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Big Sky Sustainable Water Solutions Forum 

Notes 

October 18, 2017 

Big Sky Water and Sewer District, 561 Little Coyote Dr. 

 

Stakeholders Attending: Guy Alsentzer, Upper Missouri Riverkeeper; Mike Fiebig, American Rivers; Pat 

Byorth, Trout Unlimited; Rich Chandler, Yellowstone Club GRTF Board; Mike DuCuennois, Yellowstone 

Club, BSWSD Board; Susan Duncan, Ron Edwards, Big Sky Water And Sewer District (BSWSD); AGAI; 

Kristin Gardner, Gallatin River Task Force; Kevin Germain, Lone Mountain Land Co.; Resort Tax Board; 

Jim Hart, Madison County Commissioner; Lori Christenson, Gallatin City-County Health Department; 

Ethan Kunard, Madison CD, Madison Planning Board; Peter Manka, Alpine Water; Taylor Middleton, Big 

Sky Resort; Suzan Scott, BSOA; Rick Simkins (for Bill Simkins), Big Sky Town Center; Tim Skop, Gallatin 

County Planning Department; Kerri Strassheim, DNRC – Regional Water Office; Brian Wheeler, Big Sky 

Resort, BSWSD Board; Steve White, Gallatin County Commissioner; Ennion Williams, Big Sky Trout, Big 

Sky Vacation Rentals; Ciara Wolfe, Big Sky Community Organization; Bob Zimmer, Greater Yellowstone 

Coalition 

Public Signed in as Attending: Sierra Harris, The Nature Conservancy; Stephanie Lynn, GRTF; Steve 

Johnson, Zoning Advisory Board; John Loomis, resident; Justin Nett, resident; Rick Donaldson, GRTF 

Notes: Karen Filipovich 

Detailed Notes 

Areas of Consensus 

The group has agreed upon several priorities through the consensus process. These were reviewed and 

the group was asked to fill in any other issues that need to be resolved in these areas. Stakeholders who 

have not yet filled in the survey on actions were asked to do so, so the action plan can be put together 

for review. 

Ecological Health of the River System: 

Three priorities have been agreed upon: 

1. Monitoring system to track progress on meeting ecological goals 

2. Create a community dashboard to clearly community ecological health and progress 

3. Restore impacted areas and conserve those in good condition 

These areas were identified as needing more resolution: 

• Fully identifying desired conditions 

• When we notice variation from the desired condition, what do you do and when?  

• Our ability to move forward with priorities for ecological health of river systems depends on 

capacity (people) and funding 
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Water Supply and Availability: 

These priorities have been agreed upon: 

1. Management and monitoring 

2. Water conservation 

3. Stormwater management 

4. Reuse of water for irrigation 

5. Mitigation 

Questions and unresolved issues: 

• Connecting the dots between storm water, low impact development, ecological health, and 

water; potential to help water supply and ecological health; importance of fully functioning 

riparian buffer (scientifically-based, and regulatory); and transparent accountability and 

enforcement framework  

• You can implement stormwater projects, but they need to be maintained, and without 

maintenance it won’t serve any purpose. [Ed note: stormwater structures can even be 

detrimental to water quality if improperly maintained.] 

Wastewater Treatment and Reuse: 

These priorities have been agreed upon: 

1. Treat wastewater to high levels 

2. Address septic and onsite systems 

3. Expand reuse of irrigation water 

4. Snowmaking using reused water 

Questions and comments on identified priorities: 

• Need to work on an engagement strategy to reach out to individual septic and onsite operators 

• Snowmaking – It’s new for Montana and interesting for both ecological (“slows the flow”) and 

economic benefits, but a lot of issues will need to be worked out for this state 

Action: All priorities in these three areas have been reached through consensus. Stakeholders fill in 

survey so action plan draft can be finished and put out for review.   

Wastewater Treatment and Reuse for Unresolved Alternatives 

These have been identified earlier as: 

1. Constructed Treatment wetlands 

2. Shallow groundwater infiltration  

3. Direct surface water discharge  

Karen Filipovich asked is the group was willing to start with direct surface water discharge, since it has 

been the most difficult to resolve issue. She also asked for a show of hands for those who had to leave 

right at four, vs. those who could stay a big longer, if necessary. Most could stay longer if needed. Most 

could stay longer. 
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Why discuss surface water discharge at all? 

