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Big Sky Sustainable Water Solutions Forum 

DRAFT Agenda 

November Theme: Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 
November 3, 2016 

1:00-4:00pm 

Big Sky Water & Sewer District 

561 Little Coyote Road 

 

Stakeholder Members Attending: Guy Alsentzer, Upper Missouri Waterkeeper; Pat Byorth, Trout 

Unlimited; Rich Chandler, YC & GRTF Board; Mike DuCuennois, YC & BSWSD Board; Susan Duncan, 

AGAI and GGWC;  Kristin Gardner, GRTF; Kevin Germain, LMLC & Big Sky Chamber & Resort Tax 

Board; Ron Edwards, BSWSD & GRTF Board; Dave Moser, FWP; Matt Kelley, Gallatin City-County 

Health Department; Thomas Moore, Gallatin City-County Health Department; Lori Christenson, 

Gallatin City-County Health Department; Ethan Kunard, Madison CD & Madison County Planning 

Board; Peter Manka, Alpine Water; Taylor Middleton, Big Sky Resort; David O’Connor, Buck’s T-4 

Lodge, Big Sky Chamber of Commerce Board; Mike Richter, MBMG & GRTF Board; Tim Skop, 

Gallatin County Planning Department; Kerri Strasheim, DNRC; Tammy Swinney, GLWQD; Torie 

Haraldson, GLWQD; Todd Teegarden (for Eric Urban), DEQ; Darcie Warden, GYC; Steve White, 

Gallatin County Commissioner; Brian Wheeler, Big Sky Resort & BSWSD Board; Ennion Williams, 

Big Sky Trout, Big Sky Vacation Rentals; Ciara Wolfe, BSCO; Bob Zimmer, GYC 

Public Attending: Andrea Saari, Gallatin River Task Force ; Sharon Brodie, FCCF; Gary Gannon, 

SciGAIA; Hannah Wolf, EHS; Casey Folley, Beehive Basin Brewery;   JeNelle Johnson; Mia Lennon; 

Barb Vontrap.  

Notes: Karen Filipovich, Stephanie Lynn, Jeff Dunn 

Notes 

Welcome and Introductions: 

Attendees new to the Forum introduced themselves.  Karen Filipovich gave a brief overview of the 

collaborative process.  She also highlighted the upcoming community meeting on December 6 at 

Buck’s T-4 from 4 to 6 PM.  The meeting is an opportunity for people to ask questions and identify 

their priorities and suggestions.   

She also reviewed that “stakeholder” in the context of the Big Sky Sustainable Water Solutions 

Forum are the people who signed a letter of commitment to work through the collaborative 

process.  The public is critical to the success of the future of water resources as well.  

Public Comment:  

No public comments were offered. 
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Presentation of Wastewater Treatment & Disposal and Workforce Needs 

BSWSD Overview and Land Application, Ron Edwards, Manager, Big Sky Water and Sewer 

District 

The Water & Sewer District was created in 1993 after a public vote and governed by special 

provision under Montana statutes Title 7, Part 22 and 23. The board has five elected members and 

two appointed by the counties. It has rate setting, taxing and bonding authorities and eminent 

domain powers.  However, it has never used its eminent domain powers.  

Its service areas are the Mountain Village, Meadow Village, Lone Moose Meadows, and Spanish 

Peaks. The water system has nine tanks.  The Mountain and Meadow areas were separate, prior to 

the connection of the two areas with a pipe in 2007. There are fourteen wells. Summer demand is 

ten times that of winter, primarily from irrigation. 

The sewer system covers much of the area. Moonlight and Yellowstone Club have separate systems. 

The service area is approximately 4 by 7.5 miles in area, though not all areas are continuous. As of 

2016, there are about 2,600 billable accounts.  The service area is about 45% built-out. Most of the 

area is residential and dominated by condominiums. Many undeveloped lots are in the area. 

Single Family Equivalents (SFEs) are the basis for permitting and tracking new development. 

(Residential is based on square footage and other purposed such as commercial have been 

conversion formulas). SFEs have increased over time. From 1990, there was a steep increase, 

though changing from bedrooms and bathrooms to square footage in 2008 flattened the curve. 

Historically, there was also a halt in new hook-ups from 1993-1996 in the BSWSD during the 

building moratorium. Sewer SFE permits declined during the recession, but have come back 

sharply. 2016 is a record year and included the new permitted, as yet unbuilt lodge project in 

Spanish Peaks. December 31st is the biggest day of the year, with roughly 700,000 gallons/day, 

compared to an average of 350,000 gallons/day.   

