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Project  Background  
Early in 2022, Stillwater County in partnership with Beartooth Resource Conservation & Development 
Area (Beartooth RC&D), requested proposals for completion of an Industrial Park/Business Park Feasibility 
Study (the Project). While Stillwater County is sparsely populated and has considerable potential 
developable property, there had been no recent studies or assessments completed to determine if any of 
that property was available for development or to assess infrastructure needs.  

The Project was prompted by inquiries to the County and continued inquiries at the state level regarding 
available industrial space on which to house manufacturing, warehousing, distribution operations and/or 
space for small business expansion. Recognizing that businesses generally seek location opportunities 
that are “ready-to-go” and do not require intensive time or capital, the County was concerned that 
without better information regarding developable property and related costs, businesses would continue 
to locate their operations in competing communities/areas.   

While the County recognizes that additional planning and infrastructure assessment will be necessary to 
create “ready-to-go” developable space, the Project and this report seek to provide a high-level 
understanding of the best available/developable properties and related infrastructure needs/costs. While 
identified property owners were contacted and preliminary discussions held with some, the Project did 
not include formal property acquisition/sale discussions or agreements or formal preliminary engineering.  

Project Objective 
This report summarizes a high-level feasibility evaluation for potential development of a light 
industrial/business park within Stillwater County, Montana, the objective of which is to promote 
economic growth and diversification in Stillwater County.  This evaluation assesses potential sites for 
development and performs a comparison of benefits and challenges for each site.  The evaluation  ranks 
and prioritizes sites based on established site selection criteria and probable cost; provides a schematic 
layout for the most highly preferred site; and provides a preliminary Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost 
for provision of  infrastructure to serve individual properties/businesses that could be developed within 
the recommended site.  The evaluation also includes strategies for funding, interlocal agency agreements, 
and additional public engagement. 

Sites Considered 
KLJ Engineering worked with Stillwater County staff and the County Commission to investigate several site 
locations throughout Stillwater County.  This included potential sites adjacent to the City of Columbus, 
near the Town of Park City and along the Burlington North Santa Fe (BNSF) rail corridor.  Site evaluation 
was based on the following criteria as directed by the County Commission and their staff: 

1. Development should be suitable for mixed use development, including light industrial and 

commercial uses. 

2. Sites closer to developed communities would be preferred over remote areas of the County to 

promote commercial growth in those communities. 

3. Sites with access to municipal services were preferred. 

4. Sites with good truck/transportation access were preferred. 

5. Rail access would be a factor, but was not a high priority, as the vision for the development is not 

heavy industrial. 
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Several sites were initially evaluated but removed from further consideration or analysis due to an 

inability to satisfy the identified criteria as well as local knowledge that landowners of some of those 

properties would be unwilling to sell/lease land for development.  Additional sites were removed from 

consideration due to environmental constraints, including wetlands and in one case, an existing 

conservation easement.  Out of all locations evaluated, three sites were chosen for further consideration 

and assessment based on the vision for development, most closely meeting the above noted criteria, and 

an understanding that landowners within these properties would be most open to additional discussion 

regarding development.  Those sites are generally referred to as Columbus 1, Columbus 5, and Park City 

3.  These sites are illustrated in Figures 1 – 3.  

 

 



 

Page 3 
 

 



 

Page 4 
 

 

  



 

Page 5 
 

Columbus 1-  S i te Evaluat ion  

Site Description 
The Columbus 1 site is located on vacant land between Interstate-90 (I-90) and Highway 10, contiguous to 

the east edge of the City of Columbus.  The site includes a total area of approximately 110-acres. The 

west side is bordered by developed residential property.  The Stillwater Billings Clinic is located adjacent 

to the northwest corner of the site.  A mini storage development is located adjacent to the southwest 

corner, and Silvertip Propane is located adjacent to the southeast corner. 

Planning 
The site is currently outside of the City of Columbus corporate limits, but within the City’s zoning 

jurisdiction.  Following are City zoning designations for this area: 

• AO – Agricultural Open Space 

• RE – Residential Estates 

• RMH – Residential Manufacture Homes 

The identified industrial/commercial land use associated with this evaluation, is not compatible with any 

of the current zoning designations.  Development of the site as a business/industrial park would be 

contingent on an amendment to the city zoning and overall growth objectives for this area.  It is advisable 

to consult with the Columbus City Council to confirm their willingness to consider a change in zoning, 

prior to progressing further with planning for development at this location. 

Vehicular Access 
This site has good access from Highway 10 on the south.  A second access to the middle of the site could 

be constructed along the easterly extension of East 4th Avenue which has direct connectivity to Highway 

78 (North 9th Street).  This part of East 4th Avenue also passes exclusively through a commercial area 

which is compatible with the anticipated commercial traffic that would use this route to access the 

development.   

