TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 1

Applicant: LEWIS and CLARK COUNTY FOR BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 

This application received 4,356 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 1st out of 38 applications. 

The applicant’s bridge levy as a percent of MHI is 175 percent of the state median.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Cash
$   538,000
Funds committed.

Project Total
$1,038,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$26,409

51.8%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
53,800

18,649

Project Summary

History - Lewis and Clark County, through its 2000 Bridge Evaluation Report, has identified eight bridges that are in need of replacement.  A brief summary of the four most critical structures is listed below:

Elk Creek Road Bridge – The structure is located on the Elk Creek Road 2.6 miles west of Highway 435 and approximately ten miles southwest of Augusta. The bridge, which crosses Elk Creek, was constructed around 1915.  No major improvements have been made to the structure following a deck overlay in the 1970's.  The bridge serves as sole access to two ranch families, two other ranch properties, several recreational cabins, and a trailhead accessing the Lewis and Clark National Forest, Bob Marshall Wilderness and Scapegoat Wilderness.

Problem –

· the concrete deck is severely cracked and deteriorated, the concrete is in poor condition at both abutments, deck forms are severely corroded and in some cases have rusted through, steel stringers and floor beams are corroded,

· the steel truss elements are composed of mild steel limiting the load bearing capacity of the structure. The existing 7-ton weight limit does not allow passage of farm implements, county maintenance equipment, etc.,

· the east abutment wall is split down the center and significant scour has occurred  below the wall, and

· the bridge rail is substandard and incapable of absorbing vehicular impacts.       
Smith Creek Road Bridge – The structure is located on the Smith Creek Road 3.6 miles west of Highway 435 and approximately seven miles southwest of Augusta.  The structure crosses Smith Creek. The bridge was constructed in 1979.  No major improvements have been made to the structure. The bridge serves as sole access to two ranch families, three other ranch properties, several recreational cabins, and a trailhead accessing the Lewis and Clark National Forest, Bob Marshall Wilderness and Scapegoat Wilderness and is on a designated school bus route.

Problem –

· timber stringers are in poor condition with four timbers broken and five others badly cracked.  The timber deck is loose,

· steel girders and floor beams are corroded,

· one of the two interior steel girders is warped and has lost much of its load bearing capacity. The existing 8-ton weight limit does not allow passage of farm implements, fire fighting equipment, county maintenance equipment, etc.,

· concrete is in poor condition at both abutment footings,

· significant scour has occurred below the east abutment wall, and

· the bridge rail is substandard and incapable of absorbing vehicular impacts.

Lyons Creek Road Bridge – The structure is located on the Lyons Creek Road immediately west of the I-15 frontage road and approximately five miles south of Wolf Creek.  The structure crosses Little Prickly Pear Creek.  The bridge was constructed in 1897.  No major improvements have been made to the structure other than periodic replacement of the deck planks.  The bridge serves as sole access to sixteen year round residences, two ranch properties, several recreational cabins, and to a large area of the Helena National Forest.  Since the submittal of the application, the bridge collapsed under the weight of an excavator that exceeded the weight limit.  The county obtained a temporary “Bailey” bridge on loan from MDT
Problem – 

· timber stringers are beginning to crack and check,

· steel floor beams are corroded,

· steel truss elements are undersized and composed of mild steel limiting the load bearing capacity of the structure.  The existing 4-ton weight limit does not allow passage of farm implements, fire trucks, county maintenance equipment, propane and septic service trucks, etc.,

· significant scour has occurred below the east abutment wall,

· concrete is in extremely poor condition at the west abutment,

· the bridge rail is substandard and incapable of protecting the truss elements from vehicular impacts, and

· the lack of wingwall at the northeast corner of the bridge has allowed the approach fill to erode.

Sierra Road Bridge – The structure is located on Sierra Road one mile east of I-15 and approximately three miles north of Helena.  The structure crosses Ten Mile Creek.  The bridge was constructed in the 1960's.  Improvements were made to the structure in the 1980's.  The bridge is critical to emergency service response in the north-central Helena Valley and is the primary access to the Montana Law Enforcement Academy as well as being on a designated mail and school bus route.  

Problem – 

· the asphalt wearing surface is severely cracked and deteriorated,

· the timber stringers exhibit signs of decay at the bearing points and 26 timbers are severely cracked and checked,

· the steel girders and floor beams are corroded,

· the center steel girder is cast directly into the abutment walls preventing proper end rotation of the member,

· the lower flanges of exterior plate girders have been warped and damaged where the floor beams are supported,

· significant scour has occurred below the east abutment wall,

· the concrete is in poor condition at both abutments,

· the existing 10-ton weight limit does not allow passage of farm implements, heavy construction equipment, etc., and

· the bridge rail is substandard and incapable of absorbing vehicular impacts.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would replace all four bridges.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the most recent MDT inspection for the Elk Creek Road Bridge gave it a 19.7 NBI Sufficiency Rating (SR); the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a two; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a five, the superstructure a four and the substructure a four.  The most recent MDT inspection for the Smith Creek Bridge gave it a 37.4 NBI SR; the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a three; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a six, the superstructure a six and the substructure a eight.  The most recent MDT inspection for the Lyons Creek Road Bridge gave it a 21.5 NBI SR; the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a three; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a seven, the superstructure a six and the substructure six.  The most recent MDT inspection for the Sierra Road Bridge gave it a 42.4 NBI SR; the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a three; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a six, the superstructure a six and the substructure a six.  


The MDT ratings indicate that a serious deficiency exists in each of these four bridges and that the MDT considers them to be in need of replacement.  Based on the various ratings, all the bridges fall into the level four scoring criteria category.  The MDOC review engineer noted that there exists a significant threat to public health and safety, as the life of these bridges appears to be very short.  The four bridges will likely continue to deteriorate and may eventually be closed for safety purposes.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 756 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 35th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 36%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 28th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 11.8%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 26th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Financial Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.   Scores are assigned based on the degree to which applicants have ensured that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to applicants that appear to have done everything possible to ensure that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.

(Note: The financial analysis for bridge applications is unique to bridge applications only.  MDOC staff conducted the analysis and assigned a score, which was then manually inserted into the computerized financial assessment in place of the target rate analysis score.)

Bridge levy as a percent of MHI
 .07%

Bridge levy as it relates to the state median of .04 percent

175%

Entire levy as a percent of MHI

3.97%

Entire levy as it relates to the state median of 2.93 percent

135%

1999 mill value as a percent of 1986 mill value
144%

1999 bridge mills as a percent of 1986 bridge mills
217%

Ratio of 1999 bridge levy to 1986 bridge levy
313%


The applicant appropriates 8 mills of its all-purpose levy toward bridges.  The applicant stated that this equals the maximum number of mills that the county could levy if budgeting under a separate bridge mill levy.  The county has inventoried all of its bridges under 20‘, and in March of 2000 the county commission adopted the third edition of the County Bridge Evaluation Report.  A depreciation reserve fund has been established for bridges.  The applicant has spent $1,588,889 in bridge related activities in the last three years.  A ballot issue to consider raising  $19,000,000 for road maintenance and improvements was defeated at the polls in 1998.  The applicant stated that PILT money will be utilized to repair other bridges.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER provided all the required information in a clear, concise and organized manner and addressed all deficiencies associated with each of the four bridges.  Several design alternatives for replacement of the bridges were studied with the most efficient, low maintenance, and cost-effective one selected for each bridge.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified. 

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 700 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has intensely acted to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that it has thoroughly addressed its public facility needs through the preparation and subsequent adoption of the following documents: 2000 Bridge Evaluation Report, adopted in April, 2000; Road Evaluation Report, adopted in April, 1998; Bridge Standard, adopted in January 1999; Capital Improvements Plan, adopted with the fiscal year 2000 budget; Lewis and Clark County Parks Plan, adopted in the spring of 1998; Helena Area Wastewater Treatment Plan, adopted in the spring of 1998.  The applicant stated that it is in the process of updating their current comprehensive plan.  During this process, the county also formed a citizen advisory group, consisting of a cross-section of special interests throughout the county in order to represent their interests and advise the county as to the development of goals, objectives, and policies related to land use, natural environment, housing, economic development, transportation, utilities, and capital facilities.  A draft comprehensive plan update has been prepared and is in the public comment phase.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the application included a copy of the bridge evaluation report, the bridge standards, road evaluation report and the CIP.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with local funds.  The applicant included a letter from the commissioners committing to appropriate the necessary matching funds from the all-purpose levy fund and other revenues that may be available.  The funds will be available July 1, 2001.  The applicant stated that the majority of bridge replacements are funded by bridge mills assessed through local property taxes.  The applicant stated that the MDT allocates monies to counties through the off-system bridge program.  These monies are allocated as they become available without any predetermined schedule.  The Craig River Bridge is currently part of the MDT program, thus, funding for another bridge replacement will likely not be available for another five to ten years.  The applicant stated that the formation of a bridge rural improvement district was also not be considered a viable alternative as the structures are utilized by, and benefit the infrastructure of, the entire county.  


The applicant stated that in past years the county has received bridge funding from the Forest Service (USFS), BLM and DNRC for bridges that suited the specific needs of the agency providing the funding.  The applicant has determined that these bridges do not serve a specific need of these agencies, thus, funding was not considered feasible.  The applicant stated that it is USFS policy that unless bridges are located on National Forest property and have the primary purpose of providing access to National Forest property, they are not funded.  While Elk Creek, Smith Creek and Lyons Creek Bridges are key access points to National Forest properties, the bridges are not located within the National Forest boundary and their primary purpose is to serve county residents. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction of the bridge.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.


The applicant stated the development of a sound infrastructure, including the road and bridge network, is essential to maintaining the tax base of any community by promoting the retention and expansion of business.  The applicant stated that the replacement of the bridges identified in the application would assist in retaining current long-term, full-time jobs.  The Elk Creek and Smith Creek structures are key accesses to the Bob Marshall and Scapegoat Wilderness areas and heavily used by commercial outfitters and guides during the summer pack trip and fall hunting seasons.  The replacement of the Elk Creek, Smith Creek, and Lyons Creek areas will also retain local ranch jobs by allowing continued access to their properties as well as allowing heavy farm implements, loads of hay, livestock, etc. to cross the structures.  The applicant included letters of support from affected business and ranch owners.  The applicant stated that the Montana Law Enforcement Academy has been contacted regarding the replacement of the Sierra Road Bridge and stated that the structure is critical to future expansion of the facility.  The MDOC reviewer did not find documentation in the application to support this statement.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.


The applicant stated that public hearings were held in Lincoln, Helena, and Augusta in the year 2000.  The hearings were held in conjunction with regularly scheduled county commission meetings and were advertised in local newspapers.  The public was informed of the sources of funding for this project and the fact that it would not result in an increase in their taxes.  Minutes from the hearings and the public hearing notices were included in the application.  The application included over 35 letters of support ranging from affected private property owners, to local businesses, to federal and state agencies.  The applicant stated that the draft comprehensive plan lists the transportation network, including roads and bridges, as the number one priority for infrastructure improvement in each of the five individual planning areas.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the draft comprehensive plan, or pertinent sections thereof, were not included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 2

Applicant: ALDER WATER and SEWER DISTRICT, MADISON COUNTY 

FOR A WASTEWATER SYSTEM

This application received 4,328 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 2nd out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   500,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

RD
Grant
$   457,500
Contacted, application to be submitted.

RD
Loan
$   165,000
Contacted, application to be submitted.

Project Total
$1,722,500


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$18,883

71%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
172

69


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
N/A

N/A

N/A
-

-

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$11.33

$27.00

$63.56
-

238%

561%

Project Summary

History – The unincorporated community uses individual wells to obtain water.  The Ruby River is situated one mile to the west of Alder.  Alder Creek is located east of the town.  Wastewater treatment and disposal is presently accomplished in the community by use of individual on-site systems.  The county has placed a moratorium on the installation of new individual wastewater treatment systems because of the inability of on-site systems to meet current standards.  

Problem – Lack of a centralized wastewater system is a problem because:

· the groundwater table rises to within 1’ to 4’ of the ground surface causing on-site treatment systems to fail,  

· wells have experienced contamination,  

· there is a moratorium on any proposed new on-site systems; those wishing to repair or replace existing failed systems must receive a variance, and 

· several local businesses have been placed under state orders to improve or replace their current wastewater treatment systems or connect to a municipal system that will accept their wastewater. 

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· abandon the existing on-site septic tank/drainfield systems, 
· construct a conventional gravity collection system to serve the community,

· construct a treatment facility with two facultative storage lagoons,

· construct a lift station, and 

· discharge treated effluent using spray irrigation in the summer months.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the public health risks are existing, continual and long-term, and the incidence of illness and disease is imminent if the existing problem is not corrected.  The entire community is affected by the public health risks and the imposition of the moratorium on all new development in Alder.  The applicant adequately documented that the public health risks and environmental contamination are a direct result of the deficiencies.  While there are no state or federal directives for the community to rectify the problem, the DEQ has imposed numerous boil orders and health advisories against at least three commercial establishments.  The county-imposed moratorium has stopped all development in the community.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 828 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 12th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 43%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 13th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 13.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 18th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the applicant provided a comprehensive evaluation of the deficiencies in Alder and submitted a complete preliminary engineering report that included all the necessary information.  The proposed project will completely rectify the most serious deficiencies in Alder and will be designed in a manner that allows the communities of Laurin and Ruby to connect at a later date.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that the problems with Alder’s on-site wastewater treatment facilities have been ongoing for years and have only recently been realized by the community as a serious situation due to increased pressure from the Madison County Sanitarian and the DEQ Water Quality Bureau.  Meetings were held in the spring and fall of 1997 to gauge support for a community wastewater system.  The applicant stated that these meetings were well attended, however, the MDOC reviewer noted that there was no documentation of these two meetings included in the application.  The applicant stated that as a result, a steering committee was organized to work toward the goal of constructing a community wastewater system. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of RRGL, TSEP, CDBG and RD grants in combination with an RD loan.  The applicant stated that it would conduct an income survey to establish CDBG eligibility.  The MDOC reviewer noted that districts are not eligible to apply to CDBG but a county can apply on behalf of a district.  The Application did not address this issue.  Should an acceptable grant/loan package not become available to the District from RD, then the SRF program may be utilized.  Even with grant assistance from the TSEP program, the applicant will be 238 percent over the wastewater target rate established by MDOC.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system. The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that tourism, fishing and the recreation industry in the Alder area play a significant role in the area's economy.  The ability of these industries to sustain current levels of employment and to increase the number of jobs is tied directly to reducing the level of pollution into nearby Alder Creek and the Ruby River.  The applicant also stated that while the economic well being of the area has remained static for a number of years, the recent purchase of the Bovey properties at Virginia City and Nevada City by the State of Montana has opened up new opportunities for existing and potential businesses in the area.  The properties, overseen by the Montana Heritage Commission (MHC), are now under strong management and are proceeding in a rapid manner to market the facilities.  Alder is already experiencing spin-offs related to the increased tourism.  The applicant stated that this would benefit the existing area businesses and provide opportunities for new businesses looking to establish themselves.  However, due to the current moratorium on installation of wastewater systems, additional population and business growth is blocked.  The applicant included several letters indicating the need for sewer services from several present or potential business interests in Alder.  An example of job retention is the Oxbow Cafe.  After many years of trying to correct its water system, numerous DEQ enforcement orders contributed to the cafe’s closure, costing the community three to five jobs.  The KOA campground has received several letters from DEQ as well as a letter from the Department of Revenue threatening non-renewal of their license.  If the campground is forced to close an estimated three to five additional jobs may be lost.  The applicant stated that a landowner in the District is currently exploring the feasibility of building an eight-unit motel.  The developer has indicated they would not be interested in moving forward with the venture, and the jobs it would create, without first having a central public wastewater system to connect to.  However, no documentation to support this statement was included in the application.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that numerous newspaper articles were written and public hearings held, enabling the community to be well informed on the project.  On January 4, 2000, a public information meeting was held to discuss the project with the community.  The application included minutes and handouts relative to this meeting.  The applicant stated that the public meeting was well publicized with notices posted all around town and a phone tree was used to call residents.  Fourteen people attended.  A public hearing was held for the purpose of creating the county water and sewer district on January 11, 2000.  Minutes, the notice and handouts were included in the application.  Forty-three people attended.  A public hearing was conducted March 15, 2000, to formally discuss the wastewater facility plan and to give citizens an opportunity to offer final comment on the town's TSEP application.  Eighteen people were in attendance.  Copies of the advertisements, minutes, handouts and list of attendees for this meeting were included with the application.  Two handouts were distributed that contained presentation details and figures.  Wastewater rates were discussed at the hearing.  The application included numerous letters of support for the project from local and outside interests.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 3

Applicant: TOWN OF HOT SPRINGS FOR WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 4,200 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 3rd out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.  

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$     10,000
TA grant funds committed.

CDBG
Grant
$   400,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

RD
Loan
$   491,255
Contacted, application to be submitted.

RD
Grant
$1,326,336
Contacted, application to be submitted.

Applicant
Cash
$     16,000
Funds committed.

Project Total
$2,843,591


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$9,052

82%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
566

322


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$15.00

$15.00

$30.00
-

-

201%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$14.94

$39.44

$45.37
-

264%

304%

Project Summary

History - The original water system was installed in 1933.  The last major upgrade to the water system was completed in 1987.  The upgrade replaced some of the varying sized cast iron and galvanized pipe installed about 40 years ago. The upgrade also included improving two of the three wells.  DEQ imposed a boil order in 1997 after coliforms were detected in the water system.  The source of the contamination has not been determined.

Problem - The town's water system has the following deficiencies:

· water hammer problems with the submersible pumps,

· worn pumps,

· inadequate disinfection equipment,

· aging and an inadequate distribution of fire hydrants,

· 10,600' of undersized (2" and 4") distribution mains,

· leaking distribution lines (30 percent loss), 

· aging galvanized service lines that are also contributing to the leaking problem,

· aging cast iron pipe (140 breaks in ten years),

· dead-end mains,

· inadequate isolation valving, and

· negative water pressure in some parts of town when using fire hydrants.
Note: The proposed solution would not address the inadequate disinfection problem, or problems with the pumps.  Therefore, those deficiencies were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.

Proposed Solution - The proposed project would:

· replace all the galvanized services and replace 25,700' of aging cast iron mains with PVC pipe,

· install 60 isolation valves, and

· replace or add 55 fire hydrants.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that although only violations of design standards are present, these deficiencies do potentially represent a significant threat to public health or safety.  The low-pressure situations caused by the leaking distribution system and the undersized mains have the potential to introduce illness or disease causing organisms into the system.  This potential exists every time a leak occurs or a hydrant is used.  Based on the frequent occurrence of leaks, (approximately one leak per month over the past ten years), serious consequences that affect public health have high probability of occurring in the near-term.  Although no health or safety problems can be identified that are clearly attributable to the system deficiencies, the 1997 boil order is an indication that the system is vulnerable to contamination.  Given the nature of these deficiencies, it was determined that there is a high probability that a serious consequence affecting public health will ultimately occur, and that there is a reasonable to high probability that it will occur in the near-term as a result of unpredictable circumstances.   

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 900 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 5th Quintile = 360 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 1st out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 80%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 2nd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 38.6%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 4th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that computer modeling of the water system should have been included to verify the extent of the proposed main replacement as well as the diameters of new pipes.  However, given the failing condition of the existing distribution system, the lack of modeling was considered only a minor issue and the proposed solution by the applicant is appropriate.  It was assumed that computer modeling of the water system would be completed before the completion of the final design as was indicated in the application.


Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the town has drilled another well, expanded the system, or replaced more of the wooden pipes approximately every ten years.  The town adopted a water system improvement master plan in 1983.  A leak detection study was conducted in 1985.  The study was included in the application.  A major system improvement, completed in 1987 at a total project cost of $432,650, replaced undersized piping, looped water mains, installed new pumps on wells #1 and #2, constructed a new well house building for well #1, and improved the storage facility.  The improvements also included a water system improvement master plan, which was also included in the application.

The DHES conducted sanitary survey in 1995 found eight minor deficiencies in the system.  The system is metered and a wellhead protection plan was completed in 1995, however, new DEQ rules require that this plan be updated.  In 1997, a consultant reviewed the system as a result of the contaminated samples discovered that year.  The source of the contamination was not conclusively identified.  Both of these studies concluded that the operation and maintenance of the system, and the operator's training were adequate.

The water rates were increased to $8.80 per month in 1987.  The current water rate is $15.00, allowing the town to save  $40,000 for major repairs.  The proposed rate structure includes a contribution to reserves of $4.00 per month per user.  Reserves acquired at this rate would accumulate to at least $250,000 within ten years and be able to internally fund much of the required improvements needed in subsequent projects.  Continued growth of the fund will also allow incremental expansion of the system, as developers demand the services.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, CDBG, and RD grants in combination with an RD loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that Hot Springs needs to access almost all the infrastructure funding agencies available to complete this project.  The applicant contacted RD and plans to submit an application late this summer.  The town will submit a CDBG application in May 2001.  RD would need to replace TSEP funding if the grant was not awarded.  The MDOC reviewer noted the applicant provided detailed spreadsheets on user rates depicting the alternative funding packages.  The rates are already over 200 percent of target rate.  The proposed rate, with TSEP funding would be at 264 percent of target rate and would be at 304 percent without TSEP, making TSEP funding critical to this project. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that at this time there are no businesses in Hot Springs that have expansion plans.  However, the applicant also stated that the improvements would encourage businesses to expand and locate in Hot Springs.  The manager of the local Bank, stated he has visited with new businesses interested in moving to Hot Springs and that they all require water and sewer.  One local firm has approached local development staff for information about assistance with business expansion possibilities.  The plans are embryonic at this time but the owner estimates that he can create eight to ten new industrial jobs as his business expands.  Property owners on the edge of town have begun development plans, but there is limited or no town water service to these outlying properties.  The town’s policy for the provision of water service to new homes requires that the property be annexed to the town.  This annexation would expand the tax base of the town and increase its ability to provide necessary services.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that a public hearing was held March 2, 1999, and a consultant spoke to the council about applying for a grant to complete a water master plan.  Minutes were included in the application.  A grant was awarded by the CDBG program to help fund a water engineering report.  Another public hearing was held on April 5, 2000 in the senior citizen center after a noon potluck.  Over 60 members of the community stayed after the dinner to listen to the presentation.  Copies of the sign-in sheet, the published public hearing notices, and the minutes of the hearing were included in the application.  The public was presented with the results of the water system study, and the recommended solution.  The public was informed that for every $100,000 raised in grant funding; individual user costs would decrease approximately $1.75 per month. The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant provided detailed spreadsheets on user rates depicting the alternative funding packages.

The application included letters of support from various businesses, county government, and tribal government personnel.  A petition supporting water system improvements, signed by 128 members of the community over a two-day period, was also included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 4

Applicant: WHITEWATER WATER and SEWER DISTRICT, PHILLIPS COUNTY 

FOR A WASTEWATER SYSTEM

This application received 4,156 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 4th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   236,895
Discussed with staff.

SRF 
Loan
$   226,074
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Project Total
$1,062,969


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$24,904

53%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
95

43


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
N/A

N/A

N/A
-

-

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$14.94

$47.39

$110.36
-

317%

739%

Project Summary

History – The Whitewater Community is currently utilizing individual septic tanks and drain fields.  Residents depend on a shallow groundwater aquifer for their potable water.  A study done by the Phillips County Sanitarian indicated that the groundwater source contains several harmful contaminants.  DEQ currently requires the Whitewater school to treat water supplied to the school’s drinking fountains because of high nitrate levels.  Giardia lamblia were detected in one of the school wells that resulted in human illness.  There is currently a moratorium on new hook-ups.

Problem – The district’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· failing septic systems,

· shallow, and in some cases hand-dug wells, in conjunction with a high groundwater table, and

· many of the existing septic systems violate the state requirement of 100’ of separation between drain fields and wells.

Proposed Solution –The proposed project would:

· abandon existing septic systems by draining and filling the tanks with sand, 

· install a gravity collection system,

· install gravity out-fall lines from the collection system to a new central treatment facility or, if topography will not permit the use of the gravity flow, a sewer lift station and force main would be installed, and

· construct a new central wastewater treatment facility consisting of a total retention lagoon.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the configuration of lots makes use of septic systems inappropriate for this area since there is insufficient separation between septic systems and wells.  Some lot sizes are small and the soils have a very high transmissivity that allows quick movement of the septic discharge.  When it can be demonstrated that background nitrate levels are lower than the high nitrate levels in wells, it is an indicator that insufficiently treated septic tank effluent does reach many of the wells.  Since there was significant variance in the nitrate levels it is very probable that the nitrate source originates with the septic systems and, although below the MCL for nitrates, it does indicate insufficient treatment.  The problem is continual and long-term, and unless a central sewer system is put in place, it is likely that serious health problems will occur imminently if they have not already occurred.  There are currently no state or federal directives for the community to rectify the problem because the problem exists with individual systems and not a public system.  The MDOC review engineer noted that this does not make the problem any less serious.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 756 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 28th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 29%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 35th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 21%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 8th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer stated that the PER did a thorough job of evaluating possible alternative solutions.  There is some concern over the potential disturbance of wetlands.  The MDOC review engineer stated that actual wetlands have not been definitely identified at the site, but further research and possible mitigation will need to be addressed.  This could drive project costs up, however, a contingency fund has been provided.  This minor issue does not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant. 

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that in the fall of 1997, Phillips County in conjunction with the PhillCo Economic Growth Council, conducted an informational meeting concerning water and wastewater issues. The applicant stated that residents of Whitewater participated in the county’s “Around the County Meetings” in the summer of 1999 and, as a result, the project was added to Phillco’s Overall Economic Development Plan/Strategic Plan.  The Phillips County Whitewater Water and Sewer District was created in April of 1998.  In August of 1999, the district assessed a one-time tax assessment to cover district expenses.  A wastewater facility plan was adopted by the district in December of 1999.  DEQ approved the plan in February of 2000.  Based on the results of a community needs and income survey conducted in 1999, a CIP was prepared and adopted by the district in April of 2000.  A copy of the survey results and the CIP were included in the application.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources. 


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, and RRGL grants in combination with an SRF loan.  The RD program indicated that the district is eligible for a loan but not for any grant assistance.  An SRF loan will be used because the rates and terms are more favorable than RD’s or local banks.  The INTERCAP program was not considered since the ten-year term and variable interest rates were not favorable to the district.  The district has contacted the congressional delegation seeking federal funds for the project.  The applicant stated that the school board trustees have expressed a willingness to pursue a school district wide assessment to assist with the debt service obligation since the school will be the largest beneficiary of the wastewater system.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant conducted an income survey and determined that the LMI percentage is 39 percent, however, the minutes of the April 13, 2000, public hearing indicate that the applicant plans to target LMI households in order to qualify for CDBG funding.  With grant assistance from the TSEP program the applicant will be 317 percent over the wastewater target rate established by MDOC.  As a result, a TSEP grant is critical to keeping user rates reasonably affordable.


The MDOC reviewer noted that the proposed project would provide $11,628 in benefits per household.  The TSEP Application Guidelines state that the grant request should not exceed $7,500 per benefited household.  MDOC does not recommend the full amount of the grant requested unless the following tests are met:

1. a serious deficiency exists in a community facility or service, or the community lacks the facility or service entirely; and adverse consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency have occurred, or are likely to occur; and the proposed project will correct the deficiencies; and 

2. as a result of the water or wastewater project, user rates would be at least two times the community’s “target rate” (based upon the projected monthly rates with TSEP assistance); and 

3. other sources of funding are not reasonably available.


The applicant met all of the above tests, therefore, MDOC recommends the full $500,000 grant as requested.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the proposed project would not result in the creation or retention of a substantial number of long-term, full-time jobs for Montanans.  However, with the current moratorium, new on-site septic systems would not be allowed in the district.  The applicant stated that with a new wastewater collection and treatment facility, the moratorium would be lifted allowing for additional expansion and new construction. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.


The applicant stated that the Phillips County Whitewater Water and Sewer District was created in April of 1998.  On July 8, 1998, the district held its first public hearing on the developments of the newly created district and funding needs.  On March 18, 1999, the district held a public meeting relative to the preliminary findings within the wastewater facility plan and water system study.  The minutes of this meeting and the attendance sheet were included in the application.  A public hearing was conducted on September 1, 1999, relative to a one-time tax levy to cover administrative and other expenses of the district.  The district published two hearing notices and mailed notices to landowners and residents.  A copy of the legal affidavit and notices were included in the application.  In 1999, the district levied the one-time tax assessment.  In the summer of 1999, Phillips County conducted “Around the County Meetings”.  The MDOC reviewer noted that four persons from Whitewater where listed on the attendance sheet.  In November of 1999, the district conducted a community needs and income survey.  The applicant stated that 64 percent of the surveys were returned. The applicant stated that the results indicated that water quality was the highest priority, along with street and road conditions. The county has placed the highway to Whitewater as their top priority.  A water study was conducted in conjunction with the wastewater facility plan project.  Due to limited funds, the district decided to construct the wastewater project first.  On December 8, 1999, the district again held a public hearing to solicit public comments on the draft wastewater facility plan.  The minutes, attendance sheet, meeting notice, and the legal affidavit were included in the application.  The district held another public hearing on April 13, 2000, to obtain public comments regarding an application to the TSEP program.  The attendance sheet and hearing notice were included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that user rates were addressed at both of these hearings.  The application included letters of support from the county commissioners, the county sanitarian, and Whitewater public schools.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 5

Applicant: Town of Virginia City for Wastewater SYSTEM Improvements

This application received 4,132 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 5th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

EDA
Grant
$   500,000
Application has not yet been submitted as stated.

SRF
Loan
$   724,000
Contacted, project on priority list, application was to have been submitted by July 2000, but had not been received by the end of November.

Applicant
Cash
$     23,460
Funds committed, partially expended.

Project Total
$1,847,460


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$22,917

73%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
175

123


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$17.25

$7.00

$24.25
-

-

64%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$37.81

$49.70

$75.01
-

131%

198%

Project Summary

History - Virginia City’s wastewater system was constructed in 1974.  It is composed of two facultative lagoons for treatment, which is then discharged to a single infiltration cell for groundwater disposal.  Nevada City uses individual septic systems, which are failing, and also utilizes individual wells that are shallow.  Ground water in Nevada City is only 2’ to 4’ below the ground surface.

Problem - The town’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:
· total detention time is 90 days, resulting in insufficient treatment,

· existing facultative lagoons are located immediately adjacent to and between two branches of Alder Creek, which severely limits space for pond expansion,

· treatment ponds rarely discharge to the infiltration cells demonstrating that all of the measured inflow into the lagoons (less evaporation) is leaking into the groundwater system,

· BOD loading exceeds state standards, which results in periodic odor problems,

· lagoon embankments are subject to erosion at the toes of the embankments, and

· embankments exceed the 3:1 slope requirement. 
Proposed Solution - The proposed project would: 

· abandon the current wastewater treatment ponds (de-water, lower embankments, cover bottoms with soil and re-vegetate entire area), 

· construct a collection system for Nevada City, which would then be connected to the Virginia City system, and

· construct two wastewater ponds for treatment and winter storage, and an irrigation system to dispose of treated wastewater effluent on nearby cropland.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.

The MDOC review engineer noted that the existing treatment system serving Virginia City is inadequate and non-functional from a wastewater treatment perspective.  The original design of the Virginia City treatment facility was for 150 people, in addition, it did not consider the seasonal impact of tourism on the treatment facility.  As a result, wastewater flows currently range from 40,000 to 60,000 gallons per day.  Estimated current detention times range between 28 and 60 days, far less than the 180 days required by DEQ.  The severe lagoon leakage is likely contaminating the Nevada City water supply and degrading Alder Creek.  Nevada City is located less than one mile down gradient of the lagoon system. The Nevada City residents are served by on-site drainfield systems and private wells.  Public health and safety is at risk due to groundwater degradation resulting from the Virginia City treatment system leakage and the substandard drainfields in Nevada City.  Illness and disease resulting from incidental short-term or casual contact is possible in the near-term due to short-term, casual or incidental contact.  In addition, a failure of the lagoon embankment due to continued erosion or serious flooding would result in serious environmental damage and endanger public health and safety.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 25th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 38%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 23rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 12.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 21st out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER was very well done.  Information relative to sludge quantities and quality that could have an impact on the project was not extensively developed.  However, funds for remediation were included, which the reviewer assumed to include sludge disposal.  It was not felt that the missing information was of any significance.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 700 Points
The applicant clearly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has intensely acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that a comprehensive area-wide water and sewer plan was developed for Madison County in 1970.  As a result, the town replaced old lines, improved the spring source, and added a 100,000 gallon reservoir to the water system in 1971.  The wastewater system was constructed in 1973.  In 1983, the town extended water and sewer mains to the southeast portion of the town.  A chlorination facility was added to the water system, along with 12,000’ of new distribution and transmission mains, in 1987.  In 1999, the town added a 500,000 gallon storage tank and 3,000’ of transmission main to the water system.  In addition to the water and sewer projects, the town has made several other significant expenditures the last few years to improve various public facilities.  

Because of concern about the inadequate fire protection available for the commercial/historical area of the town, an updated water system analysis was conducted in 1995.  The town has completed community needs assessments in 1987, 1988, and again in 1992.  The 1992 survey results were included in the application.  A comprehensive master plan study was completed for Virginia City in 1995.  The plan addressed all aspects of the present and future development including historic preservation, population, economy, employment, housing, land development, design standards and public facilities.  Results from the needs assessments were used to establish goals and objectives in guiding development of the plan.  A CIP was approved in 1997, covering the community’s water, wastewater and street system facilities.  The 1995 plan and the 1997 CIP were included in the application.  The town is currently in the process of updating its comprehensive plan by incorporating the growth policy requirements established by the 1999 legislature.  The application also included the 1999 update to the Madison County Comprehensive Plan.  

Some concerns have been raised from local citizens as to whether or not this project will open the gates for unlimited and uncontrolled growth in the area.  The treatment facility will be designed to provide for moderate growth (around ten percent) and thus the system will eventually limit growth.  The option for allowing Nevada City area users to hook on is considered a one-time occurrence, since the line is going by them anyway.  The town would not be required to provide any future hookups outside the Nevada City area, although they could if deemed feasible.  At this time, the council feels a responsibility to provide for future sewer hookups within the city limits rather than adding additional hookups west of town.