Participants were asked to identify why this option needed to be examined, since the current prioritized 

methods for reusing treated wastewater are snowmaking and irrigation with reused wastewater. 

Participants identified the following: 

Technical: 

• “Plan D” to safeguard against infrastructure failure or maintenance and wet years; “it’s the last 

option” 

• It is standard operating procedure in Bozeman; why not in Big Sky? 

• If we have a 1 in 50-year wet year, may end up over-irrigating or make less snow. It’s possible to 

make more snow in those years, but at a high cost. 

• What would it take from an engineering perspective to not have a surface water discharge? 

 

Legal/Regulatory: 

• Water rights mitigation tool (not fully consumptive, unlike reused water irrigation) 

• Consumption harder to get a water right for than non-consumption – can get mitigation when 

switched 

• How do we deal with the projected 300 MGY through engineering? 

Cost: 

• Money talks, and that include purchasing and/or making additional water rights available 

• Economically viable, if the water will be treated to a high level regardless 

• Economics – surface water discharge is the cheapest disposal option available 

• If we’re treating to high level anyway, surface water discharge would probably be the cheapest 

option 

Community: 

• Social resistance to direct discharge into rivers. We need to acknowledge that the community is 

not comfortable with direct surface discharge to surface waters 

Ecological Considerations: 

• Ecologically, this is a fragile system; Gallatin may not be able to assimilate direct discharge in a 

way that a lower elevation river would be able to. WF is an oligotrophic mountain stream; East 

Gallatin has a high alkalinity and tremendous capacity to absorb nutrients 

• May benefit instream flows for the Gallatin  

• Snowmaking can have ecological benefits 

• How do we benefit community and ecology?  In-stream flows could possibly be “highest and 

best use?” 

Future Decision-making: 

• This will come up again and again as the area develops (Moonlight, transfer of septic and onsite 

systems to centralized treatment) 

• Population growth and capacity of infrastructure; how many people can live here sustainably? 
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• For the Big Sky Water and Sewer District, all other options rely on third-party agreement 

• Our goal is to find the highest and best use of the resource; plan has to be fully balanced and 

evaluated and not just expedient 

 

Discussion of Opportunities and Challenges with Direct Surface Discharge 

Participants summarized and expanded analytical discussion. Four areas for analysis have been used 

throughout the process: technical, legal/regulatory, cost, and community support. 

Technical 

Opportunities:  

▪ Not storing 100s MG for 6 months in order to irrigate 6 mounts; eliminates risk of mechanical 

failure; pond liners have a limited life time and we have to replace; when do you decide it’s a good 

time to drain and maintain a pond?  

▪ Treat to a high level and let go – eliminates risks of holding and storing water (pond ruptures, 

overflows) 

▪ Potential for instream flows in the Gallatin River at low water periods (ecological health and water 

rights). This could be a benefit for Gallatin. 

▪ Crisis aversion, if you didn’t have availability for beneficial use elsewhere  

Challenges 

▪ If discharge goes into Gallatin, it is a net loss of water to the West Fork system. 

▪ Unique ecosystem: Potential limits of engineering to address impacts with this option 

▪ Figuring out what constitutes degradation on the river – it’s an analytical gap 

▪ Meeting challenge of “no ecological impact:”  

o Science: Meeting Montana nutrient standards 

o Lack of clarity on standards outside of growing seasons (July 1-Sept. 30) 

▪ May create a hot spot or habitat blockage  

Discussion  

There was a concern that this portion of the discussion conversation prevents group from talking in 

broader terms, and the benefits of other options, like spreading out water higher in the watershed 

(snowmaking). Karen Filipovich asked the group to hold this discussion, since the next part of the 

discussion is to discuss it in terms of alternatives. Goal of this section is to make sure that all 

stakeholders have a clear understanding of this alternative, so we can have the broader discussion. This 

was accepted. 

