicits project applications broadly because it seeks to maintain the competitive nature of the
program. Those projects that most closely meet statutory priorities rank the highest and are most likely to
rank above the cut-off point for available funding.

DNRC maintains an extensive mailing list to promote the program and to solicit applications from eligible
applicants. Mailing lists include Montana county governments, cities and towns, the university system,
state agencies, environmental organizations, water users associations, irrigation districts, water and
sewer districts, Tribal governments, and conservation districts.

Promotion for the 2016 application cycle began with press releases in February 2016. DNRC sent
postcards to local governments and nonprofits with general program information, a telephone number, e-
mail address, and mailing address to request more information and application forms and guidelines. In
addition, DNRC staff conducted nine workshops throughout Montana in 2015 and 2016 to present funding
opportunities to local governments. Application guidelines are available in hard copy and online on the
DNRC website. Applications must be submitted online through www.fundingmt.org.

The DNRC received 94 applications in May 2016 requesting a total of $11.5 million. In the previous 2014
cycle, 101 applicants requested $12.5 million in grant funding.

The RRGL application requests the following information for each project:

. A proposal abstract summarizing the project and its merits;

. A technical narrative describing the project’'s purpose, history, and prior efforts; specific goals
and objectives, as well as a discussion of project alternatives; and documentation supporting
the technical narrative;

. A financial narrative and budget forms describing the project’s funding structure;

. Affordability data used to evaluate the local financial commitment for infrastructure projects,
including a description of the applicant’s ability to pay, such as potential to generate revenue
through fees or taxes;

. A project management plan which outlines the steps that will be made to ensure successful
project implementation;

. A discussion of public and natural resource benefits achieved by the proposed project; and

. An environmental checklist identifying adverse environmental impacts that may occur as a

result of the project.

Application Review

All applications received by the deadline were evaluated for completeness. The DNRC notified applicants
concerning missing documentation, application fees, or other basic requirements and provided time for
applicants to submit additional material. The DNRC then distributed the applications to a team of primary
reviewers for evaluation. Primary reviewers included DNRC staff, engineers, and consultants procured by
DNRC. Projects were assigned based on the reviewer's area of expertise.

Applications also underwent one or more secondary reviews. Secondary reviewers provided information
on regulatory requirements, existing natural resource management plans, and specialized technical
issues. Secondary reviewers included staff from DNRC, other state agencies, and contracted specialists.
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Figure 1 shows the flow of the grant application review and ranking process. The technical review team
evaluated each application by project type to ensure that the proposal was technically and financially
feasible. During project review, the reviewer could request additional detailed technical and financial
information from applicants. With the results of their own evaluations and comments from secondary
reviewers, key reviewers assessed and documented the merits of each proposal based on standard
review criteria outlined in the ranking form.

During application review, DNRC also sought views of interested and affected parties. Local, state, and
federal agencies, environmental groups, private organizations, and universities are solicited for input
during the technical review of applications. DNRC developed guidelines specifically for application review
to ensure a consistent basis for reviewing applications.
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FIGURE 1 Flowchart of Grant Application Review and Ranking Process
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Project Ranking Criteria

To obtain an objective evaluation of all applications, DNRC developed a standard ranking form containing
review instructions and guidelines. Each key reviewer completes a ranking form for each application to
document the merits of the proposal and the resulting score.

Each key reviewer assigns a score to reflect project merit under the following five primary categories:

1. Resource and Citizen Benefits
This criterion carries the heaviest weight when scoring a project, and evaluates how well the
project meets program purpose as set forth in 85-1-101, MCA, regarding the conservation,
development, and beneficial use of water resources. Resource and citizen benefits associated
with each application are evaluated by DNRC staff on the basis of the following:

A. How the project would measurably enhance renewable resources in Montana through
implementing resource conservation, development, preservation, and/or management
practices;

B. How the project would contribute to economic development in Montana or help existing
businesses;

C. How the project increases understanding of how a renewable resource would benefit
Montana citizens;

D. How the project coordinates with ongoing or planned actions;

E. How the project benefits multiple uses; and

F. Evidence of public support.

2. Technical Feasibility
Each application is evaluated based on:

A. Compliance with application requirements;

B. Adequacy of the alternatives analysis;

C. Adequacy of cost estimates for potential alternatives and the preferred alternative;

D. Soundness of the basis used in selecting the preferred alternative;

E. Feasibility of the project’s implementation schedule; and

F. The quality of supporting technical data.

3. Project Management and Implementation
How well the application provides for the management of the proposed project. Applicants are
expected to address staffing and coordination, public involvement, and contract management,
contracts with consultants, and construction contracts.

4. Financial Feasibility
Is the budget reasonable, is the project affordable to the users, and is the funding package
feasible?

5. Environmental Impact
Each project was evaluated for the potential to cause adverse environmental impacts. In the
event that long-term environmental impacts could occur as a result of the project, contingencies
were attached to the funding recommendations to minimize impacts and to ensure that
appropriate steps would be taken to protect the environment.
Key reviewers score project applications individually based on project feasibility, project
management, and implementation, then meet to compare like projects (such as irrigation projects,
for example). Key reviewers discuss the merits and deficiencies of all like projects and reconcile
scores. Discussion by the entire review committee increases ranking fairness by minimizing
inconsistencies between scores given by individual reviewers. After scores are reconciled, DNRC
staff meets to reconcile scores based on the degree to which a project will conserve, develop,
manage, or preserve renewable resources. Finally, DNRC staff develops a final ranked list based
on all scoring criteria, for recommendation to the DNRC director.
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DNRC's ranking system is used to determine the relative merit of every proposal submitted for
grant funding. Ranking scores are used as a guide for the staff to select projects that best serve
the programs objectives as stipulated by statute.

Either DNRC's director or the Governor may make adjustments to the recommendations to reflect
their assessment of state natural resource needs and other policy priorities. An appropriations bill
containing project ranking recommendations is drafted and introduced to the Legislature. Actual
funding decisions are made by the Legislature. Not bound by DNRC's review criteria or the
Governor's final ranking, the Legislature ultimately authorizes funding for the projects in the order
of priority and in the amounts it judges will best serve the state.

Funding Recommendations

All feasible grant requests were ranked according to standard criteria to select those that would meet the
program’s purpose as defined in state statute. In conjunction with its recommendation for funding priority,
DNRC made its recommendations concerning the amount of funding to be awarded to each project.
Funding recommendations are presented to the Legislature as part of this report (Table 1). Grant
applications recommended for funding during the 2019 biennium included seven types of projects (Figure
2). drinking water, wastewater, irrigation, dams, groundwater, studies and research, and water
management. A map showing project locations is presented as (Figure 3).

With the Governor's approval, final funding recommendations are presented to the Legislature as part of
this report. These recommendations do not impose limits on the amount of funding the Legislature may
provide to any governmental entity for a single grant project.

Project Management

After the appropriations bill is enacted to authorize grants and loans, DNRC will notify applicants of their
funding status. Sponsors of funded projects are reminded that work on their projects may not begin
before entering into a grant or loan agreement with DNRC. DNRC will not reimburse any project cost
incurred before legislative authorization is given or before a formal funding agreement is executed.

Project Monitoring

Procedures for monitoring projects are governed by a grant contract agreement between DNRC and the
project sponsor. The equivalent of four full-time staff oversees 300—400 active projects at any given time.
DNRC attempts to make site inspection visits to all large projects during the construction phase. Site visits
are made to spot check for problems or to respond to a request for assistance from the project sponsor.
Budget and staffing constraints preclude DNRC site involvement at every project site.

Grant agreements require progress reports, expenditure reports, and a final report. Program staff
document decisions and conversations that affect ongoing projects. DNRC is flexible when considering
scope changes as long as the project achieves the goals described in this document’s project write-up.
Amendments to grant agreements are prepared and issued in response to any problems that require
changes to the timeline or budget.

Project sponsors submit claims and obtain reimbursement of allowable costs from DNRC. Invoices may
be submitted monthly, and all costs must be fully supported by an invoice or receipt.