The applicant stated that from 1982 to 1987, the council raised the water rates from $4.25 per month to $8.85.  The town raised the water rates to $12.25 in 1990 to help fund a project at that time.  Finally in 1999, water rates were increased to $17.25 to fund the storage project and provide reserves for future projects.  At the same time, the cost to hook up to the system was raised from $250 to $750.  The sewer rate has remained at $7.00 per user, per month, for a number of years.  The primary reason the rate was kept so low was that O&M costs on the collection system were minimal since the lines were in good condition, and O&M was deemed useless on the treatment system since it was in such a dilapidated condition.  The town has now realized that it can barely make the debt payments, and that it must raise its rates now rather than wait until the proposed project is implemented.  At a meeting on April 20, 2000, a new ordinance had its first reading, which will raise the sewer rate to $13.00 per user/month and the cost to hook up from $250 to $750.  This new rate, which will go into effect around the first of July, will allow the town to adequately cover debt payments as well as establish a reserve of around $10,000 per year.  

The problems with the treatment facility can be traced to poor design and construction, and the aging of the system.  Although some of the early DEQ inspection reports note “no discharge,” it was not until the 1996 inspection that deficiencies related to violation of standards were identified. 
Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL and EDA grants in combination with an SRF loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that TSEP grant assistance is essential and without TSEP funding the project will not proceed.  While all funding sources are not firmly committed, each has been contacted and has expressed interest in the project.  The EDA program has indicated an interest in funding the project, but that its funds would probably not be available for this project until the federal fiscal year 2002.  The CDBG and RD programs are considered as backup sources of funding at this time.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant thoroughly evaluated all of the various funding sources.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that additional population and business growth is limited.  The Virginia City/Nevada City area is in a unique situation.  Because of the recent purchase of the Bovey properties by the State of Montana, there are new opportunities for both existing and potentially new businesses in the area.  The state properties are now overseen by the Montana Heritage Commission (MHC), which provides strong management and marketing of the properties.  These combined factors should result in a continued growth of tourism in the area.  This obviously will not only benefit the existing area businesses (including the MHC properties), but will also provide opportunities for new businesses. 

The applicant stated that while the town has not yet set an official moratorium on sewer hookups, the town has not allowed any new hookups by large commercial entities.  Only a handful of residential hookup permits have been issued over the last few years.  At the height of the season, more than 200 employees, volunteers and concessionaires work with state owned resources, while an additional 100 or so private business employees in state owned facilities play a significant role in the economy of the town.  At least some, if not all, of these jobs are in jeopardy if sufficient wastewater facilities are not in place in order to ensure proper health and safety to the public. 

There is a concern that should the DEQ pursue enforcement action, businesses in town may be shut down.  Some businesses, particularly bars, restaurants and hotels, may be impacted by their potential inability to obtain licenses from the state.  Such an occurrence would obviously result in the loss of a substantial number of jobs.  There are similar concerns about the situation of Nevada City. Of particular concern are several cabins, rented to tourists on a nightly basis, that do not have adequate wastewater disposal systems.  Should the county sanitarian take enforcement action, the MHC may have to discontinue use of these cabins and probably close down the other tourist attractions in the area that require public restroom facilities.  This would result in a loss of not only several jobs directly related to these facilities, but also the potential for jobs associated with the Nevada City Hotel and Star Bakery Restaurant should tourists quit frequenting the area due to the inability to view Nevada City attractions.  

The proposed project and its direct result in a business expansion are not as clear cut as job retention.  The applicant stated that talks regarding a railroad museum, railroad tracks, and a privately funded major hotel have occurred, although they are still in the early planning stages.  The proposed improvements will expand the existing tax base by providing the basic public infrastructure necessary to support economic and business growth along with increased population.  By providing the basic services necessary to afford business and population growth, expansion of the tax base is encouraged.  The proposed wastewater treatment project will also allow a significant portion of town, the northern section, to be opened up for growth.  This area is not currently served by a central wastewater system. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that the wastewater system problems have been discussed at town meetings since 1995.  The proposed project has also been on the agenda at MHC meetings. Several Virginia City and Nevada City residents often attend these meetings, which are typically held either in Virginia City or Helena.  The application contains numerous excerpts of minutes from the town meetings dating back to October 5, 1995, and also from the MHC meetings.  At meetings in December of 1998 and January and July of 1999, to discuss the preliminary findings of the wastewater facility plan and to solicit comments.  The estimated costs for the new system were discussed at these meetings.  A range of $26 to $35 per user per month was stated.  The application contains the advertisement, sign in list, handouts, and minutes of the July public hearing.  In January of 2000, the council held a special meeting to discuss the close out of a current water project and the proposed wastewater project.  Letters were sent out to the residents and businesses in the Nevada City corridor.  The council decided that consensus with the Heritage Commission must also be obtained.  The town’s engineer gave a presentation to the MHC during a meeting in Helena on February 9, 2000.  The application contains a copy of the informational handout.  The MHC was supportive of partnering with the town on the project and offered $1,500 for their share of producing the application.  On April 20, 2000, the council held another public hearing on the TSEP application, which was advertised in the local newspaper.  Notices of the meeting were also placed at the post office, town hall and courthouse.  In addition to the council members, 26 people were in attendance.  Copies of the legal notice, poster, agenda, handouts, minutes, and list of attendees for this meeting are included in the application.  The applicant stated that it was discussed at the hearing that average wastewater rates would increase between $32.45 and $68.90 depending on the funding sources involved, but that the information was inadvertently left out of the minutes.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the information was included in the handout provided to the public. 

The applicant stated that several people spoke up in support of the project.  One letter was received and read at the hearing that objected to Nevada City being included in the project while the rest of Virginia City was not.  The council noted that Nevada City is being included because the outfall line is going right through the area and the users, who are already in place, are willing to pay for collection system improvements.  The council also noted that once the north area of the town is ready to expand, the property owners could get together and pass a SID to pay for the collection system improvements and wastewater treatment expansion if required.  Several organizations and individuals from both within and outside of the community sent letters of support for the project.  

The town completed community needs assessments in 1987, 1988, and again in 1992.  A CIP was approved in 1997, covering the community’s water, wastewater and street system facilities.  The highest priority now remaining is this project.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 6

Applicant: TOWN OF FROID FOR WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,948 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 6th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $390,600.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$390,600
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$  33,000
Application to be submitted July 2001.

CDBG
Grant
$347,600
Application to be submitted 2001.

CDBG
Grant
$  10,000
TA grant funds committed.

Project Total
$781,200


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$14,861

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
192

118


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$54.00

$14.00

$68.00
-

-

277%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$24.52

$68.00

$94.99
-

277%

387%

Project Summary

History – The town’s wastewater system dates back to the mid-1900s.  A majority of the sewer mains are constructed of clay tile pipe over 50 years old.  The three-cell facultative lagoon and primary lift station, including the modification of a second lift station, were constructed in 1994, with new controls and pumps installed in 1996.
Problem – The town’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· sewer main plugs resulting in raw sewage backing up into buildings,

· increased operation and maintenance costs due to current sewer main flushing/cleaning  requirements,

· infiltration/inflow problems, and

· rising electrical consumption due to lift stations frequently operating to handle the infiltration entering the collection system.

Proposed Solution -  The proposed project would:

· replace approximately 9,000’ of sewer mains, and 

· replace 31 manholes.                                                                                                 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that a serious public health risk have occurred in portions of the community and will continue to occur on a periodic basis, and with greater frequency in the future, as the collection system ages.  No illness, disease or gross environmental pollution has occurred but the potential for these hazards to occur in the near-term is significant.  Based on letters in the application, users that had blockages in nearby sewer lines experienced substantial property loss and cleaning bills from raw sewage entering their homes.  The application indicated that groundwater was also being polluted as a result of the problem with the sewer system.  However, no evidence was provided to support this statement.   

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 828 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 6th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 45%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 11th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 12.6%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 22nd out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER provided a cursory response to the requirements of the PER outline and lacked specific supporting information required to verify project need.  The PER was not comprehensive in addressing the entire wastewater treatment and collection system.  While the sewage collection system has obvious problems, a thorough evaluation of the system was not provided.  The PER did not evaluate the sewage treatment systems and the two lift stations.  The basis and scope of the alternative selected was not well defined, although affordability was a primary factor in determining the size of the project.  These potentially significant issues that were not addressed raise serious questions regarding the selected alternative and whether this project will address the problems now and in the future.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 700 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has intensely acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the development of the proposed project was initiated eight years ago, with the completion of an income survey and community needs assessment in 1992.  In 1997, the town, in conjunction with the Great Northern Development Corporation (GNDC), conducted public hearings and a community needs assessment.  With assistance from GNDC, the town developed an Overall Economic Development Plan and a CIP.  In October of 1997, the applicant adopted the CIP.  Both of these documents were included in the application.  The applicant stated that the deficiencies with the wastewater system are not the result of inadequate operation and maintenance, but that the sewer mains have surpassed their design expectancy.  Since 1997, the wastewater system’s O&M budget has been increased to compensate for the rapid deterioration of the 50-year-old vitrified clay-tiled pipes that facilitate infiltration and inflow problems and increased electrical costs.  The consequences of the increased O&M costs have been less reserves to finance the replacement of sewer mains.  To budget for this project, the applicant increased user rates to subsidize the replacement costs.  The $7.00 sewer base fee was increased to $10.00 in November of 1997 and to $14.00 in May of 1999.  The applicant stated that between 1993 and 1996 the town spent $1.2 million for a new water treatment plant.  Problems associated with the new water plant’s operation and maintenance have caused the community to encounter revenue losses.   

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package using TSEP and CDBG grants and an SRF loan.  The applicant stated that it is unable to meet the conditions of a large long-term obligation associated with RD and conventional financing due to current rates.  The applicant investigated the RRGL program but determined that the $100,000 maximum grant was too low.  If needed, the applicant may access the INTERCAP program for interim financing.  The applicant also stated that it does not have available the option to raise sewer rates to assist in financing the proposed project as rates would not be affordable. The town’s user rates are currently 277 percent of the combined target rate established by MDOC, and to implement this project using loan funds the user rates would need to be raised again.  As a result, a TSEP grant is essential to keeping user rates reasonably affordable.  The applicant stated it has had discussions with the CDBG program relative to the financial hardships faced by the town and based on these discussions, the applicant stated that it would appeal to the CDBG program to waive the 25 percent local match requirement due to hardship.  The applicant stated that a needs survey was conducted in 1992 which documented a LMI percentage of 54 percent.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that 12 businesses and the school system, are at risk because of the inadequate wastewater system.  With Main Street having the worst section of deteriorated sewer mains, the majority of businesses in the town would be exposed to raw sewage if the wastewater system should fail.  The applicant stated that another repercussion that may discourage businesses interested in relocating or expanding is the ground water contamination affiliated with the collection system’s infiltration and inflow problems.  The applicant included three letters that stated raw sewage had backed up into their basements.  The applicant is not aware of any local business expansion that would occur as a result of this project.  The Applicant stated the wastewater system is not able to handle more flow, and the infiltration and inflow problems in the collection system would not allow any manufacturing or light commercial industries to operate. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that in 1992 an income survey was conducted door-to-door, with telephone calls as a follow-up measure, to ensure a valid response.  These efforts resulted in 93 out of 100 surveys being received, documenting a 54 percent LMI level.  A copy of the survey and its results were included in the application.  The town updated its community needs assessment in 1997.  The application included numerous newspaper articles and press releases relative to the assessment.  While developing a CIP, public hearings were held on September 9, 1996 and September 23, 1997 to provide opportunities for residents of the town to express comments and concerns regarding the town’s community development needs and priorities for economic development, housing and community revitalization and public facilities.  The applicant held a public hearing relative to the project on April 10, 2000.  The applicant stated that it does not anticipate an increase in taxes, special assessments or user charges as a result of the proposed project because the current rate structure coupled with a decrease in O&M costs will cover the proposed debt.  The minutes, attendance sheets, legal affidavits and posters relative to the meetings were included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 7

Applicant: TOWN OF NASHUA FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,940 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 7th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF 
Loan
$   276,179
Application submitted and rates in place.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   450,000
Application to be submitted in May 2001.

Applicant
Cash
$       7,756
Funds committed.

Project Total
$1,333,935


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$16,550

63%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
381

164


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$21.50

$  5.75

$27.25
-

-

100%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$27.31

$47.00

$67.64
-

172%

248%

Project Summary

History – The town’s wastewater system lagoons were built in 1965.  The town purchased land in 1995 in anticipation of the proposed wastewater system improvements.  The town completed an emergency sewer main replacement in 1999.

Problem – The town's wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· lagoons leak, causing accelerating erosion of the bank and creating a health hazard, at times the lagoon has had to be pumped out onto an adjacent field to avoid overflow and complete loss of the bank.  

· lift station overflows into the storm sewer, which takes the waste directly to the river, 

· lack of back-up power causes raw sewage to flow to the Milk River during some power outages or when the system becomes temporarily overloaded, and 

· lagoon bank erosion caused by a combination of seepage from the lagoon through the bank and natural meandering of the Milk River.

Proposed Solution –  The proposed project would:

· reconstruct the treatment system to include a lined, three-celled flow through discharging facultative lagoon,
· install new lift-station pumps, and
· install a generator at the lift station for back-up power.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points
Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.

The MDOC review engineer noted that environmental damage has occurred as a result of lift station bypasses and degradation of state waters is most likely occurring as a result of the severe lagoon leakage.  The system's deficiencies violate federal and state water quality standards.  Any water quality violation represents a significant threat to the public when public access exists.  The community has no way of controlling the area down gradient of the leakage/discharge to prevent human contact.  Human contact can occur through vectoring even if people are kept out of the danger area.

When scoring the project, it was determined that the existing deficiencies constitute a serious threat to the environment and to public health and safety.  The deficiencies are long-term, continual and affect the entire community, and illness or disease is possible in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact.  However, downstream Milk River recreational users and residents are most at risk from potential health hazards.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 720 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 8th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 51%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 9th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 20.5%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 9th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the engineers did a model job in evaluating the wastewater system.  There were no issues of any significance that were not adequately discussed.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the town has been pursuing ways of solving the erosion problem with the Milk River encroachment since 1986.  A preliminary engineering study was prepared in 1992 that suggested the need for a facility plan; however, the town opted to proceed with a water supply tank project that was considered a higher need.  In 1994, the town commissioned a study of the lagoon system that determined that the lagoons must be leaking excessively and advised the town to purchase nearby land for expansion away from the Milk River.  The land was purchased in 1995.  In 1997, the town installed a meter on the lift station discharge in order to monitor flows.  The town finally hired an engineer in 1998 to produce a facility plan.  

The town has received a discharge permit, which requires that the proposed improvements be constructed.  The letter of approval was contained in the application.  An emergency sewer line replacement was completed in 1999.  The town funded a water system analysis in 1994, which determined that the water storage tank was in a serious state of disrepair.  It was made the highest priority in the town’s 1992 CIP and the improvements were completed in 1996.  In 1999, the town conducted a new needs assessment and updated the CIP.  The comprehensive CIP, included in the application, was adopted in March 2000.  The resolution adopting the CIP requires that it be updated annually.  The CIP indicates that wastewater system improvements are the town's highest priority.  The applicant said the town exhausted all reserves on an emergency sewer main repair in 1999, but is now again building its reserves through rate increases.  The CIP calls for a continuation of the fund for sewer line replacement.  

Water rates increased from $4.25 in 1995 to $22 by 1999.  Since 1999, sewer rates have increased from $5.75 to the current $21.50, and will increase to $26.25 in July 2001.  The resolution for the sewer rate increase was included in the application.

The MDOC reviewer noted that there was a long time lag between when the town first knew of the seepage problem and when it finally took action to proceed with the proposed project.  The town has been aware of the seepage problem since 1970, when the state Department of Health sent a letter of concern.  That letter referred to the town having a plan to try and stop the seepage, but the plan was not implemented.  In 1977, the state again informed the town of its concerns over both the erosion of the lagoon bank and the leakage from the lagoon.  The state decided not to renew the town’s discharge permit in 1979.  In 1992, a report was prepared by Northern Montana College and Montana Rural Water Systems noting continuous discharge.  The town was cited by DEQ for illegal discharge from its lagoon in 1993.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, and RRGL grants in combination with an SRF Loan.  The town is not eligible for RD assistance, as they do not have water meters nor do they plan to install them at this time.  The town’s engineer determined that meters are not economically justified, so the town will wait to install meters until the advent of the Dry Prairie Rural Water System which is expected to require the meters.  According to the applicant, the maximum ten-year loan term from INTERCAP, and commercial banks' high interest rates would make payments unaffordable for the residents, therefore, the SRF program will be used for the loan portion of the package.  

Without TSEP funding the rates would be 248 percent of the target rate, making TSEP funds critical to constructing the improvements, since no other grant funds would be available. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that even though business development is a high priority in the CIP, the project would not result in any business expansion.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the town’s proposed improvements should at least maintain, if not encourage expansion of the tax base.  The town does attract residents from the more costly living areas such as Fort Peck and Glasgow.    However, but if rates continue to increase those residents may decide not to locate to Nashua, thus decreasing the potential for expansion of the tax base. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that the town conducted an income survey in 1994, with an 85 percent response rate.  A comprehensive CIP was adopted as a result of that survey, which was included in the application.  The CIP clearly states that the wastewater system improvements are the highest-ranking priority.  The town also conducted another needs survey in 1999, with an 80 percent response rate.  The applicant held hearings on the proposed improvements in January and February of 1999.  On February 26, 1999, a meeting, which 23 people attended, was held at the senior center to discuss issues facing the water and sewer system.  Thirty-two residents were in attendance at a hearing held on March 26, 1999 to discuss the proposed lagoon system improvements.  The consultants discussed the cost per household at a hearing on February 1, 2000 before a crowd of 17.  The hearing also included discussion about the submission of the TSEP application, the proposed CIP, and the needs assessment.  Copies of sign-in sheets, agendas, minutes, and affidavits of legal notice publications, from all aforementioned meetings and hearings were included in the application.  The Application also included letters of support, and news articles pertaining to the wastewater improvements.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No.  8

Applicant: RICHLAND COUNTY FOR BRIDGE IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,916 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 8th out of 38 applications.  

The applicant’s bridge levy as a percent of MHI is 150 percent of the state median.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $296,500.  

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$296,500
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Cash 
$296,500
Funds committed.

Project Total
$593,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$23,264

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
10,716

  4,009

Project Summary

History – All three bridges cross the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Main Canal.

West John Berger  Bridge – The West John Berger Bridge is a bridge constructed in 1952 as private access to pastureland and a residence.  The county took over ownership of the bridge in 1961.

Problem –  

· built with old used railroad car steel girders and wood decking, the "homebuilt" structure has been over-stressed through normal usage by modern feed trucks and oil-related equipment,

· channel reshaping and the resulting severe erosion at the bridge ends, has resulted in the bridge's length being too short for the channel, and

· bridge ends have no wing walls to retain the approach fills.

Savage Spillway Bridge – The Savage Spillway Bridge is a single lane, wooden bridge that was built in 1909.  Richland County accepted the maintenance of the bridge in 1916.  In 1940, modifications to the structure were made. 

Problem –

· only a single lane, 

· poor alignment to the road approaches,

· no guardrails, 

· timber deck is badly worn,

· timber girder beams: light cracks, one broken and all others are weathered,

· timber columns:  two piles have deep cracks and others are weathered, and timber caps at abutment are weathered and cracked.

South Cemetery Road Bridge – The South Cemetery Road Bridge is a wooden bridge that was built in 1961.

Problem –

· not a clear span,

· debris accumulates on the piling in such magnitude that additional scour along the back walls results due to the increase in water turbulence and the reduction of the channel opening,

· settling at the bridge approaches,

· timber deck is splitting/cracking; section loss is occurring,

· timber girder has horizontal cracks and a bottom broken,

· timber columns: piles are splitting/cracking from the top,

· fender boards are splitting and falling, missing at all the bents as well as marked by heavy sand abrasions, and

· timber caps all have deep cracks, including light crushing over an outside pile.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would replace all three bridges.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the most recent MDT inspection for the Berger Bridge gave it a 30.7 NBI Sufficiency Rating (SR); the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a two; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a three, the superstructure a two, and the substructure a two.  The most recent MDT inspection for the Savage Spillway Bridge gave it a 53 NBI SR; the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a four; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a six, superstructure a five, and the substructure a four.  The most recent MDT inspection for the South Cemetery Road Bridge gave it a 52.1 NBI SR; the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a four; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a five, the superstructure a six, and the substructure a four.


For the Berger Bridge, significant risks to public safety clearly attributable to the deficiencies in bridge have occurred or are imminent.  There are no long-term management practices that would reduce the risk.  However, the bridge provides access to only one residence, and is utilized by agricultural equipment and oil production equipment.  As a result of its limited use this bridge was scored at a level four.  


For the Savage Spillway Bridge and the South Cemetery Road Bridge, significant risk to public safety clearly attributable to the deficiencies in bridges are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  There are no long-term management practices that would reduce the risk.  Serving as sole access to several sections of farmland and as a main farm to market route, a failure of these bridges would impact a substantial portion of the community.  These two bridges were scored at a level three.


A composite score of a level three was assigned, based on how the individual bridges were scored and their proportional cost that each project represents of the total project cost.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 756 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 26th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 36%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 28th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 14%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 17th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Financial Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on the degree to which applicants have ensured that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to applicants that appear to have done everything possible to ensure that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.

(Note: The financial analysis for bridge applications is unique to bridge applications only.  MDOC staff conducted the analysis and assigned a score, which was then manually inserted into the computerized financial assessment in place of the target rate analysis score.)
Bridge levy as a percent of MHI
 .06%

Bridge levy as it relates to the state median of .04 percent

150%

Entire levy as a percent of MHI

2.22%

Entire levy as it relates to the state median of 2.93 percent

79%

1999 mill value as a percent of 1986 mill value
21%

1999 bridge mills as a percent of 1986 bridge mills
471%

Ratio of 1999 bridge levy to 1986 bridge levy
98%

The applicant stated that the county’s tax base has been decreasing for several years and has affected the county’s financial position in an adverse way.  In addition to the decreasing tax base, the county also receives non-tax revenues from oil and natural gas production.  With the downturn in the oil industry, this resource has not been able to aid the county 's financial condition.  Since 1991, the maximum mills have been enforced.  The applicant provided a table that showed that in 1987, 2.35 bridge mills generated $239,950 in property tax revenues, while in the year 2000, 11.06 bridge mills generated $219,563.  This shows a 79 percent decrease in mill value.  In addition, two emergency mills were levied by the applicant to repair bridges damaged by floodwaters in 1997.  These emergency mills were followed by a local vehicle option tax (LVOT) that was imposed strictly for bridges in fiscal years 1998 and 1999.  The county was also able to impose five additional mills pursuant to 7‑14‑2503, MCA, for fiscal years 1997 and 1998.  The county provided a copy of their bridge CIP in the application.  All bridges less then 20’ have been inventoried.  The CIP is a working document and is utilized daily as a reference.  The CIP shows potential funding for repair and replacement of the bridges.  Over the past ten years the county has expended over $1.5 million on bridge repairs or rehabilitation.  The bridge levy is 150 percent of the state median MHI of .04 percent.  The financial analysis was scored a level four because it appeared that the county has made strong efforts to fund bridges compared to the other TSEP bridge applicants.  

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the applicant has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective, long-term solution for the replacement of the three bridges.  The population projections provided in the PER do not adequately address the question of expected changes in the population in regards to the users of the bridge.  Instead, the PER discussed expected changes in the population due to the removal or replacement of the bridges.  The applicant did not provide the bridge inspection data with the original application for the Berger Bridge.  MDT had conducted the analysis but had not gotten the inspection data back to the county by the due date for the application.  MDT provided this inspection data for the Berger Bridge at a later date for the reviewing engineer.  These issues were considered minor and do not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected.  


Environmental concerns where adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.  Construction scheduling will need to work around the seasonal use of the irrigation canals.  

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 700 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has intensely acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that during the past ten years, the county has had a progressive bridge replacement and repair program.  Since 1991, the maximum mill levies have been enforced.  In 1997 and 1998, five special mills were added for municipal bridges.  In 1992 and 1998, two emergency mills were assessed to address bridge damage caused by natural disasters.  An LVOT was initiated on July 1, 1997, for a period of two years.  Within the years 1998 and 1999, the LVOT generated an estimated $185,000 annually, which was designated to the bridge capital funds.  In 1998, these funds were utilized as match funds for the TSEP bridge project in FY 1999.  

Over the last four years, the county has averaged $134,126 a year on capital expenditures directly related to bridge replacement and repairs.  This average spending has exceeded the budgeted amount of $118,500/yr.  A capital improvement account was created in 1992 as a funding source for capital equipment as well as bridge projects.  In recent years, a variety of funding sources has been used to rehabilitate or replace county bridges.  The MDT Save-Our-Secondary funds were used to rehabilitate four bridges.  Three bridges have been replaced with MDT Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program funds in the last ten years.  Two bridges have been replaced with Montana Disaster and Emergency Services funds.  Also urban highway system funds were used to replace a 40’ bridge with a 130’ structure.  Seventeen bridges, five low-water crossings, and 25 culverts/roads were replaced/repaired with Federal Emergency Management Agency Disaster funding.  

Since 1989, the county has used life‑cycle analysis of all capital purchases.  The county has had a dedicated bridge crew for over 30 years.  The county has used the County Highway Resource Inventory System software since 1991.  In 1991, the county undertook an in‑depth analysis of its bridge system.  The county has adopted a CIP, which is updated annually, and utilized daily.  In particular, the Canal Bridge Structure Inventory provides a detailed evaluation by the county of the canal bridges associated with the Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project Bridge Evaluation.  The replacement of the three bridges is the highest priority items listed in this long‑term, comprehensive plan.  The bridge CIP was included in the application.  A historical study, which included an inventory of bridges located on the Lower Yellowstone Main Canal, has also been completed.  The county conducted a countywide community needs assessment in 1996 (included in application).  In November of 1989, an overall economic development plan was completed for the county and is updated on a continual basis.  The deficiencies of the three bridges are not the result of poor maintenance or a reflection of improper operation.  These structures were constructed of wood and have simply deteriorated over time through usage and exposure to the natural elements.  The current proposed project represents the county’s continuing efforts to implement its bridge CIP and demonstrates the high priority the county places on repairing and upgrading it’s bridge system.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with local funds.  Once the proposed project was identified and alternative solutions evaluated, the county took a comprehensive look at its capacity to pay for the desired improvements locally, as well as the option of using outside funding sources, which might be directed to specific projects.  The applicant stated that the MDOC’s County Bridge and Road Capital Improvement Planning and Financing Manual was used as a reference in this evaluation.  By describing eligibility requirements, the county was able to seek out and analyze funding sources including, but not limited to, local financing tools, debt financing, as well as other state and federal programs.  It was concluded, the financial strategy best suited for the proposed project was for the county to provide a 50 percent local match, by utilizing the LVOT as well as the capital improvement and county in-kind match.  The county is reluctant to consider any bonds or additional taxation, because it is anticipated the public would vote down this type of financing, especially after residents voiced strong opposition against the 1/2 percent LVOT.  Therefore, additional indebtedness is simply not prudent or affordable to the county 's residents, especially for households with low incomes.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction of the bridge.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that the proposed project is an infrastructure improvement that will benefit the entire community, and is not directly related to the expansion of a specific business or any long‑term, full‑time jobs that would be created or retained.  However, the proposed projects will significantly impact the county, since the agriculture industry relies on modern farm equipment to increase production and remain competitive.  With the inability of the three bridges to withstand the weight and width of most modern‑day machinery, area farmers lose a competitive edge by the expense and time to travel a longer alternative route.  This loss of income is especially prevalent during the harvesting season.  Farmers are forced to incur additional costs associated with transporting commodities a further distance, several times during a day.  In addition, the potential failure of these bridges could jeopardize the entire supply of irrigation water made available by the Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project.  If a failure were to happen at a peak demand time, about 35,000 to 50,000 acres would be affected.  Lack of irrigation services following a breach would result in huge economic losses.  With the proposed project, other businesses (i.e., oil field industry) will have the opportunity to cut operating costs, specifically travel expense, which, in turn, streamlines productivity and reducing the risk of employee layoffs.  In particular, the South Cemetery Road Bridge, is one of the most essential bridges in the county since it directly adjoins the agriculture and oil field community to the industrial parks of Sidney.  

The proposed project not only clearly maintains the county's private property tax base, but also strongly supports the expansion of it.  The MDOC reviewer notes that the applicant has developed a well thought-out scenario of how the proposed projects could affect the county’s agricultural and oil industries.  A modern transportation system is essential to sustain economic viability.  However, the applicant could have provided more substantial documentation using maps to show locations of farmsteads, oil fields, and the potential for loss of irrigation water from the canal as described above.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant stated that the county held a public hearing on April 18, 2000.  A public notice was published in the local paper on April 9.  Posters were placed in seven locations around the county.  At this public hearing residents and property owners were able to examine the impact the replacement of the three bridges would have on the county.  Project funding and the technical issues where also discussed.  Citizens were informed that it was not anticipated that there would be any additional increase in taxes (or other‑related debt obligation).  Twenty participants attended this public hearing.  The minutes, notice of publication, and a copy of the poster where included in the application.  On May 12, 1998, the first of three public hearings were held to explain the need for bridge projects as well as funding alternatives including state and federal programs that could be pursued.  An affidavit of publication, minutes, attendee list and poster were included in the application.  That hearing was for the TSEP application submitted in May 1998.  The Richland County Housing Authority (RCHA) instigated a "promotional" campaign to identify and prioritize the county's community development needs and priorities dating back to July 1995.  The RCHA sent needs assessment surveys to residents in the county.  A public hearing was held on May 8, 1996 to discuss the survey.  The MDOC reviewer noted that repair of the county’s bridges was discussed in the survey.  The application included one letter of support from the manager of the Lower Yellowstone Irrigation Project.  On May 3, 2000, an article was featured in the Sidney Herald‑Leader, which explained the proposed project, including project costs and location, TSEP requirements, etc.  A copy of the article was included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 9

Applicant: TOWN OF LAVINA FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,800 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 9th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $483,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$483,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$390,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

SRF
Loan
$121,000
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted October 2001.

Project Total
$994,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$16,094

51%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
151

85


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
N/A

$10.05

N/A
-

104%

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$9.66

$18.00

$56.95
-

186%

590%

Project Summary

History – The town's original collection and treatment systems were constructed in 1953.  In 1967, a new lift station and treatment facility, consisting of a single cell lagoon, was constructed.  In 1970, the pneumatic lift station was replaced with a submersible pump station and the 4" force main to the lagoon was replaced with an 8" PVC main.  No major improvements have been completed on the system since 1970.

Problem – The town's wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· substandard, unreliable lift station, resulting in sewage back up into residents’ crawl spaces and basements,

· unlined lagoon leaks approximately 25 times the DEQ standard, polluting local groundwater and the Musselshell River,

· treatment detention capacity for the lagoon does not meet the DEQ standard of 180 days detention time for facultative lagoons.  Detention capacity for the lagoon is 94 days for domestic flows and less than 20 days for infiltration-laden flows; clay tile pipe is plagued by severe infiltration. 

· infiltration-laden summer flows are approximately six times the baseline domestic flow for the system, due to ground water inundation of the sewer mains,

· single cell configuration does not meet the DEQ standard of a three-cell lagoon for facultative treatment systems, 

· treatment facility discharges to the side channel of the Musselshell River, and

· lift station configuration causes surcharging of several blocks of sewer main each time the pump cycles, resulting in corrosion of manholes and accumulation of solids resulting in clogging problems. 
Proposed Solution –The proposed project would:

· replace all gravity collection mains, manholes, and service connections within the zone of groundwater inundation,

· construct a new duplex submersible lift station and a back-up gas-fired pump, 

· construct a lined three-cell facultative lagoon, and

· install a discharge pipe to the main channel of the river.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.

The MDOC review engineer noted that the health and safety standards being violated represent a significant threat to both health and safety.  There is clear documentation that the wastewater system violates state and federal health and safety standards for protection of groundwater.  The town violated the biological oxygen demand limit four times and the total suspended solids limit two times in 1996. Groundwater in Lavina is very shallow at 5' to 15' below the ground surface.  There is no central drinking water system serving the town.  Each individual home and business is serviced by its own well for domestic uses.  Although no specific cases of well contamination from lagoon leakage have been documented, nearly all of these wells are shallow and very vulnerable to such contamination.  Coliform bacteria contamination has been detected in water samples in at least one domestic well, this contamination was the result of a sewer back up caused by a mechanical break down of the lift station.

The MDOC review engineer noted that the Central Montana Health District Sanitarian’s Office, stated in a letter dated March 24, 2000 that deterioration of the transportation lines of Lavina’s sewage system is presently causing the ground water source that local business and residents use to test positive for fecal coliform. 

 When scoring this project, it was determined that serious consequences attributable to the deficiencies in the wastewater facilities described above are likely to occur in the near-term if not corrected.  These deficiencies, which are existing and continual, affect the entire community, however, those residents located closer to the lift station may be affected considerably more than others.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 720 Points
The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 7th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 49%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 10th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 19%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 10th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that additional I&I studies on the collection system need to be conducted, and the issue of eliminating residential sump pumps should also be addressed.  However, when scoring the project these were considered minor deficiencies and did not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the selected alternative.


Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.  The MDOC review engineer noted that the proposed improvements will have a net positive impact on the environment after construction is complete by eliminating the contamination of groundwater through lagoon percolation, and contamination of groundwater through the malfunctioning lift station.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that Lavina has been progressive in undertaking planning efforts for the improvement of the community. The town did not have a sewer fee, sewer ordinance, or sewer enterprise fund until 1996, but at that time the council implemented a flat residential rate of $10.05 per month.  Implementation of the sewer rate and enterprise fund has allowed the town to maintain a regular operation and maintenance effort on the wastewater system.  The town has established a sewer reserve account to address present system problems, unexpected O&M costs, and for future major projects.

In September 1997, MSU Northern evaluated the wastewater system.  The evaluation noted operational and facility deficiencies, and provided corrective recommendations.  The evaluation also noted several deficiencies with the system that are due to the design and condition of the facility infrastructure.  The town implemented all of the operational and maintenance recommendations, which has improved the performance of the system.

In the fall of 1999, the town conducted a community needs assessment survey, which was included in the application along with the results of the survey.  The improvements to the wastewater system were the number one priority.  The draft facility plan results were discussed at public meetings held after its completion in January 2000.  The plan was approved by DEQ on April 25, 2000, subject to the results of the mandatory public advertisement period and subsequent environmental assessment.  A copy of the approval letter was included in the application.  The town adopted a mini-CIP on April 25, 2000 that covers the community's water, wastewater, and street system facilities.  The mini-CIP was included in the application. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of CDBG and TSEP grants in combination with an SRF loan.  The MDOC reviewer noted it appeared that the town thoroughly examined and discussed all of the potential funding avenues available for its project, and a detailed discussion of potential funding programs was included in the application.  The town will pursue RD funds if either the CDBG or the TSEP applications are unsuccessful.  An RRGL loan was considered, but SRF loan rates are lower.  An RRGL grant was considered, but the proposed project may not be especially competitive because it does not clearly document benefits to renewable resources and the applicant stated that the grant is unnecessary to fund the project.