Legal, Regulatory 

Opportunities  

▪ Change MT water quality act to accommodate and incentivize things other than direct surface 

discharge 

o Snowmaking 

o Shallow ground water infiltration 
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▪ One of the only water rights mitigation tools is to consume less water; surface water discharge 

and snow making are less consumptive than (irrigation) 

Challenges 

▪ Gallatin County a “general power” and is held by what the legislature puts in to statute and then 

agencies make administrative rules (ARM) so has fewer powers than people think 

▪ Legal (non-degradation of unique ecosystem); and how it might apply in conjunction with B-1 

standards during the growing season; DEQ doesn’t have standards for non-growing season 

▪ Current legal/regulatory framework incentivizes discharge 

▪ Prospect of lawsuit on water quality impacts 

▪ MT DEQ checklist is 20 years behind technology; for example, getting level 2 septic systems out 

there took a long time; this can inhibit innovation 

▪ In the legislature, Gallatin County is not a priority nor are any of the large counties; if you want to 

pass laws to benefit Big Sky alone won’t get far unless the law has broad benefits across the state. 

Helena and rest of Montana doesn’t necessarily understand or prioritize Big Sky needs. 

Discussion 

▪ For changes to law, legislature can do it, but it will take effort and strategy to do it in a way that 

will get through the legislature. 

 

Cost  

Opportunities 

▪ Pipeline opportunity to sewer the canyon in the future; by putting in infrastructure now, it would 

help cut future costs 

▪ Spending money on high treatment benefits all future uses (not necessarily just direct surface 

discharge) 

▪ Cost is a different conversation in Big Sky; costs are recoverable; $15 million is equivalent of 

roughly years of resort tax; given economics of development, this isn’t a huge cost for this 

community. 

Challenges 

▪ $15 million (equivalent of what was built in 2002 in nominal funds) for 2 TN/0.05 TP end of pipe 

treatment levels is a real cost 

▪ Costs are not just monetary (include ecological, economic, etc.), and extend up and downriver; 

need to make sure costs are distributed evenly between all groups, and not just on one groups 

▪ Direct surface water discharge is likely to have economic impacts to recreation  

o Current Direct Surface Discharge: It might slow down fishing on the East Gallatin (guide in back 

row agreed) 

• Big Sky relies on clean water and healthy landscapes, and to impact either would be a serious 

challenge economically 

Discussion  
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▪ Missing a cost: benefit analysis for cost per acre foot analysis for this option vs. other options for 

reuse 

 

 

Community Interest and Support  

Opportunities 

▪ Working through the Water Forum will have more opportunities for innovations (legal, regulatory, 

public engagement)  

▪ The work of the Water Forum has broad benefits across Montana 

▪ Engaging the public; facilitating support is an education opportunity 

▪ Set precedent for the area; Moonlight is looking at mitigation for future development, and canyon 

area on the Gallatin 

Challenges 

▪ Psychological Response: “Yuck” factor regardless of treatment level  

▪ Limited will in Helena to do anything in Big Sky, unless stakeholders (conservationist, agency, 

agricultural, developers, funders) work together, and then innovative approaches could be found 

▪ Community doesn’t understand cumulative effects of 40 years of development 

▪ Not all understand or treat water as valuable 

▪ Recreationalist push back (fishing, rafting guides) to the concept of direct discharge 

Discussion 

▪ Agricultural irrigators face a strange dichotomy; don’t want to see a reduction in flow, and want 

more water, but concerned about what’s in the effluent.  

 

Discussion of Surface Water Discharge compared with other Alternatives 

Stakeholders have come to consensus on two reuse alternatives: reuse of treated wastewater through 

irrigation and snowmaking. Constructed wetland and ground water infiltration may also be helpful, and 

have been discussion, but not resolved as alternatives. Potable drinking water options, direct and 

indirect, have been mentioned as well as a possible additional alternative. 