Project Evaluation

DNRC evaluates the ultimate success of renewable resource grants through a final report. Upon project
completion, DNRC requires a report that documents project history and results of the expenditure of grant
dollars. Evaluation through a final project report enables DNRC to measure how well the project
implemented program goals. Projects are considered successful if they complete the scope of work
outlined in the grant agreement and achieve predicted renewable resource benefits.
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Table 1 2016 Grant Applications by Order of Ranking Recommendation

Ranked Recommended| Cumulative |Recommended
Order Project Sponsor/Project Name Grant Funding|Recommended| Loan Funding

Helena Valley Irrigation District

1 Gate Automation $125,000 $125,000
Granite County

2 Flint Creek Dam Resource Enhancement $125,000 $250,000
Bozeman, City of
Sunset Hills Cemetery and Lindley Park Water

3 |Conservation $125,000 $375,000
Broadwater Conservation District
IAvalanche Irrigation District Irrigation System

4 |Improvements $125,000 $500,000 $6,000,000
Medicine Lake, Town of

5  |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $625,000
\Ward Irrigation District

6  Ward Canal Intake Improvements $125,000 $750,000
Sweet Grass County Conservation District
Boe-Engle Ditch Diversion Infrastructure

7 Improvements $106,640 $856,640
Beaverhead Conservation District
Poindexter Slough Fishery Enhancement,

8 Phase 3 $125,000 $981,640
Crow Tribe of Indians
\Wastewater Collection System Improvements,

9 Phase 3 $125,000 $1,106,640
Stillwater Conservation District
'Yanzick/Brey-Riddle Ditches Irrigation System

10 |Improvements $125,000 $1,231,640
Lewis and Clark County Sewer District

11 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $1,356,640
Froid, Town of

12 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $1,481,640
Townsend, City of

13 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $1,606,640
South Wind Water and Sewer District
\Water and Wastewater System Improvements,

14 |Phase 3 $125,000 $1,731,640
Poplar, City of

15 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $1,856,640
Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project
Lateral O Check and Terminal Wasteway

16  |Rehabilitation $125,000 $1,981,640
Stillwater County-Absarokee Sewer Rural
Special Improvement District

17 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $2,106,640
Ryegate, Town of

18 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $2,231,640
Huntley Project Irrigation District

19 |Lower Main Canal Lining, Phase 2 $125,000 $2,356,640
Helena Valley Irrigation District

20 |Lateral 14.8 Rehabilitation, Phase 1 $125,000 $2,481,640
Broadwater Conservation District

21  |Big Springs Ditch Water Conservation, Phase 2 $125,000 $2,606,640
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Ranked Recommended| Cumulative |Recommended
Order Project Sponsor/Project Name Grant Funding|Recommended| Loan Funding

Thompson Falls, City of

22  |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $2,731,640
Pondera County Conservation District
Pondera County Canal and Reservoir

23 |Company KB2 Canal Rehabilitation, Phase 2 $125,000 $2,856,640
Malta Irrigation District

24  |[Exeter Siphon Replacement $125,000 $2,981,640
Sidney Water Users Irrigation District

25 |Main Canal Pipeline Conversion $125,000 $3,106,640
Buffalo Rapids Irrigation District 2

26  [Shirley Main Canal Rehabilitation $125,000 $3,231,640
Fort Shaw Irrigation District

27 |D-System Water Conservation $125,000 $3,356,640
Cascade, Town of

28 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $3,481,640
Helena, City of

29 |Westside Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $3,606,640
Eureka, Town of
\Wastewater Expansion and Improvement,

30 |Phase 1B $100,000, $3,706,640
Whitefish, City of

31 |Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $3,831,640
Black Eagle-Cascade County Water and
Sewer District

32 |Sewer Main Slip Mining $125,000 $3,956,640
Thompson Falls, City of

33  |Water System Improvements $125,000 $4,081,640
Dutton, Town of

34 |Water System Improvements $125,000 $4,206,640
Fallon County

35 |Baker Lake Restoration $100,000, $4,306,640
Madison County

36 |Big Hole River Streambank Rehabilitation $125,000 $4,431,640
Glen Lake Irrigation District

37  [Costich Drop Rehabilitation, Phase 1 $125,000 $4,556,640
Harlowton, City of

38 |Water System Improvements, Phase 4 $125,000 $4,681,640
Alberton, Town of

39 |Water System Improvements $125,000 $4,806,640
Buffalo Rapids Irrigation District 1

40 |Lateral 20.6 Pipeline Conversion, Phase 2 $125,000 $4,931,640
Chouteau County Conservation District
Ranching for Rivers: Cost Share to
Landowners for Infrastructure Improvements for

41 |Grazing Management on the Missouri River $125,000 $5,056,640
Judith Gap, Town of

42  Wastewater System Improvements, Phase 2 $125,000 $5,181,640
Flathead Conservation District

43  |Krause Creek Restoration $116,000 $5,297,640
Sanders County Sewer District at Paradise

44  Wastewater System Improvements $125,000 $5,422,640
Jefferson County

45 efferson Slough Eurasian Watermilfoil Control $96,530 $5,519,170
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Ranked
Order

Project Sponsor/Project Name

Recommended
Grant Funding

Cumulative
Recommended

Recommended
Loan Funding

46

Huntley Project Irrigation District
Tunnel 2- Discharge Line Rehabilitation

$125,000

$5,644,170

$13,586,820

47

Simms County Sewer District
\Wastewater System Improvements

$125,000

$5,769,170

48

Cut Bank, City of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$5,894,170

49

Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation-Water Resources Division
State Water Projects Bureau

Flint Creek Water Project-Allendale Canal
Intake and Fish Screen

$125,000

$6,019,170

50

Sheridan, Town of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$6,144,170

51

Fort Peck Tribes
Lateral L-42M Rehabilitation, Phase 1

$125,000

$6,269,170

52

Toston Irrigation District
Main Canal Rehabilitation

$125,000

$6,394,170

53

Laurel, City of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$6,519,170

54

Clinton Irrigation District
Main Canal Wasteway Rehabilitation and
Intake Canal Improvements

$125,000

$6,644,170

55

Tin Cup Water and Sewer District
\Water Conservation

$125,000

$6,769,170

56

Jordan, Town of
\Wastewater System Improvements

$125,000

$6,894,170

57

Lincoln County
Ksanka Creek Restoration-Highway 93 to
Osloski Road

$125,000

$7,019,170

58

Manhattan, Town of
\Wastewater System Improvements

$125,000

$7,144,170

59

Lower Musselshell Conservation District
Musselshell River Channel Migration Zone
Mapping

$125,000

$7,269,170

60

Shelby, City of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$7,394,170

61

Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation-Water Resources Division
State Water Projects Bureau

Broadwater Missouri Canal System Study and
Masterplan

$100,000

$7,494,170

62

Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation-Water Resources Division
State Water Projects Bureau

East Fork Rock Creek Main Canal Lining

$125,000

$7,619,170

63

Roundup, City of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$7,744,170

64

Custer County
Custer County Miles City Flood Control

$125,000

$7,869,170

65

Scobey, City of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$7,994,170

66

Wilsall Water District

\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$8,119,170
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Ranked
Order

Project Sponsor/Project Name

Recommended
Grant Funding

Cumulative
Recommended

Recommended
Loan Funding

67

Hot Springs, Town of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$8,244,170

68

Winifred, Town of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$8,369,170

69

Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation-Water Resources Division
State Water Projects Bureau

Nevada Creek Water Project-Douglas Canal
Lining Replacement

$125,000

$8,494,170

70

Denton, Town of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$8,619,170

71

Fort Benton, City of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$8,744,170

72

Absarokee Water and Sewer District
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$8,869,170

73

Hysham Irrigation District
Re-Lift Canal Improvement

$125,000

$8,994,170

74

Deer Lodge, City of
Municipal Well Replacement

$125,000

$9,119,170

75

Flathead Conservation District
Whitefish Water Treatment Plan and Resource
Optimization

$ 86,000

$9,205,170

76

Toole County Conservation District
Eagle Aquifer Evaluation, North-Central
Montana

$116,230

$9,321,400

77

Missoula County
Sunset West Water System Improvements

$125,000

$9,446,400

78

Gallatin Local Water Quality District
Bridger Range Front Hydrogeologic
Investigation

$125,000

$9,571,400

79

Missoula, City of
Restoration and Migration of Public Access
Damage-Clark Fork River, Phase 1

$125,000

$9,696,400

80

Circle, Town of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$9,821,400

81

Stanford, Town of
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$9,946,400

82

West Great Falls Flood Control and
Drainage District
Riverbank Erosion Rehabilitation and Repairs

$125,000

$10,071,400

83

Nine Mile Water and Sewer District
\Water System Improvements

$125,000

$10,196,400

84

Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology-
Montana Tech

Irrigation Efficiencies and Domestic
Groundwater Supplies

$125,000

$10,321,400

85

Brady County Water and Sewer District
\Water System Improvements

$109,400

$10,430,800

86

Bigfork County Water and Sewer District
\Water Storage and Distribution Improvements

$125,000

$10,555,800

87

Chinook, City of

\Water System Upgrades

$125,000

$10,680,800
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Ranked Recommended| Cumulative |Recommended
Order Project Sponsor/Project Name Grant Funding|Recommended| Loan Funding
Lockwood Irrigation District
88 |Pump Station Rehabilitation $125,000, $10,805,800
RAE County Water and Sewer District
89 |Falcon Hollow #2 Well $125,000  $10,930,800
Malta, City of
90 |Water System Improvements $125,000 $11,055,800
Lockwood Water and Sewer District
91 |Water System Improvements $125,000 $11,180,800
Ekalaka, Town of
92  |Flood Study $125,000 $11,305,800
Conrad, City of
93 |Water System Improvements $125,000 $11,430,800
Sweet Grass County Conservation District
Yellowstone River Channel Stabilization and
94  |Surface Water Protection, Phase 2 $125,000 $11,555,800
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Figure 2 Requested Funding by Project Type

2016 RRGL Grant Applications Recommended for
Funding in 2018/2019 Biennium
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Figure 3 2016 RRGL Applications — Location Map
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Project No. 1

Applicant Name Helena Valley Irrigation District
Project Name Gate Automation

Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 36,900 Applicant In-kind
Total Project Cost $ 161,900

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Helena Valley Irrigation District (HVID) is in Lewis and Clark County. It provides water to the irrigation
district and to the Helena drinking water supply. The proposed gate automation has been identified by
HVID and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) as a priority for the HVID system due to high operation
and maintenance costs, safety hazards, and water conservation struggles. The proposed project aims to
ensure water delivery to existing users, reduce operation and maintenance costs, and provide a safe
operating condition for HVID personnel. The proposed improvements will conserve water and result in a
savings of approximately 175 man-hours per year.