A third primary access would be desired at the north end of the site from East 8th Avenue.  Ideally, for 

traffic flow, the north access would be along the northly access road into the Stillwater Billings Clinic.  This 

would involve a direct easterly extension of East 8th Avenue.  This would allow all commercial traffic to 

access the site without being directed through any residential areas at another location. If acquiring a 

right-of-way (ROW) on the north side of the clinic is not achievable, the north access could be off 11th 

Street North, from the Falls Creek Drive intersection.  This would be a secondary option, since it is not as 

direct a connection to East 8th Avenue and would direct commercial traffic along the existing residential 

neighborhood on 11th Street, from Falls Creek Drive to East 8th Avenue.   

Overall potential for access to this site initially appears to be good, but there are some ROW issues that 

would need to be addressed in addition to an evaluation of traffic impacts.  

Rail Access 
This site is separated from the existing BNSF rail line by Highway 10 and a vacant tract of land between 

Highway 10 and rail.  Obtaining rail access to the site may be possible with ROW acquisition across the 

vacant track and negotiating a highway/rail crossing agreement with the Montana Department of 

Transportation (MDT) and BNSF, but it would be challenging.  The rail crossing may need to be at a 
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skewed angle with Highway 10, due to BNSF minimum turn radius standards and geometric constraints 

with the existing rail and highway alignments. Successful negotiation with MDT is uncertain, especially 

with the probability of a skewed angle crossing.  If rail access was required, further discussion with BNSF 

regarding rail layout and allowances for a tighter radius would need to  be pursued to ensure  this is 

feasible.   

Several other currently unknown factors would also factor into BNSF’s willingness to participate in 

providing rail service. Some of these include type of rail service and number of cars desired, as well as 

siding options to get a unit train off the main line, for separation, prior to crossing the highway. 

Separating cars prior to crossing the highway may help for a tighter radius and decreasing the skew angle, 

but doing so would create operational delays that could impact Highway 10 traffic. Without additional 

evaluation and discussions with BNSF and MDT, it is difficult to determine if rail service to this site is 

technically feasible.   

City of Columbus planning objectives are also a significant factor in determination of whether this site can 

or should be served by rail.  The current City zoning for the area is less intense than the commercial/light 

industrial zoning that would be needed for the proposed development.  Adding rail service would push 

the land use even further from the current zoning, into heavy industrial land use.    

Overall, providing rail service to this site can be evaluated further, but that is not recommended at this 

time.  If rail or heavy industrial development is needed, there may be better sites in more rural parts of 

Stillwater County that would better meet that need.   

Water Supply 
The assessment and conclusions regarding the ability to serve this site from the City of Columbus’ water 

supply and distribution systems are based on the “Columbus Sanitary Sewer & Water Model Updates” 

(CSSWMU) letter issued by Interstate Engineering on 3/26/21 and Town of Columbus Water System Atlas 

Map (Water Atlas) prepared by Morrison Maierle, Inc.  

WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVE 1 – EXTENSION OF CITY OF COLUMBUS WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

Figure 4: Columbus 1 Off Site Water Improvements, shows the location of this site (Columbus 1) relative 

to the City’s existing water system with anticipated off-site water distribution improvements needed to 

serve the property.  Extension of the City’s water distribution system is believed to be the only applicable 

solution to provide water service to this site. 
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WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED  

The following water supply alternatives were not considered for this site based on feasibility and related 

cost as compared to extension of the City’s water service: 

• Development of new on-site public water system: 

This site is located within the City of Columbus planning area and will ultimately be served by the 

City’s water system.  Development of a separate water supply system is not compatible with long-

range growth plans.  

• Development of on-site wells for each individual development within the area: 

As for development of a new on-site public water system, this is not compatible with the City’s 

long-range growth plans. The current evaluation did not include consideration of water 

availability for wells in this area, which would also have to be evaluated should this alternative be 

considered.  
 

CAPACITY OF CITY’S EXISTING WATER SUPPLY 

Based on the CSSWMU, the City’s Maximum Day Demand (MDD) in 2017 was approximately 0.84 million 
gallons per day (MGD).  The City’s water supply consists of three wells with a combined capacity of 
approximately 0.90 MGD, but capacity is only 0.86 MGD with the largest well out of service in accordance 
with Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requirements.  Therefore, the City’s existing 
water supply system is currently at capacity and upgrades would be needed to provide added demands 
from development within this site.  The City’s plans to upgrade the system to serve this area would need 
to be discussed and clarified as the area is within the City’s planned growth area.   

 

CAPACITY OF CITY’S EXISTING WATER STORAGE 

Based again on the CSSWMU, Columbus’ existing water system is equipped with a 1.0 million-gallon (MG) 
storage tank.  This tank is marginally sized to satisfy DEQ’s minimum required volume during summer 
water demands combined with water volume needed for fire protection.   
The CSSWMU analyzed the system based on a 1,500 gallon per minute (gpm), 2-hour fire flow.  With this 
level of fire protection, the International Fire Code (IFC) limits fire separation areas of non-sprinkled 
buildings to 3,600 to 22,700 square feet, depending on the type of construction and building use.  Fire 
suppression systems can be installed in buildings to increase this area.  The same fire volume can support 
separate fire areas in sprinkled buildings of 18,000 to 128,700 square feet.  Based on this guidance, it can 
be  assumed that the City’s storage is adequate to support fire protection requirements for light industrial 
/ commercial development at this site, but it may limit the type of construction and occupancy levels.  
Additional water storage may also be needed due to increased normal operating demands.  As with water 
supply, the City of Columbus would need to be consulted to clarify any plans to complete upgrades as this 
area is zoned for growth.  

