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£ I 'STATE OF iVIOiNTArsJA HELENA, MONTANA 59601

May 21, 1973
John S Anderson M.D.

DIHECTOR

MAY 2 9 1973

Gallatin Canyon Study Team, c/o Charles Bradley, Montana State University
Board of County Commissioners, Gallatin County Courthouse, Bozeman
City-County Planning Board , ^Gallatin County Courthouse, Bozeman
City-County Health Department, P. 0. Box 639, Bozeman
Gallatin National Forest Headquarters, Bozeman
Bozeman Chronicle, Bozeman
Mr. Fletcher Newby, Environmental Quality Council, Helena
Montana Fish and Game Department, Helena

>v „

Department of Intergovernmental Relations, Division of Planning and Economic
Development , Helena

Karst Guest Ranch, Owner, P. 0. Box 1055, Eozeman
Student Environmental Research Center, Room 212, Venture Center, Missoula

te Library, Helena

Gentlemen

:

Attached are the comments received in response to the draft environmental
impact statement on Karst Village #1. The statement was circulated to concerned
agencies and individuals and the mass media on March 21, 1973.

Engineers of the Water Quality Bureau have reviewed this development and
conducted on site inspections. Septic tanks will not be allowed in areas of
high groundwater. This department will remove the sanitary restrictions
with the understanding that the local department of health will supervise
the construction and installation of all domestic water supply and sex^age

disposal facilities.

RESPONSE TO FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

The Fish and Game spokesman x-7ho inspected the development said there
appeared to be a chance water pollution might result from installation of 69
septic tanks on the 100 acre development. This department believes the laxtf

requiring 100 foot separation of septic tank drainfields and surface water is

adequate to prevent pollution.

The recommendation that the abutment on the second bridge should not be
allowed to encroach on the river is beyond the purviex-7 of this department.

The loss of habitat for deer, elk, moose, bear, and mountain sheep was
noted by fish and game and other agencies. Again, this department has no

authority to inhibit the loss of game range. The continuing loss of game
range throughout the state probably should be brought to the attention of the-

legislature

.
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requiring 100 foot separation of septic tank drainfields and surface water is

adequate to prevent pollution.

The recommendation that the abutment on the second bridge should not be
allowed to encroach on the river is beyond the purview of this department.
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1. Mr.

difficult to

been able to

Bradley pointed out that the lack
assess the proposed development,
obtain a USGS map of this area.

of an adequate map made it
We agree, but we have nowhere

o me
on lots with

local health department will not permit the use of septic tanks
high groundwater.

3. Development of the proposed subdivision would of course be more damaging
than leaving the land as it is, but would be less damaging than some other
commercial developments that come to mind.

4. The Forest Service apparently
future border conflict between the dev
Impacts on the wilderness should be of

concurs that there is a potential for
elopmsnt and the adjoining public land,

fset to some extent by the half-mile
buffer zone of unclassified public land separating the development from the
primitive area.

RESPOUSE TO U.S. FOREST SERVICE COM SETS

The recommendations of the Forest Service will be brought to the attention
of the developer. The answers to questions raised are as follows:

1 . Topography and Soil

The draft statement said soil porosity appeared satisfactory for
drainfieid systems. Percolation tests on the site were performed by Tout
Company, a Bozeman survey company hired by the developers. If the Forest
has contrary information, it should be forwarded to this department. The
information on soil types was furnished by the developer.

2 . Impacts

No development will be allowed on lots with high groundwater.

The developers seem at least to have recognized the need for some en-
vironmental controls, which is more than can be said for some backers of

developments of lower quality than this.

Service
other

There is no indication that pollution will occur from horses. Such
pollution probably would be primarily odor, which could best be eliminated by
pressure from neighbors.

The experience
to believe there should
are not allowed on lots

state lay;.

of the engineers in the Water Quality Bureau leads them
be no water pollution from this site if septic tanks

with high groundwater and if they otherwise conform with

Again, if the Forest Service cr any othe
contrary to that laid down in the draft statement
to the department. This department has no plans

r party has significant evidence

, it should be made available
to monitor water quality in

the vicinity of the development





3 . Irreversible commitment of res o ar c e

s

The department has no information to indicate there would be any

permanent degradation of surface or ground water, should this development be
approved. In the long run, it seens likely that If water degradation did occur,
it could be remedied by the abandonment of the site, or perhaps by the installa-
tion. of other water supply or sewage disposal facilities.

RESPONSE TO ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COUNCIL COMMENTS

lie agree tn* was a regrettable oversight on our part In not furnishing
a copy of the draft statement to the Gallatin Canyon Study Team in time to

allow them to evaluate the development. It would seem, however, that the comments
and criticism offered by Mr. Bradley and the agencies concerned hit most or all

the salient points.

As noted earlier, this department will remove the sanitary restrictions
unless information is received indicating the probability that illegal water
pollution would result from removal of the restrictions.