The MDOC reviewer noted that although current census information shows the town only has an LMI of 49 percent and does not meet the 51 percent LMI requirement for CDBG eligibility, the applicant stated the town will be conducting an income survey in the spring of 2001 to establish that they do meet the LMI threshold. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development. The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the existing wastewater system has discouraged additional population, development and business growth.  Letters included in the application indicate the need for sewer services from present or potential interests in Lavina.  The town rejected a modular home court because the system could not handle the additional hook ups.  The applicant feels the informal moratorium on development instituted by the town is holding back growth of the community.  Completion of the project, designed in such a manner as to allow expansion should the community grow at a rate faster than anticipated, will allow new entities to move into town and increase the tax base.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that the first public information meeting about the proposed project was held in December 1999.  Public hearings were held on February 29, 2000 and April 25, 2000, with 25 people in attendance at the first hearing and seven people at the second.  Rates were discussed, and according to the applicant, there was consensus that the rate increase to $18.00 per month with the proposed funding package is reasonable.  Copies of legal notices, minutes, handouts, and the sign-in sheets from these hearings, were included in the application.  The application also included several other minutes from town council meetings going back to 1990 that dealt with the wastewater facility problems.  The application included several letters of support for the proposed improvements.

Sixty percent of the town's households responded to a needs assessment survey conducted in the fall of 1999.  The application included the survey along with its results.  According to those results, sewer improvements were ranked the highest of all public facilities.  The town adopted a mini-CIP on April 25, 2000 that covers the community's water, wastewater and street system facilities.  The wastewater improvements are the number one priority in the plan.  The mini-CIP was included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 10

Applicant: Gardiner-Park County Water District, Park County 

for Water SYSTEM Improvements

This application received 3,752 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 10th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $398,500.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$398,500
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$169,637
Application submitted.

Applicant
Cash
$230,206
Funds committed.

Project Total
$798,343


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$25,923

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
631

275


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$30.42

$14.06

$44.48
-

-

104%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$42.77

$44.48

$49.51
-

104%

116%

Project Summary

History - The district made several major improvements to the system in 1996, but was not able to complete all of them due to financial constraints.  A water main on Scott Street (the main highway and the only road to the North entrance to Yellowstone Park) also needs to be replaced.  MDT is planning to make improvements to Scott Street, and by coordinating the propsed project with the MDT improvements, the district will save over $100,000 in costs by eliminating the need for special soil-cement slurry and duplication of traffic control and mobilization.  In addtion, the highway will be disturbed only once causing less impact on businesses and traffic than two separate projects would.  A hotel and bank are currently served by a substandard private system.  The private system’s connection and tank has been cited as substandard by the DEQ creating a threat to both the private system users and the district’s users. 
Problem –  The district’s water system has the following deficiencies:
· a private water system that draws water from the spring source has a connection box where an HDPE pipe and metal pipe are connected by a thin clamp.  If the clamp fails, the HDPE pipe would siphon water in the connection box.  The connection box has had dead rodents floating in it. 

· water main on Scott Street has only a 3’ to 4’ of cover, and has the potential freeze and heave, which is a threat to is a threat to cross-connections, 

· chlorinated water from the Park Tank will overflow before the new spring overflow at the North Tank, and

· the 4” main on Scott Street does not provide sufficient fire flow or allow hydrants to be placed on this main since the line is too small. 

Proposed Solutions –  The proposed project would: 

· replace water mains along Scott Street,

· add new hydrants along Scott Street,

· abandon the private system and connect the hotel and bank to the district’s system, and 
· adjust the spring overflow elevation by lowering it 6” or making it adjustable.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the sanitary deficiencies within the private system are well documented in letters written by DEQ to the owners of the private system.  The cross-connection with the private system presents a potential health hazard for the district, and while a health problem clearly attributable to the deficiency is not known to have occurred to date, the probability of occurrence in the short-term seems reasonable.  With regard to the probable leakage occurring from the Scott Street mains, it is likely that fire fighting would be compromised and backflow from groundwater or unknown cross-connections within the district would occur if system pressure was lost or significantly lowered by a large leak.  The overflow of chlorinated water out of the Park Tank is a source of pollution to the environment.  This occurrence has been documented in letters written by DEQ.  Overall, the serious consequences clearly attributable to the deficiencies identified were characterized as long-term issues, even though some of the deficiencies have a reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 32nd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 28%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 36th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 8.0%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 34th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the applicant could have more thoroughly examined the alternative of providing better backflow prevention measures at the cross-connection with the private system, however, this issue was not considered to be an issue of any significance since the proposed elimination of the cross-connection is the most appropriate alternative.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 700 Points
The applicant clearly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has intensely acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that a master plan for the system was developed in 1993.  In 1999, the district hired an engineer to construct another computer model noting all the updates from 1995 to 1999.  The district adopted a CIP for its water system in April 2000.  The resolution adopting the CIP specifically states that the Board must review and update the CIP in January or February of each year.  The resolution and CIP were both included in the application.  Both the PER and the CIP list the proposed improvements as the number one priority.  There is no growth management plan in Gardiner, as it is not an incorporated municipality.  

The applicant stated that the district is attempting to coordinate these proposed improvements with the MDT.  This foresight in planning will save the district substantially in its improvements.  

In 1995, the district was awarded TSEP funds and made several major improvements to the system including replacing the main crossing the Yellowstone River.  In the process, the district incurred $820,000 in debt.  The district not only met its promised match listed in the TSEP application, but added $60,000 more of its reserves and borrowed an additional $110,000 in order to proceed with the project.  During this same time period the district attempted to make improvements to Scott Street, but when the single bid for the project came in high, the district had to drop the Scott Street work until it could build its reserves.  Funding restrictions required the district to make the choice between whether to do the bridge crossing or replace the pipe in Scott Street.  Concerns over the condition of the buried pipe in the Yellowstone left the district no choice but to pursue the bridge crossing.  In 1997, the district built a small pipeline extension to serve high-elevation residences in the Main Zone with water from the higher Jardine Zone.  

The applicant also stated that the district has always kept O&M budgets high, with yearly contributions to a depreciation fund averaging $50,000.  Even with an additional debt service of $15,602 per year, the district will still be able to maintain contributions to its depreciation and replacement fund between $35,000 to $50,000 per year.  The replacement and depreciation reserve will reach $250,000 by year 2002.  Use of that reserve is earmarked for the proposed project.  This will still leave the district with all other reserves in place to cover emergencies and unforeseen repairs.  

The district’s water system operator of ten years is very experienced and has two part time assistants.  The district reads meters monthly, and is currently completing a leak detection program having purchased its own listening equipment.  The entire district is metered, and rates are established using the ratio of service line area divided by the area of a ¾ inch service line to determine equivalent users.  The district has also begun work on its source water protection program and has implemented a monthly newsletter.  The well, drilled in 1996, met all DNRC requirements for wellhead protection. 

The problems are not of recent origin and are not due to lack of maintenance on the part of the district.  The district has no legal authority or control over the private system other than to make sure that it is separated from it.  The system now has a double check valve to ensure the separation.  The problem with the overflow of chlorinated water at the Yellowstone Park Tank is due to an error in construction some 15 years ago.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with an SRF loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that the district has examined all potential sources of funding.  The interest rates available from commercial banks would require an increase in water rates to levels that would be unacceptable, as the district already has user rates exceeding the target rate.  Since RD requires interim financing and has interest rates at over five percent, the district prefers to use the SRF loan program, which offers three to four percent interest.  Also of concern is the fact that the current loans and any new RD loan would be for a period of 40 years.  This is considered too long since EPA requirements can change, requiring additional improvements at almost any time.   Also, most of the current $820,000 debt is with RD and won’t be paid off until 2036.  The district does not feel it would qualify for a RRGL grant.  The district has already had its debt election, has rates in place to provide the promised match, and has coordinated with MDT to make the project feasible for year 2002.  Without TSEP funding the project could not take advantage of the savings that will be realized by coordinating with MDT.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant did not discuss CDBG funds, probably because the district cannot meet the LMI requirements. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that while no new business plan relies specifically on the proposed project, the potential threat from the private system could be disastrous to the tourist industry in Gardiner. Yellowstone Park reports that over 500,000 visitors pass through Gardiner and the north entrance to the park each year.  The ratio of hotel units to residences is nearly two to one.  By eliminating the potential health and safety threat, the proposed project may be responsible for maintaining many jobs that bring in out-of-state money.  The lack of fire flow along Scott Street also poses a threat to the business along this crowded section of Gardiner.  The proposed improvements will allow for expansion of tourist related businesses in a very desirable area, including the Jim Bridger Motel that now uses less space-efficient cabins.  The district will provide lines out from the new main to accommodate new or larger businesses.  In general, the proposed project will definitely maintain and encourage expansion of the tax base.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant stated that the district has held numerous public hearings concerning the Scott Street improvements, starting in 1995.  Most recently, the district advertised in the Gardiner Newsletter and twice in the Livingston Enterprise, to be sure everyone was aware of the April 4, 2000 hearing and the currently proposed project.  The application included affidavits of publication, a copy of the newsletter, minutes, sign-in sheet and letters of support.  Eleven people attended the hearing.  The people attending were told that rates would not be raised as a result of the proposed project, because the new loan amount would be covered through the existing rate structure.  

The district adopted a CIP in April 2000, which requires that it be updated annually.  The proposed improvements are the highest priority of the CIP.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 11

Applicant: Park City Water and Sewer District, Stillwater County 

for Wastewater System Improvements

This application received 3,748 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 11th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$   343,840
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted.

EPA/CDBG
Grant
$     20,000
TA grant funds committed and partially expended.

CDBG
Grant
$   500,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

Applicant
Cash
$   115,850
Funds committed and partially expended.

Project Total
$1,579,690


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$22,332

68%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
830

322


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
N/A

$14.00

N/A
-

104%

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$13.40

$24.83

$36.00
-

185%

269%

Project Summary

History – The district’s wastewater system was constructed in 1968 to accommodate approximately 450 people; current residential population is approximately 830 people.  The wastewater facility was owned and operated by Stillwater County until early 1998 when Park City formed a county water and sewer district that took over the ownership and operation of the facility.  The district imposed a moratorium on new sewer hook-ups shortly after assuming ownership of the system in an effort to address the trend of effluent permit violations.  The wastewater treatment system consists of a quasi-two-cell lagoon with discharge to a drainage ditch (Vandenberg Drain) that eventually flows into the Yellowstone River.

Problem – The district’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:
· the lagoon is too small, detention time is insufficient, and system hydraulics are inhibiting treatment capabilities.  The reduced detention times and poor hydraulics contribute to water quality permit violations.

· the lagoon leaks at approximately ten times the allowable standard,

· DEQ has begun the process of classifying the Vandenberg Drain as state water, which will necessitate specific ammonia and fecal coliform limitations that the existing facility cannot meet, and 

· the main lift station pump is not isolated from the wetwell, nor does it have an auxiliary power source.  

Proposed Solution - The proposed project would: 

· construct a new three-cell aerated lagoon,

· construct a new lift station at the treatment site, 

· construct a new 1.2 mile conveyance line directly to the Yellowstone River, bypassing the Vandenberg Ditch. 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the potential for health problems is very serious and presents a significant threat in the near-term.  Environmental pollution is also very serious from both excessive leakage and improper treatment and lack of disinfection of discharge.  The effluent drain ditch (the Vandenberg Ditch) the district uses as a conveyance for the disposal of treated effluent to the river is in the process of being classified as state water by the DEQ.  This classification will subject the facility to new permit limitations for ammonia and fecal coliforms.  The facility will be unable to meet these limits with the drain ditch as the conveyance for effluent and a piped conveyance to the river will be necessary.  This finding leaves the district with no choice but to make the proposed improvements or face very serious fines.  The presence of potentially pathogenic wastewater discharge flowing in an unsecured ditch represents a significant threat in the near-term.  The proposed project is necessary to comply with state standards and the discharge permit, which will continue to be violated if the not resolved.  An administrative order was lifted in 1998 because the district was making progress with the system’s problems and had set a growth moratorium, but the order could quickly be put back in place if the proposed project does not develop.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 648 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 23rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 41%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 19th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 12.0%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 20th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER was very well prepared and no information of any significance was missing.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points
The Applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The Applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that up until 1998, the facility was owned and operated by Stillwater County. Under the county’s ownership the system was operated in a marginal fashion.  After the district was formed in 1998, a user fee system was implemented that raised average rates from approximately $6.16 to $14.00 for a typical residential user, which is an increase of 127 percent.  The user fee system also implemented a hook-up charge of $1,200 for each new user on the system.  

A moratorium on new hook-ups was implemented in the fall 1998, and a qualified operator was trained and hired.  A copy of the moratorium was provided in the application.  The district has implemented a program of routine sewer line jetting as well as maintenance activities at the main lift station and treatment lagoon.  The district’s average rates provide approximately $63,000 per year to operate and maintain the system.  The operating costs for a year total approximately $24,000 leaving $39,000 for maintenance, replacement and reserves.  In 1998, the district used part of the maintenance budget to clean and jet the gravity outfall line and a number of sewer mains throughout town.  The problems with the system are primarily a result the system’s age and the community out-growing the system.  

Since the wastewater facility is the only infrastructure managed by the district, the facilities plan represents their CIP.  The facilities plan provides a prioritized list of projects including the treatment facility, the main lift station and the collection system.  The TSEP project addresses the highest priority project (treatment lagoon), which also may expand to include improvements to the main lift station.  Collection system improvements are recommended for future projects.  Stillwater County is planning on using a portion of the CDBG funding from the project to facilitate a more comprehensive community plan that will examine other infrastructure and community services in Park City.  These would include streets, sidewalks, lighting, parks, and community facilities.  Water supply will likely not be included as there is abundant, good quality water in the underlying aquifer.  The county had included the proposed project into its 1997 master plan.  The estimated cost of the project at that time was $1.41 million, and the objective was to increase the capacity of the facility to handle existing and future population.  The proposed improvement project is exactly what was called for in the 1997 plan. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL and CDBG grants in combination with an SRF loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that local reserves and the EPA and CDBG planning grants have already been committed and expended for planning and grant writing.  A letter of support and commitment has been obtained from the SRF program. The MDOC reviewer noted that the letter from the SRF program only lets the district know that funds are available.  The district has not applied for the funds and the SRF program has not yet committed to the proposed project. 

The MDOC reviewer noted that the district’s LMI level is below 51 percent, but the district intends to target LMI residents, thereby making the district eligible for CDBG funds.  However, it was not stated whether the district has discussed the potential application with the county.  Under the CDBG application guidelines, the county would have to apply to CDBG on behalf of the district.  Local reserves have been committed by resolution.  The applicant noted that it was not pursuing funding from RD due to its desire to fund the project with a shorter term and lower interest rate loan, and that it could not get as high of overall grant participation with RD.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the upgrade of the wastewater facility in Park City could only have a positive affect on the economy of the community.  Since 1998, the self-imposed moratorium has inhibited residential and commercial development within the district’s boundaries.  Those that chose to build residential structures were forced to install individual wastewater disposal systems, which may result in groundwater degradation.  The DEQ has stated that if the district lifts the moratorium, it will likely initiate an enforcement action requiring a moratorium and schedule for achieving compliance with MPDES and design standards.  

There are 113 new lots that could be developed within the district’s boundaries once the improvements have been made.  Furthermore, the 20-year design plan allows for the district to expand their borders to promote even more growth in Park City.  More development within and outside of current district boundaries would expand the user base and increase revenues. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the Applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that in 1999, two public meetings were held in August and November to discuss the wastewater systems problems and possible solutions.  The 21 people that attended each meeting were presented with the draft facilities plan findings, alternatives considered, recommended course of action, expected user rate increases, implementation strategy, funding programs and the proposed schedule.  The proposed funding package was presented and discussed at length.  The public was told it is estimated that the rates will increase between $10.50 and $12.50, making the monthly payment per household at completion of the project approximately $25.50.  The rate increase has also been presented in a newsletter to all sewer users.  A copy of a flyer announcing the meetings, a letter sent to all system users, an agenda, sign-in sheet, and verbatim minutes were included in the application. A copy of a newsletter explaining the proposed project was sent to system users in April 2000, and this was also included in the application. 

The applicant stated that the local citizens appear to be largely in support of the project, and while there are understandable concerns about increased user rates, the sewer users agree that they are justified if a project is to be implemented.  Since the moratorium on new hook-ups in 1998, many citizens have pushed for wastewater upgrades to lift the ban.  Comments to this effect are found in the public meeting minutes for November 17, 1999. 

Since the wastewater facility is the only infrastructure managed by the district, the approved facilities plan represents their CIP.  The TSEP project addresses the highest priority project (treatment lagoon).  Stillwater County is planning on using a portion of the CDBG funding from the project to facilitate a more comprehensive community plan that will examine other infrastructure and community services in Park City.  These would include streets, sidewalks, lighting, parks, and community facilities.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No.  12

Applicant: TOWN OF STANFORD FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,700 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 12th out of 38 applications.  

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL 
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   350,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

SRF
Loan
$   689,000
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted.

Applicant
Cash
$     16,500
Funds committed.

Project Total
$1,655,500


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$20,227

70%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
529

217


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$26.00

$5.60

$31.60
-

-

95%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$33.37

$49.60

$64.61
-

149%

194%

Project Summary

History –The town’s wastewater collection system was constructed in 1928.  Treatment is a one-cell facultative lagoon constructed in 1963.  The system discharges to Scull Creek.  The collection system consists of nearly 20,000’ of sewer main, the majority of which is clay tile pipe.  

Problem – The town‘s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· detention time (treatment capacity) is 79 days, less than one half that required by state design standards, 

· single cell lagoon design configuration does not meet state design standards, which require a minimum of three cells, 

· lagoon is nearly full of sludge,

· lagoon system has experienced significant discharge permit violations for both BOD and TSS limits in the last several years in violation of its MPDES permit,

· outlet control provides inadequate control of flow rate and pond level,

· 70-year old clay sewer pipe is structurally inadequate and at risk of imminent failure, and

· holes and cracks in sewer mains.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· replace 2,800’ of outfall pipe to the lagoon, 

· replace 5,800’ feet of 8” and 10” diameter sewer trunk lines, 

· remove sludge from the lagoon, and

· upgrade the lagoon to a three-cell system.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the condition of both the sewage collection system and treatment lagoon is likely to affect the public’s health and safety in the long-term.  The lagoon discharges to a waterway with limited potential for human contact or recreational use.  The treatment lagoon is inadequately sized with no process flexibility and can not satisfactorily treat the community’s wastewater.  MPDES discharge permit standards have been violated on an intermittent basis and enforcement action is probable if corrective actions are not taken.  The problems with the collection system create a high probability of causing a public health hazard if a section of line was to collapse.  Backups of raw sewage into homes may result in direct exposure to the public.  Sewers, which are located above the groundwater table, may be leaking sufficient wastewater to degrade groundwater supplies.  While the town does not have immediate serious public health hazards occurring, the community is taking a commendable proactive position to resolve the problems before the situation worsens.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 540 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 16th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 37%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 25th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 16.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 12th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  The system proposed for construction provides good, viable technology for a smaller community.  While the entire collection system is not scheduled for replacement, the most problematic sections will be replaced under this project.  The PER provided a comprehensive evaluation of the entire system and there were no issues of any significance that were not addressed.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified. 

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that revenues from the wastewater system have typically exceeded expenditures by at least 20 percent, allowing reserves to build up.  The town has raised sewer rates in the past to ensure a small reserve is maintained.  Rates were last raised in 1990.  The current deficiencies with the town’s wastewater facilities are largely due to the lack of system capacity, operational flexibility and infrastructure age.  In 1981, the town retained an engineering firm to conduct both a wastewater facility plan and a water system analysis.  The wastewater facility plan recommended improvements to the lagoon inlet and a new outlet.  The town later implemented these improvements.  In 1993, DEQ and Northern Montana College developed a detailed comprehensive performance evaluation and a composite correction program of the wastewater system.  The two studies identified technical, operational and administrative problems that limit the treatment processes and recommended corrective action.  The town engaged in a yearlong process of altering the treatment operations with the help of DEQ and Northern.  Professional service companies are retained on an annual basis to clean sewer mains and to TV inspect the collection system mains.  The goal has been to have all of the clay lines TV inspected.  In 1999, the applicant hired an engineering firm to conduct a needs assessment and develop a CIP.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant received technical assistance funding from CDBG and SRF to complete a CIP, a facility plan, to conduct the needs assessment, and to complete grant writing.  The town’s number one and two priorities are to rehabilitate the existing lagoon and to replace existing sewer lines.  The needs survey response rate was very good and shows the significant level of community interest and support for infrastructure improvements.  The CIP was adopted in December of 1999.  The resolution adopting the CIP and the CIP were included in the application.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, and RRGL grants in combination with a SRF loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that it would conduct an income survey during the winter of 2001 to establish whether the town can meet the 51percent LMI eligibility requirements for the CDBG program.  If the town is not eligible for a CDBG grant, a RD loan with a 40-year term will be used instead.  The project is RD grant eligible with a MHI of $20,227.  The applicant has discussed financing the project with RD.  However, since the RD target rate is close to $25 per user per month, the applicant feels this would create more of a financial hardship on ratepayers.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that additional population, development and business growth is limited unless the town’s wastewater system can be upgraded.  It is entirely possible that doing nothing and relying on the existing facility may result in a loss of jobs if existing businesses feel that their ability to grow is limited and decide to move to another community.  By providing the basic services necessary to encourage business and population growth, expansion of the tax base will be encouraged.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that in the summer of 1999, the town conducted a community needs assessment survey, the results are included in the application.  The needs survey was mailed to every home and business in Stanford.  Of the 265 surveys mailed out, 140 were returned for a response rate of 53 percent.  Approximately 95 percent of the public favored obtaining grant assistance for public infrastructure improvements.  The proposed project will remedy the two highest priorities identified in the public needs survey.  The Judith Basin County Commissioners and the city/county planning board have coordinated throughout the need assessment process.  Sixty-five of the 140 respondents (46 percent) believed it was very important to improve the sewer system.  Another 51 respondents believed it was important to improve the sewer system.  Overall, 116 of 140 respondents (83 percent) felt it was important to very important to improve the sewer system.  The survey shows strong community support for improvements to the sewer system.  The town adopted a CIP addressing the three primary public facilities: wastewater, water, and streets.  A citizen’s committee representing a cross section of the community helped develop the CIP.  The CIP is included in the application.  A public hearing on the needs assessment survey results and the draft CIP was conducted on October 11, 1999.  Also during this meeting the different funding programs were discussed.  A public hearing was conducted April 10, 2000 to discuss the draft wastewater facility plan, projected user rates, and the different funding applications for TSEP, RRGL, and CDBG.  The engineer for the proposed project provided a handout to the council and public that contained the following: the TSEP project summary sheet; the proposed budget; a project schedule; and site maps of the wastewater collection system and treatment facility.  Different funding scenarios utilizing TSEP, RRGL, SRF, and RD (loan and grant) were discussed in detail and are included in the application.  Advertisements, notices, minutes, handouts and an attendee’s list were included in the application.  Local newspaper articles and 15 letters of support are included in the application.  The letters of support came from concerned citizens, community leaders, local and state governments, and the applicant’s state legislative representative.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 13

Applicant: FLORENCE COUNTY WATER and SEWER DISTRICT, RAVALLI COUNTY 

FOR A WASTEWATER  SYSTEM 

This application received 3,696 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 13th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   500,000
Application to be submitted 2001.

RD
Grant
$2,170,000
Contacted, application to be submitted July 2001.

RD
Loan
$2,170,000
Contacted, application to be submitted July 2001.

Project Total
$5,440,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$27,917

91%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
1,048

403


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
N/A

N/A

N/A
-

-

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$16.75

$53.95

$61.20
-

322%

365%

Project Summary

History – The unincorporated community of Florence has over 400 households, a school and a number of businesses.  Residents utilize on-site septic systems and individual wells, with the exception of a few subdivisions on small public water systems.  The district is about 400 acres in area with some densely developed areas.

Problem – The lack of a centralized wastewater system is a problem because measurable impacts to water supplies are occurring as a result of contamination from the septic systems currently being utilized.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· construct a centralized wastewater system,

· construct a lagoon treatment system,

· utilize wetlands for effluent polishing, and

· construct infiltration basins for final discharge.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points
Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that no serious public health problems have occurred, however, serious problems are likely to occur in the near-term if no action is taken.  It is estimated that 15 percent of the on-site septic systems are cesspools or seepage pits, which provide minimal or no treatment prior to discharge into the groundwater.  The large number of septic systems in the Florence area has been linked to measurable nitrates and fecal coliform in the groundwater.  This was strongly supported by two separate analyses performed in the area, which were included in the application.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 756 Points
The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 36th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 22%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 37th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 6.6%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 36th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER presented a thorough analysis of alternatives and costs.  However, the PER did not include any operational data for wetland systems in cold climates.  The MDOC review engineer noted that while the system may meet non-degradation standards, the long-term performance of constructed wetlands for wastewater treatment in cold climates was not well supported in the PER.  However, this minor issue does not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.


The district was established 23 years ago.  In response to community awareness of the need for fire protection, funding was pursued for planning, design and construction of a central water system, 16 years ago.  The district planned to hold a bond election to raise the local share, however, due to the negative reaction from district members relative to projected rates, the district chose not to hold the bond election and turned the grant funds back to HUD.  For a period of time, the district’s board became idle.  In the mid-1990’s a task force was formed and the district received a grant from DNRC to fund a two-year Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology groundwater assessment study which was completed in December of 1998.  One option listed in the conclusions and recommendations of the study to lessen future ground water contamination is to construct a community wastewater treatment system.  The district stated that it has shown its commitment to cost-effective service and facilities by securing funding for effective planning and comprehensive studies.  The district currently does not have a comprehensive plan but plans to develop one in the future.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, RRGL and an RD grants in combination with an RD loan.  The applicant stated that it is actively pursuing all possible sources of financial assistance to keep users costs at an affordable level.  The SRF program has indicated that loan funds will be available for the project upon completion of the facilities plan.  The district plans to applying for CDBG and RD funding in 2001.  The applicant stated that CDBG funds will be used to support targeted LMI residents.  However, the applicant failed to discuss that Ravalli County will need to apply to CDBG on behalf of the district and whether Ravalli County would be eligible to apply to the CDBG program in 2001.  RD has indicated that the RD funds would likely be phased.  With grant assistance from the TSEP program the applicant will be 322 percent over the wastewater target rate established by MDOC.  As a result, a TSEP grant is essential to keeping user rates reasonably affordable.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the Florence area has a significant tourist industry because of its accessibility to three wilderness areas.  The applicant stated that the proposed project would allow business expansion in Florence.  Along Highway 93, growth is limited due to the large areas needed for individual, on-site disposal treatment.  By having a centralized wastewater system the areas along the highway could expand without having to use large areas of land.  The applicant stated that some businesses along Highway 93 have had problems complying with new septic tank standards making the project vital to their success.  The MDOC reviewer noted that there was no documentation in the application to support this statement.  The applicant stated that the proposed TSEP project would encourage the expansion of the private property tax base, by increasing the value of residences.  Business growth would also support the tax base.    

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.


The applicant stated that the district held two public meetings to discuss the alternatives and funding for a centralized collection and wastewater system.  The meetings were held on October 5, 1999 and April 25, 2000.  The application included a public meeting notice for the October 5, 1999 meeting and the legal notice, minutes and attendance sheet for the April 25, 2000 meeting.  In addition to the meetings, a newsletter was used to inform the district members of the progress of the project, which was included in the application.  The newsletter discussed the anticipated costs associated with constructing a wastewater system.  The April 25, 2000, public meeting informed those attending of the anticipated costs of constructing a wastewater system, including potential user costs.  The district has not officially adopted a CIP.  The application included eight letters of support for the proposed project.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No.  14

Applicant: Ashland Water and Sewer District, Rosebud County

for Wastewater SYSTEM Improvements
This application received 3,692 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 14th out of 38 applications.  

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$   116,750
Application submitted.

Applicant
Cash
$     28,750
Funds committed.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   500,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

Coal Board
Grant
$   111,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of board.

EDA
Grant
$   111,000
Application has not yet been submitted as stated.

Project Total
$1,467,500


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$12,222

66%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
376

107


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$24.77

$8.26

$33.03
-

-

164%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$20.17

$38.68

$53.38
-

192%

265%

Project Summary

History - The district was created in 1974.  The sewer system was built in 1976.  The district is not allowing further growth until the current problems are addressed.  However, since the district has never had a discharge permit, it would have to meet the non-degradation standards in order to obtain a discharge permit.  The development of the Heritage Assisted Living Center cannot proceed as a result of no more hookups being allowed.  The St. Labre Catholic Mission, the owner of the adjacent property (estimated 138 acres), has agreed to allow the district to use that land for spray irrigation (only 58 acres required).
Problem - The district’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· insufficient rate of evaporation requiring wastewater to be pumped or siphoned out of the lagoon onto adjacent property in order to avoid overflow,
· lagoons are leaking at a rate of at least 70 to 80 percent, and
· the size of the existing lagoons is far too small to function as a total retention lagoons.
Proposed Solution - The proposed project would construct a new treatment system using aeration and disposal using spray irrigation.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to occur yet.  

The MDOC review engineer noted that the existing wastewater lagoons are undersized, leak at an excessive rate, and are not fenced.  Insufficiently treated wastewater has been illegally discharged onto adjacent agricultural land in violation of federal and state regulations.  The entire community risks exposure to the discharged wastewater; in particular, recreational river users and school personnel have a high probability of coming in contact with inadequately treated wastewater in the near-term.  Some of the deficiencies (deterioration of site security and lagoon dike integrity) are also existing, continual, and long-term, but may have been avoided by better management practices.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 792 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 5th Quintile = 360 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 2nd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 97%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 1st out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 71.9%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 1st out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineers noted the PER was generally complete, but there were some potentially important issues that were not adequately addressed.  The proposed project addresses all of the deficiencies identified in the PER.  However, additional deficiencies may need to be addressed in the future. In particular, infiltration/inflow (I/I) may present a more significant problem than initially thought; more careful analysis of the system I/I may be beneficial.  The PER should have contained a more detailed description of manhole flow observations, ground water elevations and collection system elevations.  This information would confirm whether infiltration is or is not a significant problem.  There was also a concern about whether flow monitoring was conducted during the high groundwater season. Depending on whether or not irrigation is practiced in the area, the peak ground water season is likely sometime between March and July.  Pump run time monitoring was conducted between November 1999 and April 2000.  The PER does not state whether this monitoring covered the peak groundwater season. This information is important because per DEQ-2 standards, the base of the lagoons must be at least 4’ above groundwater. Since lift stations are such an important element of a reliable wastewater system, more analysis is needed of the district’s lift stations.  The age, condition, reliability, regulatory compliance, back-up power provisions, expected service life, etc, of the lift stations should have been discussed in more detail within the PER.  The district should budget for the replacement/rebuilding of the existing lift station pumps.  However, the deficiencies addressed through the proposed project are those involving the most serious health and safety problems. 

Other potentially important issues that were not adequately addressed were projected costs.  It was determined that limited support documentation was provided.  In addition, the present value of the O&M costs was calculated at a discount rate of 8.25 percent instead of the required six percent required by the PER guidelines.  A potential problem that could increase the cost of the project is the disposal of sludge.  Costs related to sludge removal and disposal were not well documented, and it is impossible to determine whether the costs estimated for this item would be reasonable or not.  No information was provided documenting the quantity and quality of sludge in the lagoons.  If there is a larger volume of sludge than anticipated, or if the sludge does not meet disposal regulations, project costs could increase dramatically.  However, these potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed do not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected

The environmental checklist was properly completed.  However, the PER did not contain responses from several of the agencies contacted to comment on environmental impacts.  These responses were probably not available at the time of the grant application submittal.  Since the new treatment system will be constructed largely within the footprint of the existing lagoons, it is less likely there would be any environmental problems with the proposed project. 

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the district was created in 1974.  The current lagoons were constructed in 1976 and were funded by USDA with a 40-year loan.  The district underwent a complete re-structuring in 1987 with all new board members.  The first order of operations was an increase in fees including a sharp increase in user fees for the St. Labre Mission up to $900/month.  The district has successfully used coal board grants to help maintain its water system, with three grants totaling over $200,000 since 1977.  In 1998, the district installed new water wells and a new control system.  Concurrent with the completion of the facility plan for the proposed project, an interim CIP was developed.  The interim CIP, (included in application), was adopted in April 2000, and it lists the lagoon project as the number one priority.  

The district raised its rates substantially again for residential users and especially for commercial users.  The district also made other changes including separate accounts for water and sewer enterprise funds, and basing its rates on the amount of water used.  The district currently has water meters for residences and businesses.  Also, the St. Labre Mission will have meters installed.  St. Labre is a large contributor to the system and will be charged a fee based on usage in addition to an increased base fee. The rate increases allow for additional funding of the $27,500 in O&M necessary for lagoon operation.  The financial documents provided in the application show that in the budgets of the past three years the O&M budget has been sufficient and additional reserves have built up steadily.  