Wastewater is treated first in the headworks, separating big and fine stuff, then goes to a 

Sequencing batch reactor (SBR) which works well with the swings in flow that occur seasonally.  

Then the treated wastewater goes to a storage pond, then tertiary treatment then to an irrigation 

storage pond to land application on the Meadows golf course, or is pumped after tertiary treatment 

to the force main up to the Yellowstone Club storage pond or to Spanish Peaks. Both apply the 

treated water to the golf courses during the growing season.  Treated wastewater is stored in the 

off season in irrigation ponds. Sludge is composted and that compost is sold locally. Storage of 

wastewater started in the 1970’s and was expanded in 1995. The Yellowstone Club linked in 2002-

2004.  

Disposal of treated wastewater is currently done through land application. Irrigation capacity 

depends on the number of days, soil type, precipitation and weather. The capacity is figured on the 

wettest year in 10 years. As more growth occurs, disposal using current area will not provide 

enough capacity, especially during wet years. An estimated 119-155 MG shortfall will occur at full 

build-out. In 1999, the BSWSD had a direct surface water discharge permit of 15 MG/year during 

peak runoff, but has let that permit lapse without using it. 

There are many possible options for wastewater disposal including expanded irrigation, ground 

water discharge, snowmaking, surface discharge, smaller decentralized treatment plants, 
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combination of all, and other ideas. The BSWSD has extensive reports, available on the BSWSD site 

and linked to through the BSSWS project resource page on the Gallatin River Task Force website. 

 

Yellowstone Club, Mike DuCuennois, P.E., Vice president of Development, Yellowstone Club 

The Yellowstone Club has its own systems, but also is intertwined with other areas of the 

community. The Club has 864 total memberships available, approved in the 1999 master plan. Have 

of these are single family homes and half condos. There are currently 578 memberships. Currently, 

the Club is building a new lodge which is 550,000 square feet and the biggest project in Montana 

history.  

Its wastewater treatment process is similar to what the BSWSD uses.  About 20 million gallons are 

generated/year. The golf course irrigation currently can have about 20 million gallons/year of 

treated wastewater. The Yellowstone Club is building a new wastewater treatment plan to replace 

its older process. There is also an emphasis on water resource conservation. All connections are 

metered, there are summer irrigation restrictions, architectural guidelines include drought tolerant 

plantings, and there is a water pricing structure and annual leak detections.  

 

Moonlight, Kevin Germain, Vice President of Planning and Development, Lone Mountain Land 

Company 

In 1992, Moonlight purchased a 25,000 acre parcel. The goal was to have 85% of the original 

purchase protected, and the Jack Creek area provides a critical link in the wilderness sections north 

and south of the original purchase. Today, a large chunk of that original purchase is part of Jack 

Creek Preserve and Moonlight comprises 8,000 acres, much of which is undeveloped. Land use 

planning is constraints-based and those sites least sensitive to development have been identified. 

Currently, it is 25% built out, with 414 platted sites out of a total of 1,650 total sites. Madison 

Conservation District and the Jack Creek Preserve Foundation have been conducting water quality 

monitoring on Jack Creek.  

There are two water systems within Moonlight: east and west. Water demand is highest in the 

summer due to irrigation, with opportunities for conservation. Demand reduction methods include 

using reclaimed water, xeriscape, rainwater harvesting and snowmaking.  Water rights exist for 

domestic supply, irrigation, and snowmaking.  Mitigation with a rancher downstream paid to retire 

irrigation rights is also part of the plan, since the Madison is a closed basin to new appropriations.  

Wastewater peaks in the winter, dips in shoulder season and picks up in the summer. There is a 

wastewater treatment system in place that is similar to the BSWSD system. In design is a new plant 

employing a membrane bioreactor (MBR) system. For future use projections, Moonlight is looking 

at other resort communities, since the future use may shift relative to past use for occupancy and 

build-out. At full build out, it is estimated that 113 MG/year of treated wastewater, so land 

application on the golf course would be 61.3-93.9 MG/year deficient, since it could handle 19.5-52.1 

MG/yr.  Disposal options for the future include land application at a rate that is 100% consumptive 

or other re-use. 
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Canyon Area Overview, David O’Connor, Buck’s T-4 

The Canyon is not part of any of the entities discussed and operates like most of rural Montana, 

primarily on well and septic systems. There are several minor water systems including the trailer 

court, Buck’s T-4, Ophir School, Ramshorn, the Corral, Lazy J South, and Geyser Whitewater.  There 

is no common element that ties together the Canyon – no single political entity (school district, fire 

district), little data, no studies and reports, and no common element that applies to the entire Big 

Sky Canyon area. Buck’s has one of the bigger systems with lagoons and irrigation for disposal and 
represents the closest thing to the type of wastewater treatment done in the previously discussed 

examples.  