Smear;

Nani el Vi choreic
Technical UriterDV :mrc
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MONTANA

April 13, 1973

Dr. John S, Anderson, Director
Dept, of Health and Environmental Sciences
Helena, Montana

Attention: Mr. D, G. Willems

Dear Dr. Anderson:

The draft environmental impact statement on Karst Village No. 1

subdivision appears generally inadequate, for example, there is

no map showing the proposed development and the surrounding lands.
Intimated impacts on game range are not seriously discussed. The
alternatives mentioned are alternatives only to the developer, not

to the Department of Health. The Department should discuss its own
alternatives, including that of not removing sanitary restrictions.

The canyon area around the proposed development adjoins some of the
finest remaining natural landscape in the nation. Since the area
has been studied in some detail, it is a decisive omission that the

environmental impact statement was not made available to the Gallatin
Canyon Study Team at Montana State University, As they could be an

important source of information on the proposed subdivision, we re-

quest a 15-day extension of time for comments. During this period"’
Wg wilt be in touch with the study team and other individuals who
might offer relevant input affecting the final decision of the
Department.

FEN/mb

Sincerely yours.

/^FLETCHER E.^KEWBY
Executive Director

J- 'z tz.
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Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana 59715 Tei. 406-994-3331

Department of Earth Sciences

College of Letters and Science

May 15, 1973

Mr. Daniel Vichorek
Technical Writer
Department of Health and

Environmental Sciences
Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Mr. Vichorek:

Thank you for your letter of May 10, enclosing the Environmental Impact

Statement on Karst Village No. 1.

This was the first I had seen of it, and in checking with some other

members of the Gallatin Canyon study team I have so far contacted none who

have seen it. This will account, I believe, for lack of reaction.

I judge it is too late for this letter to be of much use in the decisions
regarding the Karst development, but I'm going to react as best I can. In so

doing I will not be speaking for the Gallatin Canyon study team but only for
myself

.
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1. Since there are no maps indicating the relationships of the proposed
lots to the soil, water table, slope, and geology, there is obviously no way
for me to judge the soundness of the development in this regard.

2. The first paragraph under Impacts says, "There are many lots where
the use of septic tanks and drain fields would result in the contamination of

the ground water." This sentence begs for an action proposal. What does the
developer plan to do under these circumstances? Deny building? Use a different
sewage disposal system? Go ahead and contaminate the ground water, anyway?

3. Under Alternates to the Proposed Action, the first alternate is "Leave

the land as it is." The second is "Use for a trailer park or other commercial
development." Then he says, "The developer stated that the use proposed is the
most economical for him and the least damaging to the environment." Is the
proposed development really less damaging^ the environment than leaving the land
as it is? If so the developer will have established a new standard.

4. The proposed development is right on the border of an area up for
Wilderness classification. Experience indicates that unless what goes on curb-

side the wilderness boundary is harmonious with the purposes of the wilderness,
the result is unhealthy for the wilderness area. This development is definitely
out of harmony with the wilderness area and hence to my mind constitutes a source

of future border conflict and trouble.
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Mr. Daniel Vichorek - 2- May 15, 1973

These are my personal reservations to the development as proposed in
the Impact Statement. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely yours,

Charles C. Bradley
Professor of Geology

CCB/kab
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Helena, Montana 59601

May 3, 1973

'

- / J

Mr. Don Willems, Chief

SpStSfo?S and Environmental Sciences

Montana 59601

ear Don:

. . have reviewed the Karst Village Ho. 1,

As requested, we have rev
Cq _

Hfaelosed for your

,
proposed subdivision mGaU

o^ Regional offioe eon-

uformauion is a copy
there are going to be

.eming that review. As you can see, there ar g

?ome problems o

We are particularly concerned with the Plan to “n^ate.

.ppro^tely 69 septic disposal™ S^tely dfcided upon will prevent river con—ron.

Sincerely 3

' jrMrwQ a POSEWITZ ,
ADMINISTRATOR

environment and information division

JAP/sd
Enc

cc: Fletcher Newby

Don Bianchi
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STATE OF MONTANA

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

HELENA, MONTANA

Office Memorandum

TO = Wesley Woodgerd Attn: Posewitz

from
: LeRoy Ellig By : Don Bianchi

subject: Environmental Impact Statement - Karst Village #1

DATE: May 1 1973

I reviewed the proposed subdivision with Mr. Leroy Spain, one of the owners.
Basically, the subdivision seems to be well planned and public access to

approximately 1 mile of the Gallatin River will be beneficial to fishermen
and other recreationists. Also, the large number of homes (69 lots) on

this 100 acre tract,. all using septic tank sewage disposal systems, could
create a river pollution problem. In fact, most of our experience with
septic tanks near rivers shows this type of pollution is likely,

When the second bridge is constructed, no encroachment into the river
channel with the bridge abutment should be allowed. This should be included
in the permit.

There will be a direct loss of habitat for deer, elk, moose, bear and
mountain sheep because of this subdivision.