The problem is not of recent origin, but went unnoticed by county and state health authorities for many years.  The applicant stated that the lagoons might have been undersized since construction.  However, since they were leaking so badly (70 to 80 percent of all water entering leaks through the bottom of the lagoon), it was not possible for the operator to notice that there was not enough area to allow full evaporation.  In 1995, the Rosebud/Ashland Community Development Plan was developed by, which provided Ashland and the surrounding area with a comprehensive plan for recreational development, social issues, transportation, and fire protection. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, CDBG, Coal Board, and EDA grants in combination with a SRF loan and local reserves.  The district feels it is a strong contender for a CDBG grant especially considering it is 97 percent LMI.  The district is a coal-impacted area, and the district will seek assistance from the Coal Board.  The applicant stated that the private source at St. Labre would contribute greatly in monthly fees to support the O&M and debt service.  The Soaring Eagle Assisted Living Center has been designed, but cannot be constructed until the new lagoon system is in place.  The Center would create over 20 new full-time jobs, consequently the district will also be applying for EDA assistance.  A representative from EDA was contacted and stated that this project has a high probability of being funded due to the jobs being created with the development of the Soaring Eagle Assisted Living Center.  Considering the low income of the region and high outstanding debt, it is unlikely that the district would even qualify for commercial loans.  The applicant stated that the district has a very low income, but typically RD determines the grant amount based on income around the region.  The coal mining areas in other parts of Rosebud County have much higher incomes.  The MDOC reviewer discussed the funding policy with RD and their representative stated that they would look only at incomes in the district and not the surrounding area.  The MDOC reviewer noted that because of the district’s low income, RD is a funding option for this project and should have been looked at in more detail.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the district cannot serve the people and businesses currently connected.  The president of Soaring Eagle discussed in his letter of support, that they are ready to construct an assisted living center in Ashland.  However, they cannot move forward until the wastewater problem has been solved.  The assisted living center will add greatly to the economy as it will bring in much needed out-of-town funds (retirement income and social security), as well as requiring skilled and unskilled support jobs.  The number of full-time jobs that will be created is estimated to be approximately 20, plus whatever would be required at the planned daycare.  The applicant stated that a business plan for the assisted living center was included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that business plans were not included in the application, however, construction plans were included.  The MDOC assisted living study shows that Rosebud County’s elderly populations will more than double in size over the next decade, thus creating more of a need for these type of care facilities.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant stated that the district has held two public hearings regarding the facility plan, grant applications, and a rate hearing.  Every member of the district was mailed the notice of the hearings and the proposed rate plan.  The second hearing was held on April 11, 2000.  Though there were some concerns over the rate increases and restructuring, all agreed that the project was necessary.  The overall costs and cost per household was discussed as well as the grant and loan funding request process.  Each person in attendance was given the proposed project budget and a sheet outlining loan costs including the cost of reserves, bond council, and origination fees.  The minutes of both hearings, information sheets, and letters of support were included in the application.  There were 16 persons in attendance at the second hearing.  Ashland has adopted an interim CIP and the proposed lagoon project was the number one priority.  Ashland and the surrounding area also prepared a community development plan in 1995.  That plan addresses social and recreational needs, as well as medical needs.  The cover and table of contents for the plan were included in the application. 

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 15

Applicant: TOWN OF GERALDINE FOR WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,648 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 15th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $167,460.  

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$167,460
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$  67,572
Contacted, project is on the priority list, application to be submitted.

Project Total
$335,032


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$19,732

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
418

161


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$23.20

$20.24

$43.44
-

-

133%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$32.56

$55.56

$61.99
-

171%

190%

Note: The existing wastewater rate reflects the increase in rates for a project that is to be constructed with recently awarded CDBG funds.

Project Summary

History – The spring source and transmission main were constructed in 1985. The spring source, which provides a major portion of the town's water supply, consists of two springs with approximately 12 miles of gravity fed transmission piping between the source and the town.  The system provides water to the Town of Geraldine, Hawarden Users Association, North Geraldine Water Users Association and individuals located along the transmission piping.  A chlorination station, pressure reducing valves, and automatic and manual air release valves are sited between the springs and the town.  The system includes a 100,000-gallon water storage structure in the Town of Geraldine. 

Problem – The existing water system has the following deficiencies:

· leakage and unaccounted for water loss,

· no heat during inclement weather, which results in evaporators not working and insufficient chlorination,

· lack of system controls,

· insufficient supply and storage,

· undersized piping, and 

· increased demands on the water supply requires the supply to be supplemented with two wells located within the town which produce water with an objectionable taste.

Note: The proposed solution would not address insufficient supply and storage, or the undersized piping.  Therefore, those deficiencies were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· replace and relocate the chlorination station to ensure consistent chlorination and to provide year round accessibility,

· install water meters, and

· fine tune administrative controls.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted there are water quality and quantity issues that could affect the public’s health, safety and welfare.  There are problems that may occur in the long-term, such as health risks due to excess fluoride consumption and insufficient water supply.  The problems are existing and long-term, though only sporadic, and affect the entire community.  Inadequate fire flow could have serious consequences in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.


DEQ informed the MDOC review engineer that the town has been placed on a health advisory due to bacteriological problems as of August 9, 2000.  Consequently, it was determined that serious consequences that could affect the public health and safety are likely to occur in the long-term if the system deficiencies related to contaminated water are not corrected.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 648 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 15th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 42%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 18th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 12%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 24th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The proposed design for the Geraldine water supply system would provide a thorough, long-term solution to the identified deficiencies and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  Including accurate water meter flow data, and details showing existing meter locations and connections between the spring water and well water, as well as substantiating cost estimates would contribute to a more complete application.  When scoring the project these minor deficiencies did not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the selected alternative.


Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated the town selected its current spring water site after the Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology performed an inventory of possible water source areas to supply the Town of Geraldine with potable water in 1984.  The existing transmission piping was installed in 1985.  In 1992, the town retained an engineer to investigate development of additional water supplies for the town.  The spring source supply shortage has led the town to use the groundwater wells more frequently, and to place watering restrictions on all users.  The demand data collected thus far shows a large percentage of un-accounted for water.  From January through March 2000, the town pursued visual leak detection and monitoring of existing services.  One major leak was discovered on the transmission line and was repaired.  The town is proceeding with a leak detection program this upcoming summer.  All water-restricting orifices for water user association members have been checked and replaced. 


The town prepared and adopted its first comprehensive CIP in 1998.  The water facility plan was completed in April 2000, although not adopted at time of application submittal.  The water system improvements noted in the plan will be included in the 2000 update to the CIP.   A copy of the plan was included in the application.  The proposed project will improve the system's efficiency by installing household water meters and replacing the water control system.  The town's water system reserves will be depleted with the proposed spring well development project and leak detection program scheduled for the summer of 2000.  The town is also in the process of implementing the wastewater facility plan recommendations, and was recently awarded CDBG funding for that project. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP and an RRGL grant in combination with an SRF loan.  Since the town applied this spring to the CDBG Program for a wastewater project, and the CDBG guidelines limit an applicant to submit only one application per competition, the CDBG program cannot be used to help fund this water project.  The town investigated the use of local banks and the Intercap program, but will use the SRF for the loan portion of the funding package because it currently offers the lowest interest rate. 
Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development. The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated the proposed project will not result in the creation or retention of a substantial number of long-term, full-time jobs for Montanans and will not directly result in any business expansion.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the town’s proposed improvements should at least maintain, if not encourage expansion of the tax base. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that the town conducted a needs and income survey in 1997.  Water and sewer improvements were considered the highest public facilities and services priorities based on the survey results included with the application.  Eighteen people attended a public hearing that was held on March 14, 2000 to discuss the CIP and water facility plan.  A copy of the plan was included in the application.  The consultant for the project has also met with members of the Hawarden Users Association, North Geraldine Water Users Association and individuals located along the transmission piping to discuss the project.  The town held another public hearing on April 10, 2000, with twelve people in attendance, to discuss the TSEP application and the anticipated water rate increase.  The application contains copies of the public hearings legal notices, agendas, sign-in sheets, minutes from the meetings, and news clippings pertaining to the water issues.  The water situation is a top priority for the town, and the community believes something must be done to improve the situation.  The water facility plan was completed in April 2000, although not adopted at time of application submittal; the proposed water system improvements will be included in the 2000 update to the CIP.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 16

Applicant: TOWN OF MANHATTAN FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,552 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 16th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   500,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application was not submitted in 2000 as stated.

SRF (Phase I)
Loan
$   779,949
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted Summer 2000.

SRF (Phase II)
Loan
$   843,369
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted Summer 2001.

Applicant
Cash
$       2,750
Funds committed.

Project Total
$2,726,068


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$21,563

82%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
1,380

670


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$14.42

$11.09

$25.51
-

-

72%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$35.58

$42.98

$48.85
-

121%

137%

Project Summary

History – The town’s wastewater system was constructed in 1916, and consisted of a collection system, septic tank, and discharge to the Gallatin River.  The existing facultative lagoon was constructed in the early 1960s, with collection system upgrades added in 1977, and piping modifications and other upgrades being made in 1985. 

Problem – The town’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· high groundwater infiltrating into deteriorated collection lines,

· gaps in joints of vitrified clay pipes,

· severe root intrusions in the older collection lines,

· deteriorated manholes,

· abandoned flush tanks in collection lines which prevent pipe maintenance,

· high maintenance requirements associated with repeated line back ups and basement flooding,

· violations of the MPDES discharge permit limits of BOD and fecal coliform,

· above domestic design capacity,

· excessive seasonal leakage out of treatment cells,

· leaky lagoons as noted by DEQ,

· inadequate sewage treatment due to hydraulic overloading,

· inadequate sewage treatment resulting from overloading of the design BOD and TSS, and

· elevated nitrates in the shallow aquifer in the vicinity of the lagoon.

Proposed Solution – The project consists of two phases. Phase I will be completed with funding from an SRF loan and will ready the project for Phase II improvements.  Phase I improvements include:

· replacing deteriorated collection lines and manholes,

· removal and disposal of sludge in the lagoons, and

· land acquisition for waster treatment expansion. 

The proposed Phase II project for which TSEP funds would be used would:

· modify existing treatment system into aerated facultative treatment lagoons for expanded treatment, 

· line the wastewater treatment system to prevent groundwater contamination, and

· provide storage and spray irrigation for incremental design flows to meet non-degradation requirements. 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the existing and long-term problem of partially treated wastewater from the lagoons leaking into the aquifer has resulted in nitrate levels above 10 mg/l.  This is in excess of the EPA’s maximum contaminant level.  The presence of high levels of fecal coliform in the effluent also put the general population at risk of exposure to fecal contamination.  These deficiencies affect the entire community, especially those people living down-gradient of the lagoons.  When scoring the project, it was determined that the threat to the environment and to public health will continue until the wastewater system is improved and that serious consequences have a high possibility of occurrence in the near-term.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 19th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 43%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 13th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 10.5%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 30th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that there were some potentially important issues that were not adequately addressed.  In particular, costs have not been completely addressed.  While the application states that the costs were developed using bid tabulations of similar, recently constructed projects, there are several project costs that were not completely supported.  The cost estimate for the liner appears to include the soil cover; however, it is difficult to determine if the cost is included for a riprap apron on the inside face of the dikes, which is required to prevent wind and wave erosion of the soil cover.  This could add cost to the proposed project.  Another aspect of the proposed project that has the potential to add significant cost is the removal and land disposal of the existing lagoon biosolids.  While sludge depth was measured, the application lacks essential information concerning the sludge characteristics needed to determine if land disposal is a viable alternative.  No data was presented concerning the percent solids or chemical constituents of the sludge.  Additional land may be required if the percent solids are low.  And, depending on the sludge sampling results, the sludge may not be suitable for land disposal if it does not meet EPA Part 503 Sludge Regulation requirements.  The temperature requirements of the liner and the periods of low groundwater may not coincide.  Provisions were not presented for the potential for cold weather installation or dewatering requirements during liner installation.  Both of these conditions could significantly increase the cost of the project. When scoring the project it was determined that the cost issues were potentially important but would not prevent the proposed project from being carried out.


A more detailed discussion concerning several components of the alternatives would have given more strength to the conclusions about each alternative.  The preliminary layout of the proposed project does not conform to DEQ-2 design recommendations to provide the ability for parallel or series operation. This configuration can easily be changed to meet design standards without an increase in required land.


Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.  

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that there were projects upgrading the wastewater system in 1978 and again in 1985.  The first project rehabilitated a 10" sewer collection trunk line in order to reduce infiltration. The latter project consisted of major lagoon piping modifications to prevent short-circuiting. The town adopted a CIP in May 2000.  The CIP represents the anticipated needs of the community in the next five-year period, and includes any item costing at least $5,000 and having a life expectancy of five years or more.  The CIP will be reviewed and updated each year before the town's budget preparation.  The wastewater system improvements are a high priority of the CIP.

The town has increased sewer rates four times since 1984, going from $7.25 to $16.66.  Reserves have grown from $29,275 in 1996 to $71,958 in 1999.

A letter from DEQ in 1995 noted problems with the system, but the applicant stated the town started to seriously assess the problem in 1999.  The applicant stated that the deficiencies are not associated with inadequate operation or maintenance, but rather as a result of the natural degradation of old, underground piping structures.  The town cleans each of the sewer collection lines every other year.  The proposed improvements will focus on the oldest part of the town where the pipes are more than 60 years old.  Recent accelerated growth is also one of the reasons for violations of the discharge permit.  The system is over the design capacity, and is unable to properly treat the excess wastewater. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, and RRGL grants in combination with an SRF Loan.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the RRGL grant was not applied for this cycle as indicated.  Phase I will be funded wholly by an SRF loan, which will be secured in the summer of 2000.  Phase II improvements will utilize all of the funding sources.

The applicant stated that the town meets all eligibility requirements for the CDBG, RRGL and TSEP grants.  The MDOC reviewer noted the applicant does not currently qualify for a CDBG grant due to their lower than required LMI of 43 percent.  Although the applicant did not discuss their ineligibility in the application, the MDOC reviewer spoke with CDBG staff and determined the applicant has contacted CDBG and the applicant believes that after the income survey is compiled, they will be at the 51 percent LMI threshold.  It is unlikely that the town meets grant requirements for RD grants due to income limits.  The applicant also stated that TSEP participation in the project would increase the potential for the town to receive grant funds from the two other grant programs and for the second SRF loan.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that developers of the proposed Farmstead Development have petitioned the town for annexation.  A summary of the request and a map of the proposed development were included in the application.  However, awareness of the deficiencies with the wastewater system has caused the town to cautiously consider the annexation proposal.  The proposed development consists of 40 residential, and 13 commercial or light industrial lots.  If wastewater system improvements are implemented, the development will occur.  Development of the Farmstead property would allow several businesses to be established, providing additional full-time, long-term job opportunities.  However, interested and potential business developers will not invest a substantial amount of time and money in a business plan until they are certain of annexation.  Specific businesses interested in developing lots in the Farmstead Development have not yet been disclosed.  The Big Sky Carvers, the largest employer in the town, has also expressed a desire to expand.  However, expansion is not possible with the deficiencies of the wastewater system.

The applicant stated that the town has proposed a moratorium on additional development until the wastewater system improvements are constructed, and it is likely that the DEQ will not allow further subdivision development until the wastewater system deficiencies are remedied.  In addition, political changes in the City of Bozeman have spurred growth in the Manhattan area.  The City of Bozeman has implemented a ‘smart growth’ policy, which some feel causes building development and business expansion to be increasingly difficult.  Strict planning regulations and high impact fees have encouraged developers to seek alternate locations for business development.  Expansion of the local tax base is dependent on the ability of businesses to develop or expand.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that Manhattan began seriously assessing wastewater system deficiencies in the fall of 1999.  Since that time, the town commissioned a steering committee consisting of seven members representing various constituents of the community to deal with the wastewater issue.  The committee has held more than eight meetings that were publicly noticed.  Public notices and minutes were included in the application.  The mayor and one town council member have met with the Rotary Club, the Lions Club, and senior center participants to discuss the need for the wastewater system improvements.  Additionally, the town issued a fact sheet about the wastewater system to all residents of the community explaining system deficiencies and the need for wastewater system improvements.  The fact sheet, sent by the mayor, was included in the application.

A needs assessment survey was distributed to the town’s residents in March 2000.  Local businesses donated nearly $500 in cash and prizes for a drawing that could be entered only by those completing the needs assessment survey.  An advanced high school computer class is currently completing compilation of the survey.  A copy of the needs assessment survey was included in the application.  The town has an adopted CIP, which indicates that wastewater improvements are a high priority of the town.  A copy of the CIP was also included in the application.

Support from the community appears to be strong as evidenced by a recent public hearing and numerous letters of support.  The MDOC reviewer did note one letter that supported the improvements, but was not happy with the community's expansion.  A public hearing was held on April 25, 2000 to solicit input and comments on the draft PER.  Nineteen residents attended the hearing with only one individual in opposition of the project.  At the public hearing there were no testimonies of opposition to the estimated user rate associated with the wastewater system improvements, which local citizens and affected property owners had been informed of prior to the meeting.  The public notice, minutes, and a sign-in sheet from the public hearing were included in the application. 

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 17

Applicant: LAMBERT WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT, RICHLAND COUNTY

FOR WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,532 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 17th out of 39 applications.  

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $403,000.  

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$403,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$  36,000
Application to be submitted July 2001.

CDBG
Grant
$242,450
Application to be submitted in 2001.

Applicant
Cash
$  25,000
Funds committed.

Project Total
$806,450


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$22,829

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
149

59


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$22.25

$9.75

$32.00
-

-

85%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$37.67

$46.59

$90.52
-

124%

240%

Project Summary

History – The water system serving the community was constructed in the late 1960's and early 1970's.  The water system was originally under the control of Richland County.  A water association board ran the day-to-day operation.  The district was created in March 2000.  The water system consists of a well and a 50,000-gallon storage reservoir.  The storage reservoir was re-coated inside and out in 1990.  The current well was drilled in 1977.  
Problem - The district’s water system has the following deficiencies:

· high levels of fluoride (consistently greater than 4.0 mg/L, the enforceable federal standard), 

· water source fails to meet DEQ requirements regarding source capacity and number of sources, and

· breakage’s in water service connections have allowed coliform bacteria to infiltrate the water system.  

Proposed Solution - The proposed project would:

· construct a water treatment facility (reverse osmosis system), 

· drill a new water well,

· install water meters, and 

· replace water service connections.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the district has a serious problem with its water supply and high fluoride levels.  The need is clearly established and the harmful effects of high fluoride have already become manifest in many cases of dental fluorosis, as confirmed by the area dentist and testimony by residents.  The risk of debilitating skeletal fluorosis is also real and documented.  In addition to the urgent need for improving the quality of the water supply, the district is in need of another well since the district is wholly dependent on a single water source.  The dependence on a single source threatens the district’s ability to maintain system pressure and has the potential for future contamination.  There have been notices of violations and the seriousness of the situation is well documented by the DEQ and the applicant’s engineer.  Violation of a primary contaminant standard is a serious threat to health.  When scoring the project, it was determined that Lambert should be considered as being under an administrative order and under threat of fines since that next step by DEQ would be imminently forthcoming.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 24th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 43%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 13th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 16.6%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 12th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that potentially important issues were not adequately addressed.  Background information was limited, such as population estimates and growth projections.  Projected O&M costs include all of the costs associated with the new system, but do not appear to include current O&M costs that will continue, this discrepancy could lead to greater rate increases than anticipated.  While the PER thoroughly examined the reverse osmosis alternative, the only other alternative that was presented, a surface water source, does not appear to have been given serious technical evaluation before cost estimates were made.  Unit cost estimates were not provided and there was no explanation for what appears to be an oversized delivery line.  When DEQ was contacted about this project they identified records of three wells with low fluoride levels in the near vicinity, but with higher levels of total dissolved solids and sulfates.  DEQ personnel questioned whether or not the water from the existing well could be blended with other well water to control fluoride levels.  This alternative was not explored nor was any additional information provided on other wells in the area.  


The proposed solution is reasonable but may be much more costly than other potential solutions that were not evaluated.  If the system is properly maintained the technical design should provide a reasonably complete, cost-effective and long-term solution.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.  

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the applicant was scored: 420 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that in 1995, Richland County and the Lambert Sewer and Water Association worked together to launch a step-by-step approach which integrated community goals (included in the application).  The proposed project is one of the highest prioritized public facility needs documented in the community needs assessment completed for the community in 1996.  The response to the survey was very successful.  Survey respondents ranked water quality and pressure as very important to improve.  The district was formed in March of 2000.  Residents voted 81 for and 1 against the formation of the district.  The district is planning to complete a CIP by October 2000.  The district will install individual service connection meters with the proposed project.  Upon completion of the proposed project, a wellhead protection plan will also be completed.  Currently, the proposed project is consistent with the Overall Economic Development Plan (OEDP) which has been adopted by Richland County, as a long-term, comprehensive plan.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the OEDP was not included in the application.  

The district has had a flat rate (combined water and sewer) for residential and business hookups of $32.00 per month, which has allowed a reserve account of $72,586 to be accumulated.  The district will implement a new rate structure, with the average monthly water rate increasing to $36.84 instead of the flat water rate of $22.25.  The additional $14.59 has been designated for the operation and maintenance costs as well as repayment of debt associated with the district’s water system.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, and CDBG grants in combination with a SRF loan and local reserves.  The district is committing $25,000 cash from its reserve fund to the project.  Included in the application was an income survey that was conducted in April of 1996. The survey verified an LMI of 53 percent, thus making the applicant eligible for a CDBG grant.  The applicant is eligible for RD funding, which could be used as an alternative-funding source.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the failings of the water system strongly discourage businesses from expanding or relocating to the community.  Businesses, including the school system, are at risk of closure with the constant and real threat of exposure to dental fluorosis, skeletal fluorosis, and other-related public health and safety issues.  The proposed project is an infrastructure improvement that will benefit the entire community, and is not directly related to the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project is likely to maintain as well as stimulate the progress of the private property tax base.  The MDOC reviewer notes that the high amount of fluoride in the water and health impact it is having on the children could definitely dissuade new families from moving into the community.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that since 1995, the Lambert Sewer and Water Association, in conjunction with Richland County, has encouraged active citizen participation by providing many opportunities to discuss public facility, housing, and economic problems.  Richland County Housing Authority launched a promotional campaign to identify and prioritize the county’s community development needs and priorities. There were two needs assessment surveys sent to randomly chosen residents.  The county continued with a proactive approach to seeking citizen participation, during the development of a long-term, comprehensive plan.  Hearings were held throughout the county.  The results of the community needs assessment surveys consistently reflect the applicant’s concern for a safe water supply.  In May 1996, an income and community development needs assessment survey was sent to the residents of Lambert and Savage.  The results again showed the concern for water safety.  

The Association first approached the public on April 2, 1998 to explore the possibility of submitting federal and state applications for the proposed project and to prioritize the needs of the community.  A petition to form a district was presented to the Richland County Commissioners in November of 1999.  Election to form the Lambert Water and Sewer District was held on March 7, 2000.  The vote was 81 in favor and one vote against the district formation.  A public hearing for the purpose of submitting grant applications was held on April 19, 2000, at 7:00 p.m.  A public notice advertising the hearing was published in the Sidney Herald-Leader on April 9, 2000, the official regional newspaper.  Posters were placed at various locations announcing the public hearing, and there were 12 persons in attendance at this hearing.  The MDOC reviewer noted that according to the applicant local citizens were informed that a rate increase would likely occur.  However, the minutes of the April 19, 2000 public hearing did not state that rates were discussed, but did indicate that there is extremely strong public support.  

The public support for the proposed project is well documented.  Affidavits of publication, minutes, attendee lists and posters/flyers were included in the application.  There were 61 letters of support received from residents of Lambert, which has only 59 households.  The MDOC reviewer noted that these letters came from all age groups, school kids, concerned parents, and senior citizens.  The largest percentage of the letters revolved around the damage the excess fluoride is causing to children’s teeth.  A dentist stated that the excessive fluoride is causing damage that may actually lead to fractured teeth and require complex dental treatment.  In addition, there are letters from DEQ that state that action to correct the water problem must be taken, and that an administrative order is not warranted at this time due to the community’s progress and commitment to correct the problem.  
TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature
Project No. 18

Applicant: TOWN OF BROWNING FOR WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

Note: This application is for the same project presented in the TSEP application from the Blackfeet Tribe.
This application received 3,440 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 18th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP/Applicant
Grant
$     500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

TSEP/Blackfeet Tribe
Grant  
$     500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

TSEP/E. Glacier
Grant
$     306,555
Awarded by the 1995 legislature.

RD/Applicant
Grant
$     375,000
Contacted, application has not been submitted.  MDOC assumed 75 percent grant eligibility.

RD/Applicant
Loan
$     125,000
Contacted, application has not been submitted. 

RD/Blackfeet Tribe
Grant
$  3,212,250
Contacted, application has not been submitted.  MDOC assumed 75 percent grant eligibility.

RD/Blackfeet Tribe
Loan
$  1,070,750
Contacted, application has not been submitted.

CDBG/Applicant 
Grant
$     400,000
Application was not submitted in 2000 as stated.

CDBG/E. Glacier
Grant
$     400,000
Application was not submitted in 2000 as stated.

Indian CDBG
Grant
$     600,000
Application was to be submitted 5/24/00, not awarded funds.

EDA
Grant
$  1,500,000
Application has not yet been submitted as stated.

EPA
Grant
$     720,000
Awarded – Tribe.

Tribal Housing
Grant
$  1,500,000
Awarded – nahasda.

Unknown
Unknown
$            445
App. stated E. Glacier had been awarded $307,000.

Project Total
$11,210,000


Note: Since the application was submitted in May 2000, the Blackfeet Tribe presented to MDOC a new funding package.  The new funding package does not include CDBG funds and the Tribe would assume the entire loan amount needed to construct the project.

Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$12,330

96%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
10,333

1,266


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$27.77

$15.11

$42.88
-

-

211%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$20.34

$52.72

$54.18
-

259%

266%

Project Summary

History - The Town of Browning is located near the center of the Blackfeet Reservation and serves over half the population of the reservation.  The town’s wells were initially developed over 60 years ago.  Population growth continues to take place causing major strains on the current water system.  A recent project resulted in some improvements to water quantity, however, the water has a high content of iron and manganese.  The Town of Browning owns and operates the water system under a cooperative agreement with the Blackfeet Tribe.

Problem – The town’s water system has the following deficiencies:

· limited ground water supply,

· high iron and manganese content,

· leaks in mains and transmission lines, 

· undersized transmission lines,

· insufficient storage, resulting in complete loss of water several times a year, and

· limited fire flow.

Note: The proposed solution does not address the problems with the existing distribution system piping.  Therefore, those deficiencies were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· construct a collection system and treatment plant, and

· provide storage and transmission lines with meters to East Glacier and Browning.  

Note: The water treatment plant would be owned by the Blackfeet Tribe, and the Tribe would wholesale the water to the Browning and East Glacier water systems who would then be responsible for charging their respective system users.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the East Glacier water supply is an unfiltered surface water supply, and is very susceptible to contamination by giardia, cryptosporidium, fecal coliform and other human pathogens.  Surface water supplies are required by law to be filtered and disinfected.  The East Glacier water supply has exceeded the Safe Drinking Water Act turbidity levels on several occasions.  Public health experts have documented a direct correlation with elevated probability of the presence of human pathogens in water supplies with increasing turbidity levels.  It is highly likely that illness or disease has occurred as a result of the unfiltered water supply.  Clearly, the fact that the East Glacier water supply is not filtered represents a serious deficiency.  East Glacier has been served with an administrative order by DEQ mandating the installation of a surface water treatment plant.  The system has also been placed on a boil order to protect water consumers in the community.  It is clear that serious consequences such as illness and disease are imminent.


It has been well documented through engineering analysis and numerous public comments that the water supply in the Town of Browning is inadequate to meet peak capacity demands and occasionally runs out.  In some cases the town has been out of water for several days.  This is a serious deficiency in a basic public infrastructure.  Generally, the lack of water in households and public facilities is recognized by public health officials as being a very unsanitary condition, especially if the lack of water persists for several days.  The potential for loss of water pressure puts the town under risk for contamination from groundwater or backflow.  It is very possible that illness or disease has occurred as a result of the periodic loss of water supplies.  The lack of water supply also presents a safety hazard due to the lack of adequate fire protection.  The system is in compliance with all primary EPA contaminant levels, but the water is of very poor quality.  The water is very hard and contains manganese and iron in excess of secondary standards.  The iron and manganese problem causes severe damage to clothes, and equipment, and results in extra maintenance.  The iron and manganese problem has resulted in substantial property damage and is a significant economic burden to the community.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 900 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Note:  The MHI, LMI, and Poverty statistics used in the Household Economic Condition Analysis and the target rate used in the Target Rate Analysis were derived by combining census data for the Town of Browning, North Browning CDP and South Browning CDP based on the proportion of households and persons within each of the jurisdictions, since all of these areas are served by the Browning water system.  This is the same methodology MDOC uses to calculate these statistics for county water and sewer districts or neighborhood specific projects.  

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 5th Quintile = 360 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 3rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 68%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 3rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 48.3%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 2nd out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 5th Quintile = 540 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineers noted that the engineer has done an excellent job of identifying the problems and estimating need for the future.  However, various information was not included in the PER that raised serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the selected alternative.  The environmental analysis was not detailed and did not include each alternative, and a detailed comparative evaluation and ranking of each alternative was not presented.  The PER did not fully describe the condition of the distribution systems, rehabilitation costs, and the impact on system water demand.  Correction of excessive distribution leakage could have a significant impact on the design basis and cost of water supply improvements and may even influence the selected alternative.


Unit costs and quantities were not presented for key items such as pipelines.  Detail itemized O&M costs were not presented for each alternative.  In addition, O&M costs were based on a comparison of existing treatment plants, but did not include pipeline, lift station and storage tank O&M cost for each alternative.  A present worth cost analysis was not prepared.  The Two Medicine Reservoir Alternative does not appear to include the cost of bringing in power lines.  A user cost analysis was not presented in the PER.


Problems with Browning and East Glacier’s water supply problems have a long history.  Several engineering firms have been involved and several engineering reports have been prepared in the past.  In this process several potential groundwater and surface water sources have been investigated and appropriately eliminated from consideration.  Based on this previous analysis, the review engineer believes groundwater sources of sufficient quantity and quality will be difficult to find in the Browning area. However, the PER for this application identified two new groundwater sites at Cut Bank Creek: the Evans site and the Takes Gun Site.  The PER specifically says the Town of Browning and the Blackfeet Housing Authority are in the process of developing a well at the Evans site to determine the potential groundwater yield.  The PER further states that if the yield and quality are adequate to supply Browning, a well field will be developed.  The PER proposes the same for the Takes Gun Site.  These comments are confusing considering that the PER also proposes developing an $11 million surface water treatment plant at Two Medicine Reservoir.  If treatment of the Evan site well is not required, the PER presents a cost of $2.7 million for this alternative.  Combined with the $2.3 million cost of separate treatment of Midvale Creek for East Glacier the total cost of treatment for both Browning and East Glacier would be approximately $5 million.  This is half the cost of the currently proposed alternative.  The PER should have to clarified the status of groundwater sources at the Evans and Takes Gun Sites.  


Separate surface water treatment utilizing Cut Bank Creek for Browning and Midvale for East Glacier would cost a total of $8 million compared to $11 million for the Two Medicine Supply.  Even with the increased O&M costs associated with more operators and additional testing, it is not clear that the annual cost for the Two Medicine Reservoir option is more cost effective.  The PER did not present a detailed annual cost comparison or present worth analysis of the alternatives evaluated. These alternatives were only compared narratively using subjective arguments.  This could be misleading and a more detailed comparative analysis should be performed.  Considering previous reports and the alternatives presented in this PER, all of the alternatives appear to have been identified, but they have not all been fully developed.  In addition, the comparative evaluation of each alternative is not complete considering O&M costs, capital costs, present worth costs, operation and maintenance requirements, environmental impacts of each alternative, site conditions and other factors.  Presentation of these factors in a matrix rating system would have made it more clear how the applicant selected the preferred alternative.  The proposed alternative will solve all of the deficiencies, but the alternative analysis did not sufficiently document through engineering, environmental, and economic analysis that an appropriate, efficient and cost effective alternative was selected.


The MDOC review engineers noted that the applicant would potentially benefit by further analysis of other potential water sources, conducting a hydraulic model and providing a full 20-year life cycle cost analysis for all reasonable scenarios.  Since this is a very large and important project, it would warrant further engineering research to be sure the best solution is found and all costs are identified.


The MDOC review engineers noted that the environmental checklist was complete, but provided little explanation in the comment section of the checklist and often stated that the item will be addressed in an environmental assessment.  An environmental evaluation of each alternative does not appear to have been performed and environmental impacts do not appear to have been a consideration in the comparative evaluation of alternatives.  The applicant stated that endangered species such as wolf and grizzly bear could be impacted as could historical and cultural resources.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that it has made continuous efforts to improve and expand the water supply and service since 1975.  However, these improvements have been designed around ground water sources located in the vicinity of Cut Bank Creek and have not been successful.  One major obstacle was achieving cooperation between the Blackfeet Tribe, East Glacier and the Town of Browning.  In April of 1998 and May of 2000, memorandums of agreement that initiate cooperative efforts between the parties were signed.  These documents were included in the application.  Existing homes in Browning are metered and all new construction requires meters.  The town is currently in the process of replacing 100 outdated meters.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated limited efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project appears to have problems and may not be viable.  There are potentially major obstacles that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of EDA, Indian CDBG, Blackfeet Housing, TSEP, CDBG, RD, and EPA grants in combination with RD loans.  Due to its complexity, there may be potential problems with the proposed funding package.  The application indicated amounts that the Town of Browning and the Tribe would apply for from RD without indicating the breakout between loan and grant, or what the terms of a loan would be.  In order to proceed with the financial analysis, MDOC conferred with RD and used the assumption of 75 percent potential grant allowance.  In addition, the Town of Browning verbally stated to the MDOC reviewer that they do not intend to apply to RD for a loan unless they absolutely have to.  The application also indicated that the Town of Browning and the East Glacier Water and Sewer District would be applying to CDBG in 2000, but no applications were received in May.  This is understandable for the Town of Browning since the CDBG program would not accept an application in the same year that an application is being submitted to TSEP, because of the extended approval process for TSEP applications.  The MDOC reviewer noted that it was not stated whether the East Glacier Water and Sewer District has discussed the CDBG application with Glacier County.  Under the CDBG program, counties must apply on behalf of county water and sewer districts.  The EDA program indicated it is uncertain when EDA funds might become available but that it is likely that the earliest would be 2002.  It is important to note that three different entities are in the process of seeking funds from six funding agencies.  Given the large number of funding sources and entities involved in this project, the loss of any one of these sources could jeopardize the project.  When all of the potential problems are viewed together, the proposed funding package appears to be less viable than most other TSEP applicants.

Partly in response to MDOC’s need for financial information, a meeting was put together by Senator Max Baucus’ office to discuss East Glacier’s outstanding loan with RD and to explore other ways to fund the proposed project.  Subsequently, the Tribe and the Town of Browning submitted the required financial information late in August 2000, which presented a new funding package without any type of CDBG funding.  It also showed the Tribe assuming the entire loan needed for the project, which would then be incorporated into the rates that the Tribe charges Browning and East Glacier for water.  The new funding package assumes a loan of $1,545,805 and a grant of $4,637,415, both of which would be obtained from RD by the Tribe.  In addition to the funds already committed to the project, the funding package still assumes that an additional $1 million would be obtained from TSEP and $1.5 million would be obtained from EDA.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that it is a low-income area, with a tremendous need for homes and jobs but these cannot be provided without adequate water.  The project would allow the town to authorize additional connections to the water system, which will encourage new commercial and housing construction.  Housing construction alone could result in $7.5 million in wages over the next three to four years.  The Blackfeet Tribe is proposing a new grocery store with 35-40 potential jobs and a bottled water plant with 10-15 jobs.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the Blackfeet Tribe’s TSEP application included a one-page summary relative to a proposed shopping center in Browning, however, no documentation from the Blackfeet Tribe or the Town of Browning relative to the bottled water project was included in the applications.  The applicant stated that it is unlikely the project will result in expansion of the private property tax base because trust property cannot be taxed. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 160 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant held at least one public hearing or meeting, or was able to document that the public was adequately informed about the proposed project.