 

CAPACITY OF CITY’S EXISTING WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

The CSSWMU concludes that most of the water distribution system can provide a 1,500-gpm flow for fire 

protection while maintaining the minimum required residual pressure of 20 pounds-per-square-inch (psi).  

Because the Columbus 1 site is located at lower elevations than most of the existing system, it is likely 

that pressure and fire flow will be adequate. However, it is also likely there will need to be some off-site 

improvements to loop dead-end water mains near connection locations, alleviating bottlenecks that 

restrict flow to the site. Figure 4 shows the off-site improvements that are assumed to be needed.   
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Wastewater Collection and Treatment 
The assessment and conclusions regarding the ability to serve this site from the City of Columbus’ existing 

wastewater collection and treatment system are based on the CSSWMU letter and Town of Columbus 

Sewer System Atlas Map (Sewer Atlas) prepared by Morrison Maierle, Inc.  

WASTEWATER SERVICE ALTERNATIVE 1 – EXTENSION OF CITY OF COLUMBUS SEWER SYSTEM 

Figure 5: Columbus 1 Off Site Sanitary Sewer Improvements, shows the location of the Columbus 1 site 

relative to the City’s existing sewer system with anticipated off-site wastewater collection improvements 

needed to serve the property.  Extension of the City’s wastewater collection system is believed to be the 

only applicable solution for wastewater disposal from this site. 
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WASTEWATER SERVICE ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED  

The following wastewater collection and treatment alternatives were not considered for this site based 

on feasibility and related cost as compared to extension of the City’s sanitary sewer/wastewater system: 

Individual on-site wastewater treatment systems: 

• This site is located within the City of Columbus’s planning area and will ultimately be served by 

the City’s wastewater system. Development of a separate treatment system is not compatible 

with the City’s identified long-range plans.  Additionally, it is not permitted by state law, due to 

the proximity to the City’s existing collection system, unless an exemption is warranted and 

granted.  

• New public or multi-user wastewater treatment and disposal system: 

This was not considered for the same reasons as outlined for development of individual on-site 

systems. 

CITY’S WASTEWATER TREATMENT CAPACITY 

The capacity of the City’s wastewater treatment system was not addressed in the CSSWMU.  Since the 

area is within the City’s long range growth plans and zoned accordingly, the City would need to be 

consulted to discuss and verify plans to upgrade their wastewater treatment system as needed to serve 

development in this area.  

EXISTING COLLECTION SYSTEM CAPACITY 

The Columbus 1 site would be served by connecting to an existing 10-inch diameter sewer main at the 

intersection of Highway 10 and 12th Street.  This existing main flows south, under the BNSF rail to an 

existing 15-inch diameter sewer main that flows to the City’s wastewater treatment plant.  The CSSWMU 

identified capacity issues in the existing 10-inch main at the rail crossing and provides recommendations 

for the City of Columbus to correct this issue.  The CSSWMU estimated that the collection system will 

have surplus capacity with buildout of the planning area after the recommended corrections are made.  

This includes the area of the Columbus 1 site.  The City is considering completing the recommended 

corrections in the 2024 construction season. 

Utility Services 
Based on a cursory field review, the following utilities were noted at or adjacent to the Columbus 1 site: 

• Gas – Properties along the west side of the site are served by natural gas.   

• Power – An overhead electrical transmission line runs along the east side of 12th Street, along 

the west boundary of the site. 

• Telecommunications/Data – An underground fiberoptic line runs along the north side of Highway 

10, along the west boundary of the site. 

Initial review indicates that the site appears to have great potential to be served by all essential utilities.  

Following further clarification of development objectives, coordination with each utility will be needed to 

determine capacity of each utility to serve the development as well as to address utility development 

costs. 
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Environmental Factors 
The following environmental factors were considered for this site only to assess  potential level of risk for  

development that could be restrained by environmental resources.  Environmental factors outlined 

represent a high-level review and do not reflect an official environmental assessment.  

• Floodplain – Columbus 1  is outside  the FEMA identified 100-year floodplain. 

• Wetlands – The National Wetland Inventory indicates there are no wetlands  documented on this 

site.  There are a few minor drainages that meander through the site, so it is possible that some 

isolated wetlands exist that have not been identified.  If there are any, they should not be 

widespread across the site and are probably avoidable.  Should this site be selected/considered 

for future development, a more thorough wetland investigation should be completed prior to 

progressing further with any site layout and development plans. 

• Cultural Resources – The Montana National Register of Historical Places indicates there are no 

historical sites or cultural resources at this location.  If the site is selected/considered for future 

business/light industrial development, a more thorough review will be needed to confirm this. 

• Farmland – While there may have been previous attempts to farm in portions of this area, it is 

primarily unfarmed.  

Columbus 5  –  S i te  Evaluat ion  

Site Description 
The Columbus 5 site consists of a farm field, bordered on the south by I90, the west by Rapelje Road, the 

east by Keyser Creek and the north by vacant land.  The site includes an area of approximately 38-acres.  