Proposed Solution
The HVID Gate Automation project involves implementation of an electronic system to allow remote
control and monitoring of the gates that control the outflow from the Helena Valley Regulating Reservaoir.

Specific task includes:
o Retrofit the existing gate to include a monitoring and control (supervisory control and data
acquisition) known as a SCADA system.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

HVID estimates that installation of a SCADA system will conserve 10,284 acre-feet of water annually.
Although the proposal does not include imminent plans for resource development, it does identify the
potential for the HVID system to service additional agricultural and domestic water uses in the Helena
Valley. Better regulation of the Helena Valley Regulating Reservoir will benefit its kokanee salmon
population by preserving habitat stability. This project will also improve the reliability of HVID to preserve
streamflows in Prickly Pear Creek, which is classified by FWP as a dewatered concern area, by providing
an alternative source for irrigators with rights to draw approximately 2,000 acre-feet from that stream. The
enhanced system efficiency and conservation will help to preserve irrigated acres during drought, and
improve the reliability of the 11,300 acre-feet that HVID provides annually to the city of Helena.

HVID will improve its own economic efficiency by eliminating 175 man-hours per year spent commuting
20 miles round trip for each adjustment of the gate on the Helena Valley Regulating Reservoir. The
avoided fuel and labor costs and increased productivity are positive economic benefits for HVID. HVID
estimates that greater system efficiency will result in a 7% increase in production for existing irrigated
acres and $672,017 in additional annual revenue for producers on the system.

The project will provide recreational benefits by preserving the kokanee salmon habitat in the Helena
Valley Regulating Reservoir, and preserving the reliability of streamflows in Prickly Pear Creek. The
amount of water conserved could also indirectly benefit recreation on other reservoirs by allowing them to
conserve water. Improving the drought resilience of HVID’s system is a public health benefit to all of its
water users. This proposal does a thorough job of quantifying all claimed benefits, identifying how public
and citizen benefits will be measured and documented. The measurable public and citizen benefits are
substantial and significant on many levels.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 2

Applicant Name Granite County
Project Name Flint Creek Dam Resource Enhancement
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 43,560 Applicant
$ 3360 Applicant In-kind
Total Project Cost $ 171,920
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Flint Creek Dam on Georgetown Lake provides water for recreation, agriculture, and hydropower for the
Flint Creek Hydroelectric Facility downstream from the dam. The outlet structure of the dam has a leaking
gate valve on the hydropower water line and the stilling basin at the downstream toe of the dam is
experiencing erosional damage from outflows. The goals of this project are to replace the leaking valve
and to repair damage to the stilling basin in order to maintain the dam’s safety and to provide
uninterrupted water flow for downstream hydropower generation.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Select and hire an engineering firm to complete the final engineering design, prepare construction
contract documents and assist with bids, and conduct construction oversight and administration;
e Select and hire a construction contractor to replace the valve and repair the stilling basin; and
e Close out the project by developing record drawings and a final project report.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will develop the Flint Creek Hydroelectric Facility’s ability to produce renewable energy that is
used on a regional scale. The project benefits resources by preserving surface water quality and aquatic
habitat in Flint Creek through erosion reduction.

The public benefits from this project include: economic development, safety, and recreation. Should the
gate fail and the lake have to be lowered, the regional economic and recreational impacts would be
significant, since repairs would likely take months to complete and for the lake to refill. Minor safety
benefits will result from the removal of a hazard by replacing the unstable gabions with stable rock riprap.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 3

Applicant Name Bozeman, City of
Project Name Sunset Hills Cemetery and Lindley Park Water Conservation
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 450,000 Applicant
$ 300,000 USBR
Total Project Cost $ 875,000
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The city of Bozeman owns the Sunset Hills Cemetery and Lindley Park (86 acres), which are adjoining
lands on the east side of Bozeman. The city is presently irrigating the grounds of both areas using a
combination of groundwater from a single well and treated water from the potable distribution system. The
city is also the owner of an unused irrigation water right on Bozeman Creek (also known as Sourdough
Creek), historically used to irrigate the same 86 acres.

Proposed Solution

The city desires to complete a project to utilize the Bozeman Creek irrigation water right via the Story
Ditch diversion, discontinuing the use of potable water and groundwater. The project would improve the
diversion on Bozeman Creek, partially line the ditch, construct a pump station to lift water from Story Ditch
to the park and cemetery areas, construct pipelines connecting the pump station to the irrigation system,
and complete irrigation system leak detection and repairs. Due to these improvements, the annual
diversion from Bozeman Creek would be reduced by approximately 1,082 acre-feet.

Specific tasks include:

e Replace the Bozeman Creek diversion to Story Ditch with a new automated diversion and aquatic
species passage rock ramp;
Line 1,100 feet of Story Ditch using primarily 36-inch diameter half-pipe construction;
Construct a 1,250 gallon per minute (minimum) pump station on Story Ditch;
Construct 1,220 feet of PVC pipeline from the pump station to the irrigation system; and
Complete leak detection and repair of the existing irrigation system.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project will conserve water through: (1) replacement of a diversion structure on Bozeman
Creek with an automated headgate adds an additional 1,082 acre-feet/year in the creek; (2) lining Story
Ditch to eliminate carriage loss will add 3.6 cfs; (3) fixing leakage in the Sunset Hills Cemetery irrigation
distribution system will add 8.4 acre-feet per irrigation season; (4) replacing the existing source of treated
drinking water originating from Hyalite Reservoir with the new source of surface water directly from
Bozeman Creek will free up 42.7 acre-feet per year of reservoir water for other uses; and (5) reducing the
use of groundwater for supplemental irrigation of the Sunset Hills Cemetery and Lindley Park saves 25
acre-feet of groundwater per year. This project will also conserve energy by eliminating the use of treated
water for irrigation, and preserve connectivity of fish habitat in Bozeman Creek by eliminating the existing
stop log diversion barrier.

Economic benefits to the city of Bozeman are estimated to be at least $25,618 per year. Replacing the
diversion structure will benefit the health and safety of city of Bozeman employees. The project will also
benefit the public health and safety of Bozeman residents by improving the reliability of the city’s drinking
water supply. Resource-based recreation may benefit to a small degree because the project will improve
fish habitat connectivity.

Funding Recommendation

DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of

work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 4

Applicant Name Broadwater Conservation District

Project Name Avalanche Irrigation District Irrigation System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $6,000,000 RRGL Loan

$2,293,200 Private Loans
$ 79,800 Applicant
Total Project Cost $8,498,000

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

This project includes the design and construction of a new irrigation system to deliver water to 8,863
acres of privately owned land immediately east of Canyon Ferry Reservoir with provisions included to
allow an additional 1.985 acres of State land. The irrigation water will be taken from Canyon Ferry
Reservoir and is included in water set aside for this purpose as part of the Canyon Ferry Dam
Construction Mitigation program. The total water that will be pumped from the reservoir at full
development is estimated at 15,700 acre-feet. The project will replace about 900 acre-feet of water
presently being withdrawn from Avalanche and Confederate Creeks for irrigation allowing this water to
remain in the creeks. Water will be withdrawn from the lake by six pump stations and delivered to the
landowner’s pivot irrigation equipment.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Complete the formation of the Avalanche ID;
Obtain a bridge loan to fund permitting and design;
Advertise and bid the project in accordance with applicable state statutes;
Construct the project; and
Submit progress reports and a Closeout Report to DNRC.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will provide multiple benefits to multiple resources. The project will benefit arable land by
developing up to 10,000 acres plus of irrigation. A preservation benefit for restoration of the natural flow to
Avalanche and Confederate Creeks will happen when the new source of water is developed out of
Canyon Ferry Reservoir. This is also a conservation of surface water from these creeks. A preservation
benefit for the fish and wildlife habitats on the creeks will occur as the natural flow is restored. The creeks
are identified as rainbow trout spawning channels.

This project creates a large economic benefit for the area producers, which has been valued at up to $27-
million and new production with an additional 38 full time and 175 seasonal positions.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.

This grant will be available to applicant contingent on the following conditions:
e The Avalanche Irrigation District becomes a legal entity and acquires a feasible funding package
for the entire project; and
e The grant scope of work is for activities that result in renewable resource benefits.
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Project No. 5

Applicant Name Medicine Lake, Town of

Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 625,000 TSEP

$1,455,450 RD Loan

$ 485,150 RD Grant

$ 40,000 Local
Total Project Cost $2,730,600

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Medicine Lake’s wastewater collection system was constructed in the 1940s and the facultative treatment
lagoons were constructed in 1971. In 1998 a lift station was installed near the treatment lagoons to pump
the collected wastewater into the treatment lagoons. The system has severe leakage, excessive sludge
depth, erosion on the interior lagoon slopes, no acceptable way to measure the discharge flow rate, no
additional hydraulic capacity, unreliable lift station pumps, and clogged or broken lagoon piping. Further,
this system will not be able to meet the future discharge permit limits for disinfection and nutrients without
significant improvements.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
¢ Remove, dry, and land-apply existing lagoon sludge;
Rehabilitate the existing lift station;
Perform video inspection of the collection system;
Create a collection system replacement plan;
Rehabilitate the existing facultative lagoons;
Construct a new storage lagoon cell;
Construct a new pump station and UV disinfection system; and
Retrofit an existing center pivot land application of the treated wastewater.