Discussion: 

Alternatives to “Slow the Flow:” 

• Snowmaking has more benefits because it is a way to move water upstream, spread it out, and 

store it when its needed (snowmaking), then it’s a net benefit; slow the flow 

• Not beneficial to discharge water when there’s no shortage of water in the stream 

• Could be a benefit to surface water discharge if done when there’s agronomic uptake for 

nutrients in the water 

• Slower groundwater infiltration will recharge drinking water supply. Direct surface water 

discharge won’t do that.  



Big Sky Sustainable Water Solutions Forum Stakeholder Meeting Notes 10/18/17 7 

o Wetlands enhancement, stormwater management, and snowmaking are all methods to 

slow the flow, and are methods group has talked about in water supply.  

Groundwater infiltration: 

• Has anyone assessed the amounts or ability for groundwater infiltration in the area?  

o Only have detail for Meadow Village aquifer for BSWSD 

o Moonlight was looking at deep well injection, but no shallow groundwater infiltration 

available due to bedrock aquifers 

• Groundwater infiltration could work in the Meadow Village aquifer; shallow alluvial aquifer; 

pretty much defined the aquifer, but there is concern about the water levels over time; gaining 

and losing sections of West Fork and when ground water discharge becomes surface water 

discharge  

 

Indirect or Direct Potable Reuse: 

• Indirect potable reuse (groundwater recharge or reservoir recharge) could be a possibility – truly 

going toilet to tap would take care of effluent and reduce demand on supply  

• Will potable reuse affect the market? 

• Significant potential perception problems, “Can you imagine being a tourist and coming to 

Montana and having clean water flowing in a river, but the water in your hotel is recycled 

poop?” 

Storage: 

• What are the opportunities to build more storage for treated wastewater? 

• To what extent is limited storage driving the need for direct surface water discharge? 

o Spanish Peaks is currently building a 15 MG pond; BSWSD don’t own any more dirt, the 

real need is disposal, not storage.   

Constructed Wetlands: 

• Study at Bridger Bowl for treatment wetlands – how will that work in Big Sky 

o There’s some mention of doing it with the Firelight Condos; the MSU professor is really 

interested in a Big Sky project 

• Wetland treatment system at Bridger Bowl; land intensive; unless we can use the pasture at Big 

Sky resort.  

• At Wetpol, there was a presentation of a national project is in Texas, and is a couple thousand 

acres; requires flat ground and lots of it 

• Might look at potential in the canyon 

Purple Pipe for additional irrigation: 

• Since irrigation is the biggest demand on supply, are there ways, such as pricing potable water 

very high to shift move to reusing water? [Note: Tiered pricing has had a modest effect on water 

use.] 

• Town Center has some purple pipe installed, to be hooked up at a later date 

• Technology is available, but how much is about capacity? 

• How expansion capacity with the use of purple pipe? Where does this technology make sense? 

• What is coming out of the pipe? Same water as golf courses irrigation. 



Big Sky Sustainable Water Solutions Forum Stakeholder Meeting Notes 10/18/17 8 

• Balancing agronomic uptake to make sure water and nutrients are used will be important 

• It starts with treatment 

• Confronting the community with need for purple pipe makes it everyone’s problem; strategy 

many be to say: “if you want a lawn this is what you need to do.”  

• Current irrigation includes park and church: 2.5 MG; green spaces in town center that we can 

add but it won’t solve all the problems; there’s homes in meadow close to our current 

infrastructure that we could add easily  

• Where does purple pipe infrastructure make sense? 

 

Managing or slowing population growth as a method of cutting effluent: 

• Population growth management, is there a point where this community is full?  

• It would be hard to get a handle on population and growth in this community, due to residency 

status, occupancy, and visitors 

• Subdivision planning act allows approval or denial of subdivision; sometimes that relates to 

roads more than anything; must prove that subdivision can satisfy septic and water needs (DEQ 

& DNRC).  

• If you don’t have water supply, that will stop development very quickly; evidence to explore 

potable reuse 

• There are no laws that allow us to stop people from visiting or moving here. 