However, simply tying into the BSWSD would take significant dollars, addressing infrastructure 

issues, and the community needs to decide it is a common goal.  In 2008, a study looked at what 

type of flows the BSWSD would take on in the Canyon; it would be 1MG/day at full build-out.  This 

is significantly larger than the projected peak flow at full build-out within the existing BSWSD.  The 

high building densities in the Canyon can’t be built using individual septic and well systems. 

Workforce Needs, Kevin Germain, Vice President of Planning and Development, Lone Mountain 

Land Company 

The Big Sky Chamber of Commerce subcommittee completed a study in 2014 looking at workforce 

and housing. Of 2,300 workers, some 83% of the workforce lives outside of Big Sky.  The biggest 

limitation in the community is cost. The workforce is most likely to live in the Meadow or the 

Canyon. Both have limitations associated with water resources. In order to solve community 

housing needs, we will need to address water and wastewater needs.  As the community grows, the 

need for workforce housing won’t be linear, due to economies of scale (Mike DeCuennois pointed 

out that a shop needs a person to serve one or ten customers, as an example of this).  There is a goal 

to have 60% of the workforce living in the community. 

Big Sky Area Septic Systems, Tom Moore, Environmental Health Specialist, Gallatin City-County 

Health Department 

Tom Moore said sanitary septic systems and other public health advances directly relate to 

advances in longevity. Public water systems are any systems that serve 25 or more people for at 

least 60 days of the year. Individual systems are those that are outside those parameters. In the Big 

Sky, there were bumps in septic permits in 1973 when the lifts started running and when the 

building moratorium occurred in 1992/1993. Early Gallatin County septic permits did not have 

precise locations, no soil information, or the location of the nearest surface water.  Current septic 

permits are much more detailed, but many of those old systems are still in place. 

State law on non-degradation and mixing zones states that water needs to be back to drinking 

water standards for nitrates by the time the water reaches the surface water. There is a dilution 

model and storm water standards.  In sensitive area, such as the Beaver Creek drainage, tertiary 

treatment methods are required, which are significantly more expensive. The technologies also 

don’t work well when septic systems are used sporadically, as they are with second homes.  

One advantage of public water and wastewater systems is that regular maintenance and testing, 

since individual systems also mean that the individual landowner is responsible for upkeep and 

monitoring.  The many small systems do have cumulative impacts.  In the Gallatin Valley, the 

Gallatin Local Water Quality District found pharmaceuticals in 90% of the wells tested in the valley. 
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There are creative options for enhancing septic use including advance septic design, homeowner 

education (such as what the GRTF has done), and required septic inspection when homes are sold. 

 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Regulations and Process, Todd Teegarden, Water Quality 

Division, Engineering Bureau Chief, Department of Environmental Quality 

The Department of Environmental Quality has oversight of municipal and community public 
wastewater treatment, including systems like the Big Sky Water and Sewer District. Treatment 
options include on-site treatment including facilitative lagoons, aerated lagoons, and mechanical 
plants.  If discharge is a point source to waters of the State, then a discharge permit is needed. 
Ground water (for discharge greater than >5,000 gpd) and surface water discharge permits are 
required for certain uses.  Permits are not required for total containment and for fully consumed 
water reclamation and reuse like landscape irrigation.  
 
From a water quality standpoint, considerations include mixing zones, water quality standards, 
non-degradation, ground water, storm water. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
(NPDES) and the Montana equivalent details the elements of the program. Design circulars, 
guidance and other information are readily available to help. 
 
DEQ also have some funding available to help with wastewater treatment infrastructure. These 
include the Drinking Water and Water Pollution Control State Revolving Funds support drinking 
water and wastewater pollution control projects.  There is also a Drinking Water State Revolving 
Fund (DWSRF) with funding available.  
 