The applicant stated that the Mayor has provided estimates of what user costs would be for the project.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that no documentation was included in the application.  The application included newspaper articles describing the water problems in Browning and some of the options considered to resolve them.  The MDOC reviewer noted that no minutes of community meetings or public hearings were included in the application.  The application referred the MDOC reviewer to the Blackfeet Tribe’s TSEP application for documents relative to public meetings.  The Tribe’s application indicated that the Blackfeet Planning and Development Department went to communities within the Reservation to obtain input on the need of the communities, in February and March of 2000.  The application included an affidavit of publication for these meetings and indicated that a community meeting was held in Browning on February 22, 2000.  The Tribe’s application stated that that since the Tribe will be the principal owner of the treatment plant and waterlines, and will wholesale water to East Glacier and Browning, it is the responsibility of those community’s to inform their consumers of any price increases.  As a result, the MDOC reviewer could not determine whether the actual water users were informed of how much the water would cost them or what their proposed rates would be.  However, there was an article included in the application from the Great Falls Tribune dated February 29, 2000, which stated the mayor of Browning said that to finance the project, the city would need to raise rates by more than $20.00 a month.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 19

Applicant: TOWN OF KEVIN FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,392 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 19th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $385,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$385,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$300,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

SRF
Loan
$  75,200
Contacted, project on priority list, application has not been submitted as stated.

RRGL
Grant
$    9,800
TA grant funds committed.

Project Total
$770,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$16,667

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
177

88


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$25.18

$11.69

$36.87
-

-

134%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$27.50

$37.45

$74.68
-

136%

272%

Project Summary

History – The town currently has a wastewater collection system and treatment facility that was constructed in 1970.  The existing collection system is comprised of approximately 10,000’ of 8” PVC pipe and one sewage lift station.  The treatment facility is a hybrid aerated lagoon system comprised of an aerated first cell and facultative second cell.  The effluent from the treatment facility discharges into a drainage of the Marias River.

Problem – The town’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· frequent BOD violations resulting in a notice of violation being issued by DEQ,

· the lift station and wet well have reached the end of their useful life, 

· no backup power source, and 

· ground water is infiltrating into the collection system.
Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· construct a new accelerated facultative lagoon facility, 

· remove sludge from the existing lagoons utilizing liquid dredging and land application,

· disassemble the existing lagoon cells,

· replace lift station pumps and motors,

· rehabilitate the existing wet well, and

· install a backup power supply for the lift station.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or have some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer stated that inadequately treated wastewater is being discharged to a dry lake bed in a location that is easily accessible by the public, and therefore, presents a serious risk of illness or disease.  The BOD discharge permit limit has been violated nine times in the last two years.  The treatment system is inadequate for the volume of water treated.  The lack of a back-up generator for the lift station and the age of the lift station pumps creates a risk of exposure of the general public to raw wastewater caused by sewer back-ups into buildings.  While serious illness or disease havs not been documented to have occurred yet, the MDOC review engineer noted that they have a reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of the deficiencies.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 612 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 9th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 59%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 5th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 28.9%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 5th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER presented a thorough analysis of alternatives and costs and that the PER documented that the project will provide a long-term solution to the town’s needs.  The applicant selected a no-action alternative for the collection system even though collection system deficiencies were identified in the PER.  The MDOC review engineer also noted that the accelerated lagoon would require a deviation from DEQ standards.  However, these minor issues do not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant as scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

Kevin is a small rural town whose population has declined steadily since 1970 when the original wastewater facilities were constructed.  The applicant stated that as population declines, revenues for the wastewater system decline, and the ability to operate and maintain a public system becomes increasingly difficult.  The applicant stated that most of the problems with the wastewater facility are due to the system being 30 years old, ten years past its expected design life.  When the town started experiencing effluent problems they made attempts to correct the deficiencies.  Due to the simplicity of their water and wastewater systems, the town felt that formal planning documents were not needed.  However, due to future projects and regulations, the town plans to start working towards the development of a CIP.  A community needs survey and an income survey were included with the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the results of the surveys were not included in the application because, at the time of the TSEP application, all responses had not yet been received. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP and CDBG grants in combination with an SRF loan.  The applicant stated that RRGL was considered, however, the maximum grant amount is less than CDBG and TSEP and submitting for another grant was too time consuming and costly.  The applicant stated that a portion of the current sewer rate is obligated to an INTERCAP loan that was used to fund the planning phase of this project.  The INTERCAP loan will be rolled into the SRF loan.  The applicant stated a loan was considered from RD, TSEP, INTERCAP and from local banks.  An SRF loan was chosen due to the more favorable interest rate and terms.  Currently, the town is on the program’s priority list.  The town will apply to the CDBG program in 2001.  Without TSEP funds the applicant’s combined rate would be 272 percent above the MDOC recommended target, therefore, TSEP funds are an essential part of the funding package.   

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the proposed project would not directly result in the creation or retention of a substantial number of long-term, full-time jobs for Montanans, however, without a reliable wastewater collection and treatment facility, businesses and residential development opportunities will not flourish and new sources of jobs will not materialize.  The applicant stated that the current condition of the wastewater system would not allow expansion of any business that discharges wastewater to the existing facility. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant held a sewer rate hearing in October of 1999.  The project was on the council agenda December 13, 1999 and January 10, 2000.  On March 6, 2000, the applicant held a public hearing relative to the project.  At this hearing, impacts on user rates were discussed.  A summary of the public hearing’s presentation was given at a regular council meeting on March 22, 2000.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant held council meetings relative to the project, but the public’s attendance was minimal.  The applicant provided a legal affidavit and a copy of the material presented at the public hearing held in March of 2000, however, the application did not include documentation of the public’s attendance at this hearing.  The applicant included two newsletters that were sent out with water and sewer bills throughout the planning process as well as a copy of the community needs survey and the income survey conducted by the town. 

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 20

Applicant: Power Water and Sewer District, Teton County 

for Water System Improvements
This application received 3,392 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 20th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  However, the amount of TSEP funds as requested would result in the applicant having only a 40 percent local match and the applicant does not qualify for a hardship grant.  Therefore, MDOC recommends a reduced TSEP grant of $425,000.  

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$203,500
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted.

Applicant 
Cash 
$  31,500
Funds committed.

Project Total
$835,000


Note: the applicant has submitted a new funding package as a result of needing to provide a larger match.  The new funding package is discussed in Statutory Priority #5.

Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$29,483

40%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
170

69


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$19.60

$19.60

$39.20
-

-

81%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$48.65

$55.60

$87.91
-

114%

181%

Project Summary

History – The district was created in 1969.  In 1970, a conventional package water treatment plant, transmission main and distribution system were constructed.  There is also a 6,000,000 gallon pre-sedimentation reservoir.  In 1977, a booster pump station and a 50,000 gallon concrete tank were added to the system.  The current water supply is considered undrinkable by most residents, and will not meet all proposed 2003 EPA requirements, specifically those relating to turbidity levels. 

Problem – The district’s water system has the following deficiencies:

· treatment plant is outdated and sub-standard,

· lack of back-up treatment system,

· limited water distribution,

· inability to provide fire flow, and

· grossly inadequate storage.

Note: the problems related to storage and distribution would not be resolved by the proposed project, and therefore, were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.  

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would include pilot testing of conventional treatment versus membrane technology to determine the best treatment alternative and the construction of a new treatment plant. 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that serious consequences clearly attributable to the lack of redundancy and inadequate treatment are likely to occur in the near-term.  The applicant adequately documented the deficiencies and potential impacts on the public’s health, safety and welfare with sample results, letters from DEQ, and a copy of the comprehensive performance evaluation.  Discussions with DEQ personnel substantiated the applicant’s concern regarding the seriousness of the problem.  The deficiencies are existing and continual and affect the entire community of Power.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 37th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 37%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 25th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 9.0%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 33rd out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER was generally complete and well done.  The report did not discuss disposal of waste generated from water treatment, but it does not appear that this minor issue would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.
The applicant stated that the district completed a comprehensive study of the water system and the need for a wastewater system in 1981.  As a result, a wastewater collection and treatment system was constructed in 1985.  In 1988, the district worked with the DHES in the preparation of a comprehensive performance evaluation of the water treatment facility.  The district implemented all of the recommendations with the exception of major infrastructure items.  In 1995, the district faced the possibility of water shortages during peak periods of the year, and decided to install water meters.  The district used its reserves to pay for the metering project.  The district is fully metered, and charges are based on the amount of water used.  An additional amount is charged when the maximum water allotment is exceeded.  System users are only allowed to water on a rotating basis every other day during the summer months.  In 1999, the district completed a community needs survey.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP and RRGL grants in combination with an SRF loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that the district is in the process of completing and submitting funding proposals to the RRGL and SRF programs.  The CDBG and RD programs were considered as possible grant funding sources.  However, both the census data and the income survey conducted in Power showed that the district would not meet eligibility requirements of these programs.  Recently, DNRC staff suggested the district send a letter to the SRF program requesting that the proposed project be included on the Montana Project Priority List.  A copy of that letter was included in the application.  


The MDOC reviewer noted that $500,000 was requested in the TSEP application, with only a 40 percent match.  The TSEP Application Guidelines state that a 50 percent match is required unless the following tests are met:

1. a serious deficiency exists in a community facility or service, or the community lacks the facility or service entirely; and adverse consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency have occurred, or are likely to occur; and the proposed project will correct the deficiencies; and 

2. as a result of the water or wastewater project, user rates would be at least two times the community’s “target rate” (based upon the projected monthly rates with TSEP assistance); and 

3. other sources of funding are not reasonably available.


The applicant failed to meet the second test that user rates would be at least two times the community’s “target rate.”  Since the applicant does not qualify for a hardship grant, the TSEP grant amount would need to be reduced.  Based on a total project cost of $835,000, the TSEP grant amount would need to be reduced to $417,000.  After bringing this to the attention of the applicant, a new financing package was introduced by the applicant utilizing a RD loan.  Because of the additional loan amount required, the total cost of the proposed project is now estimated to be $858,000, with a $298,000 loan.  The applicant has proposed reducing the TSEP grant to $425,000.  RD has indicated that the district would be eligible for a loan.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development. The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the existing water system is at maximum capacity, thereby limiting growth in the district because the current system isn’t capable of supporting additional users.  A positive economic impact will be realized because the improvements will allow commercial and industrial growth to occur, as well as, possibly encouraging people to relocate to Power.  Other small communities in the area have seen increased growth due to people moving from Great Falls.  Businesses will be more likely to relocate to the district if an adequate supply of water is available for consumption and for fire fighting purposes.  The proposed system improvements will allow for expansion of district boundaries.  Growth within the district or an expansion of the district would result in a corresponding increase in the private property tax base.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that a county commissioners’ work session was held at the Power Senior Center on January 25, 2000, to discuss the water system and plans for obtaining public comment.  A copy of the minutes for the meeting and a newspaper article about the meeting were included in the application.  At a public meeting conducted in Choteau in February, Teton County residents had the opportunity to voice their opinion relating to infrastructure needs throughout Teton County.  In spite of poor winter driving conditions and sub-zero temperatures, 13 Power residents drove 70 miles to express their concerns about the water system in Power.  A majority of the 27 people in attendance felt that the Power water system should rank number one on the list of Teton County infrastructure needs.  The commissioners agreed.  Also, at this meeting a staff member of the Teton County Development Corporation reviewed available funding sources.  On April 13, a second public meeting was held in Power to review the PER.  Twenty-eight people attended the meeting.  The project engineer summarized the components of the present water system, present and future population trends and water use projections.  He presented cost estimates to provide for short and long-term financial planning.  Residents were told that the proposed project would result in water bills ranging from $33 to $35, which is slightly below MDOC’s calculation of the rates if using an RD loan.  However, the engineer’s presentation did show an amount of $36.93 if the RD loan was used.  Legal notices were published twice in both the Fairfield and Choteau newspapers.  The Power School’s monthly publication that is mailed to all residents also included meeting notices.  Posters containing meeting times and locations were displayed throughout the county and the community of Power.  Copies of all public notices, posters, school newsletters, sign-in sheets and minutes for both meetings were included in the application.  A copy of the presentation from the April meeting was also included in the application.  The application also included copies of minutes from several meetings of the Teton County Development Corporation, at which the proposed project was discussed.  

Also included in the application were nine letters of support for the project, six of which were from public officials.  In January 2000, several Power residents formed an advisory committee.  The committee met several times to develop a needs assessment that included an economic survey.  The survey was distributed by committee members to residents of the district, and 100 percent of those receiving the survey returned it to committee members.  In an effort to obtain accurate income information, an income survey was subsequently developed, which was reviewed and approved by MDOC prior to distribution. The purpose of this additional survey was because the district did not believe that the MHI, based on the U.S. Census figures, was representative of those actually living within the district.  The U.S. Census figures took into account a significant amount of area outside of the district.  There was an 89 percent return rate for this survey.  A third survey in the form of a comment sheet was also distributed.  The survey provided business owners and non-profit organizations an opportunity for input.  One hundred percent of those receiving the comment sheet, and who were water system users, responded.  In addition, the water advisory committee helped design a community needs survey, and then distributed and picked up the surveys when they were completed.  They were able to deliver to 66 out of 67 households, and received a 100 percent response rate.  The application contained copies of all of the surveys and the results.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 21

Applicant: The Blackfeet Tribe for Water System Improvements 

TO SERVE THE TOWN OF BROWNING AND EAST GLACIER Park WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT

Note: This application is for the same project presented in the TSEP application from the Town of Browning.  

This application received 3,332 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 21st out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP/Applicant
Grant
$     500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

TSEP/Browning
Grant  
$     500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

TSEP/E. Glacier
Grant
$     306,555
Awarded by the 1995 Legislature.

RD/Browning
Grant
$     375,000
Contacted, application has not been submitted.  MDOC assumed 75 percent grant eligibility.

RD/Browning
Loan
$     125,000
Contacted, application has not been submitted. 

RD/Applicant
Grant
$  3,212,250
Contacted, application has not been submitted.  MDOC assumed 75 percent grant eligibility.

RD/Applicant
Loan
$  1,070,750
Contacted, application has not been submitted.

CDBG/Browning 
Grant
$     400,000
Application was not submitted in 2000 as stated.

CDBG/E. Glacier
Grant
$     400,000
Application was not submitted in 2000 as stated.

Indian CDBG
Grant
$     600,000
Application was to be submitted 5/24/00.

EDA
Grant
$  1,500,000
Application has not yet been submitted as stated.

EPA
Grant
$     720,000
Awarded – Tribe.

Tribal Housing
Grant
$  1,500,000
Awarded – nahasda.

Unknown
Unknown
$            445
App. stated E. Glacier had been awarded $307,000.

Project Total
$11,210,000


Note: Since the application was submitted in May 2000, the Blackfeet Tribe presented to MDOC a new funding package.  The new funding package does not include CDBG funds and the Tribe would assume the entire loan amount needed to construct the project.

Town of Browning

Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$12,330

96%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
10,333

1,266


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$27.77

$15.11

$42.88
-

-

211%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$20.34

$52.77

$54.18
-

259%

266%

East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District

Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
28,077

96%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
400

173


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$20.00

$13.00

$33.00
-

-

71%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$46.33

$56.45

$66.55
-

122%

144%

Project Summary

History – Since 1985, the Town of Browning has suffered from periodic drinking water shortages.  Demand has outpaced available supply by several hundred gallons per day.  In 1989, ‘91, ‘92, ‘95, ‘98, and ‘99, the community essentially ran out of water for several days, forcing schools to close and initiating emergency plans for other closures.

The community of East Glacier currently obtains its water from Midvale Creek.  The system serves approximately 400 residents and many of the estimated 2.1 million annual visitors to Glacier National Park.  There has been a DEQ boil order in place since March of 1994 and an administrative order to install a water treatment facility.  The district obtained a TSEP grant in 1995 to construct a water treatment plant.  Since that time a joint project that would serve both communities has developed.  The TSEP funds previously obtained by the district would be used to help finance this proposed project.

Problem – The Town of Browning has the following deficiencies related to its water system:

· transmission lines leak and break frequently, and

· poor water quality and limited quantity.

The East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District has the following deficiencies related to its water system:

· no water treatment, except for chlorination, in violation of state standards, and 

· high water turbidity.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· construct a surface water treatment plant at the Lower Two Medicine Reservoir, and

· construct a water main that delivers potable water to both Browning and East Glacier.
Note: The water treatment plant would be owned by the Blackfeet Tribe, and the Tribe would wholesale the water to the Browning and East Glacier water systems who would then be responsible for charging their respective system users.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards. 

Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the East Glacier water supply is an unfiltered surface water supply, and is very susceptible to contamination by giardia, cryptosporidium, fecal coliform and other human pathogens.  Surface water supplies are required by law to be filtered and disinfected.  The East Glacier water supply has exceeded the Safe Drinking Water Act turbidity levels on several occasions.  Public health experts have documented a direct correlation with elevated probability of the presence of human pathogens in water supplies with increasing turbidity levels.  It is highly likely that illness or disease has occurred as a result of the unfiltered water supply.  Clearly, the fact that the East Glacier water supply is not filtered represents a serious deficiency.  East Glacier has been served with an administrative order by DEQ mandating the installation of a surface water treatment plant.  The system has also been placed on a boil order to protect water consumers in the community.  It is clear that serious consequences such as illness and disease are imminent.


It has been well documented through engineering analysis and numerous public comments that the water supply in the Town of Browning is inadequate to meet peak capacity demands and occasionally runs out.  In some cases, the town has been out of water for several days.  This is a serious deficiency in a basic public infrastructure.  Generally, the lack of water in households and public facilities is recognized by public health officials as being a very unsanitary condition, especially if the lack of water persists for several days.  The potential for loss of water pressure puts the town under risk for contamination from groundwater or backflow.  It is very possible that illness or disease has occurred as a result of the periodic loss of water supplies.  The lack of water supply also presents a safety hazard due to the lack of adequate fire protection.  The system is in compliance with all primary EPA contaminant levels, but the water is of very poor quality.  The water is very hard and contains manganese and iron in excess of secondary standards.  The iron and manganese problem is causing severe damage to clothes, and equipment, and results in extra maintenance.  The iron and manganese problem has resulted in substantial property damage and is a significant economic burden to the community.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 792 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 5th Quintile = 360 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.


Note:  The MHI, LMI, and Poverty statistics used in the Household Economic Condition Analysis for the Tribe were derived by combining census data from the Town of Browning and the East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District based on the proportion of households and persons within each of the jurisdictions.  This is the same methodology MDOC uses to calculate these statistics for county water and sewer districts or neighborhood specific projects.

· Median Household Income of $13,958 ranked 4th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 67%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 4th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 47.0%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 3rd out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Note:  The target rate analysis score for the applicant was determined by independently analyzing the combined user rates of Browning and East Glacier relative to their respective target rates.  Browning was scored at the 5th quintile or 540 points, while East Glacier was scored at the 2nd quintile or 216 points.  After taking into account that approximately 70 percent of the project cost is attributable to Browning, the applicant was scored at the 4th quintile or 432 points overall on the target rate analysis, taking into consideration the individual analyses.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineers noted that the engineer has done an excellent job of identifying the problems and estimating needs for the future.  However, various information was not included in the PER that raised serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the selected alternative.  The environmental analysis was not detailed and did not include each alternative, and a detailed comparative evaluation and ranking of each alternative was not presented.  The PER did not fully describe the condition of the distribution systems, rehabilitation costs, and the impact on system water demand. Correction of excessive distribution leakage could have a significant impact on the design basis and cost of water supply improvements and may even influence the selected alternative.


Unit costs and quantities were not presented for items such as pipelines.  Detailed itemized O&M costs were not presented for each alternative.  In addition, O&M costs were based on a comparison of existing treatment plants, but did not include pipeline, lift station and storage tank O&M cost for each alternative.  A present worth cost analysis was not prepared.  The Two Medicine Reservoir Alternative does not appear to include the cost of bringing in power lines.  A user cost analysis was not presented in the PER.


Problems with Browning and East Glacier’s water supply problems have a long history.  Several engineering firms have been involved and several engineering reports have been prepared in the past.  Several potential groundwater and surface water sources have been investigated and appropriately eliminated from consideration.  Based on this previous analysis, the review engineer believes groundwater sources of sufficient quantity and quality will be difficult to find in the Browning area. However, the PER for this application identified two new groundwater sites at Cut Bank Creek: the Evans site and the Takes Gun site.  The PER specifically says the Town of Browning and the Blackfeet Housing Authority are in the process of developing a well at the Evans site to determine the potential groundwater yield.  The PER further states that if the yield and quality are adequate to supply Browning, a well field will be developed.  The PER proposes the same for the Takes Gun Site.  These comments are confusing considering that the PER also proposes developing an $11 million surface water treatment plant at Two Medicine Reservoir.  If treatment of the Evan site well is not required, the PER presents a cost of $2.7 million for this alternative.  Combined with the $2.3 million cost of separate treatment of Midvale Creek for East Glacier the total cost of treatment for both Browning and East Glacier would be approximately $5 million.  This is half the cost of the currently proposed alternative.  The PER needs to clarify the status of groundwater sources at the Evans and Takes Gun Sites.  


Separate surface water treatment utilizing Cut Bank Creek for Browning and Midvale for East Glacier would cost a total of $8 million compared to $11 million for the Two Medicine Supply.  Even with the increased O&M costs associated with more operators and additional testing, it is not obvious that the annual cost for the Two Medicine Reservoir option is more cost effective.  The PER did not present a detailed annual cost comparison or present worth analysis of the alternatives evaluated. These alternatives were only compared narratively using subjective arguments.  This could be misleading and a more detailed comparative analysis should be performed.  Considering previous reports and the alternatives presented in this PER, all of the alternatives appear to have been identified, but they have not all been fully developed.  In addition, the comparative evaluation of each alternative is not complete considering O&M costs, capital costs, present worth costs, operation and maintenance requirements, environmental impacts of each alternative, site conditions and other factors.  Presentation of these factors in a matrix rating system would have made it more clear how the applicant selected the preferred alternative.  The proposed alternative will solve all of the deficiencies, but the alternative analysis did not sufficiently document through engineering, environmental, and economic analysis that an appropriate, efficient and cost effective alternative was selected.


The MDOC review engineers noted that the applicant would potentially benefit by further analyses of other potential water sources, conducting a hydraulic model and providing a full 20-year life cycle cost analysis for all reasonable scenarios.  Since this is a very large and important project, it would warrant further engineering research to be sure the best solution is found and all costs are identified.


The MDOC review engineers noted that the environmental checklist was complete, but provided little explanation in the comment section of the checklist and often stated that the item will be addressed in an environmental assessment.  An environmental evaluation of each alternative does not appear to have been performed and environmental impacts do not appear to have been a consideration in the comparative evaluation of alternatives.  The applicant stated that endangered species such as wolf and grizzly bear could be impacted as could historical and cultural resources.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the Town of Browning and the East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District have made long-term planning, management, and maintenance of public facilities a priority.  The Town of Browning has made continuous efforts to improve and expand the supply and service since 1975.  Improvements have been designed around ground water sources located near Cut Bank Creek, however, these efforts have not been successful.  One major problem facing the town was gaining cooperation from the Blackfeet Tribe.  In 1995, the town entered into a memorandum of agreement with the Tribe.  The agreement, which outlines a unified utility operation, was included in the application.  In 1982, the district took out a loan with RD to pay for water improvements and have since made some improvements.  The applicant stated that a major problem for the district was achieving cooperation from the Tribe.  Recently, the East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District, Town of Browning, Blackfeet Housing, Indian Health Service and the Blackfeet Tribe entered into a memorandum of agreement which details cooperative long-term efforts to deal with community water problems.  This memorandum was also included in the application.  

The MDOC reviewer noted that the district was awarded TSEP funds by the 1995 Legislature, but never constructed the project as proposed to the legislature.  It was not until 1999 that MDOC learned of this new proposal to build a joint water treatment facility.  

The applicant also stated that the Blackfeet Planning and Development Department (BPDD) will have completed a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) for EDA by November 2000. The EDA program provides planning grants for administrative expenses to establish and implement economic development programs, and part of the requirements is to complete a CEDS.  The Tribe intends its plan to cover a ten-year period.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated limited efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project appears to have problems and may not be viable.  There are potentially major obstacles that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, Indian CDBG, EDA, EPA, Tribal Housing, and RD grants in combination with RD loans.  The applicant stated that the RD program has expressed an interest in helping the Tribe solve its water problems.  On June 30, 1998, a letter was sent to Tribal Chairman Earl Old Person from John Romano, Deputy Administrator for the RUS, inviting the Tribe to participate in RD water programs.

The MDOC reviewer noted that there are several potential problems with the proposed funding package as presented in the application.  First, the application simply showed amounts that the Tribe and the Town of Browning would apply for from RD, without indicating how much would be loan and how much would be grant, or what the loan rate and terms would be.  After conferring with RD, the MDOC reviewer assumed the maximum potential grant allowance of 75 percent in order to proceed with the financial analysis.  In addition, the Town of Browning verbally stated to a MDOC reviewer that they do not intend to apply to RD for a loan.  

The application also indicated that the Town of Browning and the East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District would be applying to CDBG in 2000, but no applications were submitted.  However, this is understandable since the CDBG program would not accept an application in the same year that an application is being submitted to TSEP, because of the extended approval process for TSEP applications.  The MDOC reviewer noted that it was not stated whether the district has discussed the potential CDBG application with the Glacier County.  Under the CDBG application guidelines, Glacier County would have to be the applicant for any funds on behalf of the district.  Since submitting the application, the MDOC reviewer learned that the Tribe was unsuccessful in their application to the Indian CDBG program. 

The EDA program indicated that given the large amount of funds to be requested, the earliest that those funds would likely become available would be in 2002.  However, several of the TSEP applicants have indicated that EDA funds are to be applied for.  Three of those applicants are requesting large grants, and in general, EDA funds are limited.  As a result, it is uncertain when EDA funds might actually become available.  

The MDOC reviewer noted that in addition to the fact that funding would need to be obtained from numerous funding agencies, it is also important to note that a total of three governmental entities are involved in seeking those funds.  The loss of any one of these sources could potentially jeopardize the funding package for the proposed project.   

The applicant did not submit all of the information required to adequately analyze financial need.  In addition, the funding package for this project has changed several times since MDOC became aware of the proposed project, and has recently changed again as is explained in the next paragraph.  Given its complexity, when all of the potential problems are viewed together, the proposed funding package appears to be less viable than most other TSEP applicants. 

Partly in response to MDOC’s need for financial information, a meeting was put together by Senator Max Baucus’ office to discuss East Glacier’s outstanding loan with RD and to explore other ways to fund the proposed project.  Subsequently, the Tribe and the Town of Browning submitted the required financial information late in August 2000, which presented a new funding package without any type of CDBG funding.  It also showed the Tribe assuming the entire loan needed for the project, which would then be incorporated into the rates that the Tribe charges Browning and East Glacier for water.  The new funding package assumes a loan of $1,545,805 and a grant of $4,637,415, both of which would be obtained from RD by the Tribe.  In addition to the funds already committed to the project, the funding package still assumes that an additional $1 million would be obtained from TSEP and $1.5 million would be obtained from EDA.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system. The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that Browning and East Glacier have an enormous potential for economic growth if an adequate supply of water can be identified for each community.  Currently, the Blackfeet Reservation is experiencing a 70 percent unemployment rate and is in need of 999 new homes.  Much of the economic problems facing the Blackfeet Reservation stem from inadequate water supplies and infrastructure problems.  The Blackfeet Indian Reservation is located next to Glacier National Park, which two million people visit each year.  These tourists spend $22 - $28 million dollars each year.  In spite of the enormous potential, the Blackfeet Tribe has been unable to tap into the tourism industry largely because of failing infrastructure.  

The BPDD is charged with the responsibility to develop jobs and infrastructure, and has determined that 3,000 long-term jobs, along with adequate infrastructure, are required to develop and maintain a self-sustaining economic base.  Currently, the BPDD has plans for a resort hotel, casino, and shopping mall.  These projects have been on hold until such time as adequate water supplies can be established for both communities.  These projects are expected to create approximately 1,200 long-term jobs.  An executive summary, along with the floor plans for the resort hotel and casino, were included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that while the executive summary did not provide an in-depth analysis, it did provide a summary of the breakeven information.  

In addition to the jobs created by the above businesses, the Blackfeet Indian Housing Authority has plans to build 967 new rental and owner occupied homes.  The estimated cost of these homes total $59,656,161.  At least 60 percent of the total cost is labor costs.  This is expected to translate into 500 additional long-term jobs.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 160 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant held at least one public hearing or meeting, or was able to document that the public was adequately informed about the proposed project.

The applicant stated that the BPDD went to six communities within the Blackfeet Reservation to obtain input on the needs of those communities, including water problems, in February and March of 2000.  The application included an affidavit of publication for the meetings.  There were various newspaper articles describing the water problems in Browning and some of the options to resolve the situation.  

The MDOC reviewer noted that there were no minutes or newspaper articles included in the application describing the community meetings or what was discussed.  Since the purpose of the six meetings held around the Blackfeet Reservation were to obtain input on the needs of those communities, it is assumed that the proposed project was not dealt with specifically at these meetings.  

The applicant stated that since the Tribe will be the principal owner of the treatment plant and waterlines, and will wholesale water to East Glacier and Browning, it is the responsibility of those communities to inform their consumers of any price increases.  As a result, the MDOC reviewer could not determine whether the actual water users were informed of how much the water would cost them or what their proposed rates would be.  However, the MDOC reviewer did note that there was an article included in the application from the Great Falls Tribune dated February 29, 2000.  It states that the Mayor of Browning said that to finance the project, the city would need to raise rates by more than $20.00 a month. 

The memorandum of agreement recently entered into by the East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District, Town of Browning, Blackfeet Housing, Indian Health Service and the Blackfeet Tribe, which details the cooperative long-term efforts that will be made to deal with community water problems, is another sign that this project is a high local priority.  The previous support shown by the East Glacier Park Water and Sewer District to resolve its problems was also taken into account in the scoring of this priority.

The applicant stated that the BPDD would complete a CEDS for EDA by November, 2000.  The EDA program provides planning grants for administrative expenses to establish and implement economic development programs and one of the requirements is to complete a CEDS.  The Tribe intends its plan to cover a ten-year period.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 22

Applicant: CITY OF WHITEFISH FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,312 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 22nd out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan 
$   508,040
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted.

RRGL
Grant
$     10,000
TA grant funds committed, partially expended.

Applicant
Cash
$     14,650
Funds expended.

Project Total
$1,132,690


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$21,569

56%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
5,682

2,396


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$25.94

$15.85

$41.79
-

-

117%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$35.59

$44.53

$45.58
-

125%

128%

Project Summary

History - The city’s wastewater treatment facility was changed to an aerated three-cell lagoon facility in 1978. In 1988, the plant was upgraded to include a phosphorus removal process following treatment in the lagoons.  Since installation of the phosphorous removal process, the city has had difficulty with de-watering the alum sludge generated by the flocculating clarifier.  The existing belt-filter press is unable to produce a consistent sludge cake with reasonably high solids content.  Consequently, the liquid sludge is routinely wasted to the plant influent stream and re-introduced to the aerated lagoon basins.  Over the years, this sludge has accumulated in the basins and resulted in increased oxygen demands, reduced lagoon volumes and contributed to diffuser fouling.  In 1998, the city implemented a project that allowed them to re-direct the alum sludge to three new de-watering beds and prevent continued accumulation in the aerated basins.

Problem – The city’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· the existing aeration diffusers suffer from frequent fouling,

· the blowers and some aeration piping are in need of replacement and up-sizing, and

· heavy sludge accumulations in the lagoons reduce detention times for the incoming wastewater and exert an oxygen demand, which takes away available oxygen for wastewater treatment.
Proposed Solution -  The proposed project would:

· install new blowers, 

· replace and up-size aeration lines, 

· add control valves,

· install new, fine-bubble diffuser units in all three aeration cells, and   

· remove, de-water and dispose of accumulated sludge from the treatment basins.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project could potentially affect the public’s health and safety, and consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency may occur at some point in the future but have not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer stated that no serious consequences have occurred as a result of the deficiencies described in the PER.  Continued operation under the current conditions could result in future discharge permit violations and associated serious consequences may occur at some point in the future

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 19th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 41%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 19th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 16.5%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 14th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

The applicant clearly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER thoroughly documents all of the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is complete with alternatives thoroughly discussed and construction costs well documented and justified.  There are no issues of any significance that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.


The MDOC review engineer stated that the PER was complete and included all the necessary information.  All identified deficiencies with the aeration and solids handling system will be addressed.  The aeration system alternatives analysis was thorough and complete and resulted in the most efficient, appropriate and cost effective and long-term solution.  The recommended sludge removal alternative will solve the entire sludge problem and is complete and long-term.  The alternatives analysis for the sludge removal did not make it clear that a service company could not dredge and pump to the phase isolation cell less expensively than the chosen alternative.  However, this minor omission does not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant and can be addressed during design.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that in 1977, the city produced a wastewater facilities plan that resulted in an upgrade to aerated lagoons.  In 1996, the city in conjunction with the Flathead Regional Development Office prepared the Whitefish City-County Master Plan – Year 2020 and its companion Natural Resource Analysis.  In 1995, the city in cooperation with the Big Mountain Sewer District produced the Review of Big Mountain Sewer District and City of Whitefish Wastewater Collection and Treatment Systems, which explored the feasibility of combining the two.  In 1996, the city prepared the Water Master Plan Update for Whitefish, Montana.  In 1997 the city completed their Final Wastewater Facilities Plan – Whitefish, Montana.  To implement the long-term handling of alum sludge, the city produced a 1998 Technical Design Memorandum exploring alternatives for how to manage their phosphorus solids.  The MDOC reviewer noted that none of the above mentioned documents were included in the application.  In April 2000, the city prepared the Aeration System Improvements and Lagoon Sludge Removal, which was labeled the PER in the TSEP application.  The applicant stated that it maintains a five-year CIP, which was included in the application.  The applicant stated that between 1999 and 2001, system revenues will be increased by $225,000.  The applicant stated that the problems with the solids handling stem largely from poorly functioning equipment installed during a 1987 facility upgrade and the existing aeration system has never operated as intended.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  In addition, the applicant documented that receiving TSEP funds is critical to receiving the funds from other sources and keeping the project moving forward.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP and RRGL grants in combination with local reserves and an SRF loan.  Local reserves and an RRGL grant have already been expended for planning.  The project is on SRF’s priority list and an application was submitted to RRGL in May of 2000.  The CDBG program was considered, however, the applicant stated that the community’s LMI percentage was too low to make it a good candidate.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant is not eligible for CDBG funding due to its LMI percentage.  The applicant stated that RD was also considered but the city was reluctant to fund a project based on a loan maturity of 40 years.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the proposed project would not directly result in the expansion or location of any businesses in Whitefish, however, the current system cannot handle the existing flowrates and a properly functioning treatment facility is necessary for the community to have continued growth.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.