• BSWSD has not expanded in over 20 years, but not only are within Big Sky that is growing 

• Building moratorium: growth is not all about the creation of front doors; increased visitation is 

another factor, which relies on beds, but development isn’t the only factor 

o Running into the same issue with affordable housing; Ron doesn’t have any new land in 

his district; be careful with this moratorium stuff because it exists to a degree and 

affects affordable housing efforts 

o Even if a building moratorium could be set (and there is no identified entity that can do 

this right now), they are temporary and limited. When Big Sky experienced a building 

moratorium in the mid-90’s, it only involved the area within what because the Big Sky 

Water and Sewer District and other growth did occur. 

• In some sense, capacity for water and sewer may be a type of moratorium, since no one could 

hook-up in that area. 

• Tourism promotion for Big Sky and state does invite more people into the area 

[Note: In previous meetings, water conservation and strategic conservation easement buys to reduce 

total development have also be discussed as providing effluent reduction benefits] 

Treatment Levels: 

• What if treatment technologies were high enough that it would allow for complete reuse of 

water throughout Big Sky?  

• We don’t have to treat all water to limits of technology; prioritize by treatment level needed: 1) 

irrigation, 2) snowmaking, 3) groundwater recharge, 4) direct potable or direct discharge  

• The reason why people don’t like things has to do with what the water looks like; need to talk 

about treatment of the water in conjunction with water reuse 
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Pursuing Multiple Alternatives: 

• All of these alternatives will find a place; we are going to need all of the above reuse 

alternatives; we need a policy plan of where, what, and when; I don’t think it’s what alternative, 

but what to use when; priority and ratios; I don’t think we have the information we need to 

evaluate which alternative are effective; we need cost benefit analysis; yuck factor is part of it; 

moratorium isn’t necessarily a good tool it will jack up housing prices even more, even if it could 

be used 

• Reframe disposal demand, can we get there with purple pipe? Do we need to go to potable 

reuse with the amount we could offset with irrigation and snowmaking? 

• What are the near-term solutions that we can implement to eliminate the need to push the pipe 

to the Gallatin? 

• Success depends on infrastructure, timing, storage  

 

What other factors may be needed to successfully address wastewater reuse? 

• Some kind of accountability framework and agreement 

o Group could not resolve necessary components of an agreement: It isn’t clear is a contractual 

agreement of a voluntary agreement is desired by the group or some other form of teeth would 

be needed. It’s also not clear what would be enforced through regulations or laws 

o Commitments needs to be a topic to discuss further 

What about gaps in understanding that need to be filled? 

• Some gaps in understanding treatment technologies and issues around direct surface water 

discharge and irrigation will be answered in analysis BSWSD has commissioned 

• Need to stay aware of time constraints based on current capacity 

• BSWSD is only looking at design at this stage. This is not permitting or building 

• Cost of alternatives needs refining 

 

Path Forward on Addressing Wastewater Reuse 

Participants worked together to try to formulate and prioritization and set of analytical factors that 

could be agreed upon by all stakeholders. The initial list of proposed priorities was: 

• Plan A: Irrigation (irrigation) 

• Plan B: Snowmaking 

• Plan C: Groundwater injection (deep and shallow well, not favorable, deep well doesn’t meet 

beneficial reuse) 

• Plan D: Explore other reuses (direct and indirect potable reuse) 

• Plan E: Direct surface water discharge  

(D and E were also suggested as “considerations”) 

Factors for further analysis:  
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This was a list of factors that were identified are areas where the group may need more information: 

• A full cost: benefit analysis between alternatives for reuse 

• Seasonality 

• Treatment technologies and implications for reuse options that can be used 

• Who bears costs and accrues benefits for each option? 

• Feasible amount of potential for each alternative 

• Monitoring and “no ecological impact” for each technology 

• Level of cooperation needed amongst entities for each alternative 

• Existing 3rd party agreements and what disposal would be at full cooperation 

• Full discussion of ecological benefits for each alternative (specially at different times, treatment 

levels) 

• Bottlenecks and timelines for implementing or expanding each reuse technology 

• Public perception and support on each alternative 

 

Discussion: 

• Should surface water discharge be higher priority if it’s the most economically feasible? 

• Treatment technology could change priorities, since a higher level may make some treatment 

technologies more beneficial 

• Is there thought that over-irrigation could recharge the aquifer? No, because irrigation 

guidelines state it needs to be fully consumptive or it is a discharge. Could be shallow ground 

water infiltration though. 