Connections to Ecological Impairments and Overview of Treatment and Disposal Options, 
Jeff Dunn, Watershed Hydrologist, RESPEC 
 
There are nutrient TMDLs in the West Fork (33% reduction needed), Middle Fork (33% reduction 
needed), and upstream of Lake Levinsky, South Fork. The TMDL was completed in 2010 and a 
Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP) was completed in 2012. Nutrient targets in summer are less 
than or equal to 0.100 mg/L and total nitrogen is less than or equal to -.320 mg/L. For e. coli, the 
standards are 126 cfu/ml and winter 630 cfu/ml.  
 
Some options for wastewater disposal that have been discussed include: land application 
(sprinkling the golf courses), surface water discharge (an option many towns use; BSWSD had a 
permit, but didn’t use it), snowmaking (a pilot has been tried. This would require a discharge 
permit and there are some limitation, such as slope, under Montana law.), constructed wetlands 
(pilot at Bridger Ski area, others associated with MSU research), and deep well injection.  Explore 
Big Sky filmed a short piece on the snowmaking and it was shared with the group (available at: 
http://www.explorebigsky.com/effluent-snowmaking-pilot-project-on-track) 
 
 
Panel Presenter Q & A and Discussion 

Panelists are asked questions and discuss ideas related to the presentations. 

http://www.explorebigsky.com/effluent-snowmaking-pilot-project-on-track
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Q1: The original surface discharge permit was for a max discharge 525 gal/minute (about 1 cfs) at a 

time when the river is 4,000 to 6,000 cfs. Would those numbers change if a new discharge permit 

was done for the Big Sky Water and Sewer District? 

A1: Ron Edwards: Yes. The numbers would probably change.  

Q1: So, the discharge would actually be small in comparison to the flow. 

A1: Ron Edwards: Yes, 15 MG at the course of runoff. But in the future, we’d be looking at the winter 

for discharge. 

A1: Todd Teegarden: The permit would be evaluated looking at low flow or the period for 

discharge. 

 

Q2: What advances in treatment would we need to apply different solutions? 

A2: Ron Edwards: For surface water discharge, the BSWSD could meet current permit limits for 

winter disposal. We’ve discussed a lot as a board. We’ve spent a lot of time and money to do more 

than what’s cost effective to stay out of discharge scenario. It’s worked so far and won’t get us to the 

end game. To get to a 12 month a year (discharge) scenario, we would need upgrades. My board 

still wants to support future or increased use.  Snowmaking with wastewater would require a 

discharge and Montana has never issued a permit yet. 

A2: Todd Teegarden: No we haven’t approved a snowmaking permit at DEQ, and the ones we’ve 

had come across our desk run off into surface water. Idaho approved a groundwater permit. 

A2: Mike DuCuennois: If the mission is to make the river better, it’s not just a question of numbers 

or buying a widget. There are a lot of nutrients going into the river (today) that we could improve. 

South Canyon – if we improved there, we could have “credits” to apply elsewhere. I don’t know if 

the answer is to buy a widget (for your treatment plan) and treat to one. (Advocates for looking at 

the community holistically) 

A2: Todd Teegarden: “Nutrient credit trading” – DEQ 13 policy, allows for offsetting nutrients in the 

watershed, if it’s documented and implemented in a permit is an option. Often it is done in impaired 

watersheds or TMDL areas, and allows communities to make reductions at the lowest cost, looks at 

other sources of nutrients in the whole watershed, and allows applicants to ask the state to look at a 

nutrient trade in a watershed. A few discussions, but nothing has moved yet. 

Q3: Nutrient trading is a really bad example as a panacea for the bigger issues in Big Sky, because it 

legalizes the ability to sacrifice certain areas. The Upper Missouri Waterkeeper is opposed to that 

option. What are the different levels of nitrogen treatment for wintertime? 

A3: Ron Edwards: The BSWSD is open to the air, so in the winter, we’re in double digits. A covered 

SBR plant might help some. We could still meet current treatment limits with current systems, but 

over the long-term that wouldn’t work. I think our best bet would be to at additional treatment 

(MDR). 
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Q4: Changing effluent constituents from talking about nutrients, where do we see the trends for 

treating for other constituents (pharmaceuticals and personal care products)? Will the state be 

looking at regulating these in the future? How would that affect Ron? 

A4: Todd Teegarden: Currently the state is not looking at those, other than being aware. Nationally, 

there are studies being done of effluent from plants and wells. Nothing is moving at this point.  