Resource and Citizen Benefits

This project preserves groundwater quality by eliminating 4.8 million-gallons per year of leakage of
untreated sewage from treatment lagoons and decreases the risk of release of untreated sewage surface
discharge to Big Muddy Ditch and the Medicine Lake Wildlife Refuge. It conserves energy by installing a
more efficient pump at the lift station and conserves groundwater by reducing withdrawals for field
irrigation by 16.7% or 11 million-gallons per year and sustains local crop production to a small degree.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 6

Applicant Name Ward Irrigation District

Project Name Ward Canal Intake Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 3.850 Applicant In-kind
Total Project Cost $ 128,850

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Ward Irrigation District is in Ravalli County near Hamilton. The district serves 101 irrigators and 965
acres of irrigated land in the Bitterroot Valley. The Ward Canal Intake Improvements project involves
replacement of the upstream side of the intake structure and floor and investigation of the natural
migration of the Bitterroot River to define potential solutions for delivering the water to the intake more
reliably. Currently, the intake structure is in poor condition and not able to completely seal river water from
entering the irrigation system. Additionally, natural migration of the Bitterroot River away from the intake
structure through accretion is putting the entire system at risk of not accessing its irrigation water right.

Proposed Solution

The proposed project aims to preserve a reliable supply of irrigation water, preserve aquatic habitat
through elimination of unnecessary diversion of flows during the non-irrigation season, reduce annual
maintenance, and find a solution to the migration of the river away from the intake structure. The
proposed improvements will save approximately 1,752 acre-feet of water per year diverted from the
Bitterroot River.

Specific tasks include:
¢ Demolish and remove all existing concrete on the upstream side of the intake structure;
Salvage and reuse both headgates on the structure;
Excavate additional soil to below scour depth line;
Place concrete footings and walls;
Place concrete wing walls to match existing wall elevations; and
Study the Bitterroot River’s recent migration due to accretion.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project will conserve surface water and energy through upgrades to the irrigation delivery
system by reducing seepage. The reduced leakage will result in less surface water diversion and pump
usage. The project will also preserve water quality and protect habitat by allowing more water to stay in
the Bitterroot River.

This project will enable the farmers and ranchers in the Ward Irrigation District to benefit economically
through increased production and will continue to allow recreational opportunities on the Bitterroot River.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.

Governor's Budget Long-Range Planning Subcommittee 24
Renewable Resource Grant and Loan Program



Project No. 7

Applicant Name Sweetgrass County Conservation District

Project Name Boe-Engle Ditch Diversion Infrastructure Improvements
Amount Requested $ 106,640

Total Project Cost $ 106,640

Amount Recommended $ 106,640

Project History

The current Boe-Engle Ditch diversion structure in the East Boulder River is dilapidated and in danger of
failure. The structure leaks water during the non-irrigation season and requires annual in-stream machine
work to capture flow from the river. The ditch serves five water users who irrigate about 1,500 acres of
hayground.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
o Demolish the existing headgate structure;
¢ Form and pour a new rebar enforced headgate structure and re-use the existing steel slide gates;
e Construct a new rock vane U-weir diversion structure;
¢ Riprap 50 feet of the bank upstream and downstream of the new headgate; and
¢ Install a new wastegate structure and return channel to the river downstream from the headgate.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will conserve surface water in the East Boulder River by replacing the headgate and
eliminating leakage of river water into the Boe-Engle Ditch during the nonirrigation season, and by
installing a wastegate to return excess ditch flows back to the river during the irrigation season. Replacing
the headgate to mitigate the risk of avulsion of the East Boulder River into the Boe-Engle Ditch will also
preserve surface water quality, the East Boulder River fishery, irrigated agricultural land, and stream
geomorphology and functionality.

The economic benefits of the project stem from reduction of maintenance costs associated with upkeep of
the current dilapidated Boe-Engle diversion infrastructure, and ensuring that the five water users on the
Boe-Engle Ditch can continue to put water to beneficial use and contribute to the local economy in Sweet
Grass County. Public safety will benefit from reduced risk of diversion structure failure which would result
in damage to property and infrastructure, and reduced occupational risk to managers tasked with
operation and maintenance of the structure. The East Boulder River fishery is classified by Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (FWP) as having outstanding fisheries value, and this project’s
benefits to the fishery will also benefit the quality of angling recreation.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $106,640 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 8

Applicant Name Beaverhead Conservation District

Project Name Poindexter Slough Fishery Enhancement, Phase 3
Amount Requested $ 124,199

Other Funding Source $ 15,000 Applicant In-kind

Total Project Cost $ 139,199

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Poindexter Slough is a historic, spring-enhanced channel of the Beaverhead River. The slough is isolated
from the river and flows are controlled with a headgate that provides irrigation water for the Dillon Canal.
Flows in Poindexter Slough are currently quite low and lack the energy to scour and maintain historic bed
features such as pools. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) has documented a
significant decline in the trout fishery over the last two decades. The initial two phases of the project, one
of which was partially funded with RRGL funds, restored 22,000 feet of the stream using sediment
removal, gravel placement, pool creation, channel narrowing, and woody vegetation plantings. The first
two phases also replaced the diversion structure connecting Poindexter to the Beaverhead River and the
headgate for the Dillon Canal. Recent sampling by FWP has found that significant numbers of adult
brown trout have moved into the restored portion of Poindexter Slough from the Beaverhead River. This
application is to complete the lower 3,100 feet of the restoration which will connect the restored stream to
the Beaverhead River.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Construct pool and riffle habitat;
Reduce channel width with sod mats;
Remove silt deposition layers;
Stabilize eroding banks;
Transplant willows; and
Post project monitoring and maintenance.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The purpose of this project is to restore renewable resources by improving fish habitat and water quality
in Poindexter Slough. The preferred alternative identified by the preliminary engineering report (PER) is to
employ an active approach to channel enhancement by increasing the quantity and depth of pool habitat,
restoring appropriate width-to-depth ratios for riffles and pools, removing or isolating fine sediment
deposits from the stream bed, and encouraging natural recruitment of willows and other woody riparian
vegetation. The proposed project would restore resources by improving fish habitat and water quality in
Poindexter Slough.

The primary purpose of this project is to conserve water quality and quantity, maintain a regionally
significant fishery, and protect public safety.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 9

Applicant Name Crow Tribe of Indians

Project Name Wastewater Collection System Improvements, Phase 3
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 750,000 TSEP

$ 200,000 Coal Board
$ 450,000 CDBG
$1,000,000 US HUD ICDBG
$1,615,000 Applicant

Total Project Cost $4,140,000

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Failures of the Crow Agency wastewater collection system have resulted in raw sewage surfacing as well
as backing up into homes. The failing lines are being replaced through a multi-phase project approach.
The East Frontage Road lift station serves the hospital, nursing home, daycare, police department,
casino, and four private businesses. During the flood event in May 2011, the East Frontage Road lift
station was inundated with flood water and was rendered inoperable and inaccessible for repairs. All
facilities served by the East Frontage Road lift station were without sewer service for 10 days. Patients in
the hospital and residents of the nursing home had to be evacuated. The goal of the project is to eliminate
the public health and safety issues associated with the failing sewer mains and the flooding potential at
the lift station.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Replace approximately 6,720 linear feet of existing 8- to 10-inch clay tile wastewater pipe with 8-
to 12-inch PVC pipe; and
e Construct a new East Frontage Road lift station in a new location outside of the flood-prone area.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The project will eliminate the potential for raw sewage to reach surface water, and result in preservation
of water, fish, and wildlife habitat. Resource benefits are locally significant. The benefits cannot be
guantified, although a previous significant flood and surfacing of raw sewage is documented.

The project has multiple regional public and citizen benefits. The project will mitigate risks to human
health and safety. The lift station serves critical health care facilities and other businesses and supports
over 200 jobs. The project will ensure that the sewer system continues to support the community.

The project will implement community planning efforts. The Tribe has demonstrated long-term
commitment to community planning to develop and prepare improvements to its wastewater system.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 10

Applicant Name Stillwater Conservation District

Project Name Yanzick/Brey-Riddle Ditches Irrigation System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 30,342 Yanzick/Brey Riddle Ditch Users

Total Project Cost $ 155,342

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Yanzick and Brey-Riddle are irrigation ditches with points of diversion on the Stillwater River,
approximately 20 miles upstream of where the Stillwater River discharges into the Yellowstone River.
Infrastructure associated with both ditches generally consists of a large, unstable rock wing diversion and
concrete headgate/wastegate structure. Typical maintenance consists of removing debris from the
diversions and headgates and reconstructing the diversion structures with motorized equipment following
spring runoff. The headworks for both ditches are nearing the end of their serviceable lives and
significantly impede sediment transport, fish passage, and boater passage on the adjacent river reach.
The Stillwater Valley Watershed Council, Stillwater Conservation District, Yanzick Ditch users, and Brey-
Riddle Ditch users require a long-term solution for both ditches to improve management, ensure
continued water delivery to existing Yanzick and Brey-Riddle irrigation systems, reduce annual operation
and maintenance efforts, and maintain stream function and water quality in the Stillwater River.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Enlarge and lower about 2,000 feet of the Yanzick Ditch from the current point of diversion;
Replace 3 culverts to accommodate the Yanzick Ditch and Brey-Riddle Ditch water rights;
Install a new rock vane structure capable of diverting full water rights during low flow;
Replace the Yanzick Ditch headgate with a new concrete structure;
Install a new concrete gate in the Yanzick Ditch to divert water to the Brey-Riddle Ditch;
Lower the Yanzick Ditch and replace a culvert between the new gate and the ditch pump house
to accommodate only the Yanzick water rights; and
¢ Demolish and reclaim the Brey-Riddle diversion and headgate structures.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will have multiple benefits to multiple resources. Conservation of surface water will result with
the installation of the new headgate to stop the unintentional diversion of water. Without the need for the
twice annual disturbance in the Stillwater River by building and removing the diversion dam in the
streambed, the water quality, aquatic life and fish habitat will experience a preservation benefit. The
project will preserve 76 irrigated acres.