• What about irrigating up high? Still needs to be fully consumptive under law, so continuing 

question of how beneficial irrigating forest is if that is necessary.  Snowmaking is not fully 

consumptive, so would have the benefit of moving water upgradient and spreading it around 

watershed 

• High treatment levels, explained well, could neutralize “yuck” factor. There was disagreement 

on this point – not all felt that technological reduction of would reduce negative feelings about 

water.  

• Adoption across entities and need for cooperation will continue to be a factor in 

implementation 

• What about listing and actualizing all existing agreement? For instance, Big Sky Resort has an 

agreement with the Big Sky Water and Sewer District to take treated wastewater for the golf 

course, but doesn’t always use the full requirements. 

• If water is treated highly enough, why wouldn’t snowmaking and direct surface discharge be of 

equal benefit? Spreading water upgradient could be done without water quality impacts and 

have the additional benefit of “slowing the water” through the watershed through snowmaking, 

but not under surface water discharge 

• Discharge may have beneficial uses, like low-water flow augmentation. If we’re going to do a 

benefit analysis, this needs to be examined too. 

• There are water rights implications and switching to snowmaking may have implications. 

• We need to keep thinking about seasonality and how it affects our reuse options 

• What are the BSWSD needs and trigger points? 
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o Ron Edwards: We’re getting closer to trigger points; we’re not intending to apply for a 

discharge permit; we’re just looking at what that would be like.  

o All options for district involve 3rd party cooperation except for direct surface water 

discharge. May want to look at where we’re maxing out agreements, where new 

agreements would be useful, and the benefits from each agreement. 

o Ron was asked how long it would take to surface water discharge if work started today. 

(which, as he pointed out, they are not doing right now). At the very fastest, he 

estimated it would take five years to get to that point. 

o A pipe to the river, even if not used or used intermittently, is important from the 

District’s perspective, since there may be emergencies or other options for reuse may 

not fully meet the need. 

• What about working on the septic and onsite issues in the canyon? Another pipe would be 

helpful to be ready. At the same time, it was felt that more input from the canyon residents is 

needed. There are 4-5 stakeholders who live in or own businesses there, but more work there is 

needed to fully identify the strategy with further community engagement. 

• There may be some good ground water infiltration spots near Beaver Creek area of watershed 

Clarification update: These are the proposals written out and the record of consensus or no resolutions. 

The earlier version of the notes was confusing, so these are listed here: 

Proposals for Prioritization: 

1. Proposal 1: Call Plan A (irrigation), B (snowmaking) and C (shallow groundwater recharge) 

options that the community wants to go ahead with. Call plans D (indirect or direct potable 

water reuse) and Plan E (surface water discharge) other considerations. The intent is to keep 

them on the table until we figure it out, but make it clear that these do not have the same status 

as recommendations for implementation. 

Proposal 1 did not achieve consensus because three stakeholders dissented. One wanted indirect or 

direct potable reuse, one thought direct surface water discharge should not be considered at all, 

and one thought surface water discharge should have a higher priority. There was no dissent on 

irrigation, snowmaking or groundwater recharge. 

2. Proposal 2: Make Plans A- D (irrigation, snowmaking, groundwater recharge, direct or indirect 

potable water reuse) plans and eliminate E (direct surface water discharge).  

Proposal 2 did not reach consensus. There was dissent on having direct or indirect surface water 

discharge included as a priority and dissent on eliminating direct surface water discharge from any 

future consideration.  

3. Proposal 3: There was discussion of what could and couldn’t be said about direct or indirect 

potable water reuse and direct surface water discharge. There was consensus there wasn’t 

enough information to make an informed decision on these two options without more 

information on ecological impacts, level of treatment, and engineering and cost analysis. Using 

the community support criterion, it is clear that neither of these two options currently have full 

stakeholder support, even if a scenario of no ecological impact was hypothesized. At this time, it 
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isn’t clear if further analysis would ever result in full support, but there was consensus that more 

analysis was needed. 