Q4: Is that something that is treatable? 

A4: Ron Edwards: These things hit municipal plants first. You see we have a lot of facultative 

lagoons which are in no shape to treat to standards. I haven’t heard anything that suggests this is 

imminent. I don’t know that we have the technology to remove pharmaceuticals or personal care 

products from waste. 

Q5: If we have identified streams with low flows and in the winter we have storage issues, would it 

be beneficial to increase base flow for water quantity? But then I think about pharmaceuticals and 

personal care products and wonder if this is the best case? If we’re thinking about snow water as 

savings account, could we have a wetland or treatment system at the base of those slopes, could 

that be effective? 

A5: Ron Edwards: Managing our water, we’ve got these large storage ponds that can be used to 

store water. Over time we could manage this to store water in retention, to be released during the 

late summer months. We could talk to the fish guys to figure out what could work best, some of the 

infrastructure we have in place could be used to accomplish that.  

Q5: So, you have been thinking of that? 

A5: Ron Edwards: Not yet, we’re focused on the golf course, and we’re trying to think about using 

treated water in different ways. Spanish Peaks (golf course) project is a great project that doesn’t 

require permit. 

A5: Kevin Germain: In this community, slopes less than 3% are rare (currently required for 

snowmaking). If we could use it in a wider way on steeper slopes, manmade snow has a higher 

snow water equivalent. This could help with climate change adaptation. 

A5: Mike DuCuennois: Everyone focuses on water quality, but instream flows are also important.  

Q5: If we think about managing for water quality and quality which could be beneficial, we might 

find helpful solutions. 

Q6: Forced application of wastewater, have you done analysis about the efficiency and 

applicability? 

Q6: Kevin Germain: The only study has been the Jack Creek water quality study. We have three 

monitoring sites downstream. Haven’t seen any impacts. We just delisted the Jack Creek.  

Q6: As a follow up, surface application is 100% consumptive, so it’s not considered available in the 

basin, and we want to mitigate use of water in Big Sky. Is there any chance of taking consumptive 

use and mitigating to discharge?  

A6: Ron Edwards: That’s what I was discussing with summer discharge.  

Q6: There might be ways to mitigate instream flows.  
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A6: Mike DuCuennois: These empty ponds could be used to store water for an August or September 

release. 

A6: Ron Edwards: Really difficult to get water rights for public wells. Use discharge for mitigation. 

Kerri’s nodding her head.  

A6: Kevin Germain: We’re challenged with water rights. When ground water and surface water are 

connected  you need to mitigate water you’re consuming. You need to go to an irrigator and 

purchase water rights or pay to stop irrigating. Irrigation water rights are during the summer. 

You’re leaving the majority of water downstream in the summer. We’re pretty unique and 

everything is a little more challenging. And wastewater should be part of the solution. Hate 

sprinkler irrigating lodgepole forests. 

A6: Ron Edwards: The water right banking system that Pat is working on could be a tremendous 

tool for communities like ours. 

Q7: One thing I recall from study linking canyon to Big Sky Water and Sewer District is that cost is 

potential barrier. What would stand in the way of ski areas using for snowmaking and having 

developers pay individual landowners and business owners to hook up to centralized system? A 

benefit of that scenario is that it’s all happening in one locale. What would stand in the way? 

A7: Ron Edwards: Part of our objective is to look at ideas like. 

A7: Mike DuCuennois: The same discharge permit, and the infrastructure are easy. We have a RT 

and bonding. The environmental impact is the limiting factor. It still stands.  

Q7: One of the biggest sources is the development of the canyon with individual septic systems. It's 

old infrastructure.  

A7: Tom Moore: Individual systems only have to treat to 50mg/l of nitrates.  

A7: Mike DuCuennois: YC & BSWSD treat to 5, there’s a significant offset 

A7: Todd Teegarden: Nutrient trading does include septic hookups as part of the offset.  

A7: Mike DuCuennois: If your baseline is a 1:3 reduction, you have a serious case. 

A7: Tom Moore: I just issued two septic permits that are replacing two seepage pits built pre-1966. 

What impact does this have? And how do you transfer that to an offset? 

A7: Ron: In that study, the engineers estimated $20 million  (pipes and pumps) to connect to the Big 

Sky Water and Sewer District. David is putting a significant investment into his lagoons. When they 

do big projects they go to a public vote, they’re not likely to vote for something if they’ve already 

sunk a lot of dollars in what they have.  