Surrounding properties consist of range land, farmland, and a few residences with acreage.  

Planning 
This site is near the City of Columbus, but outside the city limits. It is not currently zoned. Prior to 

progressing any further with development at this site, confirmation of whether the site is within the extra 

territorial City-County planning jurisdiction and the City’s rule in planning for the area.  

Vehicular Access 
County staff has indicated that construction of an interchange at the intersection of I-90 and Rapelje Road 

has been a prior MDT consideration.  If an interchange is constructed, this site would have excellent 

access for vehicles using I-90.  It is not clear if or when the interchange will be constructed, so it is not 

advised that this site be assessed based on that. Re-evaluation of the site for vehicular access should be 

considered if interchange plans solidify.   

In the current condition, without an interchange, traffic from I-90 would need to access this site along a 

3.3-mile route through Columbus. This route would provide access from I-90, along North 9th Street, 

Highway 10, and Rapelje Road.  This is not an ideal route for truck traffic and could have negative 

transportation infrastructure and traffic impacts along these routes. 

Rail Access 
There is no feasible option for rail access to this site since the site is separated from the existing BNSF rail 

by I-90 and multiple developed properties.  
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Water Supply 

WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVE 1 – EXTENSION OF CITY OF COLUMBUS WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 

Figure 6: Columbus 5 Off-site Water Improvements, shows the location of the site relative to the City’s 

existing water system and anticipated off-site water distribution improvements needed to serve the 

property. It is anticipated that a 12-inch diameter water transmission main would be needed from the 

existing system to the site.  The main would likely need to extend a few blocks into the existing system 

and connect to existing 6-inch mains at several locations to provide adequate connectivity to the system. 

The site is 40 to 90-feet higher than other parts of Columbus that are currently being served by the water 

system. The base of the existing water tank is approximately 100-feet higher than the site. That is 

equivalent to a static water pressure of at least 43 psi with a near empty tank.  This is acceptable for a 

normal service pressure. However, pressures in a fire flow scenario may be marginal after factoring in 

pressure loss through the system. It is possible that a new booster station would be needed to provide 

required fire flow to this site.  
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WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVE 2 – INDIVIDUAL OR MULTIUSER ON-SITE WELLS 

The Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology Groundwater Information Center (GWIC) was used to 

investigate the feasibility of developing wells at this location. See Appendix A for GWIC data. Existing wells 

adjacent to the site recorded yields of 1 to 100 gallons per minute (gpm). The lowest yield well is in a 

higher area of rock outcropping, northwest of the site and may not be as representative as the others. 

This indicates there could be potential for wells at this location. 

Development of individual on-site wells could be a good solution for industrial development that does not 

serve many workers or otherwise requires high water demands. This could include warehousing and 

similar types of developments. This limited development approach may not support the economic 

development and job creation objectives of the project. 

WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED 

Based on feasibility and related costs, the following water supply alternatives were not considered for this 

site: 

• Constructing additional on-site storage in conjunction with extending the City of Columbus’s 

water distribution system: 

Addition of on-site storage could reduce the size of a transmission main from the existing system 

to the site and eliminate the potential need for a booster station. The storage volume would 

need to be relatively large to provide for fire suppression requirements. This is probably a more 

costly solution than Water Supply Alternative 1. 

• Development of new on-site public water supply system: 

This is a possible solution, but it would have several issues associated with permitting, water 

rights, maintenance and operation that would not be a concern with Water Supply Alternative 1.  

CAPACITY OF THE CITY OF COLUMBUS’S EXISTING WATER SYSTEM 

This is a relatively small site. It is anticipated that Columbus’s existing water treatment system would have 

capacity to support reasonable development at this location, however, there may not be as much 

incentive for the City to serve this property in lieu of properties that are already identified within the 

long-range growth plan.  Providing water to this area may reduce the City’s ability to serve other areas 

already planned for growth. 

Wastewater Collection and Treatment 

WASTEWATER SERVICE ALTERNATIVE 1 – EXTENSION OF CITY OF COLUMBUS SEWER SYSTEM 

Figure 7: Columbus 5 Off-site Sanitary Sewer Improvements, shows the location of the site relative to the 

City’s existing wastewater collection system, with anticipated off-site wastewater collection 

improvements needed to serve the property. This would likely require approximately 5,800 linear feet of 

new 8-inch diameter gravity sewer main, a new lift station, approximately 450 liner feet of sanitary force 

main, and several pipe borings to extend under I-90, Keyser Creek, and an existing irrigation ditch. The 

force main would discharge to an existing manhole at the north end of Stillwater Drive that runs into an 

8” sanitary sewer main. 
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WASTEWATER SERVICE ALTERNATIVE 2 – INDIVIDUAL OR MULTI-USER ON-SITE WASTEWATER 

TREATMENT SYSTEM 

Using GWIC well data, it appears there could be a  chance of finding soils at the site that are conducive to 

on-site wastewater treatment and disposal. To ensure this is accurate, additional soil investigation and 

groundwater sampling would be needed. Development capacity could be limited by site constraints 

related to satisfying the State’s non-degradation requirements for water quality. This alternative would 

be most applicable to low intensity development that serves a limited use and may not satisfy the project 

objectives related to economic development and job creation based on these limitations.  