The project will have an economic public benefit through increased and sustained agricultural revenues.
Installation of a permanent rock vane wall in the Stillwater River benefits employee safety by no longer
requiring installation of the rock diversion structure every year. A recreation and safety benefit will result
when the diversion structure no longer blocks 70% of the river during the irrigation season.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 11

Applicant Name Lewis and Clark County Sewer District
Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 280,000 TSEP

$ 155,000 SRF Loan
Total Project Cost $ 560,000
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Lincoln Sewer System was constructed in 1986. The system includes a collection system, pump
stations, and a wastewater treatment plant. The majority of the pump station components date back to the
original construction date. The Center Avenue and Blackfoot pump stations are unreliable due to age.
Failures at either pump station will negatively affect area groundwater and surface water. The proposed
project will rehabilitate the Center Avenue and Blackfoot pump stations.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
o Replace mechanical and electrical components in the wet wells and valve vaults of the Blackfoot
and Center Avenue lift stations;
e Clean and repair the interior of the wet wells;
¢ Replace the electrical and control systems;
¢ Implement flow monitoring at each station; and
e Provide an emergency portable bypass pumping system.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project is primarily a public health and safety project. The project will protect groundwater
and surface water by preventing wastewater leakage or back-flow of sewage into private residences. The
project is locally significant given the proximity to the Blackfoot River and local water supply. The project
will address pathogen and nitrogen direct contributions to the drinking water supply.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 12

Applicant Name Froid, Town of

Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 750,000 TSEP

$ 608,350 RD Grant

$1,825,200 RD Loan

$ 5,000 Applicant In-kind
Total Project Cost $3,313,550

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

In 1994 the town of Froid improved its wastewater treatment system by replacing it with a three-cell
lagoon system discharging to Sheep Creek, updating the existing lift station, and adding a new lift station
at the lagoon site. Since the 1994 improvements to the wastewater system, the clay lagoon liners have
deteriorated to the point where they are no longer containing the wastewater allowing direct transmission
of untreated wastewater to underlying groundwater. Sheep Creek is eroding the bank next to the
treatment lagoon dike and has the potential to cause the dike to fail allowing direct surface water
contamination within Sheep Creek. The town has received an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC)
from the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to address its wastewater problem. The
project is proposed to protect groundwater and surface water.

In July of 2004 the collection system was rehabilitated by replacing 8,290 linear feet of mains and
replacing 16 manholes. The lift station pumps at both sites within the collection system are reaching the
end of their useful life and are lacking a backup power source. There are several manholes throughout
the wastewater system that are allowing significant infiltration of clear water into the collection system.
The additional flow is causing additional costs for treatment and producing extra demand on the lift station
pumps.

Proposed Solution
The proposed solution is to rehabilitate portions of the collection system and install a new wastewater
treatment plant.

Specific tasks include:
e Replace 12 manholes within the collection system;
Replace one of the pumps at the lagoon lift station;
Replace both pumps at the First Avenue lift station;
Install backup power at both lift stations;
Install a two-cell total retention lagoon system with PVC liners; and
Test project components and put into use.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

Groundwater quality will be preserved and protected from contamination from raw sewage by converting
the lagoon to a two-cell total retention lagoon. The installation of new pumps at the lift stations will
conserve energy by improving efficiency. The installation of emergency generators at each of the lift
stations will provide safety benefits and potentially preserve surface water quality during power outages
or extreme storm events. All of these improvements will provide public health benefits to the local
community.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.

Governor's Budget Long-Range Planning Subcommittee 30
Renewable Resource Grant and Loan Program



Project No. 13

Applicant Name Townsend, City of
Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 625,000 TSEP
$4,322,725 SRF Loan
Total Project Cost $5,072,725
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The wastewater system operated and maintained by the applicant consists of about 50,000 feet of gravity
collection system pipeline, a master lift station, and an aerated pond system for treatment. A majority of
the problematic areas of the collection system has been rehabilitated using a cured-in-place pipe (CIPP)
lining system, but areas of the system with leaking vitrified clay pipe remain to be lined. The master lift
station requires excessive maintenance and poses an unsafe work environment to operators because of
confined space issues and improper ventilation. The aerated pond system is unable to consistently meet
the requirements of the current Montana Department of Environmental Quality permit, and new limits will
require disinfection, which is not provided by the existing system.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
¢ Rehabilitate the remaining 4,880 linear feet of leaking collection system with a cured-in-place pipe
lining system;
e Install a new wet well with submersible pumps and retrofit the upper levels of the existing lift
station with new piping and controls;
¢ Remove and dispose accumulated sludge from the existing aerated pond system; and
e Enhance the performance of the wastewater treatment system by adding headworks and
mechanical screen equipment, a fine bubble aeration system, and ultraviolet light disinfection.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The project will benefit the safety and health of the residents in and around Townsend. The project will
preserve groundwater by replacing leaking sewer collection main piping. The project will also preserve
fish and wildlife habitat by the reduction of leakage and ammonia discharged to the Missouri River.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 14

Applicant Name South Wind Water and Sewer District
Project Name Water and Wastewater System Improvements, Phase 3
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 750,000 TSEP
$ 683,500 SRF Loan
Total Project Cost $1,558,500
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Trailer Terrace is a mobile home court located outside of Great Falls that was originally created to house
Minuteman Missile construction workers. In 2011, a petition for creation of a water and sewer district
(WSD) was successfully circulated to residents and creation of the South Wind WSD followed. At the time
the district was created there were multiple issues with both the water and sewer system. Water
deficiencies included inadequate drinking water quality, water storage, and water supply. Wastewater
deficiencies included inadequate lagoon volume, leaking collection system piping, inadequate or missing
manholes, and hydrogen sulfide attack on concrete pipes and manholes. The proposed project is the third
phase of a larger project to address these deficiencies. Phase 1 included a new well, pump, well house,
water storage tank, water distribution, and sewer collection improvements to the south half of the district.
Phase 2 is currently ongoing and will include improvements to the wastewater treatment system. The
Phase 3 improvements include installation, replacement, rehabilitation of the water distribution system,
and sewer collection system on the north half of the district. This project will be the project’s final phase
and is designed to increase water pressure, water supply, wastewater capacity, and protect groundwater
by reducing raw wastewater seepage.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Install 2,980 feet of 4-inch and 6-inch PVC water main piping, with gate valves, and flushing
hydrants;
Install 5,200 feet of %-inch water service lines;
Clean and televise existing sewer mains;
Replace or rehabilitate 1,940 feet of sewer main;
Install 10 manholes; and
Install 5,200 feet of sewer service including cleanouts.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The project will provide energy conservation benefits by eliminating leakage and reducing pumping run
times for the water distribution system. Additionally, groundwater, which is the drinking water source for
the system, will be protected from raw sewage contamination by eliminating exfiltration of raw sewage
from the existing wastewater system collection lines. Raw sewage backups and the potential
contamination of the groundwater aquifer from which the system draws its drinking water will be reduced
or eliminated, providing significant public health benefits.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 15

Applicant Name Poplar, City of

Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 750,000 TSEP

$ 450,000 CDBG
$ 700,000 RD Loan
$2,000,000 RD Indian Set-Aside Grant
$ 300,000 RD Grant
Total Project Cost $4,325,000

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Poplar is on the north bank of the Missouri River and is bounded on the north and west by the Poplar
River. The confluence of the Poplar River with the Missouri River is approximately one mile upstream
from Poplar. The purpose of this wastewater project is to upgrade aging wastewater collection
infrastructure throughout Poplar. The mains to be upgraded (lined or replaced) were inventoried through
video inspection in April 2016. Poplar prioritized upgrades due to broken and/or sagging sewer mains to
address the highest priority problems. This project will greatly reduce inflow of groundwater into the sewer
mains and manholes, increasing the capacity of the treatment system. Area groundwater contamination
from the sewer main leakage will also be reduced. There are approximately 90 water wells in the project
area with depths ranging 19 feet to 140 feet. These wells are used for domestic water, public water
supply, monitoring, test wells, livestock, and irrigation. The groundwater contamination from the failing
sewer mains has the potential to affect the environment and the health of Poplar’s citizens as well as
residents downstream from Poplar. This wastewater improvement project will improve the groundwater
quality in the area, benefiting people, livestock, wildlife, and the environment.