Additional access to the Spanish Peaks Primitive Area, furnished by the
subdivision, will also have some impact.

Although this particular subdivision is not on critical wildlife winter
range, other private holdings in the Gallatin Canyon, if subdivided, will
greatly reduce the wildlife carrying capacity of this area.

I have no further comments on this subdivision proposal

,

DB:pl
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United States Department of Agriculture
FOREST SERVICE

FEDERAL BUILDING MISSOULA, MONTANA 59801

Telephone:

Area Code 4o 6

1940
April 26, 1973

r
Mr. John S. Anderson, M.D.

Director, Department of Health
and Environmental Sciences

State of Montana
LHelena, Montana 59601

Dear Sir:

Enclosed are comments concerning the Draft Environmental Statement
for Karst Village #1, a proposed subdivision in Gallatin County,
Montana.

We thank you for the opportunity of commenting.

Sincerely,

!f

Enclosure
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Gal 1 atin

Prepared

Prepared

National Forest's Response to Environmental Impact Statement

for: ' Karst Village #1, Gallatin County, Montana

by: State of Montana, Department of Health and Environmental
Sciences

These comments are made without benefit of a copy of the sanitary
restrictions proposed to be waived nor a map of the subdivision,
both of which would have improved the quality of this reply. This
reply also goes beyond current State laws in some cases but is offered
in the spirit of formulating a quality development.

The proposed development would have an adverse effect on both elk and
mule deer who use this area for winter range. The Montana Fish and
Game Department will undoubtedly provide more detailed wildlife infor-
mation. We- have observed a herd of 10-15 elk wintering on and near
this site and a lesser number of mule deer. Several moose also
winter annually on and near the site. The new residents will greatly
increase hunting pressure on these animals.

The development will cause additional use of the Spanish Peaks Primi-
tive Area. The closest access point, the trail beginning at Moose
Flat and proceeding beyond the asbestos mine to Table Mountain, is

lightly used and would probably not be over used as a result of this
proposed development. The development will however, add to the use
on other nearby popular access points and accelerate the need to res-
trict the number of people entering the Primitive Area.

A portion of the development is visible from Highway 191.

The proposed Spanish Peak Wilderness boundary is about 1/2 mile from
the proposed development's west boundary with the National Forest land
in between in an unclassified status. The proposed development will

most certainly place importance on maintenance of the adjacent National
Forest land in its natural state as open space.

The distance of structures from the National Forest line greatly
concerns us. Often private landowners build within several feet of
National Forest to in effect increase the size of their lot. The

result is lumber piles, ground disturbance, swing sets, etc. on public
land. We would hope construction would be at least 50 feet from National
Forest land. We recommend that private land should provide the buffer
between dwellings and public land.

The Big Sky Volunteer Fire Department would provide structural fire

protection to this development. Travel time to the site at best would
be 1/2 hour. The threat from wildfire at this site is relatively minor
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Page 2

but still a consideration. The threat of house fire is the more
important. A house fire during summer months would be a serious
threat to the National Forest land to the west. The land rises
steeply to Table Mountain three miles distant and 4,000 verticle
feet above. A subdivision of this size and distance from fire help

has need of an adequate fire suppression water supply. Roads should
be surfaced and of a width which will allow emergency vehicle access
against the flow of resident traffic. A green belt kept free of
dead wood material between the residence and National Forest land
would be beneficial.

Finally, we believe the developer should evaluate each lot for
sanitation and water prior to approval of the development or sale
of the lots. This would avoid the sale of unsuitable lots with
the buyer left hanging or seeking suitable disposal land or water
on adjacent National Forest land. The developers themselves utilize
a spring on National Forest land for water to their cabin develop-
ments west of the River some of which are under special use permit
from the Forest Service. There is a dry well at one of the cabin
sites on National Forest land. We would not favor additional special

use permits for water and sewage service to residents of the sub-
division. We recommend the developer be responsible for developing
water for the subdivision and insuring the feasibility of septic tank
drain fields.

The following are specific questions that relate to the Statement.

Topography and Soil

Par. 1. On what information is the statement "soil porosity charac-
teristics would not prohibit the use of septic tanks and
drainfields" based? Information available to us indicates
something different.

Par. 2. Where does this soil information come from?

Impacts

Par. 1. Do you plan to develop and contaminate the ground water on

obvious lots? How does this relate to State and Federal
water quality laws?

Par. 3. What is meant by this statement?

Par. 6. Will a pollution problem occur from horses?

Par. 7. What evidence and facts do you base this statement on?
Evidence available to us indicates an opposite possibility.
How will you monitor water quality to know you meet State
and Federal laws?
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Irreversible Commitment of Resources

Par. 1. Aren't you irreversibly changing ground water systems, both
in quantity and quality, that may affect the West GAllatin
River over the long time period? It appears your development
proposal will significantly affect ground water quantity and

recharge through the wells. Along with this, your proposed
ground systems of sewage disposal must, without doubt, change
the ground water quality.
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