WASTEWATER SERVICE ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED  

Based on feasibility and cost constraints, the following wastewater collection alternatives were not 

considered for this site: 

• New public wastewater treatment and disposal system: 

This site is relatively small with limited development capacity.  It does not offer enough 

development potential to warrant the capital cost, permitting and operational requirements 

associated with a new public wastewater treatment and disposal system.  

Utility Services 
Using a cursory field review, the following utilities were noted at or adjacent to the Columbus 5 site: 

• Gas – Properties adjacent to the site are utilizing individual propane tanks.  Natural gas does not 

appear to currently serve the area.   

• Power – An overhead electrical transmission line runs along the north side of I-90, along the 

south boundary of the site. 

• Telecommunications/Data – An underground fiberoptic line runs along the west side of Rapelje 

Road, adjacent to the west boundary of the site.  

Upon initial review, the site appears to have potential to be served by all essential utilities. It is unknown 

if natural gas could be made available, however, propane is an acceptable alternative if necessary.  If this 

site is selected for future development, coordination with each utility will be necessary to determine 

capacity of each utility to serve the development as well as utility development costs. 

Environmental Factors 
The following environmental factors were considered for this site only for purposes of anticipating a 

potential level of risk that might constrain site development based on environmental resources.  

Information provided does not  represent an official environmental assessment.  

• Floodplain – A Zone A Floodplain has been delineated for Keyser Creek, adjacent to the easterly 

site boundary, however the developable site area is generally outside of the floodplain.  This 

floodplain would need to be considered when establishing development limits but does not 

appear to be overly restrictive. 

• Wetlands – The National Wetlands Inventory does not identify any wetlands on this site.  

Wetlands have been identified along Keyser Creek adjacent to the east boundary of the site.  

These should be avoidable. It is unlikely there are any wetlands on the site that are not present 

on the National Wetlands Inventory as this site is currently being farmed. 
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• Cultural Resources – The Montana National Register of Historic Places indicates there are no 

historical sites or cultural resources at this location. It is unlikely there are cultural resources at 

this site that cannot be avoided as nearly the entire site is currently being farmed. If the site is 

selected for future development, a more thorough review will be needed to confirm these 

findings. 

• Farmland – The entirety of this site is active farmland. Potential loss of this farmland should be 

considered in site selection for future development. 

Park  Ci ty  3  –  S i te  Evaluat ion  

Site Description 
This site is located north of Park City and consists primarily of farmland with a large part being irrigated 

crops. The site is bordered on the south by additional farmland, developed residential property, a feed 

lot, and light industrial property. Other agricultural land borders the north and east boundaries.  The 

northwest boundary is bordered by range land.  The site includes a total area of approximately 250-acres 

but could be reduced to conform to specific identified development needs.  

Planning 
This site is located outside of any city planning jurisdiction and is not currently zoned.  

Vehicular Access 
Vehicular access to this site is good.  Highway 10 passes through the middle of the site giving commercial 
traffic a direct connection to I90 at the Park City interchange.  

Rail Access 
There is no feasible option for rail access to this site since the site is separated from the existing BNSF rail 
by I-90 and several already developed properties.  

Water Supply 

WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVE 1 – INDIVIDUAL OR MULTI-USER ON-SITE WELLS 

The well data in Appendix A shows there is potential for well development at this site, with many shallow 
wells in and adjacent to the site producing yields of 15 to over 30 gpm. The entire area of Park City is also 
served by wells.  While potential for wells at this site is good, the types of industries and businesses 
developed with this water supply is limited.  Further analysis would be needed to confirm whether 
individual or multi-user wells could support development at this location in a way that meets the growth 
and job creation objectives of the County.  

WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED 

Due to feasibility and cost constraints, the following water supply alternatives have not been considered 
for this site: 

• Extension of the existing Park City Water and Sewer District Services: 

The Park City Water and Sewer District only provides wastewater services.  It does not have a 

water system.   

• Development of new Public Water Supply System: 
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While this is an option for consideration, it has a significant number of challenges and could be 

very costly.  To fully investigate the feasibility of this alternative, several unknowns would need to 

be resolved including water rights, water quality, source capacity, and additional considerations 

beyond the scope of this evaluation.   

Wastewater Services  

WASTEWATER SERVICE ALTERNATIVE 1 – INDIVIDUAL OR MULTI-USER ON-SITE WASTEWATER 

TREATMENT SYSTEMS  

Individual and/or multi-user on-site wastewater treatment systems may be the only feasible alternative 
for this site.  Further analysis would be needed to determine the extent to which the site could be 
developed using these types of systems. Montana’s non-degradation policy is the greatest factor in this 
determination, as there are many downstream properties that depend on well water. Potential impact to 
groundwater quality would need to be analyzed to determine the level of development that could occur 
at this location. 