Proposed Solution

Specific tasks include:
e |Install 40,000 linear feet of sewer main; and
e |Install 200 manholes.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project will make improvements to the collection system and reduce infiltration and inflow.
The project will conserve energy and groundwater and protect groundwater from contamination. The
proposed project will benefit renewable resources by preserving groundwater from wastewater
contamination and by conserving groundwater from removing groundwater inflow into the wastewater
collection system.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 16

Applicant Name Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project

Project Name Lateral O Check and Terminal Wasteway Rehabilitation
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 47,140 Applicant In-kind

Total Project Cost $ 172,140

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project (LYIP) is in Richland County near Sidney. The LYIP Lateral O
Check and Terminal Wasteway Rehabilitation project involves retrofitting the two structures to include
new gates. The existing structures are in remote areas and consist of wooden check boards that require
manual operation, creating dangerous operating conditions and inefficient irrigation management. The
proposed project aims to improve management of the irrigation system, conserve water diverted from the
Yellowstone River, preserve the water quality of return discharge to the Missouri River, and improve
control of the flow within the irrigation system. The proposed improvements would conserve
approximately 526 million-gallons of water per year diverted from the Yellowstone River.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
o Retrofit the Lateral O Check and Terminal Wasteway with new gates and gate actuators;
¢ Install walkway grates and handrail for maintenance procedures; and
e Incorporate an automated flow data collection system known as SCADA (supervisory control and
data acquisition) system.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will have multiple benefits to multiple resources. The project will provide a development
benefit through an increase in crop production by 10% and a possible increase in the number of acres
irrigated. A preservation benefit will occur for the fish and wildlife habitat and water quality for both of the
Yellowstone and Missouri Rivers through sediment reduction. An additional development of solar energy
benefit will occur with the use of solar panels to operate and record data from the newly installed
operation structures.

A local economic benefit will occur with the increase in crop production and added acres. A local safety
benefit will occur with the new control structures that will keep the LYIP employees from operating
dangerous and dilapidated control and check structures.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 17

Applicant Name Stillwater County — Absarokee Sewer Rural Special Improvement District
Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $1,192,250 RD Grant
$3,576,750 RD Loan
Total Project Cost $4,894,000
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Absarokee’s lagoon system and the outdated ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system do not meet regulatory
limits for biological oxygen demand, total suspended solids, E. coli, and ammonia limits as defined in its
discharge permit. The discharge of inadequately treated wastewater greatly impacts the water quality of
Rosebud Creek. It also endangers aquatic organisms and the health and safety of not only community
residents, but also that of people living or recreating downstream from the wastewater facilities. Poor UV
disinfection is also a threat to downstream users. Despite excessive inflow and infiltration for much of the
year (500,000 gpd of 750,000 gpd during irrigation months), the system must be upgraded to meet
existing and future limits. While excessive inflow and infiltration should be addressed, an administrative
order requiring wastewater treatment upgrades must take precedence.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
o Replace the existing UV disinfection system with new UV disinfection system;
e Replace blower and aeration equipment;
¢ Rehabilitate the existing lagoons;
e Construct new lagoon cell; and
e Construct new Submerged Attached Growth Reactor treatment system.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis
The project will preserve groundwater quality by rehabilitating the leaking sewage lagoons. The surface
water quality and aquatic ecosystems of Rosebud Creek and the Stillwater River will also be preserved
and protected from the harmful effects of inadequately treated wastewater effluent. These streams have
recreational value and therefore resource-based recreation will benefit. Improving the sewage treatment
system will benefit public health and safety.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 18

Applicant Name Ryegate, Town of

Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 500,000 TSEP

$ 853,685 RD Grant
$ 443315 RD Loan
Total Project Cost $1,922,000

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Ryegate is in Golden Valley County near the Musselshell River. The original wastewater system was
construct in 1967 and includes collection mains, a lift station and facultative lagoons. The system is under
a discharge permit to the Musselshell River via an unnamed slough, but the lagoons have reportedly not
discharged since their original construction. A lagoon leakage test performed in 2012 indicates the
lagoons are seeping at a rate which is greater than the current Montana Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) standards. Groundwater models indicate leaking wastewater may be affecting six domestic
water wells in the vicinity of the lagoons. The structural integrity of the lagoon dikes is also in question
due to wave action erosion and rodent damage. DEQ inspections and correspondence have also
indicated issues with the control structures, flow monitoring, and pH monitoring at the lagoons.

Proposed Solution
The town proposes to rehabilitate the wastewater lagoons, lift station, and provide a low-maintenance,
non-discharging system to comply with DEQ recommendations.

Specific tasks include:
¢ Rehabilitate the existing lift station interior;
Remove and dispose of existing lagoon sludge;
Remove the existing facultative lagoons;
Construct a new total retention lagoon system with liner, control structures, and flow meter; and
Test project components and put into use.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project would significantly benefit Montana’s renewable resources through the preservation
of the water resources of the Musselshell River. The proposed improvements will benefit groundwater
through reducing wastewater leakage from lagoon. Groundwater modeling shows that at least six
groundwater wells are in the lagoon’s leakage zone. The leakage is a public threat to wells within 2,500
feet of the lagoon. Currently, there is no disinfection system in place to treat the wastewater stored in the
lagoons. Energy will also be conserved due to upgrades to the system.

Due the lagoon leakage affecting the groundwater table, hydraulic effects from lagoon leakage, and the
proximity to the Musselshell River, this project is of major local significance.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 19

Applicant Name Huntley Project Irrigation District
Project Name Lower Main Canal Lining, Phase 2
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 124428 Applicant In-kind
Total Project Cost $ 249,428

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Huntley Project Irrigation District (HPID) diverts water from the Yellowstone River for irrigation on
approximately 30,000 acres. The HPID is seeking to continue this lining project on the Lower Main Canal
near the eastern end of the district’'s system. This 4,000-foot section of canal has been identified as losing
about 6.8 cfs of flow to seepage during peak irrigation. The seepage has also caused damage to
approximately 20 acres of adjacent lands due to saline soil conditions. The project seeks to design and
install a liner to eliminate seepage losses from this section of canal. The HPID has been actively pursuing
and completing projects to reduce seepage losses in the irrigation water delivery system for some time.

Proposed Solution

Specific tasks include:
¢ Reshape the existing canal to a trapezoidal cross section with 10-foot bottom;
e Install 15,541 square yards of canal liner along 4,000 feet of canal; and
e Place ballast rock in bottom of lined canal.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project has renewable resource benefits by increasing delivery efficiency of surface water through
reshaping and lining ¥ of a mile of canal. The lining will eliminate an estimated 2,123 acre-feet of water
lost to seepage during the irrigation season. The project also provides renewable resource conservation
benefits through the savings of energy at the pumping station. As well, the lining will decrease sediment
discharge into the Yellowstone River thus preserving water quality.

Economic benefits will accrue to the agriculture-based community through increased crop production of
$94,176 per year and a stabilized bank along the Yellowstone will also bengfit the public.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package
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Project No. 20

Applicant Name Helena Valley Irrigation District
Project Name Lateral 14.8 Rehabilitation, Phasel
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 78,663 Applicant In-kind
Total Project Cost $ 203,663

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Helena Valley Irrigation District (HVID) is in Lewis and Clark County. Currently, the canal is
experiencing severe seepage losses. Pier 5 was identified in a 2014 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)
report as a Category 2 item due to damaged concrete and grout which make the water delivery system
susceptible to operational failure. The proposed project aims to conserve water, improve management of
water resources in the both the delivery system and application, preserve soil quality in the region
impacted by salinity damage due to seepage, and preserve water delivery. The proposed improvements
conserve approximately 233 million-gallons of water annually.

Proposed Solution
The HVID Lateral 14.8 Project, Phase 2, and Pier 5 Replacement project involves canal reshaping and
grading, installation of a canal liner, and making concrete repairs to a pipeline support pier.

Specific tasks include:
¢ Reshape and regrade a 5,000-foot canal reach;
Install a geomembrane canal liner;
Remove all damaged concrete and grout from Pier 5;
Inspect embedded metalwork; and
Replace metalwork if excessive corrosion or damage has occurred.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The HVID will be converting from an open lateral ditch to a closed pipeline which will prevent current
saline seepage. The district will realize energy conservation as pumping demands will be less. The
irrigators in the district may be able to increase the acres that are currently in production.

This project also benefits the district to meet the contractual obligation of supplying drinking water to
Helena without dewatering surface water resources.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 21

Applicant Name Broadwater Conservation District

Project Name Big Springs Ditch Water Conservation, Phase 2
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 300,000 USBR

$ 50,000 FWP
$1,103,836 Big Springs Ditch
Total Project Cost $1,578,836

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Big Springs Ditch supplies irrigation water to approximately 2,646 acres of farmland. The ditch is for
the most part an unlined open channel. Phase 1 of the Big Springs Ditch Water Conservation project
included the construction of 3,050 linear feet of pipe at the beginning of the ditch. Phase 2 proposes to
convert the next 6,300 feet of open channel to pipe. The ditch is located within Broadwater County,
approximately 2.5 miles south of Toston. The irrigation distribution system delivers water from a natural
artesian spring known as Big Springs for approximately nine miles in a northwesterly direction between
the Missouri River and the Montana Rail Link rail line. Due to highly permeable soils within the project
area, the ditch experiences a significant amount of water loss through seepage. Furthermore, due to the
close proximity of the railroad and the Missouri River, the ditch has very steep slopes on either side that
are susceptible to erosion and have shown signs of instability in the past. Additionally, water lost to
seepage is negatively affecting a fish spawning channel that is used by native fish species in the Missouri
River and Canyon Ferry Reservoir.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:
e Complete final design of converting the open main canal to a pipeline;
Dewater existing open channel to allow for clearing and excavation;
Install 6,300 feet of new steel reinforced polyethylene pipe;
Backfill pipeline and grade disturbed area to a more stable slope;
Reclaim disturbed area by seeding using a native seed mixture;
Establish a formal agreement or water lease between Big Springs Ditch and FWP to provide
water for fish spawning areas; and
¢ Install a flow measuring device at the head of the Big Springs spawning channel.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project allows for a more efficient delivery of water for irrigation and also conserves an
estimated 5 cfs of water. Overall annual water savings is approximately 1,832 acre-feet per year of
Missouri River water to be reused for irrigation and for preserving fish habitat in the Big Springs spawning
channel. In addition the district should realize significant energy and cost savings due to reduced
pumping requirements and elimination of labor intensive annual canal maintenance. Finally, the quantity
of end-system wastewater flow will be reduced resulting in less sediment and other contaminants entering
the river.