The applicant conducted a public hearing on September 7, 1999, to discuss the need for the project and the rate increase necessary to fund the proposed wastewater improvements, including how the rates would be phased-in.  The notice for the hearing, city council public discussions prior to the hearing, as well as the hearing’s minutes are included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that, while the notice for the hearing indicates it was published on three occasions, there was no indication as to the method of publication.  The application included one article published in the Kalispell Daily Interlake newspaper.  The expected rate increases necessary to fund the local share of the TSEP project have already been approved by the city council and are to be phased-in between 1999 and 2001.  The first phase of the increase has already been implemented.  The applicant maintains a five year CIP.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 23

Applicant: City of Choteau for Wastewater SYSTEM Improvements

This application received 3,252 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 23rd out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$1,028,935
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted April 2001.

Project Total
$1,528,935


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$19,482

67%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
1,795

1,069


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$20.08

$9.89

$29.97
-

-

93%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$32.15

$39.03

$43.17
-

121%

134%

Project Summary

History – The city‘s wastewater system is over 80 years old.  The collection system is made up primarily of clay tile and concrete pipe, with new portions made of PVC.  The 30-acre single cell lagoon system was built in the mid-1950s.  Wetlands around the lagoon are indicative of lagoon leakage. 

Problem – The city‘s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· The collection system is generally located below the groundwater table, and the old pipe, with open joints in the old clay tile materials, is allowing large quantities of clear water to infiltrate into the system, resulting in surcharging of the sewer, sewage backups, and hydraulic overloading of the treatment system,

· a single cell lagoon that is unlined,

· deep sludge layers, and 

· inadequate detention time.

Note:  The proposed solution would not resolve problems related to the lagoon or all of the existing clay tile pipe.  Therefore, those deficiencies were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· replace or rehabilitate 21,700’ of collection lines, and

· rehabilitate 45 manholes. 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards. 

Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that excessive infiltration and inflow overwhelm the system.  The excessive sewage flows result in periodic back-ups and inadequate treatment of the wastewater prior to discharge.  Sewage back-up into residences is a serious public health hazard and represents a significant risk of illness.  Sewage back-ups have caused significant property damage in the past and claims against the city’s insurance carrier are costly.  In addition sewage back-ups into residences violate state and federal safety standards.  Serious consequences clearly attributable to this deficiency are likely to occur in the near-term.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 14th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 40%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 21st out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 10.7%. The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 29th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER thoroughly analyzed the entire system and identified all potential deficiencies.  However, the proposed project will not resolve all the deficiencies identified in the PER.  The proposed project represents the first phase of a complete and long-term schedule of improvements.  The project will significantly reduce I/I flows, which was determined to be the highest priority improvement for the system. 


The chosen alternative includes both pipe replacement and sewer pipe rehabilitation. 

In analyzing the rehabilitation alternative, there was a significant mathematical error, which increased the project by $300,000.  However discussion on this issue during the scoring process determined this to be only a minor issue and did not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the city began planning for needed wastewater improvements in 1995 and water improvements in 1998.  During this period, rates have been raised to bring water and sewer rates up to the city’s “target” rates.  The city has purchased a TV inspection system to better evaluate the condition of the sewer system and has been replacing or repairing some of the problem sewers.  The problem is not of recent origin, and did not develop due to improper past operation or maintenance practices.  The problems are mainly due to the age and materials of pipes that were installed almost 80 years ago and the type of lagoon technology in use when the treatment system was constructed in the 1950’s.  The system has outlived its useful design life and cannot be replaced under normal O&M practices.  The proposed collection replacement project is part of the wastewater facilities plan adopted by Choteau in 1996.  There was no reference to a community-wide CIP or whether one would be developed.  The city is not metered but did mention in the application that metering the water system is a high priority.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant has applied for a grant from RRGL to install water meters.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with an SRF loan.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant has a 40 percent LMI making the community ineligible for CDBG funds.  However, an income survey could still be conducted or approach the project by targeting LMI households.  The applicant did not describe why other funding sources, such as RD, were not considered.  The applicant has applied for a grant from RRGL to install water meters. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that it is unknown as to whether the proposed project will directly affect the economy of Choteau.  The proposed project has the potential to be a positive lure for commercial industries.  No specific firms have discussed expansion due to the wastewater improvements.  However, a barley malting operation has considered locating in Choteau and the present wastewater system cannot handle the additional organic loading. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that public meetings were held in 1995 and 1996 to consider a draft facilities plan.  An additional meeting was held on April 18, 2000 to update the citizens on the project, discuss costs, grant assistance and need for the improvements.  Prior to this meeting, newsletters were distributed to the public.  The newsletter was intended to provide the public with an understanding of the project and allow for public comment.  A copy of the newsletter, and the minutes were included in the application.  According to the minutes of the last meeting there were 28 persons in attendance.  There were 14 letters of support in the application coming from local and state government, various businesses, and citizens of the community.  User costs were discussed in the newsletter mailed to all city residents in April 2000, and further discussed during the April public hearing.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 24

Applicant: Lockwood Water and Sewer District, Yellowstone County 

for A WASTEWATER SYSTEM

This application received 3,172 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 24th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

EPA
Grant
$3,801,000
STAG grant funds committed.

EDA
Grant
$1,000,000
Contacted, but application has not yet been submitted as stated.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

RD
Loan
$3,236,453
Application submitted.

Project Total
$8,637,453


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$26,108

94%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
5,000

1,300


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$35.00

N/A

N/A
81%

-

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$43.08

$49.89

$51.52
-

116%

120%

Project Summary

History – The Lockwood area, which is adjacent to Billings, is the largest community in the State of Montana that does not have a centralized sanitary sewer system.  Each resident or business within the district 's boundary relies on septic tanks and drain fields, or experimental wastewater disposal systems.  Many of the residents in the district are provided potable water by the Lockwood Water Users Association.  Because of this, some lots within the district are only .5 acre in size and replacement drain field area is at a premium, with some of the lots having already replaced existing drain fields.  The Lockwood Water and Sewer District was formed in 1997.  The district completed a facilities plan in 1998, which was subsequently approved by the DEQ.  The district successfully negotiated a long‑term contract with the City of Billings to treat and dispose of the district 's wastewater.  The estimated total build‑out cost for the entire proposed system is $27+ million in 1997 dollars.  The district has been awarded a $3.8 million grant from the EPA towards the first phase, but the grant requires a match of approximately $3 million dollars. 

Problem – Lack of a centralized wastewater system is a problem because:

· there is a high percentage of drain field failures (approximately 25 percent), 
· limited or no space for replacement fields,
· some of the systems have failed more than once, and
· the number of drain fields failing will increase as building in the area increases, thereby increasing the potential for groundwater contamination. 

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would be the first of a multi-phase project to construct a sanitary sewer collection system for the district.  Wastewater would be pumped across the Yellowstone River for treatment and disposal at the City of Billings Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The first phase would include construction of the trunk main from the wastewater treatment plant, boring under the Yellowstone River, and extending approximately two miles to Johnson Lane.  This would also involve the construction of two pumping stations.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.  


The MDOC review engineer noted that the contamination of drinking water supplies by septic systems has occurred in the Lockwood area and will continue to occur.  While illness was not documented, a high probability of conditions harmful to public health has occurred.  The deficiency is long-term, existing and affects the entire community.  The documented drinking water quality violations and the number of failed or replacement septic systems are all indicators of a serious deficiency in a basic community need.  Twenty-five percent of the Yellowstone County Sanitarian’s septic system records were surveyed by the project engineer.  It was found that approximately 50 percent of the septic systems in this sample have failed at least once, approximately nine percent have failed twice and four percent have failed three times.  This documents that the existing system of individual wastewater treatment systems is in poor condition and in need of repair.  A serious deficiency exists in a basic community public facility.  A long-standing public health hazard exists and will become more serious in the future as development continues in the area.  With the pollutant load entering underlying groundwater in the area, contamination of surface waters due to recharge is probable also.  The DEQ staff indicated very strong support for the need for implementation of this project. 

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 34th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 43%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 13th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 18.3%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 11th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER identified an appropriate and cost-effective solution to the wastewater disposal problems in the district.  In order to fund the total project, the project must be phased since grant assistance will be critical to the success of the project.  However, there were some important issues identified that were not adequately addressed in the PER.  Collection alternatives evaluated were limited to the interceptor only without detailed consideration of neighborhood collectors, presumably because these will be planned and built in subsequent phases.  Further information regarding the layout of neighborhood collectors would improve the PER as a comprehensive report.  Drawings provided to show the layout of the trunk mains were difficult to read and lacked detail.  Construction related problems associated with the installation of the collection system were not discussed.  


It is difficult to ascertain how the costs in the PER for the interceptor system translate into the grant application budget, which also separates the project into two phases.  For example, Chapter 8 of the PER indicates that the recommended alternative cost is $9,886,000 whereas the financial information in the Uniform Application indicates that Phase I costs are $8,601,653 and Phase II costs are $3,630,742.  In general, project costs appear reasonable and well supported.  However, it was noted that the charge imposed by the City of Billings for plant capacity, including O&M, was not factored into the present worth cost analysis.  Had this been done, the chosen option would still remain as being the most cost effective.  Also, contingency factor of 20 percent was used in the cost estimates.  This is typically greater than the amount of contingencies allowed by the funding agencies.  However, the uncertainties in this project may merit a higher contingency.  


The environmental checklist was complete and comments were received from the appropriate agencies.  These agencies indicated that further assessments of cultural resources and wetlands should be completed.  These comments may have been provided in the context of the district building their own treatment system rather than connecting to the City of Billings.  Regardless, their concerns should have been addressed with additional discussion.  The applicant has concluded that the majority of the sewer trunk line will be located in previously disturbed areas, therefore, adverse environmental impacts should not occur.  Given the size of the Yellowstone River and the potential environmental impacts associated with any river crossing, a more thorough environmental assessment may be warranted.  Additional assessment of environmental issues pertaining to a large construction project, including a river crossing, may be needed.
Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant did not provide any response to the seven statutory priorities.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the district was formed in 1997, and completed a facilities plan in 1998, which was subsequently approved by the DEQ.  The district held at least two meetings with state and federal funding and regulatory agencies, technical assistance providers, and local and state elected officials in order to explain the problems of the district and how the proposed project is to be constructed, and to obtain comments regarding how best to approach the problem of getting this proposed project funded and completed. 

The district successfully negotiated a long‑term contract with the City of Billings to treat and dispose of the district 's wastewater.  The city approved the request to treat and dispose of the district 's wastewater on March 9, 1998.  The city was also asked to consider the annexation of Lockwood, but given the cost to bring it into compliance with the city’s standards, the city declined the request.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources


The applicant did not provide any response to the seven statutory priorities.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant has thoroughly researched all available funding sources and is applying to all funding programs that it is eligible to apply to.  The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, EDA, and EPA grants in combination with a RD loan.  The district held at least two meetings with state and federal funding and regulatory agencies, technical assistance providers, and local and state elected officials to discuss how to fund this proposed project.  The district has been awarded a $3.8 million grant from the EPA towards the first phase, which Senator Conrad Burns was instrumental in securing.  Senator Burns has also advised the district to apply for additional EPA funding.  The EDA program stated that it is interested in funding this project, however, funds would probably not be available until FY 2002.  The SRF program was considered as a loan source, but the EPA grant prohibits the use of SRF funds as a source of matching funds for their grant.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the possibility of using RD grant funds was not discussed.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant did not provide any response to the seven statutory priorities.  While it is assumed that the proposed project would have a positive impact on businesses in the district and provide the opportunity for further economic development, MDOC is not aware of any specific economic development impacts that would be directly related to the proposed project.  The application does, however, explicitly state that major commercial growth has occurred near the Johnson Lane Interchange and that rapid growth is expected once sanitary sewer facilities are available.  The reasons for this belief is that a “Flying J” truck stop, which includes a restaurant and showers, has recently been constructed.  In addition, banks, fast food restaurants and mini-malls have been constructed near the “Flying J” truck stop.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 160 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant held at least one public hearing or meeting, or was able to document that the public was adequately informed about the proposed project.


The applicant did not provide any response to the seven statutory priorities.  The MDOC reviewer was present at two meetings in 1999 and 2000 that the district held with state and federal funding and regulatory agencies, technical assistance providers, and local and state elected officials.  The purpose of the meetings was to explain the problems of the district, how the proposed project is to be constructed, and to obtain comments regarding how best to approach the problem of getting this proposed project funded and completed.  The application did contain information about a public hearing on May 27, 1998, that the district held to obtain comment on the draft public facilities plan.  The application contained public notices, sign-in sheets, minutes, presentation and various newspaper articles.  The public was informed that the proposed project, once completely built, would likely result in user charges in the range of $52 per month with a one-time cost of $1,000 to $1,600 to hook up the individual septic tanks.  


The MDOC reviewer noted that this was the first time people were informed of the potential cost of the project and the numbers were very preliminary.  It is not known if the public has been provided any new information about the potential average monthly rates for the proposed project since the 1998 hearing, and it has been almost two years since that information was provided to the public.  The average monthly user rates for this first phase are estimated to be approximately $15.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 25

Applicant: TOWN OF EUREKA FOR WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 3,120 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 25th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $369,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$369,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$422,500
Application to be submitted 2001.

Project Total
$791,500


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$18,974

53%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
1,088

470


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$19.18

$25.67

$44.85
-

-

143%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$31.31

$48.88

$54.68
-

156%

175%

Project Summary

History – The town is currently relying on an infiltration gallery constructed in 1972 for all of its water demands.  A deep well developed in 1963 is currently idle.  Eureka has received one 18-month extension on the state’s order to be in compliance with EPA standards by February 1, 2000.

Problem – The town 's water system has the following deficiencies:

· the infiltration gallery has been classified as Groundwater Under the Direct Influence of Surface Water,

· leaking distribution lines,

· undersized distribution lines,

· inadequate fire flow, and 

· lack of metering.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· improve the existing deep well,

· add dedicated line from infiltration gallery chlorine feed point to water tank,

· add baffles to water tank,

· add chlorine and increase contact time to infiltration gallery water, 

· add corrosion control, 

· replace 4" cast iron and PVC line with 8" PVC from West Ave. to Pinkham Road, 

· add a leak detection program, and

· install 475 meters. 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 1,000 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the deficiencies in the water system present a serious public health risk and the town is currently in violation of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  Water from the infiltration gallery has been sampled during both high and low flow conditions, and both sampling periods indicated a risk that the town’s water source is under the direct influence of surface water.  Surface water has a much higher risk of bacterial and virus contamination and the town does not have adequate disinfection or filtration to treat groundwater under the influence of surface water.  The MDOC review engineer noted that the entire community is affected by the deficiency in the infiltration gallery and, while illness attributable to the water source has not been documented, the public health risk is existing and illness attributable to the deficiencies is imminent due to incidental, short-term or casual contact.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 540 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 13th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 45%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 11th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 9.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 32nd out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER was thorough in evaluating options for improving the infiltration gallery and/or meeting the criteria to avoid filtration, however, there were some potentially important issues that were not adequately documented in the PER.  For example the PER indicated a contact time of 200-250 minutes is required to achieve disinfection.  No information was presented in the PER to describe how the tank would be operated to ensure an adequate volume of water was maintained in the reservoir to guarantee a contact time value.  There was no discussion as to the low water levels in the reservoir and what occurs during high demand periods, i.e. a fire flow occurring at the low water condition in the reservoir and how the contact time value would be maintained.  This issue could result in a significant cost increase.  While these were considered potentially important issues, it was determined that they did not raise serious questions regarding the selected alternative.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.    

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that in the past, the town has used revenue bonds and loans as funding mechanisms to support both its water and sewer systems.  The town still has outstanding debt on both utilities.  The town has increased its flat monthly rate for water services by 30 percent in the last year and charges a hook-up fee for new users.  The town has begun to install meters on all new hookups.  This project will install meters on all existing hookups to provide a more equitable billing structure.  Even with this high rate it has been difficult for Eureka's small population to service and maintain its system.  The applicant stated that it is unlikely the problems with the system are a result of poor operation and maintenance but rather is due to the infiltration gallery’s use of surface water for recharge.  The applicant stated that there was a CIP within the PER, however, the MDOC reviewer noted that the document strictly related to the water system facility plan and did not include any other public facilities in Eureka.  Therefore, the document cannot be considered a true CIP.  

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated limited efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project appears to have problems and may not be viable.  There are potentially major obstacles that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP and CDBG grants.  The applicant stated that it has not approached any other funding agencies.  Other funding mentioned was issuing revenue bonds and an SRF loan, however, the applicant stated that both would have a high financial impact on users.  The applicant stated that RD was not considered because of administrative requirements and the requirement of 40-year terms for loans.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the funding package proposed by the applicant would not be viable because CDBG requires 25 percent local match and TSEP grant funds would not meet this requirement.  

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that business expansion is not hinging on the project but rather business existence is.  With a clean reliable source of water, properties will become more valuable and will encourage property development that may not have occurred otherwise.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant met the minimum requirements by documenting that it held at least one public hearing or meeting and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.


The applicant stated that the project was discussed at several council meetings and that the town has kept the public informed through the local newspaper.  Rate increases were discussed at a September 13, 1999 council meeting.  The minutes and a newspaper article were included in the application.  However, no documentation of a public hearing relative to the project was included in the application.   

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 26

Applicant: City of Shelby for Water System Improvements
This application received 3,092 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 26th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.  However, if the $400,000 appropriated for this project from the 2001 biennium becomes available in whole or in part, the City of Shelby would only be provided, from the 2003 biennium, the amount of funds necessary to bring the total amount to $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Cash
$     61,500
Funds committed.

SRF
Loan
$   676,500
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted.

Project Total
$1,238,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$25,417

60%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
2,800

1,060


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$24.06

$12.75

$36.81
-

-

88%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$41.94

$42.98

$45.27
-

102%

108%

Project Summary

History - Many of the city’s water lines are made of cast iron or asbestos cement.  Over time, water lines have deteriorated because they have experienced a high degree of electrolysis damage and failure, due in large part to the wet, fine-grained soils in which they were installed.  In the past, city crews have replaced much of the 4” line, with 6” line, however, because city crews are not equipped to replace line crossings at street intersections many of those crossings are still 4” which restricts the flow of water throughout the distribution system. 

Problem - The city’s water system has the following deficiencies:
· deteriorating cast iron and asbestos cement water lines, which have developed many breaks and leaks,

· small lines and line crossings (4”) that result in inadequate water volume and pressure, which prevent adequate fire flows throughout the city,

· high water demand during fire fighting results in excessive velocities in the 4” lines, which leads to further deterioration, and

· fire hydrants that are old and have become faulty or inoperable. 

Proposed Solution - The proposed project would: 

· replace all 4” and 6” cast iron and asbestos cement lines with 6”, 8” and 12” PVC pipe (a total of 12,225’),

· replace 45-4” street water line crossings, and 

· replace 40 faulty fire hydrants and relocate three fire hydrants.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that serious consequences clearly attributable to the leaking and undersized water mains are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The applicant has adequately documented the deficiency and potential impacts on the public’s health and safety with correspondence from DEQ, the local fire department, water sampling data, and leakage reports.  The leaking and undersized water mains are existing, long-term and continual and affect the entire community with the threat of contamination and decreased pressure and flow.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 29th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 34%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 33rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 11.9%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 24th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the while the PER was generally complete, there were significant design issues that have not been adequately addressed.  The application was inconsistent in describing the proposed project.  The revised CIP written in 2000 stated that both the existing 4” and 6” lines would be replaced by 6” PVC pipe and faulty fire hydrants would be replaced.  The PER written in April 2000 states that both the existing 4” and 6” pipe would be replaced with 8” PVC pipe.  The cost estimate table in the PER indicates that 1,400’ of 6” pipe, 10,800’ of 8” pipe and 25’ of 12” pipe would be installed and that 40 fire hydrants would be installed and three relocated as part of the proposed project.  The applicant stated that all 4” and 6” cast iron and asbestos cement mains would be replaced with 6” PVC pipe, and 18 faulty fire hydrants would be replaced.  Lastly, the applicant’s response to this statutory priority states that all the 4” mains would be replaced with 8” pipe and only the leaking or deteriorated 6” mains would be replaced with 8” pipe at this time.  Other 6” mains would be replaced with 8” pipe on an as-needed basis.  As a result, it was not clear exactly which design was being proposed.  The cost estimate would increase if all the pipes and valves were replaced with 8” units.  Also, the cost estimate would be affected by the number of fire hydrants being replaced or added.  The applicant did state in a letter responding to the draft review that the cost estimate “presented in the PER is more accurate and should be viewed as the controlling document.”


There were several issues mentioned during the scoring of the project that raised serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected.  There was no modeling of the water system to provide details regarding the demand and supply of fire protection.  The distribution system has not been adequately studied (televised) to determine the extent of deterioration.  


A major concern during the scoring of this project was whether well #4 is impacted by surface water, and consequently, a potential source of contamination.  The applicant stated that a Preliminary Engineering and Design Report for the Determination of Surface Water Influence to the Shelby Well Field was completed in 1997.  The report states that well #4 showed significant indicators for the presence of surface water.  Discussions with DEQ indicated that a microscopic particulate analysis of well #4 was performed and the well passed.  However, DEQ stated that because of the dry conditions, and low run-off flows, this result would be expected.  DEQ stated they would run another analysis next spring.  Discussions during the scoring of this project focused on the fact that this issue had not fully been resolved.  If the well is impacted by surface water, it is a potential deficiency of the system and as a matter of fact, may be a source of contamination, that should have been considered in the PER.  This issue raises questions about whether the proposed alternative presented in the PER is the most appropriate solution to the system’s deficiencies.  If the well is impacted by surface water, it is a potential deficiency of the system that should have been considered in the PER.  The issues regarding the source of contamination and extent of pipe leakage and undersized piping were not only important issues that should have been addressed in the PER, but they also raised serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected. Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that Shelby last updated its comprehensive plan in 1998.  The city adopted its first CIP in 1997, and updated it in 1998 and again in 2000.  This project has been a high priority in the CIP, and is the top priority in the updated CIP.  The CIP was included in the application.  The city has included a capital improvements fund in both the water and sewer accounts for more than five years.  Shelby has also budgeted and maintained substantial reserves in the water and sewer funds, and raised its water rates in 1997.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted in the minutes from the public hearing, that water rates have not been increased since 1984.  The applicant stated that Shelby has used water meters for years, and encourages conservation by basing user charges on consumption.  

The applicant stated that Shelby has budgeted for ample operation and maintenance for years, and that budgeting has allowed the city to maintain reserves to complete proper repair and replacement, as well as proper maintenance.  The MDOC reviewer noted that while the applicant provided copies of the current and previous fiscal year’s budget, there was no other documentation in the application showing a long-term history to substantiate the statements that Shelby has been fiscally responsible over the years.  

The applicant stated that Shelby participates in a three-city inter-local agreement under which Shelby, Conrad and Cut Bank jointly own and share equipment for maintaining and repairing streets, and water and sewer systems, thereby allowing more efficient use of maintenance and repair funds.  

The problems with the system are not of recent origin.  The asbestos cement pipes are simply deteriorating with age, and the small lines, when installed, were not intended to become mains within the overall city distribution system. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with an SRF loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that Shelby is not eligible to apply for RD grant funding because of the city’s high MHI.  Shelby could have applied for a RD loan, but opted to use the SRF loan program because the funds are readily accessible and the interest rate is lower.  A resolution committing to increasing water charges as necessary was included in the application.  The applicant is not eligible to apply for CDBG funds because it does not meet the program’s LMI requirements.  As a result, the applicant is of the opinion that TSEP funding is essential for leveraging the SRF loan.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant did not discuss the possibility of obtaining RRGL grant funds.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that the proposed project would benefit the Pizza Depot, a restaurant that is planning an expansion.  The expansion will ensure that ten existing jobs are retained and will facilitate the creation of five new jobs.  The applicant also stated that the proposed project will provide fire flows and increased water volumes to a new middle school that will provide 45 jobs.  The proposed project will also provide increased water volumes and fire flows to 23 lots that have been cleared and are available for future development.  An estimated five to ten jobs could be created by new firms developing on the lots.  The proposed project will provide greater water pressure and adequate fire flows to the Shelby Industrial Park, which includes the NETA, the port authority that employs 30 people currently.  The proposed project will increase fire flows and water pressure to the fastest growing business area in Shelby (junction of I-15/US Highway 2), benefiting Pamida, McDonalds, Town Pump, Comfort Inn Motel, and Taylors True Value Farm Store.  All together, these firms employ 265 people. 

The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant did not provide any further information about the expansion of the Pizza Depot or the creation of five new jobs, or whether the expansion is dependent upon the proposed project being completed.  After questioning the applicant, the MDOC reviewer was told that the middle school has already been built, and that the facility and jobs associated with it are not dependent upon the proposed project being completed.  The applicant did not provide any further information about the development of the 23 undeveloped lots or justification for the creation of the five to ten jobs.  The applicant also did not provide information indicating that any of the jobs in the industrial park, or the businesses in the area of the interstate, would be jeopardized if the proposed project is not completed.  The only relationship to the retention of jobs appears to be that the jobs could be jeopardized if the businesses were destroyed as a result of the lack of adequate fire flow.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

The applicant stated that Shelby has held many public meetings throughout the past year to discuss all of the city 's infrastructure needs, including water.  Much of this discussion occurred in the context of Shelby extending water and sewer services to the private prison.  The mayor of Shelby has a weekly program on the local radio station, on which he informed citizens of the problems with the water system.  Shelby held a public hearing on May 1, 2000 to discuss the project and the TSEP application.  Only three people attended the hearing besides the council and other city officials.  The city informed local citizens about the expected water rate increases through the mayor's weekly radio program and at the public hearing.  A handout was provided at the hearing to show the estimated cost per household.  A copy of the public notice and the minutes were included in the application. 

The city adopted its first CIP in 1997, and updated it in 1998 and again in 2000.  The CIP lists the proposed project as the top priority.  A 1998 community opinion survey showed that improved water quantity and quality are strongly supported by residents.  Several letters of support from the fire department, chamber of commerce and local businesses were included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 27

Applicant: Charlo Water and Sewer District, Lake County 

for Wastewater SYSTEM Improvements

This application received 3,072 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 27th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   400,000
Application to be submitted 2001.

Applicant
Cash
$     52,500
Committed, mostly expended.

RRGL
Grant
$   110,000
$10,000 TA grant committed.  Construction grant application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

RD
Loan
$   258,771
Contacted, application to be submitted in Fall 2000.

RD
Grant
$   198,758
Contacted, application to be submitted in Fall 2000.

Project Total
$1,520,029


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$22,000

67%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
425

155


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$19.00

$9.50

$28.50
-

-

79%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$36.30

$41.54

$53.97
-

114%

149%

Project Summary

History - The sewer system was constructed in the late 1940s using concrete pipe for the collection system and a single storage/treatment cell south of town.  The only major upgrade to the system since it was constructed was the addition of small lift station.  This allowed an increased effluent level and more storage in the cell.  A wind driven aerator was also added.  The system has been operated and maintained by the Lake County Land Services Department until 1997, when the district was formed. 

Problem -  The district’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· the existing cell has inadequate volume,

· the single cell allows very limited process control or flexibility,

· the cell banks are eroded,

· there are no primary measuring devices,

· the existing lift station cannot pump the required volume at peak flows,

· an accumulation of 50 years of sludge has decreased the effective volume of the cell,

· discharges often violate the limits of the current MPDES permit,

· the collection system has inadequate slope, pipe erosion, root penetration and infiltration,

· the current system cannot meet the new ammonia level requirements, and

· effluent seeps through the cell banks.

Note:  The proposed solution would not resolve problems related to the collection system.  Therefore, those deficiencies were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.

Proposed Solution -  The proposed project would:

· construct an aerated cell, 

· add a constructed wetlands system with a periodic discharge that would use the existing cell for winter storage, 

· construct a new lift station, and

· replace the collection main from Charlo to a new lift station.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequence have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the wastewater collection and treatment system has several serious deficiencies that have resulted in periodic violations of their MPDES discharge permit. The design life of the system has been reached.  Their discharge permit is currently expired and they are faced with the likelihood of having to meet stricter standards including limits for ammonia and fecal coliform.  The community has chosen to make improvements to bring the facilities into compliance with pending federal and state standards.  The improvements are proposed now, before their facility is chronically in violation of MPDES requirements.  The potential exists that if no action is taken to improve the system, the EPA, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes or the state may impose fines and enforcement.  Consequences such as illness and environmental pollution attributable to the deficiencies in the wastewater system are likely to occur in the near-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 21st out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 43%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 13th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 9.9%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 31st out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC’s review engineer noted that the PER strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The proposed project includes a “hybrid” of a single-celled aerated lagoon, facultative lagoon/storage, and constructed wetlands.  There is some concern about the ability of a constructed wetland coupled with a single-celled aerated lagoon to meet wintertime permit limits.  There was also some concern of a possibly protracted approval process with the tribes and the EPA.  However, these issues were determined to be only minor when scoring the project, and do not raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected.  The environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.  

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that planning for wastewater system needs has not been a priority until about 1994, when the collection system began having problems with plugging and increasing maintenance costs.  At that time, the Lake County Sanitarian requested that the system be analyzed and a plan created for the system.  A local engineer thought that undersized collection piping was the problem and recommended that the county begin replacing pipe in Charlo as they could afford it.  Reconstruction of a community sewer system was not something the county was prepared to do, and in 1997 turned the system over to the newly created district.  Previously, the system was operated by Lake County through the sanitation department for over 40 years, and was financed with funds raised through landowner taxes. Each square foot of land was taxed $.011.  This raised about $24,000 per year.  The tax levy has been increased to operate and improve the facility.  The tax levy has allowed the purchase of the existing pump station in 1987, which enabled the facility to take more advantage of existing lagoon volume.  The levy also allowed the district to save over $65,000 in reserves.  

The permitting problems identified in the PER are new and are completely beyond the control of the district.  Other problems identified are directly related to the age of the system.  Operation and maintenance practices have kept the system functioning, but deteriorating collection pipes, an undersized lift pump, sludge accumulations, eroding cell banks and out of date technology are a result of an aging system.  

The 1988 county comprehensive plan identified upgrading the Charlo sewer system as a goal. The county plan is being updated to comply with the new requirements for local growth policies established by SB 97 in the 199 Legislature.  The growth policy will also include a countywide CIP and a CIP for the Charlo community.  The project is also consistent with the 1988 comprehensive plan adopted by the county.  However, the applicant did not provide a copy of the 1988 county plan, or the pertinent pages thereof, to help document this claim. The number one priority was Arlee Water and Sewer District, which has no system.  Lake County received a technical assistance grant from CDBG in 1998 to update its comprehensive plan.  The scope of the plan does include prioritizing water and sewer districts for improvements. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, RRGL, and RD grants in combination with a RD loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that this project is too big for any single funding source, and needs to access almost all the infrastructure funding agencies to put this project together.  A RD representative attended the Charlo public hearing on September 16, 1999.  RD is aware of the applicant s plan to submit in the summer of 2000 for funding.  The SRF loan program will potentially be used for interim financing.  The applicant states that they will apply for CDBG funds in 2001.  Lake County submitted an application for the Arlee Water and Sewer District to CDBG in May of 2000.  Since Arlee was successful in receiving CDBG funding it is unlikely that Lake County will be eligible to request CDBG funding until 2002 at the earliest. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that at this time there are no businesses that have expansion plans or that are jeopardized by problems with the sewer system.  However, the application included letters of support for the project from businesses and various landowners or developers that expressed their concerns about the sewer system.  One business owner commented that expansion of his seed mill is probably impossible due to the problems with the sewer.  Several owners of property adjacent to the district have expressed interest in proceeding with housing developments if the system is upgraded.  Two different landowners have discussed the possibility of annexing to the district in order to build homes on their land. Another landowner has mentioned the possibility of trading an easement for the proposed outfall line for the right to hookup several homes he plans in the area. 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant stated that the first public hearing was held September 16, 1999, with 16 members of the community attending to hear the engineer explain the results of the engineering study.  The minutes show that funding options were discussed, however, there was no indication that user rates were covered at this hearing.  The applicant stated that the user cost chart in the PER was presented at the September public hearing.   The meeting was advertised in two local papers and flyers were put up around town.  The newsletter from the engineer was mailed to all residents in the district and it contained a notice of the public meeting.  The second public hearing was held in Polson on March 9, 2000, and was attended by 28 people.  This was a Lake County public hearing that discussed the different funding opportunities available for infrastructure, housing, and economic development for projects around the county.  The March meeting minutes did not indicate that rates were discussed for Charlo Water and Sewer District.  All public hearings and meetings were documented with minutes, news articles, posters, and sign-in sheets.  Ten members of the community wrote personal letters in support of the project and there were 50 other signed form letters supporting the project.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature 

Project No. 28

Applicant: Essex Water and Sewer District, Flathead County 

for Water SYSTEM Improvements
This application received 3,012 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 28th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  However, the amount of TSEP funds as requested does not meet the limitation of $7,500 per benefited households and the applicant does not meet the requirements necessary to exceed that limitation.  Therefore, MDOC recommends a reduced TSEP grant of $225,000, which is $7,500 for each of the 30 benefited households.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$240,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$  50,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

EDA
Grant
$165,000
Application has not yet been submitted as stated.

RD
Grant
$307,697
Contacted, application has not been submitted.

RD
Loan
$  14,595
Contacted, application has not been submitted.

Applicant
Cash
$  50,000
Funds committed.

Project Total
$827,292


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$18,229

71%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
75

30


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$8.33

N/A

N/A
44%

-

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$19.14

$30.19

$70.08
-

158%

366%

Project Summary

History – The original system was built by the Great Northern Railroad in the late 1890’s and early 1900’s.  The current water source originates at an intake on Essex Creek approximately 1.25 miles southwest of the Essex community.  The distribution system consists of 6” cast iron and ¾” galvanized and plastic pipe.  Portions of the distribution system are located on private land, and in one instance, runs underneath a private dwelling.  Thirty homes are served in addition to the Izaak Walton Inn and the BNSF Railroad Station and offices.  In 1998, an administrative order was issued to the district by the DEQ, requiring corrections be made by September of 1999.  However, no enforcement action has been initiated to date.