WASTEWATER ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED 

Based on feasibility and cost constraints, the following wastewater service alternatives were not 
considered for this site: 

• Extension of Park City Water and Sewer Districts Wastewater Collection System: 

 Park City’s existing wastewater treatment plant is currently at capacity with very limited potential 

to add additional service. This alternative would require significant upgrades to the wastewater 

treatment plant and potentially the collection system. 

• Development of new Public Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System: 

This solution would likely be more costly and more complex than upgrading the Park City 

wastewater treatment plant and extending the Park City wastewater collection system to serve 

the property.  It would certainly have greater operational challenges, as it would require all 

permitting, operation and sampling requirements associated with an entirely new public 

wastewater system.   

Utility Services 
Using a cursory field review, the following utilities were noted at or adjacent to the Park City 5 site: 

• Gas – Some properties adjacent to the south side of the site are served by natural gas. Properties 

north of the site are on individual propane tanks. There may be an opportunity to extend natural 

gas services into this area. 

• Power –overhead electrical distribution lines run along the east boundary of the site and part way 

into the site from the northeast, along Highway 10. 

• Telecommunications/Data – An underground fiberoptic line runs through the site along the south 

and east side of Highway 10. 

Upon initial review, the site appears to have potential to be served by all essential utilities. It is unknown 
if natural gas access is feasible. Propane is an acceptable alternative, if necessary. The power distribution 
lines in the vicinity may not have capacity to serve a development at this location. It’s possible that 
upgrades to the power supply system would be needed. If this site is selected for future development, 
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coordination with each utility would be needed to determine capacity to serve the development as well 
as utility development costs. 

Environmental Factors 
The following environmental factors were considered for this site only for purposes of estimating 
potential level of risk for development based on environmental constraints. Information provided is not 
an official environmental assessment.  

• Floodplain – This site is outside of the FEMA identified 100-year floodplain. 

• Wetlands – The National Wetlands Inventory does not identify wetlands on this site. As the site is 

almost entirely used for farming, it is unlikely that there are any significant wetland areas present 

that have not been inventoried.  

• Cultural Resources – According to Montana’s National Register of Historic Places, there are no 

historical sites or cultural resources at this location. It is unlikely that there are any cultural 

resources at this site that cannot be avoided, as nearly the entire site is currently being farmed. If 

the site is selected a more thorough review will be needed to confirm these findings. . 

• Farmland – Almost all this site is active farmland.  The potential loss of farmland should be 

considered in site selection for future business/light industrial development. 
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Recommended Alternat ive  

Evaluation Matrix and Site Recommendation 
The following tables provide a summary of probable benefits of each site related to access and potential 
ability to serve each site with water and wastewater services. Sites were also reviewed for potential to 
provide gas, electric, and telecommunication/data facilities, however, no significant advantages were 
noted between the sites evaluated in those categories. 

Site 

Access 

Potential for Rail Vehicular 

Good Poor None Good Fair Poor  

Columbus 1   X   X    

Columbus 5     X     X 

Park City 3     X X     

 

Site 

Water Service Potential Wastewater Service Potential 

Municipal Water 
Availability 

Wells 
Municipal 

Wastewater 
On-site Treatment 

Good Poor None Good Fair Poor Good Poor None Good Fair Poor 

Columbus 1 X     NA X     NA 

Columbus 5   X   NA   X   NA 

Park City 3     X X         X   X   

 

Based on a preliminary assessment, Columbus 1 has been identified as having the most potential to be 
served with municipal water and wastewater facilities. Columbus 1 also has good vehicular access. Park 
City 3 has the best vehicular access, but it has no opportunity to be served by municipal water and 
wastewater services. Development of Park City 3 would also result in the greatest loss of active farmland.  

The Columbus 1 site is recommended as the best alternative for development of business/light industrial 
based on the priorities and targeted development as identified by the County. This is contingent on how 
receptive current property owners are and compatibility with City of Columbus Planning and Growth. 
Development of the Columbus 1 site as a light industrial/business park is not compatible with the City’s 
current zoning designations. An amendment to the City’s zoning and long-range growth plan would be 
required for this site to be feasible.  

Columbus 1 Preliminary Layout 
Figure 8 provides a preliminary layout for the Columbus 1 site. This is intended to show one possibility of 
how the site could be developed.  Final layout should take into consideration the types of businesses 
and/or industries that are to be targeted.  The City of Columbus may also have suggestions that influence 
the layout.



 

Page 22 
 

 



 

Page 23 
 

The preliminary layout considers access for all traffic to the site via Highway 10, East 4th Avenue, and East 
8th Avenue, which pass through commercial districts.  In this scenario, no traffic would be directed 
through residential areas.  The East 8th Avenue access would require successful negotiations with 
Stillwater Billings Clinic. Alternatively, that access could be adjusted south, to the intersection of North 
11th Street and Falls Creek Drive, but doing so would result in commercial traffic along the east side of the 
residential district between East 8th Avenue and Fall Creek Drive. Impact to residents and residential 
neighborhoods would need to be considered. 