4. Proposal 4: Irrigation and snowmaking have support.  Shallow ground water infiltration has 

support, but more analysis, monitoring and identification of potential project areas for all of 

these is desired. 

This did appear to have consensus.  Because ground water recharge is not an area that is well 

characterized, it appears to be an option further out on the timeline. 

5. Idea 5: Do a full cost: benefit analysis of the options, using the factors the stakeholders 

identified. 

Proposal for a Priority Statement: 

This idea did seem to have support, but it was not clear exactly how such a study or studies would be 

completed, given the complexity of the infrastructure and number of factors. 

6. Proposal 6: After further discussion, this statement was proposed: “Surface water discharge may 

become a necessity, but it isn’t a priority.”  

This proposal did not meet consensus because there were both stakeholders who felt that surface 

water discharge should never be a necessity and those that thought surface water discharge should not 

regarded as a non-priority. 

 

After discussing priorities, but not finding a consensus statement, discussion centered around filling 

gaps and the amount of time left before action on new options will be forced. 

• It was asked if was possible to put together a rough estimate of potential or cost for options and 

whether it would help. Some more summarization could be done, but the factors discussed are 

primarily real gaps in knowledge and will take further data collection and analysis. 

a. District RFP will answer some of the gaps in current knowledge 

• Stakeholder plan due by end of the year. Recommendations are importation, and this group 

does have respect and influence.  

• It’s also important not to get into a forced emergency either. The district has a little time before 

capacity and we need to use that time well, or it will be forced into an emergency. 

• The BSWSD does take the recommendations from this seriously. It would be helpful to get some 

input on the canyon as well as alternatives for reuse within the current BSWSD boundaries. 

• There was also quite a bit of interest in identifying specific irrigation, snowmaking and maybe 

constructed wetland or infiltration opportunities in or out of the BSWSD boundaries in the Big 

Sky area. Where are those low-hanging projects that might be good pilots and relieve some 

pressure on the need for immediate large-scale decisions? 

There was not a specific proposal offered as to a specific study or gathering of data, but there was a 

general set of statements that suggested most stakeholders would like to see further analysis. 

As for pilot projects, areas near the golf course (for irrigation expansion) and perhaps another 

snowmaking pilot in Yellowstone Club, near existing storage infrastructure were noted as possibilities. 
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Participants were asked if they had any further proposals for next steps to work on moving forward on 

further refinements and additions to wastewater treatment and reuse, since the group was not able to 

come to agreement on a full prioritization of reuse methods. The reasons varied. For most who could 

not decide, there are still too many gaps in the data available. For a few, they thought that at least one 

of the options (potable reuse or surface water discharge) either shouldn’t be on the table at all or that 

surface water discharge should be such a low priority. 

Next Steps: 

• Use the framework of factors the group identified to analyze alternatives 

• Want to get clearer about where we can use the alternatives already identified 

• Want to make sure that alternatives we choose now aren’t sub-optimal in terms of providing 

benefits – sunk costs and infrastructure do matter in this discussion. 

• No one alternative for reuse is going to do the job in the future. 

The group briefly previewed a proposed set of committees that could focus on priority areas identified 

by the Water Forum, including work that could further analysis and further work on reuse alternatives. 

Stakeholders were asked to fill in the survey on where they’d like work on implementation. 

The next meeting on November 16 will focus on reviewing actions and setting up a structure to help the 

community implement water resources actions. 

If anyone wanted to work on fleshing out parts of the plan, they were asked to contact Karen Filipovich 

at karen.filipovich@gmail.com. 

Public Comments 

Why is plan E for direct surface water discharge so bad? BZN discharges much more into a smaller 

creek? [The East Gallatin vs. a scenario of direct surface water discharge to the Gallatin.] 

o East Gallatin and Mainstem Gallatin are ecologically different, and the communities they support are 

different. 

o Bozeman is in a fix, and should not be considered a model. When their permit expires they won’t be 

able to meet standards.  

o Direct surface water discharge much harder in terms of community support, even though there are 

many questions still to answer about snowmaking 

The meeting adjourned at 4:25pm. 