A7: Mike DuCuennois: The flip side is if you can capture developers before they invest, I will commit 

money to a larger solution rather than for and individual effort, but we need to get ahead of this. 

A7: Kevin Germain: I caution this group to thinking snowmaking is the panacea. It’s very capital 

intensive to make it happen. I think all of these things are solvable. But I envision a toolbox, and 

snowmaking is one, but it’s not the panacea.  
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Q8: The primary means of wastewater disposal is irrigation, if we take that away, what would you 

do? 

A8: Ron Edwards: I don’t see that going away 

A8: Mike DuCuennois: He’s using it as a scenario, what would you do? 

A8: Ron Edwards: We’d be applying for a discharge permit tomorrow. 

A8: Kevin Germain: We’re exploring deep well injection, we can continue land application, but I 

want to find something better. If you take away golf course irrigation, we’re exploring other 
possibilities. Town center is exploring a purple pipe; I didn’t fully answer your question. If you’re 

asking about Moonlight, currently we’re irrigating the forest. The statement that we’re discharging 

into JC is incorrect.  

Q9: Has there been some discussion about a closed loop, a la Orange County? 

A9: Ciara Wolfe: The Community Park is also on purple pipes, so we could just build more parks 

Q10: Gary: A lot of people have talked about wetlands, have there been discussion about building 

wetlands in a golf course? 

A10: Ron Edwards: I am on the Task Force board. The Task Force did a study looking at a treatment 

wetland in the pasture area. I don’t know if we got any conclusions  

A10: Kristin Gardner: We had minimal funds, and the conclusion would be that we would have to 

pay them more. 

A10: Ron Edwards: That’s not to say that it couldn’t be a small piece, and we have looked at it a little 

bit. 

A10: That included integrating with the golf course 

A10: Ron Edwards: BSWSD and GRTF don’t own the land, so it’s not simple. Flat ground around 

here tends to get build on. 

Q11: As a point of reference, what is the average daily volume that Bozeman discharges into East 

Gallatin?  

A11: Ron Edwards: I will show you a slide...Bozeman files a quarterly report. 489 MG/Gallons for 3 

months (2nd quarter 2016)…5.37 MG/day (Bozeman) and 300,000/day (Big Sky) 

Q12: What’s the water quality of receiving body for Bozeman? 

A12: Ron Edwards: The West Gallatin is much bigger than the East Gallatin 

A12: TMDLs would affect that. 

A12: Karen Filipovich: East Gallatin has a TMDL for nutrients. 

A12: Ron Edwards: Bozeman upgraded their plant and treats to 2-3mg/l. We treat to 5mg/l. 

A12: Tammy Swinney: The discharge is 40% of summer base flow into the East Gallatin. 

Q12:  Do they do any thermal work? 
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A12: Ron Edwards: I don’t think they’re doing anything to manage the temperature. 

Q13: As the Forum move forward exploring these options, how will the final decisions be made? 

A13: Kristin Garner: It’s a work in progress 

A13: Karen Filipovich: This committee is made up of a broad spectrum of stakeholders, but some of 

these things, if there’s broad community support, will need to go to a vote, because it is an issue that 

requires a vote. Other solutions may be implemented by individuals or voluntarily by entities in the 

community.  

A13: Ethan Kunard: We’re thinking about a toolbox, and there won’t be one solution. 

A13: Pat Byorth: And state and county rules and regulation will guide everything, though we may 

recommend changes to make them more effective. 

 

Final Take Homes from the Panel: 

Ron Edwards: I’ve thrown a lot of information about what we do here, please call us, if you’d like a 

plant tour, we’re happy to do that. We meet every month, and we’ve spent a lot of time wrestling 

with these issues. It took us 10 years to build what we have now, working with landowners, getting 

bonds, it’s designed to be fair, we’re doing it collaboratively across Big Sky, I think we’re on the 

right track, I don’t think there’s one solution, and the community has been very supportive so far, 

even paying. 

Mike DuCuennois: The developers are sitting here for the same reason, this watershed is the 

greatest asset both for the developers and everyone who lives here. There are a lot of perceptions 
about YC, come talk to me, I’m very transparent, so if you want to see something, reach out, and I’ll 

show you. I’ll give you my cell # and I’m happy to talk.  