A variety of lot sizes are provided in the layout to market to a variety of commercial and industrial 
businesses.  With exception to property that is currently owned by the hospital at the north end of the 
site, lot sizes range from approximately 1 to 7 acres. The hospital property has been left as two large 
pieces, divided by the north access. This assumes the hospital already has development plans for that 
property. With few exceptions, larger lots were kept to the south along Highway 10 and to east. This 
provides a buffer for more intensive/heavier industrial development from existing residential areas. 

An area for stormwater detention is shown at the lower southeast corner of the site. This area is probably 
not large enough to provide stormwater management for a full buildout of all properties within the 
development. It is intended as part of a combined solution, including a regional pond and individual on-
site stormwater detention ponds. This helps minimize initial infrastructure cost, without putting undue 
burden on lot developers if on-site soils are not ideal to infiltrating all stormwater on individual lots.     

Columbus 1 Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost 
The  Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost (EOC) for construction of basic infrastructure for the Columbus 
1 Site is $11.1 million.  This total includes extending water and sewer to each lot as preliminarily outlined 
in the Columbus 1 Preliminary Site Layout, street improvements, and stormwater collection/management 
facilities. This does not include improvements to individual lots, landscaping, power, gas, or 
telecommunication/data services.  A copy of the EOC is included in Appendix B. 

Unknowns Related to Feasibility 
It should be noted that the evaluation and recommendations in this report are based on engineer’s 
assumptions, as well as tentative direction from County Commissioners and staff.  The purpose of the 
Project was to determine, at a high level, if there were feasible industrial sites within the County and, if 
so, whether any of those sites appeared to be feasible enough to warrant further consideration and 
analysis at it relates to additional conversations with existing landowners and identified infrastructure 
needs. For all the identified sites, but specifically for Columbus 1, additional investigation, and analysis to 
verify feasibility and better assess cost is necessary and should include: 

• Confirmation/discussion related to City of Columbus’ growth and planning position  

• Landowner’s willingness or desire to sell/lease property for development 

• City of Columbus’ ability or desire to serve the site with water and sewer and the extent to which 

upgrades to the existing system would be required to accommodate the level of development 

• Traffic impacts and determination of any transportation infrastructure improvements necessary 

to mitigate impacts 

• Environmental impacts and any required permitting and/or improvements required to  mitigate  

impacts 

• Additional impacts and/or advantages to existing local services and utilities 
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Funding  St rategy  
Completion of the Project clarifies that there is property within Stillwater County that presents 
opportunity for development to support business/small industrial location and growth. While the costs to 
provide basic infrastructure to develop even the most promising of the locations evaluated (Columbus 1) 
are high, there are multiple funding opportunities that may be considered by the County to assist in 
funding/encouraging developers to consider locating in Stillwater County. 

Creation of a Targeted Economic Development District (TEDD) 
The purpose of a TEDD is the development of infrastructure to encourage the location and retention of 
value-adding projects. Montana law enables local governments to use tax revenue in designated TEDDs 
for development and redevelopment activities, capturing and utilizing increases in tax revenue 
(increment) to subsidize development. While TEDDs are a useful tool, to obtain revenues, development 
must occur, often creating a chicken or egg scenario in which development is not occurring because 
infrastructure is not in place and infrastructure is not in place because there is no development 
revenues/tax. There are typically two options for consideration to fill this funding/timing gap: 

1. Form a developer partnership in which the developer/developers finance the infrastructure costs

upfront and are then reimbursed by the TEDD tax increment accruals over time or,

2. A municipal bond backed by projected revenues and development rates. This has not been done

in Montana for a TEDD before but is a common practice elsewhere in assisting in jump starting

infrastructure needed to attract new development.

Local and State Resources 
Stillwater County has, no doubt, successfully utilized several traditional federal, state, and local resources 
to address community infrastructure needs. Such programs as Montana’s Transportation Alternatives 
Program (TA), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Montana Coal Endowment Program (MCEP-
formerly TSEP), US Department of Agriculture (USDA), Economic Development Administration (EDA), and 
Big Sky Trust Fund (BSTF) planning and construction grants and loans are all feasible financial resources 
in addressing infrastructure development needs. In addition to these common grant and loan resources, 
the County has additional local resources at their disposal including, but not limited to, private and 
develop investments, bonding, and, as previously noted, development of a TEDD or other special taxing 
district and related revenues. 

Federal Resources 

For infrastructure development of this magnitude, with the potential for both regional and national 
economic significance, it will be beneficial and perhaps necessary for the County to consider larger 
federal grant programs that can provide higher and more meaningful levels of financial support than 
traditional state/local resources. The passage of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) also 
known as the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) in 2021, has provided more federal granting resources 
than ever before. At least through 2026, there are several new grant/loan programs available as well as 
significant increases to previously existing funding resources that could potentially contribute significant 
planning and construction resources to this Project. A comprehensive list of IIJA programs and financial 
resources can be found at  https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/BUILDING-A-
BETTER-AMERICA-V2.pdf. . A small sampling of some of the potential programs/grant opportunities 
specific to this Project include: 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/BUILDING-A-BETTER-AMERICA-V2.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/BUILDING-A-BETTER-AMERICA-V2.pdf
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Transportation: 

• Infrastructure for Rebuilding America Program (INFRA), which supports freight and highway 

projects 

• Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE), which provides funding 

for road, rail, transit, and other surface transportation projects 

• Rural Surface Transportation Grant (RURAL), which supports freight, public transportation, 

highway and bridge projects in rural communities 

• Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA), which provides low-interest 

loans for transportation infrastructure and related projects 

• Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A), which provides grant dollars for development of a 

comprehensive traffic safety action plan and for design and development activities as well as 

construction of transportation infrastructure to address identified safety concerns. 