The project will result in an economic benefit to irrigators by reducing the amount of water purchased for
irrigation. The canal lining will reduce the risk of bank failure benefitting water quality.

Funding Recommendation

DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package. Funding for this project is contingent on finalization of
an agreement with FWP to provide water for fish spawning areas.
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Project No. 22

Applicant Name Thompson Falls, City of

Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 8,800 Applicant

Total Project Cost $ 133,800

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Thompson Falls proposes to upgrade and improve two components of its existing wastewater system.
An existing lift station located within 15 feet of the Clark Fork River is experiencing pump and control
failures, which could impact the river in the event of an overflow. An existing clay sewer main was built in
1948 and has a history of blockages, which create the possibility of raw sewage surfacing in homes and
overflowing into the Clark Fork River.

Proposed Solution
The project will address the wastewater improvements in two phases. The first phase is to replace the
aging pumps and controls at the wastewater lift station.

Specific tasks include:
¢ Remove existing lift station pumps and controls; and
¢ Replace lift station pumps and controls with new products.

The second phase of the project will rehabilitate the existing sewer main.

Specific tasks include:
e Inspect clay sewer main with video camera for structural soundness;
e Repair any structural issues within the sewer main;
¢ Rehabilitate clay sewer main with CIPP.

The application completed an alternatives analysis that selected the proposed solution. An adequate
project implementation plan was presented and cost estimates are reasonable. It should be verified that
the sewer main can successfully be lined prior to mobilization of the pipe rehabilitation contractor.
Completion of the tasks outlined will achieve the project goals of preventing the overflow of wastewater
into the Clark Fork River, and eliminating sewer blockages and the potential for wastewater entering
homes or the Clark Fork River.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will preserve surface water quality in the Clark Fork River by repairing aging infrastructure
that has a high potential to discharge raw wastewater into the river in the event of a backup and/or lift
station pump failure. It will also conserve energy by replacing the aging lift station pumps with a newer
and more efficient pump.

Public health and safety will benefit from a properly functioning wastewater system that has a lower risk of
sewage backups into homes, businesses, and the Clark Fork River.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 23

Applicant Name Pondera County Conservation District
Project Name Pondera County Canal and Reservoir Company KB2 Canal
Rehabilitation, Phase 2

Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Sources $ 52,176 PCCRC In-kind
$ 8590 Applicant In-kind

Total Project Cost $ 185,766

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Pondera County Conservation District (CD), in coordination with the Pondera County Canal and
Reservoir Company (PCCRC), is proposing a canal rehabilitation and lining project in the Birch Creek
watershed. The PCCRC is located in Valier with this project located west of Valier along the southern
boundary of the Blackfeet Reservation. This is the second phase of a three-phase project to install canal
liner through a three-mile reach of the KB Canal identified as a major contributor to seepage losses in the
delivery system. The proposed project will rehabilitate a one-mile reach of the KB Canal which was
constructed in the late 1890s. The project will conserve diverted water, improve irrigation efficiency, and
preserve soil quality through salinity mitigation.

Proposed Solution
A rehabilitation strategy for lining the one-mile reach was developed and is presented below.

Specific tasks include:
e Design and permit the canal lining project;
o Reshape and regrade the existing one-mile reach of canal;
¢ Rehabilitate the one-mile reach through installation of a geomembrane liner; and
e Test project components and put into use.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will develop renewable resources by increasing delivery efficiency of surface water to 2,461
acres through the regrading, shaping, and lining of the canal. The rehabilitation efforts will eliminate an
estimated 616 acre-feet of water lost to seepage during the irrigation season. The project also saves
energy by reducing pumping operations.

The KB2 Canal Rehabilitation project will help the PCCRC develop acres from partial service to full
service irrigation. Implementation of the project is projected to generate an additional $325,740 annually
in increased production of irrigation land. This increase in production and revenue generation will benefit
the local and state economies. Implementation of the KB2 Canal Rehabilitation project will help ensure
the sustainability of the Canal Company and agricultural production within the Birch Creek Basin. As well,
this canal lining will reduce erosion within the canal and preserve water quality in Birch Creek. The grant
application received public and citizen benefit points for the economic value of the project and for safety
by eliminating saturated canal banks.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 24

Applicant Name Malta Irrigation District
Project Name Exeter Siphon Replacement
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 640,228

Total Project Cost $ 765,228

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

As part of the Milk River Project, the Exeter Siphon was constructed in 1914. The siphon is a 64-inch
diameter, 400-foot long cast-in-place concrete structure that is buried beneath Exeter Creek. It is
experiencing leakage problems in the barrel because of old and deteriorating concrete, and its size is too
small to pass the full canal flow without spilling excess water over the inlet and causing erosion along the
bank of Exeter Creek. Water losses due to leakage and spillage have been estimated to be as high as
2,500 acre-feet over an irrigation season. A preliminary engineering report concluded that the preferred
alternative is to replace the failing siphon with a crossing that is comprised of a section of lined canal. The
canal will be sized to pass the 100-year flood of Exeter Creek. The project goals are to eliminate leakage
in the conveyance structure and spillage into Exeter Creek, preserve and better manage irrigation water,
and improve water quality in the Milk River.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:

e Select and hire an engineering firm to complete the final engineering design, prepare construction
documents, secure environmental regulatory permits, and conduct construction oversight and
administration;

e Construct the new replacement canal and stream crossing; and

¢ Close out the project by developing record drawings and a final project report.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will provide multiple benefits to multiple resources. The project will promote conservation of
surface water (Milk River) from an already compromised water basin. The project will have a preservation
benefit to Exeter Creek through restoration and also to the local wildlife habitat. By increasing the
reliability of delivered water, agricultural production will benefit with increased production or additional
irrigated acreage.

The project will provide a local economic benefit from the increased production and additional irrigation.
Funding Recommendation

DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 25

Applicant Name Sidney Water Users Irrigation District
Project Name Main Canal Pipeline Conversion
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 124804 Applicant

Total Project Cost $ 249,804

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The infrastructure for the Sidney Water Users Irrigation District (SWUID) was constructed in the 1930s as
part of the federal Works Progress Administration. The project was owned by DNRC until it was
transferred to the SWUID in 1995. The SWUID has completed several canal-to-pipeline conversion
projects in its Districts 1 and 2 and now is moving to its District 3 Main Canal to implement more canal-to-
pipeline projects. This project comprises Phase 1 of the Main Canal conversion. A preliminary
engineering report was completed and the alternatives analysis concluded that the preferred alternative is
the installation of 3,044 linear feet of polyvinyl chloride irrigation pipe. The goals of the project are to
conserve water by reducing or eliminating conveyance leakage, improve water management in the
system, reduce power consumption by reducing the volume of water to be pumped, and to preserve
water quality and quantity in the Yellowstone River by reducing irrigation diversions.

Proposed Solution
Specific tasks include:

e Select and hire an engineering firm to complete the final engineering design, prepare construction
documents, secure environmental regulatory permits, and conduct construction oversight and
administration;

e Procure materials in accordance with State of Montana procurement procedures;

e Construct the pipeline using SWUID labor and equipment; and

¢ Close out the project by developing record drawings and a final project report.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The proposed project will not only allow more efficient delivery of water for irrigation, but is also estimated
to save up to 4.8 cfs of water during irrigation season, equating to an overall annual water savings of
approximately 1,312-acre-feet per year of Yellowstone River water to be reused for irrigation
development. The district should also realize significant energy and cost savings due to reduced pumping
requirements and elimination of labor intensive annual canal maintenance. The quantity of end-system
wastewater flow will be reduced resulting in preservation of surface water due to less sediment and other
contaminants entering the Yellowstone River.

The project will result in short-term economic benefits associated with proposed construction. More
important, the project will provide the economic benefits including the local tax base associated with the
cropland served by this final phase of the Main Canal project. The project will also allow individual
landowners to better control irrigation practices on their cropland, allowing higher crop yields and perhaps
more diverse crop options.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 26

Applicant Name Buffalo Rapids Irrigation District 2
Project Name Shirley Main Canal Rehabilitation
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 83,463 Applicant

Total Project Cost $ 208,463

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Buffalo Rapids Irrigation District 2 (BRID2) proposes to rehabilitate 0.75 miles of the Shirley Canal by
lining the canal and replacing existing headgate structures. The area has historically experienced
significant seepage loss due to high permeability soils and poor condition of the ditch. It is estimated that
up to 16-cfs (4,400 acre-feet) of water are presently lost through seepage, which could be conserved with
the installation of a canal liner. Additionally, a saline seep occurs adjacent to the canal affecting nine
acres of arable land.