Tom Moore: Big Sky is in an enviable position in the headwaters. We’re fortunate up here. There are 

a lot of cities down gradient of us, that get their drinking water out of the Missouri, and we’re 

fortunate that we don’t have to do that, and hopefully we’ll get tools that can help those down river.  

Jeff Dunn: The water quality is really high compared to much of the country. The challenge is to 

keep water quality that high and benefit the system as a whole.  

Todd Teegarden: The DEQ has gone through some org changes, we’ve now organized as a water 

quality division. We’re open and give us a call, as you work through solutions. 

Kevin Germain: I would like to reemphasis that we could continue with the status quo, but I think 

this is a poor use of a precious resource. I am very appreciative to be a part of this group. 

Dave O’Connor: I think from the canyon perspective, there are a lot of opportunities. The canyon is 

separate by its nature. The canyon is also land rich compared to other locations in Big Sky. We need 

to get our arms over what’s there, the opportunity for credits, and infrastructure improvements.  

 

Community Models Discussion 
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Examples:  Community Models for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal, Karen Filipovich, 

Consultant 

 

Toilet-to-tap: Cloudcroft, New Mexico : A mountain-top resort town turned to recycled wastewater 

as part of its effort to alleviate its severe water supply problems in the midst of a drought.  The 

town has been working to put in place a three part wastewater supply treatment that will 

ultimately provide better than drinking water standard water to the town, utilizing 50% treated 

wastewater. 

Arizona Snowbowl: Treated Wastewater Snowmaking. Flagstaff sold treated wastewater to Arizona 

Snowbowl so that it could use it in its on-slope snowmaking operations. The deal started in 2002, 

but lawsuits around both water quality and site issues pertaining to the sacred nature of the 

mountains to area Tribes delayed the initial application until 2012. In 2014, Flagstaff significantly 

expanded the contract in volume and for an additional 20 years. Another lawsuit was filed, but in 

2016, the ruling came in favor of snowmaking and the practice continues. A ski area in California 

has started snowmaking with significantly less controversy. 

Bridger Bowl Constructed Treatment Wetland Pilot: Students under Professor Otto Stein have 

installed and monitored an engineered wetland.  Results, reported in Jeff Moss’s thesis, are 

encouraging, since the wetland was able to process nutrients that were present at higher than 

domestic wastewater effluent levels, at high altitude and even in the winter season.  

Several other green infrastructure methods were also highlighted including Flexi-pave, a permeable 

pavement that was installed in Yellowstone Park. In addition, examples of bio-swales in Ventura 

County, rain gardens, urban forestry, and green streets, alleys and parking lots are also used in the 

US.  

In many cases, use of these methods is voluntary, so additional costs, who pays them and potential 

benefits are factors in how successful a community is in establishing them.  

 

Discussion Questions: 

These questions were asked at each of the three informational meetings. These are the answers 

from this meeting. 

If Big Sky strives to be a model community in this focus area, what elements does this include? 

 Ways to keep water in the community for as long as possible, holistic treatment 

 Making sure septic systems are maintained 

 Keeping water quantity and quality as good as it is now as it leaves BS area 

 Requiring septic tanks get inspected with sale of house 

 Upgrading treatment plant to beyond where it has to be  

 Maintain and improve water quantity throughout the basin, where we’re withdrawing water 
and where we’re disposing water 

 Complete understanding, as Ron does, of quantity picture for the whole area, consumptive as 
part of picture, looking at infrastructure in the basin and the community as a whole, as best as 
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you can keep the analytical side in focus, unless you know what is going on you’re running in 

the dark  

 Realistic and comprehensive solution for the canyon 

 Match zoning with water & sewer 

 Eliminate septic systems and get everyone on a centralized system  

 Invest in both built and natural infrastructure, new concept 

 Factor in impacts of climate change (lower flows, earlier runoff) 

 An educated community actively participating in the solutions, understanding how their 
actions at home affects water quality and quantity 

 Look for ways to integrate management choices, holistic 

 Thinking about the message, and how we can involve the community, and think about the 
story we tell – “the story of stuff”, simple and compelling, the story of water and people in this 

place and share with the people here full time and part time and we need to get people on 

board sooner rather than later 

 

Given what you heard, what are the most important things to address in this area? What else would 

we like to know before we start thinking about alternatives to address concerns in this area? 

 We have a lot hot tubs that have to be emptied and filled, and that’s a lot of water. What are 

the impacts? 