Problem – The district’s water system has the following deficiencies:

· inadequate screening at the intake allows forest debris and mud to enter the system during periods of high run-off,

· the chlorination facility is sub-standard in terms of ventilation and chlorine segregation,

· sustained power outages occur frequently, rendering pumping facilities associated with other area water systems inoperable,

· small diameter distribution mains are buried two feet or less in the ground and freeze frequently in areas where the snow cover is removed for vehicle access,

· large portion of the transmission main is laid on top of the ground or is covered by 2’ or less of forest duff,
· the cast iron transmission main is deteriorating, and

· an elevated 40,000 gallon storage tank is aging.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· replace the surface water source with a deep well in a known productive aquifer,

· construct chlorination facilities, 

· replace the distribution system in public right of way with 4” PVC pipe buried at an adequate depth to prevent freezing, 

· connect all existing services, and 

· construct a 30,000 gallon storage tank at an elevation sufficient to provide required pressure in the event of a sustained power outage.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 800 Points
Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near-term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near-term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.

The MDOC review engineer noted that serious consequences clearly attributable to the existing condition of the unprotected, untreated, surface water source are likely to occur in the near-term if the deficiency is not corrected.  The applicant has adequately documented the deficiency and the potential impact on the public’s health.  The problem is existing, long-term and continual, and affects the entire district.  Though the quality of the water from the existing surface water source is good, DEQ has issued an administrative order requiring that the district to comply with the surface water rules requiring surface water sources to provide filtration and adequate contact time for disinfection.  In addition, the staff at DEQ stated that they are considering the next step of pursuing judicial litigation at this site if the situation is not resolved.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 612 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 11th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 57%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 6th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 24.4%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 6th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs. It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted some important issues that were not adequately addressed.  For example, the option of providing a back-up generator instead of designing the storage tank to provide back-up water storage in the case of a power outage.  Substantiating evidence regarding water quality, quantity, and dependability (GWIC reports from existing wells) should have been included, as well as information regarding water rights issues.  There are outstanding issues regarding rights-of-way and easements that need to be addressed, but according to the applicant, no problems are anticipated. Other alternatives were considered, but not thoroughly developed.  The preferred alternative appears to have been selected based on comparison of cost alone.  


The environmental checklist was completed for the selected alternative, though the source of information was not identified.  The only significant potential environmental impact identified in the checklist was the disturbance of a steep hillside for the construction of the new deep well source.  It was stated that the impact to the Middle Fork of the Flathead River, if selected as the water source, could be significant enough to entail an extensive environmental impact study.  Environmental issues were not considered in the comparison of alternatives.  

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the existing system was built by the Great Northern Railroad to serve local railroad facilities.  Over the years, the distribution system was expanded to serve additional home sites in the area.  At some point, operation of the system became the responsibility of area homeowners and was a non-profit users association until 1997 when the district was created.  

At that time the BNSF Railroad contributed $70,000 to the district to be used for operations and maintenance, as well as system improvements.  Shortly after the district was formed, a water system maintenance fee of $100 per year was initiated to provide funds for operation and maintenance, thereby preserving the remainder of the BNSF contribution for capital improvements, which would be used for the proposed project.  For several years prior to the district’s creation, maintenance was limited to repair of major leaks and other obvious problems.  The problems that were addressed were remedied in the easiest, least expensive manner, following a practice of minimal maintenance.  Current problems, in fact, are not of recent origin and have developed, in part apparently because of past inadequate O&M procedures followed by the railroad and the water users association.  In conjunction with the improvements, the applicant is proposing to more than triple the O&M portion of the monthly user fee.  A large portion of the increased proceeds are earmarked to employ a part-time operator.  Installation of individual service connection meters is included in the proposed project.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated limited efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project appears to have problems and may not be viable.  There are potentially major obstacles that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, EDA, and RD grants in combination with a RD loan and local reserves.  The applicant stated that the district is currently in the process of applying to several agencies for funding for the proposed project and that all available local funds have been committed to the project.  An EDA representative stated to the MDOC reviewer that they were interested in funding the project.  The MDOC reviewer noted that while the applicant discussed CDBG funds, the applicant did not think that the proposed project would directly benefit LMI income persons.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the district meets the LMI eligibility requirements overall, therefore, CDBG funds should have been more seriously considered.  

The MDOC reviewer also discussed this proposed project with RD, and was told that they were probably not interested in providing grant funds for this project since many of the hook-ups are probably for second homes used on a seasonal basis.  Because some of the 30 households are probably second homes, the MHI stated earlier may not accurately reflect the actual income level of all of the system’s users.  It was RD’s opinion that the MHI is probably higher than that reflected by the census data, which only represents the incomes of those households that claim Essex as their primary residence.  Since the RD grant represents a sizable portion of the total funding package for the project, the district may need to look elsewhere to replace that funding.  Potentially, the RRGL grant request could have been increased and the applicant could have considered applying to the CDBG program. 

The applicant stated that a large majority of the affected property owners appear to be in support of the project, assuming user rates can be maintained at or near the proposed level.  However, as discussed in statutory priority #7, it is not clear what property owners have been told about the cost of the project and the impact on their rates.  Assuming that the applicant may be required to incur additional debt in order to complete the proposed project, it is possible that higher rates due to an additional loan amount could stop the project from proceeding.


The MDOC reviewer noted that the proposed project would provide $8,000 in benefits per household.  The TSEP Application Guidelines state that the grant request should not exceed $7,500 per benefited household. MDOC does not recommend the full amount of the grant requested unless the following tests are met:

1. a serious deficiency exists in a community facility or service, or the community lacks the facility or service entirely; and adverse consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency have occurred, or are likely to occur; and the proposed project will correct the deficiencies; and 

2. as a result of the water or wastewater project, user rates would be at least two times the community’s “target rate” (based upon the projected monthly rates with TSEP assistance); and 

3. other sources of funding are not reasonably available.


The applicant failed to meet the second test that user rates would be at least two times the community’s “target rate.”  As a result, MDOC recommends limiting any potential award to $225,000, which is $7,500 for each of the 30 benefited households.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that no immediate business expansion is anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  However, the historic Izaak Walton Inn receives water service from the district.  Between 19 and 24 persons are employed at the establishment, depending on the season, which provides meals, drinks and overnight accommodations for tourists and railroad personnel.  In the event of water system failure, the business and the jobs would be at risk.  The applicant stated that EDA’s preliminary financial commitment to the project reinforces this concern.  While the MDOC reviewer noted that there was no documentation from EDA included in the application, an EDA representative stated to the MDOC reviewer that they were interested in funding the project.  The applicant stated that in the long-term, the private property tax base should be positively affected, since the provision of reliable water service to undeveloped lots may provide incentive for additional development.  Since the original water system was installed by a private sector entity (Great Northern Railroad) and then abandoned, the district is hesitant to relinquish any control over the operation of the system to the private sector.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 160 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant held at least one public hearing or meeting, but did not document that the public was adequately informed about the proposed project.

The applicant stated that two public meeting were held to discuss the proposed project.  The first was on May 9, 1999 and the second was on April 29, 2000.  Notification of the second meeting was mailed to each user within the district prior to the meeting.  Topics of discussion included the current condition of the existing system, problems related to the condition of the system, proposed and recommended solutions, financing alternatives and user rates.  There were only three people at the meeting, the district’s secretary and spouse, and the project engineer.  The notification, public notice and a sign-in sheet were included in the application.  A meeting was also conducted on May 9,1998, prior to the submission of a TSEP application in that year.  A notification of that meeting was also included in the application.  The applicant stated that a similar agenda was covered at that time, and that a large majority of the affected property owners appear to be in support of the project, assuming user rates can be maintained at or near the proposed level.

The MDOC reviewer noted that there was no documentation included in the application showing that the system users have been informed of the projected cost of the project.  The notification of the May 9,1998 meeting indicated that the proposed project was to cost an estimated $550,000.  However, the cost of the proposed project, as described in the application, is now estimated to be $827,292.  This represents a 34 percent increase since the public was informed about the proposed project in 1998.  In addition, the 1998 notification did not state the specific monthly cost to the users.  There were no statements in the latest notification about cost to users, and since there were no minutes, the MDOC reviewer could not verify that the system users have been informed of what the proposed project will cost them or whether they are in support of the project.  Since the project has increased in cost since 1998, and the applicant may be required to incur additional debt if a RD grant is not obtained, there may be legitimate questions regarding whether the affected property owners would still be in support of the project.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 29

Applicant: City of Helena for Storm Water SYSTEM Improvements
This application received 2,952 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 29th out of 38 applications.  

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$1,038,800
Contacted, project on priority list.

Applicant
Cash
$     41,000
Funds committed and partially expended.

Project Total
$1,579,800


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$25,462

68%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
28,400

7,800


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$27.68

$17.24

$46.88
-

-

112%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$42.01

$46.88

$47.11
-

112%

112%

Project Summary

History – The Harris Street storm drainage basin encompasses over 1,000 acres of mostly developed property within the city.  During a 100-year storm event, this drainage basin generates an estimated 608 cfs of peak storm water flow.  The conduit that carries collected storm flow was installed in the 1920s and has been subject to several modifications since that time.  The pipe is made up of several different materials of varying diameters, cross-sections and alignments.  The conduit crosses beneath the existing railroad yard between Railroad Avenue and Phoenix Avenue.  

Problem – The city ‘s storm water system has the following deficiencies:

· The Harris Street storm drain line between Railroad and Phoenix Avenues only has a capacity of 170 cfs, and this hydraulic restriction causes flooding of the area south of Railroad Avenue -- known as the "6th Ward,"  

· the storm drain line is in very poor condition with gaping holes, exposed or missing reinforcing steel, unsealed joints, grade and alignment problems, infiltration and exfiltration of water and numerous obstructions, and

· diesel fuel, from a spill that occurred in the rail yard in the mid-1980s, leaks into the storm drain line through cracks, holes, and unsealed joints, allowing the fuel to migrate offsite, and expanding the area of contamination.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would install a new 48" or larger concrete pipe, constructed to withstand the contaminated soil conditions at the site, along a straight alignment from Railroad Avenue to Phoenix Avenue under the rail yard by using a trenchless "micro-tunneling" technology.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project could potentially affect the public’s health and safety, and consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency may occur at some point in the future but have not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that there is a deficiency in the Harris Street storm drain system; however, the applicant failed to show a serious threat to public health and safety that was directly attributable to these deficiencies.  While a threat to the environment was shown, it was not demonstrated that the project would definitely remedy the problem.  The proposed project is part of the Harris Street storm drainage system, which consists of catch basins, a storm drainpipe network and several detention ponds.  The project consists of installation of approximately 850’ of pipe beneath existing railroad tracks and limited rehabilitation of the existing pipe for improved capacity.  The project proposes to reduce flooding by increasing pipe capacity and to eliminate migration of contaminants from the BN rail yard, which are entering the existing storm drainpipe.


Historically, flooding in the basin has occurred.  However, because the city has implemented significant up-gradient improvements within the storm drainage system and the current flooding problems are not well documented, it is difficult to determine the extent of the damage currently being caused by flooding.  Also, because the proposed project will leave the existing storm drainpipe in service, it is not certain that the spread of contaminants will be eliminated.  The utility is not currently in violation of any state or federal health or safety standards.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 30th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 35%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 30th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 11.6%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 27th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 640 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete and there are only minor issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the minor issues would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER supplements the storm drain improvement master plans from 1985 and 1994, which provided a comprehensive analysis of the entire system.  Since then, all other recommended improvements have been implemented.  The PER presents a complete analysis of the proposed Harrison Street project area.  The chosen alternative represents an efficient, appropriate and cost-effective solution for resolving the storm drain facility.  The cost of this project is high compared to other storm drain projects due to construction restraints imposed by boring under heavily used railroad tracks.  


While the project resolves the storm drain capacity problems, there are some unsupported assertions that make it difficult to determine with certainty that significant environmental pollution is occurring due to the deficiencies in the storm drain.  While the risk is present, the occurrence of groundwater and surface water pollution due to these deficiencies is unclear.  And if it is occurring, leaving the existing storm drain in service may allow the continued spread of contaminants.  When scoring the project it was determined these issues to be only minor.  Environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the Helena Storm Sewer Utility was established in 1991 to begin addressing storm drainage problems.  Over the past two years, the storm water utility revenues have increased from $269,220 to $430,000.  The city has prepared for the eventual replacement of this line by long-term systematic increases in user fees.  The evidence indicates that deterioration of the existing Harris Street storm drain is primarily a function of time, and sections of the conduit have exceeded their life expectancy.  Maintenance of underground storm drains is limited to cleaning and spot repairs.  There have been evaluations of the storm sewer system in 1985, 1994, and 1999.  Implementation of the most recent plan is evidenced by the completion of two of the projects recommended and prioritized by the plan.  The proposed project addresses the next priority identified by the plan and is consistent with the City of Helena, capital additions and replacement schedule, which was included in the application.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with a SRF loan and local reserves.  The CDBG program was considered, but the overall community LMI is too low to make the applicant eligible.  The RD program was also considered, however, the city is reluctant to fund a project with a 40‑year loan.  In addition, the city is not eligible for funding through the RD program, since the community’s population is greater than 10,000.  The amount of the SRF loan will depend upon the level of funding from local cash resources provided by the storm drain utility fund.  The BNSF Railroad has been approached to participate in funding but declined.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the stormdrain system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the proposed project is not likely to be instrumental in the creation or retention of full-time jobs.  However, failure to complete the project could result in a temporary loss of work for those employed in potential flood areas if there was a catastrophic failure of the Harris Street storm drain.  No business expansion is anticipated as a direct result of this project.  The private property tax base should be affected positively by the proposed project.  The value of private property within the potential flood area should increase, as the probability of flooding in those areas is decreased.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant met the minimum requirements by documenting that it held at least one public hearing or meeting and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.


The applicant stated that a public meeting was held on April 25, 2000 to discuss the proposed project.  Topics of discussion included the current condition of the existing utility, problems relating to the utility, proposed solutions, financing alternatives and project schedule.  The agenda for the meeting was included in the application.  No further increases in taxes, assessments or user charges are anticipated as a result of the Harris Street project.  The applicant has assessed its public facility needs and established priorities in its capital additions and replacement schedule.  A portion of the schedule was included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the initial plans and designs for this project were began in 1994 and then just recently updated.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 30

Applicant: Hinsdale Water and Sewer District, Valley County 

for Wastewater SYSTEM Improvements

This application received 2,852 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 30th out of 39 applications.  

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $329,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$329,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$  53,000
Application submitted.

Applicant
Cash
$    8,000
Funds committed.

RRGL
Grant
$100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$169,000
Application to be submitted in 2001.

Project Total
$659,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$21,212

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
250

104


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$16.03

$10.03

$26.06
-

-

74%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$35.00

$41.23

$64.25
-

118%

184%

Project Summary

History - In 1916, the original Sewer and Lighting District was established as a Rural Special Improvements District (RSID).  The sewer mains are constructed of clay tile pipe.  In 1974, the district constructed a small package plant for sewage treatment.  The Hinsdale County Water and Sewer District was created in April of 2000.  An administrative order has been issued to the district directing it to resolve its problems.
Problem - The district ‘s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· treatment system is 25 years old and beyond its useful life,
· 70 permit violations (fecal, BOD, and TSS) from 1996 – 1998, 
· collection pipes are undersized,
· collection pipes are cracked and have root penetration,
· collection pipes leak, 
· steel channels that form the walkway around the aeration chamber are rusted through and unsafe, and
· the plant’s grating and channel supports are corroded.  
Proposed Solution - The proposed project would:

· construct a new treatment system adjacent to the existing system (the old system would be rehabilitated to provide a back-up), and  

· replace an unspecified amount of collection pipe.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequence have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that in regards to the wastewater treatment facility that serious consequences such as illness, or disease have not occurred.  However, there is some reasonable probability of exposure by the public to the partially treated wastewater through incidental, casual, or unpredictable circumstances.  Environmental pollution has occurred and is likely to continue to occur.  An administrative order has been issued by DEQ requiring corrective action, which includes replacing the current treatment facility


The MDOC review engineer noted in regards to the collection system that there is some reasonable probability that serious consequences could affect the public’s health and safety due to sewage back-ups into homes.  Portions of the collection system do not satisfy the current design standard for a minimum pipe diameter of 8”.  However, the collection system deficiencies and the potential for sewage back-up due to surcharging and plugging was not clearly documented in the PER.  Short-term management practices such as sewer jetting or root cutting could eliminate some of the collection system problems.  


When scoring the projects, it was determined that both problems combined are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  There is a probability of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither has been documented to occur yet.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 17th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 39%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 22nd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 5.4%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 37th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  When compared to other PERs submitted, this PER and facility plan was less complete and less detailed.  Documentation related to some of the deficiencies was limited.  The PER did not comprehensively look at the environmental considerations of each alternative or unit costs.  A comparative evaluation matrix was also not included, which would have more clearly shown how the selected alternative was chosen.  The PER also states that collection system improvements are proposed, however, there was little discussion with regards to collection system rehabilitation/replacement alternatives.  Collection system deficiencies were not clearly documented and the potential for sewage back-ups due to surcharging and plugging was not clear.  Short-term management practices such as sewer jetting or root cutting could eliminate some of the collection system problems.  It also does not appear that there is any discussion of collection system improvements with regards to quantity and unit costs, therefore, it is impossible to determine if collection costs are reasonable.


The facility plan approved by DEQ has proposed the most cost-effective alternative and it should solve all of the treatment and collection system deficiencies, if properly designed and operated.  However, there was some doubt expressed during the scoring of this project as to whether the alternative of a package mechanical plant is the most appropriate technology for a small community from an operation and maintenance and long-term performance perspective. 


These potentially significant issues raise serious questions about the need for collection system improvements and the appropriateness of the proposed treatment improvements.  Environmental concerns were addressed; however, in comparison to other applicants less environmental detail was presented.  There does not appear to be any environmental problems that could delay or prevent the proposed project from being carried out.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

Hinsdale is a newly formed water and sewer district as of May 2000.  Prior to May, Hinsdale was a county RSID and ineligible for grant funding through the TSEP and CDBG programs.  The applicant stated that the people of Hinsdale have taken the DEQ administrative order very seriously, which notes 70 violations between 1996 and 1998.  In 1998, the county applied for a CDBG grant on behalf of the Hinsdale RSID.  A resolution was passed to raise user rates by $9.50 per month to finance the anticipated debt (pending grant approval).  The application had numerous letters of support.  Unfortunately, the district did not qualify for grant funding through the programs administered by the MDOC since they were a RSID and not a county water and sewer district.  As a result, many persons in Hinsdale wanted to form a district in order to be able to obtain grants and loans for the improvements.  However, a few residents were determined that such financing would be possible without forming a district, and the cost of accounting and running a district would be cost prohibitive.  After failure of the first ballot to form a district, persons in Hinsdale formed a steering committee to better educate residents as to the need.  There were many informal meetings, and several presentations.  In November of 1999, those opposing district formation traveled to Helena for a hearing on TSEP guidelines, respectfully requesting that RSIDs be allowed to apply for TSEP and/or CDBG funding.  This request was turned down for appropriate reasons.  The citizens again petitioned to form a district.  This time the ballot also included a measure to incur indebtedness (concurrent elections for formation, board members and to incur debt is permitted by state code).  This time, after the outstanding efforts of the county commissioners, the steering committee and various state organizations, the ballot passed.  The voters gave 84 percent approval to forming the district and 83 percent approval for incurring necessary debt.  The rate increases allow for additional funding of the depreciation fund of approximately $5,000 per year.

Since the system was issued an administrative order in 1998, the county has used the RSID funds to pay for operator training and a new chlorination/dechlorination system to help curb the coliform counts discharging into the Milk River.  This has drastically reduced the number of violations.  Violations and safety hazards continue due to the fact that the plant is past its useful life.  The wastewater system is the highest priority of the current CIP, which was adopted in 1999.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the district was notified in June 2000 that they were successful in their application for a CDBG technical assistance grant to create a more comprehensive CIP.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, and CDBG grants in combination with a SRF loan and local reserves.  The district has examined all potential sources of funding.  The interest rates available from commercial banks would require an increase in sewer rates to levels that would be unacceptable.  The district does not have water meters, therefore, it does not qualify for RD funding.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the needs and income survey used for a CDBG housing grant in 1995 documented an LMI of 54.2 percent, therefore, they would meet the CDBG eligibility requirements.  The CDBG grant program requires out-of-pocket match.  The SRF loan program will be used for the CDBG match.  The district is on the SRF priority list and an application has been submitted.  A debt election held in April 2000 would allow rates to increase by $9.50.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant has indicated that average residential user rates are likely to increase by more than $15.00.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the district cannot adequately serve the people and businesses currently connected.  The district potentially faces very serious fines until the proposed project and funding is completed.  No new developments can occur until the threat of fines, environmental and safety hazards are addressed.  

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.


The applicant stated that the district has held numerous public hearings concerning the proposed project.  In preparation for a CDBG housing application, the district conducted an income survey in 1995 with an 80 percent response rate.  The district held a public meeting on March 3, 1999, to discuss problems with the wastewater system and the necessary upgrades.  A hearing was held on April 26, 1999, to discuss the facility plan and the possibility of submitting a CDBG application.  Twenty-three people attended the hearing.  Another hearing was held on May 11, 1999, to discuss increased rates and the CDBG application.  Twenty-four people attended this meting.  In January 2000, the applicant had an extremely successful petition drive to form a water and sewer district.  Elections were held on April 19, 2000 with 109 votes for a district and 13 against.  The new district immediately held a public meeting on April 20, 2000 in regards to submitting an application to TSEP.  The hearing was conducted in the county commissioner’s office in Glasgow at 1:30 p.m.  Seven people attended this hearing.  A variety of other meetings were also held with the Midwest Assistance Program and the district’s new steering committee. The applicant stated that overall costs and cost per household were discussed during hearings in 1999 and at the April hearing in 2000.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the April 2000 minutes did not state the cost per household.  Minutes for each meeting were included in the application.  There were letters of support from the Western Valley 4-H Club, Hinsdale Senior Citizens Association (ten signatures), Riverview Chapter of the Order of the Eastern Star, and the Milk River Days Volunteer Association (28 signatures).  The citizens approved, by an 83 percent majority, a measure to incur indebtedness.  


The county commissioners adopted a CIP in 1999.  The proposed project was the number one priority in the CIP and will certainly be the number one priority in any other CIP developed prior to completion of this project.  The public has always been supportive of the project, but the question on district formation caused delays.  Even those most strongly opposed to forming a district wanted the project; they just wanted to avoid the cost of hiring a clerk and the need to have a board.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 31

Applicant: City of Havre for Water System Improvements
This application received 2,812 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 31st out of 38 applications.  

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

SRF
Loan
$   271,500
Contacted, project on priority list, application to be submitted April 2001.

SRF
Loan
$   271,500
Special Improvement District (SID) process will be initiated in November 2000.

Project Total
$1,043,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$25,646

52%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
10,232

3,494


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$28.20

$16.98

$45.18
-

-

107%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$42.32

$47.53

$48.68
-

112%

115%

Project Summary

History – The city’s water system was constructed in 1951, and relies mainly on the Milk River for its supply source.  The water system also has a network of four wells.  Due to suspect quality, one well has been disconnected from the system and another is not used because of coloration and casing problems.  In combination, the two usable wells are capable of producing one million gallons per day, and are used only during periods of high consumption or cold weather to moderate temperature in the distribution system.  Water from the wells is not treated, and treatment has been determined to be excessively costly.  The city maintains five water storage facilities with a total capacity of 7,900,000 gallons.  In addition, due to the age of the water treatment plant the city has begun construction to upgrade the treatment plant at a cost of $5.49 million.

Problem – The city‘s water system has the following deficiencies:

· the South End and Highland Park areas are serviced by one elevated storage tank,

· a major break in the storage tank main feed line will interrupt water service to 75 percent of the residents,

· the occasional use of the second water tank causes a change of flow through the water line,

· the reversal of flow can free oxides that have built up in the pipe, causing the water to temporarily turn black or brown ( indication of excess particulate manganese) and occasionally red (indication of excess particulate iron), which is then carried into the homeowner’s lines, 

· several dead-end lines in the area south of the high school in the Heritage Addition and the newly developed subdivisions in the county,
· dead-end lines create stale water that allows potential for re-growth and cross connection contamination,
· fire hydrants that are flushed in the area of dead-end lines cause residents to experience negative pressure,
· low pressures in the high elevations of the South End, and
· use of fire hydrants in the low pressure or dead-end lines areas limits fire flow to protect structures in those areas.
Note: The MDOC reviewer engineer did not feel that the last four items were correct or actual deficiencies since they were in conflict with what was presented in the preliminary engineering report.
Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· extend a 12" water line  that will provide a complete loop along the Southern edge of the city, 

· change the location of some of the existing valves, 

· complete the dead-ends so they  loop within the distribution system to allow the other tank to service the South end, thus improving system performance, 

· increase the water pressure in the areas that have low water pressure, and

· increase available fire flows at critical locations within the pressure zone.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

A deficiency that could affect the public’s health and safety was not demonstrated or adequately documented.


The MDOC review engineer noted there that there does not appear to be a substantiated significant threat to public health and safety or the environment that would be addressed by the proposed project.  The new water line will apparently improve water quality aesthetically during certain parts of the year and definitely allow further development while enhancing the system reliability by providing a significant loop.  Health, safety and the environment do not appear to be compromised by the current system.  Long-term impacts clearly attributable to the deficiency are doubtful.  The health issue associated with dead-end mains would be resolved, but that is a low part of the overall cost and the threat is not considered high.  The project would somewhat enhance operational abilities and reliability.  There would be an expected increase in fire fighting capacity, though the PER suggests that the current capacity is satisfactory.  In regard to public health and safety and environmental concerns, it was determined that the project solves issues of lesser needs than noted in other applications.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.  
Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 31st out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 33%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 34th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 15.5%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 15th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.   In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the proposed solution appears reasonable and will allow further growth.  The engineer report was generally complete, but there were some potentially important issues that were not addressed.  No financial data was provided to compare new income with capital outlay.  It was not possible to conclude if the capital costs are reasonable since no unit costs were provided for construction.  Quantities of materials, sizes and numbers of hook-ups, restoration types and quantity of the various restoration types were not presented and do not appear to have been researched.  Despite lack of financial data and a proper present worth analysis, the proposed alternative selected appears to be the only appropriate alternative for looping the system and allowing growth where planned.  Actual costs may rise or fall once quantities are established and the environmental research is complete.


The environmental data available at the time of the completion of the environmental checklist were minimal, as the applicant noted in the checklist that was waiting for responses from several agencies.  The applicant noted that environmental considerations were addressed using a 1974 engineering report prepared for a possible highway in the project area.  The applicant anticipates no significant impacts.  However, it cannot be confidently determined whether or not potential environmental problems will arise.  

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 700 Points
The applicant clearly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has intensely acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the city is currently in the process of replacing the 16" water main on 1st Street and making improvements to the treatment plant.  The city has obligated its replacement and depreciation funds to replace the 16” water main on 1st Street, TSEP funds are being utilized for this project.  In addition, the applicant indicated that they are currently undertaking a $8,401,000 water treatment improvement project, which has been funded by SRF loans.  The city raised the water rates 60 percent to cover the cost of this loan.  The notice of award was included in the application.  From 1991 to 1999, the city has expended over $1,903,523 in capital outlay that includes water main replacement, machinery, equipment, and hydrant replacement.  The problem was caused by lack of looping within the city’s distribution system.  As additional growth has occurred, the city has been requiring developers to install 12" lines in preparation for the proposed extension line.  The city adopted a ten-year strategic plan in 1999.  The strategic plan identifies the proposed project as the city’s top capital improvement project.  The city is also a member of Bear Paw Development Corporation, which prepares an annual work plan and the proposed project is included in that plan.  Copies of the city’s strategic plan and Bear Paw’s annual work plan were included in the application.  The city has a metered water system.  The reviewer noted, in the narrative, that the city has completed wastewater and water treatment plant improvements.  These improvements increased sewer rates by 20 percent and water rates by 60 percent; these projects were completed without any state or federal assistance.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with a SRF loan.  The city is not eligible for funding through the RD program, since the community’s population is greater than 10,000.  The city does not meet the LMI requirement needed to qualify for CDBG funding.  The city is proposing a SID for a quarter of the project costs, since the project will greatly enhance the marketability of the thirty acres of undeveloped property in this area.  Utility extension must occur before a proposed urban highway project.  Loss of TSEP funds would delay the construction of the urban highway project until the city is financially able to extend the utilities along the proposed route.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the proposed project would not directly result in the creation or retention of a substantial number of long-term, full-time jobs for Montanans, or in the expansion of a business as a result of the TSEP project.  However, without the utility extension, the urban highway project may be postponed.  The 6th Avenue Christian Church is in the process of constructing a new church with an attached school.  Currently, the city does not have adequate fire flows in the area to protect this structure.  More than one-third of new residential construction within the city limits has occurred in the area that would be served by the proposed new water line.  The county approved three minor subdivisions in this general area.  Those subdivisions were not within the city limits.  The county has issued an additional 15 building permits within those subdivisions.  Approximately 30 acres could be developed along the route.  The city believes this area will continue to grow especially with access to water and with the completion of the proposed urban highway route.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant stated that in developing the strategic plan, the city held four town meetings.  Copies of news articles related to those meetings, minutes of each session and written comments received regarding the proposed plan were included in the application.  On April 17, 2000, the city held a public hearing on the proposed TSEP application.  Potentially affected property owners were contacted and encouraged to attend the meeting.  Twenty-five people were in attendance.  At the meeting, the scope of the project was explained along with the financial impact to users.  The application includes copies of the sign-in sheets, meeting minutes and related news articles.  In 1997, the city also participated in a community needs assessment, which was conducted by the local chamber of commerce.  Results of that survey were incorporated into the city’s strategic plan, which was included in the application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 32

Applicant: Town of Fairfield for Wastewater System Improvements
This application received 2,780 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 32nd out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000 contingent upon TSEP funds becoming available.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RD
Loan
$1,639,080
Application submitted March 2000.

Applicant
Cash
$     44,000
Funds committed.

Project Total
$2,183,080


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$22,250

77%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
660

293


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$16.15

$7.00

$23.15
-

-

63%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$36.71

$51.15

$56.09
-

139%

153%

Project Summary

History – The sewer system in Fairfield was constructed in 1956.  The collection component is a gravity system of concrete pipe, with an outfall pipe over 4,000’ to the lagoon.  The sewage treatment component is a single cell lagoon approximately 11 acres in size. 

Problem – The town‘s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· outfall line surcharges in the summer due to the line’s poor condition and high infiltration flows,

· lagoon does not provide the required detention time because of high infiltration and inflow during the summer months causes dilution, and

· system has a BOD permit violation about once a year.  

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· replace the outfall line to the lagoon, and

· construct an aerated lagoon with three primary cells and surface water discharge.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project could potentially affect the public’s health and safety, and consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency may occur at some point in the future but have not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that system deterioration, and the construction methods and materials used when the system was built, have led to deficiencies that may have the potential to cause public health risk at some point in the future.  The applicant stated that one instance of sewage backing-up into a home has occurred, however, there was no documentation of this and no indication of further occurrences.  The single cell lagoon system has experienced minor episodic MPDES violations, but is generally in compliance with discharge standards.  The applicant has been able to manage the system to avoid discharging during the early spring, thus avoiding further violations.  The wastewater backup problems would potentially affect a small portion of the town on an infrequent basis.  The applicant did not provide a great deal of information supporting the contention that a serious public health or environmental problem exists.  

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 540 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 22nd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 35%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 30th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 6.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 35th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted the PER is generally complete; however, there were some potentially important issues that were not adequately addressed.  The MDOC review engineer reviewed the flow monitoring information and it appeared that there could also be significant infiltration problems with the collection system in town.  The problems appear to emanate from the northern half of town and should be investigated further.  


The applicant evaluated two alternatives to address the outfall infiltration (outfall rehabilitation and replacement), two treatment alternatives and three disposal alternatives.  It appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate treatment alternative.  However, the outfall alternative (replacement) does not appear to be the most cost-effective since over the long-term the replacement would cost $110,000 more than rehabilitating the line. 


It did not appear that these potentially important issues that were not adequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected.  The environmental concerns were adequately addressed and no long-term adverse affects were identified.  The potential existence of delineated wetlands on the proposed treatment site may require mitigation.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that the town has a history of managing its financial resources very prudently and very conservatively.  The town 's enterprise funds (water, sewer, and solid waste) are typically self‑sustaining with modest reserve accumulations.  User fees and rates have been increased as needed to keep the systems operating in the black.  The current rate is a flat rate of $7 per month (and multiples thereof).  The applicant stated that it felt that there was no rate structure would have allowed for the accumulation of reserves in the amount of $2.1 million, which is needed for the proposed project.  In 1999, the town completed a community needs assessment survey and a CIP.  Both were included in the application.  The town also participated in the preparation of the overall economic development plan for Teton County that was completed in 1998.  The applicant stated that the project is consistent with the goals and objectives of both plans.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant has developed a very thorough and comprehensive CIP, however, there was no indication that the CIP has been adopted.  The deficiencies addressed through this project are the result of the age of the system, design standards have changed, and the system was not designed for the current hydraulic loads.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with a RD loan and local reserves.  Even though the town is grant eligible through RD, the applicant stated that the amount of grant money that could be awarded through RD is reliant upon determination of user affordability and availability of grant funds.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant did not go into any more detail on why the town is not pursuing a RD grant.  The town is not eligible for CDBG funds due to the low percentage of LMI households.  The project activities are eligible for financing through the SRF loan program and an SRF loan is considered as a viable alternative to the proposed RD loan.  However, the SRF financing requirements push the projected user rates far beyond what the town considers to be affordable.  The applicant stated that the proposed project would not be competitive under the RRGL program, however according to RRGL staff, the proposed project could possibly be competitive. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the proposed project would not directly create or retain a known number of fulltime jobs. There is no known business that is expected to achieve expansion as the result of this project.  There is the potential for the establishment of value‑added agricultural processing plants in Fairfield and the local citizenry support the concept.  However, no development of any type could achieve state or county approvals until the sewer system is fixed.  The proposed TSEP project will encourage the expansion of private property tax base by allowing for new subdivisions to be hooked to the town 's sewer system.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant met the minimum requirements by documenting that it held at least one public hearing or meeting and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.