Proposed Solution
The project proposes to install a geocomposite liner in the identified 0.75-mile reach.

Specific project tasks include:
e Design and engineer final rehabilitation design;
Obtain permits to meet all regulatory requirements;
Remove organic material from channel bottom;
Reshape channel bottom to desired dimensions;
Replace three existing headgates under guidance of project engineer;
Install % mile of Huesker canal liner according to specifications;
Install 6-inch ballast layer on top of liner; and
Return flows to channel during irrigation season and monitor effectiveness.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will conserve surface water by eliminating an estimated 6- to 16 cfs of water lost to seepage
during the irrigation season. This project has developed renewable resource benefits by increasing
delivery efficiency of surface water to 2,000 acres through the regrading, shaping, and lining of the canal
and through saline seep reclamation of nine acres into irrigated land. There will also be a small energy
savings by reduced pumping.

Project implementation is estimated to generate an additional $166,700 annually in increased production
of irrigation land. This increase in production and revenue generation will benefit the local economy.
Implementation of the Main Canal Rehabilitation project will help ensure the sustainability of the ID and
agricultural production within the lower Yellowstone Basin and improve safety by reducing saturated canal
banks.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 27

Applicant Name Fort Shaw Irrigation District
Project Name D-System Water Conservation
Amount Requested $ 125,000

Other Funding Source $ 40,904 Applicant
Total Project Cost $ 165,904

Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The Fort Shaw Irrigation District (FSID) is the second largest irrigation project on the Sun River. It
distributes water to approximately 11,600 acres on 177 farms between the towns of Simms and Sun
River. The irrigation project was originally completed in 1908, and aggressive improvement efforts began
in 1996 with the district performing projects that included the installation of a remote operated head gate,
canal lining, conversion of open ditches to pipelines, and installation of measuring devices. Despite all the
work accomplished, after almost 100 years of service, this aging system of 12 miles of canal, 89 miles of
laterals, hundreds of turnouts, and cement structures are still in dire need of repair.

Proposed Solution

Fort Shaw proposes to rehabilitate a 2,712-foot section of the D-System Canal which supplies irrigation
water to approximately 11,600 acres of farmland. Once completed, the water conservation project on the
D-System Canal will provide additional water conservation measures to better serve the canal system'’s
end users. The project will reduce canal seepage in FSID’'s D-System, potentially increasing available
water for irrigators for a full irrigation season and potentially increasing Sun River instream flow by
reducing the amount of diverted water.

Specific tasks include:
e Complete final design of the canal lining project;
e Obtain regulatory approval from all applicable local, state, and federal agencies;
e Reshape the canal channel within a 2,712-foot length of the D-System Canal;
e Install a geocomposite liner material (consisting of nonwoven geotextile fabrics bonded to both
the top and bottom of a 20-mil geomembrane) along the reshaped canal;
¢ Place 6-inches of ballast material on the liner bottom; and
e Perform final inspection and project closeout.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will benefit the local economy by generating an additional $53,487 annually in increased
production. The project will conserve an estimated 9.3 acre-feet of water per day during the irrigation
season. Over the 180-day irrigation season this could conserve 1,668 acre-feet of surface water or
approximately 3% of the FSID’s 54,000 acre-feet diversion amount to be reused for irrigation. There will
also be a small energy savings through reduced pumping. The project will also provide benefits to water
quality preservation in the Sun River through the prevention of erosion and runoff into the river. These
water quality benefits are not quantified; however, the Sun River Watershed Group has identified
wasteways as a source of contamination.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 28

Applicant Name Cascade, Town of
Project Name Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 500,000 TSEP
$ 418,001 SRF Loan
Total Project Cost $1,043,001
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

Cascade’s wastewater system was installed in the 1940s. The original system consisted of a gravity
collection network of clay pipe and a small pump station on Russell Drive South. The system was
designed to discharge to the Missouri River and was connected to several storm drains. The storm drains
have since been removed from the collection system. In 1963 a pair of facultative lagoons were
constructed on an island within the Missouri River, but were abandoned in 1998 when the current lagoons
were constructed. In the early 2000s the town began replacing sewer mains and have replaced
approximately 2,200 linear feet of original 8-inch clay tile pipe. The town is currently spending a significant
amount of time cleaning and jetting the remaining sections of clay tile pipe due to blockages. The
blockages have led to several sewer backups which have surfaced onto roads within the town. The
potential human and environmental contact with raw wastewater is a significant health and sanitary
concern. During power outages untreated wastewater can overflow at Russell Drive lift station making its
way to the Missouri River.

Proposed Solution
The proposed solution is to upgrade the wastewater system to meet present-day design standards and
protect the environment by replacing existing clay tile sewer pipe.

Specific tasks include:

o Replacement of 2,450 linear feet of clay sewer pipe;

¢ Rehabilitation of 350 linear feet of sewer pipe using CIPP;

¢ Rehabilitation of Russell Drive lift station by installing a generator, and plugging the overflow pipe
upstream;
Rehabilitation of the main lift station by installing a generator, and replacing corroded piping;
Replacement of air release valves along the town’s 6-inch force main;
Install land application of dewatered sludge using geo-fabric bags; and
Test project components and put into use.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

This project will result in the preservation of water quality in the Missouri River; the elimination of the
public health risk associated with sewer backups; minor energy conservation due to improved pumping
efficiencies associated with flow line improvements, and improved wastewater treatment associated with
sludge removal. The proposed project will protect the health of the community and reduce the
opportunities for environmental contamination.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package.
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Project No. 29

Applicant Name Helena, City of
Project Name Westside Wastewater System Improvements
Amount Requested $ 125,000
Other Funding Sources $ 750,000 TSEP
$1,925,000 SRF Loan
Total Project Cost $2,800,000
Amount Recommended $ 125,000

Project History

The project area was platted as small lots in the late 1800s and has a high urban density. All properties
use individual on-site wastewater systems, primarily seepage pits, cesspools, and metal septic tanks.
Drinking water is by individual wells. The small lots have resulted in high urban and wastewater treatment
density and no room for replacement systems that meet current regulations. Because of the close
proximity, fractured bedrock, and the topography of the area, untreated effluent is likely reaching Spring
Meadow Lake and Ten Mile Creek. Construction of wastewater lines to connect with Helena’s municipal
system will eliminate discharge from the old septic systems and enable development curtailed by the lack
of infrastructure serving empty lots.

Proposed Solution

The project will extend Helena’s wastewater collection system to an area currently outside the city limits
known as the Westside. Completion of the proposed project will divert approximately 32,400 gpd of
untreated effluent to Helena’s wastewater treatment facility to be effectively treated.

Specific tasks include:

Install approximately 17,700 linear feet of 8-inch PVC sewage collection piping;
Install 60 sanitary sewer manholes;

Install 200 sewer service connections to new main line piping; and

Restore asphalt and gravel surfacing disturbed by pipe and manhole installation.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

The project will preserve groundwater and surface water by eliminating sewage effluent currently mixing
with near-surface groundwater and possibly Spring Meadow Lake. Discharge to the Helena Valley
Aquifer, a sole source aquifer for Helena Valley residents, is the likely end point for the contaminant
pathway. The primary contaminant of concern is nitrate. Estimated discharge of treated and untreated
wastewater from the project area is 32,400 gpd.

The project would benefit public health by stopping documented discharges of untreated sewage and
economically benefit Helena by enabling further development in the west side of town.

Funding Recommendation
DNRC recommends grant funding of $125,000 upon development and approval of the final scope of
work, administration, budget, and funding package
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Project No. 30

Applicant Name Eureka, Town of

Project Name Wastewater Expansion and Improvement, Phase 1B
Amount Requested $ 100,000

Other Funding Sources $ 555,000 TSEP

$ 491,000 RD Loan
$ 164,000 RD Grant
Total Project Cost $1,310,000

Amount Recommended $ 100,000

Project History

Midvale is an unsewered area north of Eureka that was recently annexed into the town. Residents and
businesses currently rely on septic tank and drainfield systems for wastewater disposal. Most of the
systems are 20 to 30 years old, with numerous instances of deteriorated or failing conditions. The soils in
the area are not suitable for adequate wastewater treatment. Elevated nitrate levels and bacteriological
contamination of the groundwater have been documented in the aquifer, utilized for drinking water. To
address these issues, the construction of a centralized wastewater collection system in Midvale has been
proposed. The project is being completed in two phases. The first phase was recently completed and
consisted of extending a main trunk line sewer up through the Midvale area from the Eureka collection
system and the replacement of the main wastewater pumping station in Eureka.

Proposed Solution

The second phase of the project will extend the collection system to the remaining residences and
businesses in the area. The goal of the project is to protect and preserve groundwater quality and
eliminate the public health and safety issues associated with contamination of the drinking water supply.

Specific tasks include:

e Construct approximately 10,300 feet of 8-inch gravity wastewater collection system piping and
107 service connections in the Midvale area. A small portion will be served by 12 individual
grinder pumps and 2,000 feet of 2-inch diameter, low-pressure sewer lines due to the lower
terrain; and

e Install a backup generator at Eureka’s main wastewater pumping station.

Resource and Citizen Benefits Analysis

By installing a centralized sewer system and treating waste at the municipal treatment plant, this project
will preserve groundwater quality in the Tobacco River Valley. Additionally, installing emergency power at
the main lift station will prevent potential system failure during a power outage, thus providing a public
health benefit.

Funding Recommend