 Need community buy-in and understanding 

 As we identify the solutions, we need to identify the funding sources 

 Innovative, practical incentives 

 Don’t forget about wetlands, and other natural, holistic solutions 

 Build on the south canyon, there’s a lot of question marks with drain fields, and there’s more 

work needed 

 Make sure that we include the local and downstream community  

 Water conservation – the less water we use the less we have to treat 

 

Public & Committee Stakeholder Closing Question 

All participants – both designated stakeholders and public attendees were asked to answer this 

question: closing the informational meetings, what is something that has stuck with you or that you 

have learned? 

 Real need for action, sense of urgency. 

 How can we bring all three meetings together as a solution. 

 Downstream users are skeptical that Big Sky cares. The spill was a wakeup call. I am pleased 

to see that everyone up here cares. 

 Happy to see more intelligent people than me. 

 Big Sky is going to have to get together as a community and decide what growth looks like 
and when that will start affecting the quality of life. 

 Happy about diversity of group. 

 We’re all generally in line with priorities. 

 Excited about the willingness to collaborate. 

 Excited about diverse interests working together to create a sustainable system 
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 Appreciate the degree of transparency, accessibility of information. 

 Excited with engagement of all the stakeholders, especially agency folks from Helena 
It’s all been said, building on great potential for future. 

 Facilitation is my profession, one of the things I’ve learned, how we engage community and 
stakeholders, one of things that’s crystal clear, form follows functions, there is no structure 

in this community, we do a great job and a lot of people are committed.  I started coming to 

20 years ago and Big Sky now aren’t the same place, we need to think about incorporation. 

 Growing pains are clear in the meetings, we might be able to look at examples of other 
communities that might be a good reference point, looking at the build out numbers we still 

have a long way to go, making plans now is important. 

 Open and unfiltered discussions have been great. 

 Diverse group is impressive. 

 Impressed at the amount of thought and time that went into issue before the Forum. It takes 

a lot of courage for developers to jump into the collaborative process. 

 Complexity is daunting, but diversity of solutions is encouraging, and willingness to discuss 

 Impressed with the groups of experts who can drill down on particular components, and 
integrate into an idea. 

 As I put these videos together, I’ve been amazed at how much information has been 
presented. Very impressive effort by a lot of different people. 

 The transparency was impressive. 

 Given all the information, I kind of wish I had been at the other two meetings 

 Happy to attend, I’ve learned a lot in a short time. 

 The collaborative process at the local level is how water management succeeds  

  Learned about details. 

 Echo Jim’s comments on relative intelligence. Appreciate the level of information for policy 

decisions. Encourage that Taylor & Ron collaborate on presentations. 

  Appreciated presentations, my takeaway are that GMs really care. Care about business, 
environment, and water. The thing that really struck about is Kevin talking about 

community and not losing it every night[to commuting]. That’s something to hang onto as 

we move forward. 

 The good news is we have a lot of options, and when you have everyone in one room, you 
can explore at depth. 

 Unlike the national political election discussion, the way our community governs itself, how 

impressive has this discussion been? It’s been based on fact with a number of differing 

options. I am proud to be a part of this community. 

 Complex, but nice and refreshing, from a public health perspective to sit in a room and have 
a discussion. 

 More tools that I thought. The point about being smart about water conservation is 
important to discuss.  

 Glad we’re talking now, before it’s too late. 

 I’m struck by complexity, but I’ve learned a lot. 

  I moved to Big Sky 9 years ago from Vail, it’s just started to occur to me, how important it is 
to be educated. I feel so much better about what’s going on. 

 I love the community members who are coming on your own time, to be here and 
participate. I learned a ton! I am all about water quantity and it was great to hear about 
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quality. I love this room and the collective wisdom that we are creating. Getting the 

community to understand the knowledge base. 

 Being a headwaters community amplifies our responsibility to do things right, we have to 
do better than Bozeman or any other downstream community. We have a special 

responsibility. 

  As a downstream water user, I say thank you. 

 Looking at model community, the fact that this group exists is an example that we’re a 
model community. 

 Public engagement in a resort community is a real challenge, I love everyone who is here, 

but there are a lot who aren’t, 2/3 don’t live here and don’t understand, getting traction will 

be a huge challenge. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:05pm. The next stakeholder meeting is on January 12, 2017. The first 

public meeting is on December 6 at 4 to 6 pm at Buck’s T-4. 