Water: 

• Drinking Water and Clean Water State Revolving Fund: IIJA provided significant increases in 

dollars available for both loan programs. 

• Water and Groundwater Storage, and Conveyance, which provides funding for projects with an 

existing feasibility study and for projects with a storage capacity between 2,000 acre-feet and 

30,000 acre-feet that increase surface water or groundwater storage or conveyance. 

• WaterSmart Grants: This is an umbrella for multiple granting resources that support water 

management improvements that contribute to water supply sustainability, increase drought 

resilience, and that have environmental benefits. 

In addition to the resources listed, there are several IIJA programs that address broadband, energy, and 
disaster response that might be considered depending on the type of development and further 
assessment of those needs for each site as outlined.  

Publ ic  Engagement  
After discussion with the County Commissioners and staff it was determined that while this Project could 
eventually directly impact the public, at this early stage of planning and assessment, widespread public 
meetings were not useful. Instead, a plan for targeted outreach and communications was created that 
resulted in: 

• Multiple meetings/conversations with the County Commission and County staff to determine the 

scope of the Project and to narrow the properties to be assessed based on the specific criteria as 

outlined and local knowledge of property and property owners 

• A press release in October of 2022 announcing the Project and providing contact information for 

individuals interested in learning more and/or participating in the process 

• Direct outreach to property/landowners in the three identified locations (Columbus 1 & 5 and 

Park City 3) to begin dialogue related to willingness to further discuss development on each site 

• A high-level invitation-only stakeholder breakfast in October of 2023 to review the three sites 

selected to date and to discuss concerns, preferences, and next steps 

• Email of the draft report to the attendees of the October breakfast to obtain comment before 

finalizing the Project 
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Should the County move forward with further assessment of infrastructure needs, infrastructure 
development and/or development of any of the identified sites, additional public engagement will be 
essential and included in planning processes moving forward.  

Recommended Next  Steps in  the Process  
While this feasibility study provides a high-level overview of potential available property in Stillwater 
County for consideration of business/light industrial development, it does not provide the more micro-
level assessments and planning necessary to move forward with development of essential infrastructure 
that will likely be necessary to attract developers and businesses to locate at those sites. Based on initial 
assessment of locations utilizing the County’s outlined criteria, and per stakeholder consensus at the 
October 2023 breakfast meeting, Columbus 1 appears to be the most suitable site of the three assessed 
for consideration of future development. Should the County decide to continue consideration of this 
location, the following would be recommended next steps: 

• Additional/more in-depth conversation with existing property owners to determine willingness to 
lease/sell land for business/light-industrial development. 

• Additional/more in-depth conversation/coordination with the City of Columbus. As previously 
noted, the identified industrial/commercial land use associated with this Project is not compatible 
with any of the current zoning designations.  Development of the site as a business/industrial 
park would be contingent on an amendment to the city zoning and overall growth objectives for 
this area.   

• Conversations with the city of Columbus would also have to be held regarding serving the site 
with City water and sewer and the extent to which upgrades to the existing system would be 
required to accommodate the level of development identified.  

• If the City of Columbus was amenable to providing water/wastewater services to the Columbus 1 
site, a preliminary engineering report would need to be completed to better assess site needs 
and any related upgrades to the existing system required. 

• A traffic study and more in-depth transportation infrastructure assessment needs to be 
completed to determine transportation impacts and infrastructure improvements necessary to 
mitigate impacts. 

• A full environmental assessment needs to be completed to determine environmental impacts and 
to outline required permitting and/or steps/concessions required to mitigate impacts. 

• Formal discussion with other utilities (power, telecommunications/data, and gas) providers would 
be necessary. While it appears that this site could be relatively easily served by these utilities, 
determination of feasibility of access/extension of services and related costs is necessary. 

• As the Project moves forward, additional, and more targeted public engagement is 
recommended. While early assessment of sites has very little if any impact on the public, 
development of any or all the sites would have potentially significant impact even beyond 
landowners and/or adjacent properties. Engaging the public early and often can prevent 
community dissatisfaction and uncertainty later in the process. 

• Each step of the process will require funding of some kind to execute. To that end, the County 
should consider local, state, and federal resources for each step of the process and create a 
funding strategy early that provides the best opportunity for steady progress and successful 
completion of each step of the process.  

The  Stillwater County Light Industrial/Business Park Feasibility Study was funded in part by the Montana 
Department of Commerce and Big Sky Economic Development Trust Fund Program.  



 

 
 

Appendix  A  

Well Data from Groundwater Information Center 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Appendix  B  
Columbus 1 

Site Alternative Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost 

 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

  



 

 
 

Appendix  C  
Columbus Zoning Overview Map 

 