The applicant stated that numerous meetings and a public hearing were devoted to discussion of the PER.  A public hearing was held specifically to discuss the TSEP and RD application on April 5, 2000. Rate increases were discussed at the public hearing.  A notice of publication, agenda, sign-in sheet, and minutes were included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the minutes do not state what the public was told about any rate increases.  There were also minutes in the application from April 1998, which stated what the rate would be without any grants.  As a result, the MDOC reviewer could not verify that residents have been told what the proposed project will cost them per month.  

A community needs assessment survey was conducted in early 1999.  A copy is included in the application.  Forty percent of the respondents consider sewer system improvements a top priority in the town.  A CIP was completed in 1999.  The town also participated in the preparation of the Overall Economic Development Plan for Teton County that was completed in 1998.  The applicant stated that the proposed project is consistent with the goals and objectives of both plans.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 33

Applicant: Yellowstone County for Bridge Improvements

This application received 2,732 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 33rd out of 38 applications. 

The applicant’s bridge levy as a percentage of MHI is below the state median, however, the total levy is 115 percent of the state median.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $300,000 contingent upon TSEP funds becoming available.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$300,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Cash
$300,000
Funds committed.

Project Total
$600,000


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$25,942

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
120,890

38,385

Project Summary

History – The Shiloh Road Bridge was built in 1958.  This bridge is framed with timber stringers and a laminated timber deck that is supported by wooden abutments and piling.  The bridge continues to require considerable ongoing maintenance, with over $10,000 spent for asphalt replacement in September of 1998.  The South 32nd Street West bridge was built in 1962 and is made of concrete.  Both of these two-lane bridges are on the west end of Billings, and cross over the Billings Bench Water Association Canal.  The area is projected to have nearly a 100 percent increase in growth once the new Shiloh Road interchange on Interstate Highway 90 opens in the summer of 2000.  The related increase in traffic will likely exceed their carrying capacity.  

Problem – The county’s two bridges presented in this application have the following deficiencies:

· the bridge on Shiloh Road has a wooden deck and timber stringers that no longer support the asphalt driving surface under the increasing commercial loads. Recent inspections indicate several loose and twisted timber blocks along with rutted asphalt, some potholes, and cracks in the asphalt patches.

· the bridge on South 32nd Street West is structurally sound, however, it has traffic congestion problems associated with increased commercial vehicles and sight distance problems because it is located at the crest of a hill.

· driving width is less than the minimum AASHTO Standards, 

· sight distances are less than what is required with some distances less than 50 percent of what is standard, 

· guardrails on both bridges are inadequate and have high potential of being maintenance problems as well as posing a safety hazard for the public, and

· pedestrian and bicycle use of the bridges will continue to be dangerous as no provisions for these uses were made when these bridges were built.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would replace both bridges.  

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project could potentially affect the public’s health and safety, and consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency may occur at some point in the future but have not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the most recent MDT inspection for the Shiloh Road Bridge gave it a 65.3 NBI Sufficiency Rating (SR); the NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a five; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a seven, the superstructure a six, and the substructure a seven.  The most recent MDT inspection for the South 32nd Street West Bridge gave it a 82 NBI Sufficiency Rating; the NBI Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a five; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a eight, the superstructure is a seven and the substructure is a seven.  It should be noted that the ADT utilized in the rating the South 32nd Street West Bridge was only 100, which is substantially less that the current ADT of 4000.  Utilizing the latter number would likely bring the SR down somewhat, but probably not less than 50.  The MDT Sufficiency, Bridge Appraisal and Element Condition Ratings do not indicate that a serious structural deficiency exists with either bridge.  Based on the various ratings, both bridges fall into the level two scoring criteria category.


Replacing both structures would not address structural deficiencies since according to the MDT ratings, there are not significant deficiencies that currently need to be addressed.  The NBI Sufficiency, Appraisal, and Element Condition Ratings do not support replacement of either bridge.  Nonetheless, potential public safety problems are real.  However, without a detailed analysis and discussion of the number of lanes needed for the proposed traffic volumes, it is difficult to determine the need for a wider bridge at each location.  The MDOC review engineer noted that the current size and geometry of the bridges would likely lead to bottlenecks and congestion as the traffic in the area continues to increase.  In regards to the sight distance problems, it was not clear that replacement of the bridges would improve sight distance problems, or instead whether extensive roadway improvements would also be needed.  The applicant’s plans for upgrading the roadways to carry the increased traffic loads were not clear.  The MDOC review engineer noted that without sufficiently sized roadway approaches, replacement of the existing narrow bridges with new wider, multi lane bridges would serve little purpose. 


In summary, the MDOC review engineer felt that replacing the structures with wider structures would improve safety, even though the PER did not document the need and number of lanes proposed to meet projected traffic volumes.  The MDOC review engineer also felt that sight distance and traffic volume problems would not be solved alone by the two bridge replacements, but would also require substantial roadway improvements, which were also not addressed in the PER. 

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 432 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 33rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 37%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 25th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 12.1%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 23rd out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Financial Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on the degree to which applicants have ensured that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to applicants that appear to have done everything possible to ensure that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.
(Note: The financial analysis for bridge applications is unique to bridge applications only.  MDOC staff conducted the analysis and assigned a score, which was then manually inserted into the computerized financial assessment in place of the target rate analysis score.)
Bridge levy as a percent of MHI
 .02%
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The applicant stated that the property tax levy of 2.57 mills for bridges is the upper limit available without voter approval in Yellowstone County.  A ballot issue to consider raising the county mill levy amount was proposed in 1999, but was defeated at the polls.  The county has established a depreciation reserve fund for bridges, which is currently at $258,000.  The county has inventoried all of its bridges under 20 feet, and has prepared a three-year county-wide CIP for bridge improvements, both of which were included in the application.  From 1996 to the present, the county has completed 26 bridge projects, totaling $1,473,363.  Fifteen of those projects were major undertakings involving replacement of the bridge.  Over the last five years, expenditures on bridges have averaged $976,560 per year, while revenues have only averaged $672,961 per year.  Over the next three years, the county plans to average $500,000 per year for bridge replacement projects.


The financial analysis was scored a level two because it did not appear that the county has made a significant effort to fund bridges compared to the other TSEP bridge applicants and the county has not had significant negative influences on its ability to levy taxes compared to other counties in the state.  The bridge levy as a percentage of MHI is only half of the median (.04 percent).  In addition, while the value of the county’s mill increased, the county significantly decreased the number of bridge mills levied to the point that the 1999 bridge levy was only 91 percent of what the county levied for bridges in 1986.  
Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER was very brief and did not provide the required information.  A brief narrative on the condition of the two bridges proposed under this project was given along with inclusion of the MDT ratings.  However, there was little discussion regarding structural and functional deficiencies, and no discussion of the MDT Sufficiency, Appraisal and Element Ratings and how they translate into the condition of the existing bridges.  In short, the applicant did not present a good case for replacement of the existing bridges based on structural reasons.


The variety of information not provided or discussed in the PER raised serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the selected alternative.  No specific reference to nonconformance with standards (MDT, Yellowstone County, AASHTO) was presented in the PER.  A statement that the “bridges are not currently load limited but will be shortly” was not supported with any documentation.  Alternate routes were dismissed with little discussion.  The maps provided show other potential routes, and if they are not feasible, a discussion as to why not would have been helpful.  No documentation from representatives of emergency services was included that supported problems with alternative routes.  A more detailed discussion documenting safety concerns would have helped support replacement of the bridges from a public safety standpoint. Types of permits and land acquisition were not discussed.  There was no detailed narrative regarding environmental issues and the impact of all of the potential alternatives.


There was no detailed analysis and discussion of the number of lanes needed for the proposed traffic volumes, making it difficult to determine the need for a wider bridge at each location.  In regards to the sight distance problems, it was not clear that replacement of the bridges would improve sight distance problems or whether extensive roadway improvements would also be needed.  It was also not clear as to the plans for upgrading the roadways to carry the increased traffic loads.  Without sufficiently sized roadway approaches, replacement of the existing narrow bridges with new wider, multi-lane bridges would serve little purpose.  There was no discussion as to the amount of land needed or rationale for acquisition regarding roadway realignment.  Land acquisition could delay the project, particularly if adequate purchase costs have not been budgeted.  A discussion on the bridge approaches and plans to improve them would have been helpful in determining whether or not the proposed bridge replacements are part of an overall project that would correct many of the identified deficiencies.


The alternatives analysis was very limited and quickly focussed in on only one alternative.  Although this alternative has been used many times by the county, further analysis of other options should have been conducted.  Other alternatives that should have been considered, even if on a limited basis, include no action, adding on to the existing bridges, cast in place concrete deck with steel or prestressed concrete beams, timber decking with steel or laminated timber beams, cast in place concrete foundations, timber or steel pipe piles, to name a few.  


A major concern with the proposed alternative was that a geotechnical investigation was not proposed during the design phase.  A geotechnical investigation may potentially show that a friction pile or spread footing system is more conducive for the soils than the end bearing provided by H-piles.  Steel H-piles are designed for end bearing and if this cannot be attained, the integrity of the foundation would be compromised.  Should problems with the foundation develop, the structural integrity of the entire bridge would be affected.  Another concern that may probably be dismissed as a typographical error is the presentation of a tri-deck system on sheet 1 of the drawings.  The proposed 50’ span for these bridges is pushing the limits (around 60’) of the tri-deck systems. Sheets 2 and 3 show details of bulb tees that may be better suited to these bridges.


Although construction costs were discussed, neither detailed project cost estimates nor present worth analyses were presented.  The estimated construction costs were based on recent projects of similar nature in the county.  This may be a good gauge for estimating costs for this project.  However, without a detailed breakout of costs, the reviewer could determine whether or not the proposed project costs were well supported.  One particular concern was the potential costs for additional right of way acquisition.  Costs for this item could be quite high, particularly given the growth of the area and likely high values of land.  While the overall costs seem reasonable, the lack of a detailed cost estimate made it difficult to verify if important aspects of the project were being properly accounted for.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the technical design proposed for the project is commonly used by counties in Montana.  The technical design proposed would likely address the identified deficiencies related to the narrow bridge.  However, due to the proposed high traffic volumes projected in the future, the MDOC review engineer was not convinced that the “ride-ability” of a bridge constructed of bulb tees would be satisfactory.  The bulb tee system includes pre-cast concrete decks that are welded together and the abutting seams grouted, sometimes resulting in a non-uniform driving surface.  A cast in place deck may be more desirable for the high traffic volumes anticipated.  


In summary, it did not appear to the MDOC review engineer that the deficiencies associated with public safety would be clearly addressed by this project.  The sight distance issues might be better corrected with new roadway geometry.  Since the location and elevation of the existing canal must remain fixed, the movement of the bridge up or down is limited.  As a result, it appears that the approaches must be reconfigured, and possibly right-of-way moved, to better accommodate sight distances.  Although the PER does not provide justification for the need and extent of widening the bridges to accommodate increased traffic volumes, as well as pedestrian and bicycle traffic, the MDOC review engineer did note that such widening would address a potentially serious public safety concern.  While the environmental checklist was completed it contained limited information.  Based on the limited information provided it did not appear that environmental concerns were adequately addressed.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points

The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that these two bridge replacement projects are consistent with other infrastructure improvement projects and the city’s growth management plan.  Both of the proposed bridge projects are included in the county’s three-year bridge replacement plan, which was included in the application.  A memorandum included in the application requests that the MDT plan should be inclusive of some related roadway improvements in its FY 2000 Transportation Improvement Plan for Yellowstone County, so that these road and bridge projects can be better coordinated with other potential funding sources.  The recommended Urban Pilot Projects specifically will address existing congestion through the year 2020 as well as other mobility issues and bicycle/pedestrian safety.  (Also refer to comments under Statutory Priority #2, Indicator 2.)

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP grant in combination with local reserves.  The applicant stated that it has committed to providing a match of $300,000 out of the county bridge fund.  A ballot issue to consider raising the county mill levy amount was proposed in 1999, but was defeated at the polls.  The applicant stated that other funding programs, including the Pilot Urban Program, Gas Tax Funds, and private developer related dollars are being considered for other roadway improvement projects.  The MDOC reviewer noted that while there are limited financing options that can realistically be obtained for this project, there are other potential funding options discussed in MDOC’s County Bridge and Road Capital Improvement Planning and Financing Manual that should have been evaluated and discussed in order to obtain a higher score on this priority.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that a series of task force meetings focused on the business and economic opportunities associated with the development of the land served by these bridges.  Commercial growth in the west-end of Billings is forecasted to increase 100 percent.  In particular, both of these bridges provide access to the TransTech Center, which is a new 104-acre industrial park that is in the process of being developed.  The infrastructure is in place and lots are currently being sold.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant met the minimum requirements by documenting that it held at least one public hearing or meeting and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.

The applicant stated that a public hearing was held on May 2, 2000 to discuss the proposed project.  Fifteen people attended the hearing.  It was explained that the matching funds would be obtained from the county bridge fund.  A copy of the public hearing notice, sign-in sheets, minutes, and a letter from Bike Net addressing pedestrian and bicycle safety was included in the application.  The county has a three-year bridge replacement plan.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 34

Applicant: Town of Jordan for Water and Wastewater SYSTEM Improvements
This application received 2,724 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 34th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC recommends the requested TSEP grant of $500,000 contingent upon TSEP funds becoming available.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

CDBG
Grant
$   500,000
Application submitted in May 2000, but was not successful.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

RD
Loan
$   846,654
Application to be submitted July 2000.

Project Total
$1,946,654


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$17,933

74%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
494

201


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$12.00

$6.53

$18.53
-

-

63%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$29.59

$35.22

$42.40
-

119%

143%

Project Summary

History - The water distribution and water storage tank, along with the wastewater system, were built in the 1950's.  The last major improvements were in 1993, when chlorination was added to the water system.  In 1992, DEQ documented four sites within Jordan that have contaminated soil from abandoned underground gas tanks, along the water and sewer main trenches.  Over time, the contaminated soil can be expected to increase the rate at which the water and sewer mains will deteriorate.  According to the applicant, the problems are compounded by MDT plans to reconstruct Highway 200/Jordan Avenue, and any work on utility lines must be performed beforehand.

Problem -  The town 's water system has the following deficiencies:

· distribution system is hindered by the low elevation of the existing water storage tank and the size of lines in the distribution system resulting in inadequate service pressure and fire flow, 

· only one well/source of water, and

· inadequate controls on existing well.

The town 's wastewater system has the following deficiencies:

· control structures for the lagoon system are inadequate and rusting,

· controls for the sewer lift station are approximately 15’ below the surface making it a hazard when needing to get to them, and

· collection system has several areas below minimum grade that do not meet current standards.

Note:  The proposed solution would not resolve problems related to water storage, nor does it replace every deficient water distribution line or sewer collection main.  Therefore, those deficiencies were not taken into consideration in the scoring of Priority #1.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· replace the water distribution lines within the highway right-of-way,

· install a new 12" water main to the water tower,

· provide auxiliary power and replace piping, valves, and telemetry at the existing well,
· construct a new potable well,

· replace sewer mains that are below DEQ minimum slope standards,

· move the controls for the sewer lift station, and
· replace the control structures for the lagoon system.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence after chronic exposure or has some reasonable probability of occurrence in the near-term as a result of incidental, short-term or casual contact, but neither have been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that serious consequences clearly attributable to the deficiencies with the water system are likely to occur in the near-term.  It appears that it is only a matter of time until there are either problems with the existing single well source that would leave the town without water, or that a fire cannot be properly fought with system debilitated flows and pressures.  These deficiencies were scored at a level four.


The MDOC review engineer noted that serious consequences clearly attributable to the deficiencies with the wastewater system have some potential to occur in the future.  The surcharging of the lift station is an existing problem that will continue to occur whenever an extended power outage is experienced.  These deficiencies were not considered to be serious and were scored at a level two.


A composite score of a level three was assigned after averaging the scores for the water and wastewater components. 

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 504 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 10th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 52%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 8th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 10.9%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 28th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 216 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points
The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted an important item that was not documented related to the water system was population projections.  It was stated that the population will most likely increase but nothing shows how much increase is anticipated.  The lack of population projections does not provide for the development of planning design parameters regarding future water demands and storage requirements.  The PER did not break down or document the existing water system O&M costs, or additional O&M costs for considered alternatives.  The preferred alternatives that are stated in the PER are different from the projects that are being proposed through the use of the TSEP monies.  


While these issues were considered important, the MDOC review engineer felt that an appropriate solution was presented.  The PER as it relates to the water system was scored at a level three.


The MDOC review engineer noted that a major component of the wastewater system, the treatment system, was not evaluated and was disposing of its treated wastewater in an improper fashion, which raises serious doubts that an appropriate solution to the identified deficiencies has been chosen. There is no evaluation of the treatment lagoons specific to hydraulic and organic loading and treatment efficiency of the system.  Discussions with DEQ indicate that the town has an “inactive” discharge permit.  According to DEQ, if the lagoons are discharging they are doing so illegally.  If the lagoons are acting as total containment ponds there are no calculations in the PER indicating or supporting this.  If the lagoons were originally designed to act as facultative ponds but are no longer discharging, it raises the question as to whether they are leaking.  This issue is an extremely important item and should have been investigated and fully addressed.  


Another item of concern is the proposed replacement of collection piping with larger diameter piping set at the existing grades. DEQ-2 mandates minimum slopes with corresponding pipe sizes and states that “oversize sewers will not be approved to justify using flatter slopes”.  It appears that the engineer is proposing exactly this, up-sizing the collection piping to justify flatter slopes.  Additional items not documented included discussion of administrative and management capacity, existing and population projection design flows, hydraulic, organic loading, and treatment standards.  


The information lacking from the PER was considered critical to properly evaluating the proposed project and raised serious doubts about the chosen alternative.  The PER as it relates to the wastewater system was scored at a level one.


In regards to the water system, the environmental checklist was complete and it appears that the potential environmental impacts were adequately addressed.  In regards to the wastewater system, the environmental checklist was complete, but it is difficult to know if the potential environmental impacts were adequately addressed because of the issues with the treatment lagoons. 

A composite score of a level two was assigned after averaging the scores for the water and wastewater components.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that the town has a declining population (20 percent since 1960). Replacement of these public facilities should strengthen the community and lessen the trend toward out-migration.  The applicant stated that the town has recognized the need for long-range planning and capital improvements management.  A planning committee, that was utilized in a door-to-door needs assessment survey, has been asked to volunteer for a position on a proposed Jordan Town-County Planning Board.  The town approached the county commissioners who will respond to the creation of the Board.   The town completed a comprehensive ten-year CIP, and stated it would be adopted prior to submission of the CDBG application on May 26, 2000.  The CIP was included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that a resolution adopting the CIP on May 9 was included in the CDBG application.

  The town initiated a sewer/water rate increase in May 1998 that is based on water use, and the system is metered.  Sewer rates are charged at a flat monthly rate.  The town maintains minimal reserves for water and sewer.  Replacement and depreciation funds are distributed as operating cash allows.  Over the last few years, operating revenues have not been adequate to build reserves for this project.  With a very limited budget and tax base, the Town of Jordan has addressed its operation and maintenance program based on taxes and services rendered.  The applicant stated that both the water and wastewater systems are nearing the end of their design life.  

The MDOC reviewer noted that it appears that the project is being driven primarily by the scheduled MDT reconstruction of Highway 200 through Jordan in 2001and the need to replace water lines in the highway right of way prior to construction.  The town has a memorandum of understanding with MDT that requires the town to replace service lines where utilities are located in the highway right of way.  According to the applicant, if the town does not replace these lines prior to highway construction it “will result in exceedingly high and unknown costs to the community….”  However, it appears that the town has been aware that the utilities located within Highway 200 right of way would have to be replaced since 1992 when it first signed the memorandum with MDT.   

The MDOC reviewer noted that while the community obviously faces very real local financial constraints, it appears that the town has not taken incremental steps to plan for and resolve its public facilities problems, until recently.  Past efforts to resolve the public facilities problems with local resources by raising taxes, user charges or fee schedules have been limited.  In addition, based on information provided by MDT staff, the town apparently would have more flexibility in meeting the deadline for project completion than is reflected in the application.  It appears likely that the reconstruction would not take place until 2002.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, CDBG, and RRGL grants in combination with a RD loan.  The town investigated a bank loan, but due to the interest rates and the short-term borrowing, the town felt that the debt service would be beyond the town's repayment capability.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant did not discuss the potential of receiving a RD grant.  A RD representative confirmed that the applicant is potentially eligible for a grant.  The applicant stated that the CDBG grant and a portion of the RD loan would be used in the first phase of replacing utilities before the reconstruction of Highway 200/Jordan Ave. 


The MDOC reviewer noted that the funding strategy discussion was somewhat confusing.  In the application, the funding source for the first phase is shown to be TSEP, which would not be workable since TSEP funds could not possibly be available in the Spring of 2001 to meet the MDT construction timetable described in the application.  The CDBG application shows the funding source for the first phase as CDBG.  The grant writer for the town faxed a letter on May 24, 2000, to the MDOC reviewer stating that they had made a mistake in the TSEP application and that CDBG would be used for the first phase.  The MDOC reviewer also noted that the budget combines TSEP and CDBG funds in such a way that is appears to be a single project when it should be considered as two separate projects.  The CDBG program requires applicants that are using TSEP funds for the project to apply for and be awarded those funds prior to applying to the CDBG program.   It did not appear to the MDOC reviewer that this project had been thoroughly thought through in terms of how it should be phased and ultimately funded.  Based in part on this same reasoning, the town was not selected for a CDBG grant during the 2000 funding competition.  However, the town can reapply to the program in 2001.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water or wastewater system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.

The applicant stated that the project would not result in the creation of any additional jobs or increase the tax base.  However, the community is experiencing increased commercial activity associated with recreational activities at nearby Fort Peck Reservoir.  The proposed improvements would support this increased commercial activity and may help to reverse long-term population decline.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the town’s proposed improvements should at least maintain if not encourage expansion of the tax base.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points
The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that it made a strong effort to elicit support for the proposed project.

The applicant stated that a needs assessment survey that was conducted gave each household an opportunity to identify community needs or concerns.  A local planning committee, comprised of ten residents, went house to house.  There was a 79 percent return rate by the residents.  A meeting was held to discuss the results of the survey.

The town held a public hearing on March 16, 2000, to discuss the application guidelines for the various funding programs.  Local citizenry discussed the various needs, goals and objectives of the community.  Based on a majority consensus of the citizens in attendance, and the final tabulation of the community needs assessment, the town voted to submit the various applications.  An affidavit of publication, minutes and a sign-in sheet were included in the application.  Twenty people attended the hearing.  At a public hearing on May 9, 2000, it was stressed that the beneficiaries of the first phase of the project are all residential properties within the town.  There were questions about meeting state mandates.  The applicant stated that the overall costs and borrowing were addressed and it was noted that the loan would increase the water/sewer rate for each residence to approximately $40 per month.  It was also noted that depending on the amount of grant funds received and the estimated cost of construction, the stated rate increase could change.

The MDOC reviewer noted there was no specific mention of increased rates in the minutes of the first hearing, and there was no documentation of the second hearing included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer checked the CDBG application and it contained the minutes of the May 9, 2000 meeting.  While it was stated that rates were discussed, there were no specific rates mentioned in the minutes.  As a result, the MDOC reviewer could not verify what the public was told regarding increased rates.  The minutes stated that a large majority of the people attending the hearing indicated that the project should proceed.

The town completed a comprehensive ten-year CIP, which they stated would be adopted prior to submission of the CDBG application on May 26, 2000.  The CIP was included in the application.  The MDOC reviewer noted that a resolution adopting the CIP on May 9, 2000 was included in the CDBG application.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature 

Project No. 35

Applicant: Cascade County for Bridge IMPROVEMENTS
This application received 2,680 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 35th out of 38 applications. 

The applicant’s bridge levy as a percentage of MHI is at the state median and the total levy is 119 percent of the state median.  However, because of the limited amount of TSEP funds projected for the biennium TSEP would be unable to provide grant funds to this project.  Without the TSEP grant, the applicant would decline the TSEP loan, therefore, the loan is not recommended.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$216,425
Awaiting decision of legislature.

TSEP
Loan
$211,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Cash
$    5,425
Funds committed.

Project Total
$432,850


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$23,700

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
78,983

30,206

Project Summary

History – The Eden Bridge on Boston Coulee Road, which crosses the Smith River, was constructed in 1950.  This bridge is immediately adjacent to a FW&P access site and take out point for Smith River floaters.  Annually, FW&P issues between 700 and 800 float permits for the Smith River floating season.  Based on a 1995 traffic count, the bridge experiences an average daily traffic load of 100 vehicles.

Problem – The Eden Bridge is a single lane bridge and has the following deficiencies:

· stringers are in fair condition, but the surfacing, wood deck, and caps are in poor condition, and

· backwalls and piles are in fair condition, but require major maintenance.


Proposed Solution – The proposed project would replace the bridge.


Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 600 Points

Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and are clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the long-term if the deficiencies are not corrected. 


The MDOC review engineer noted that the most recent MDT inspection for the Eden Bridge gave it a 49 NBI Sufficiency Rating (SR).  The NBI Bridge Appraisal Rating for the overall structure is a four; and the NBI Element Condition Rating for the deck is a six, the superstructure a five, and the substructure a six.  The SR is based on an average daily traffic count of 100, which corresponds to the projections in the PER.  The MDT considers a bridge with an SR of less than 50 eligible for replacement.


A deficiency does exist in the structural carrying capacity of the existing bridge, although the immediacy of the structural deficiency may be considered somewhat moderate.  There does not appear to be an imminent risk of the structure failing, although there is a high probability that problems would occur in the long-term.  The structural deficiency problem is existing and would only continue to worsen as time goes on. It is possible to replace portions or all of the deck. 

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 540 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 27th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 35%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 30th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 13.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 18th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Financial Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on the degree to which applicants have ensured that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to applicants that appear to have done everything possible to ensure that bridges in their counties are adequately funded.

(Note: The financial analysis for bridge applications is unique to bridge applications only.  MDOC staff conducted the analysis and assigned a score, which was then manually inserted into the computerized financial assessment in place of the target rate analysis score.)
Bridge levy as a percent of MHI
 .04%

Bridge levy as it relates to the state median of .04 percent

100%

Entire levy as a percent of MHI

3.49%

Entire levy as it relates to the state median of 2.93 percent

119%

1999 mill value as a percent of 1986 mill value
148%

1999 bridge mills as a percent of 1986 bridge mills
111%

Ratio of 1999 bridge levy to 1986 bridge levy
164%


The applicant stated that the county has inventoried all of its bridges under 20 feet, but has not prepared a county-wide capital improvements plan for bridge improvements.  The county attempted to pass a special mill levy in 1998 for county roads, but voters rejected it.  The county has spent $207,193 over the past three years for bridge related work.  Ten of those bridge projects cost more than $5,000 to complete.


The financial analysis was scored a level three because it appeared that the county has made moderate efforts to fund bridges in the county compared to the other TSEP bridge applicants.  The bridge levy as a percentage of MHI is exactly the same as the state median of .04 percent.  Even though the value of the county’s mill increased, the county still increased the number of bridge mills levied in 1986 so that the 1999 bridge levy was 164 percent of what the county levied for bridges in 1986.  However, the financial analysis was not scored higher because it did not appear that the county has taken some actions similar to other TSEP bridge applicants, such as preparing a county wide capital improvements plan for bridge improvements, that would further help the county to make improvements to its bridge system.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 480 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER generally includes the information required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER generally appears to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is generally complete; however, there are some potentially important issues that have not been adequately addressed.  In general, it appears that the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  It does not appear that the issues that are inadequately addressed would raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the PER was very brief and lacked much of the detail necessary to adequately document existing problems and proposed solutions.  The PER, although to the point, did not address many items that are required and some of which are potentially important.  From the format utilized and the information included in the PER, it does not appear that the engineer that prepared the report was aware of the information required to be in the PER. 


The PER provided a brief history of the bridge but provided little narrative of the condition of the bridge components.  There was limited discussion regarding structural and functional deficiencies, and no discussion of the MDT Sufficiency, Appraisal and Element Ratings and how they translate into the condition of the existing bridges.  The PER did not discuss alternate routing options, impact on public and emergency services, or safety issues.  A hydraulics analysis was not prepared, although flood impacts were briefly discussed.  A major concern was that a geotechnical investigation was not proposed.  Although such an investigation was performed prior to shoring up the structure following a flood in 1981, a report should have been provided that recommends the proper foundation system or systems for the new structure.  Types of permits and land acquisition were not discussed.  Although the environment checklist was filled out and supporting letters provided, a detailed narrative addressing environmental issues for each alternative was not contained in the PER.  A construction cost estimate was provided, but present worth analyses were not.  A detailed cost estimate for the new bridge was included in the PER.  However, missing in the estimate is a specific line item for roadway reconstruction.  It is assumed that the line item “sitework” covers work required for approach work to the new bridge.


The alternative analysis focussed on only two options; renovation of the existing structure and a new structure of precast concrete bulb-tee beams on a piling foundation.  Other alternatives should have been considered, even if only on a high level basis with dismissal through narrative.  Among the options that could have been considered include the following with various combinations: a timber deck with glulam stringers; a cast in place deck with steel girders or precast, prestressed concrete beams; different piling systems such as timber, steel pipe or steel H-sections; cast in place concrete spread footing and pier systems; etc.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the environmental checklist was filled out in detail with supporting letters attached.  However, the PER does not include detailed narrative discussing environmental issues for each alternative and thus it was difficult to determine if there are any concerns that may adversely impact the project.  A review of the checklist did not reveal any obvious concerns.


The MDOC review engineer noted that even though it was not strongly documented, the project does appear feasible with a cost effective, long-term solution proposed.  The proposed alternative represents a method of bridge replacement that is commonly used by Montana counties in rural applications.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that its bridge department has replaced or extensively renovated bridges throughout the county over the past several years.  The application included a report showing that $73,253 was spent on bridge related work in 1996-1997,  $54,892 in 1997-1998, and $79,048 in 1998-1999.  There were ten projects that cost more than $5,000 to complete.  Attempts to increase the bridge mills have failed, even though the county receives requests on a daily basis from citizens requesting that bridges and roads near them be repaired or replaced.  The county attempted to pass a special mill levy in 1998 for county roads, but voters rejected it.  Addressing ongoing maintenance generally consumes the majority of the bridge budget.  The county has prioritized its bridge needs for the year 2000 and this project ranks number four.  However, even though the county has inventoried all of its bridges under 20’, it has not prepared a county-wide capital improvements plan for all of its bridges.  The applicant stated that it inspects all of its bridges annually.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of a TSEP loan in combination with cash reserves to provide matching funds for the TSEP grant.  A ballot issue to raise the county mill levy amount for county roads was defeated in 1998.  The applicant stated that during the interim months prior to the Legislature, the county would attempt to secure some financial assistance from the FWP for this proposed project.  The MDOC reviewer noted that while there are limited financing options that can realistically be obtained for this project, there are other potential funding options discussed in MDOC’s County Bridge and Road Capital Improvement Planning and Financing Manual that should have been evaluated and discussed in order to obtain a higher score on this priority. 

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs.  

The applicant stated that this project is not associated with any economic development projects in the county.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 80 Points

The applicant did not document that the proposed project is a high priority or has strong community support.  The applicant did not provide any, or provided inadequate, documentation that it held at least one public hearing or meeting to inform the public about the proposed project.


The applicant stated that the bridge has been ranked in the top five bridges in the county by the state for the past few years, and is the subject of regular public comments to the county surveyor’s office.  While there has not been a public meeting to address the bridge specifically, the county feels the state’s priority ranking, comments from citizens, and the preliminary engineering study all speak to the high priority this bridge has in the county.  The MDOC reviewer noted that there was no documentation submitted in the application to support the above statements and there was no public meeting as required to inform the public about the proposed project.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature 

Project No. 36

Applicant: Butte-Silver Bow for Water SYSTEM Improvements

This application received 2,588 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 36th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  However, because of the limited amount of TSEP funds projected for the biennium TSEP would be unable to fund this project.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$292,793
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Cash
$192,793
Funds committed. 

RRGL
Grant
$100,000
Application submitted, awaiting decision of legislature.

Project Total
$585,586


Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$21,307

50%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
33,994

11,989


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$45.78

$13.50

$59.28
-

-

169%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$35.16

$59.28

$59.45
-

169%

169%

Project Summary

History – The City of Butte has a well-developed water supply comprised of several sources, including the Big Hole River, Moulton Creek Reservoir and the Basin Creek Reservoirs.  Basin Creek Dams #1 and #2 were built in the late 1800s and early 1900s.  The dams are a critical component of the water supply system, supplying approximately 40 percent of Butte's drinking water.  No major site improvements have been completed on either dam since initial construction.  The DNRC Dam Safety Division classifies both dams as high hazard dams.

Problem – The dams have the following deficiencies:

· emergency spillway on each dam must be modified to allow the dams to safely pass large storm events, and

· Basin Creek Dam #1 is unsafe and potentially threatens the safety of local residences.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would:

· expand and rehabilitate the emergency spillway of each dam, and

· improve critical elements of Basin Creek Dam #1, such as the parapet wall, outlet works valves, real time reservoir level monitoring system, and dam access. 

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project could potentially affect the public’s health and safety, and consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency may occur at some point in the future but have not been documented to have occurred yet.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the applicant did not demonstrate that a serious threat to public health and safety is likely to occur.  Butte-Silver Bow Water Users District (BSBWUD) has the ability to provide basic domestic demands and adequate fire protection to the city.  The Basin Creek Reservoirs are considered an essential component of the overall water supply and distribution system since the water is delivered to the city via gravity flow, saving the city significant pumping and treatment costs.  Since 1995, the DNRC Dam Safety Program has identified the dams as high risk and in need of significant improvements in order to bring the dams into compliance with the Dam Safety Act.  No significant improvements to the dams have been made since their installation in 1899.  Long-term management practices could have precluded some of the project improvements.  


Deficiencies exist that could affect public safety if dam failure occurred.  However, the likelihood of dam failure occurring is directly linked to the occurrence of a rare flood event.  The deficiencies are generally based on the lack of capacity of the spillway of Dam #1 to pass flow sufficient to prevent the reservoir water surface from exceeding a level over the dam that may cause impingement to the downstream dam face.  These flood flows would jeopardize the structural integrity and stability of the dam.  Based on comments received by staff in the Dam Safety Program, dam failure is not imminent, nor will failure of the spillway cause catastrophic failure of the dam.  Without the improvements, the water level of reservoirs would have to be dropped, or the reservoirs abandoned altogether, decreasing the available gravity water supply to Butte.  BSBWUD does face possible fines if the dam is not brought into compliance with the Dam Safety Act.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 648 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 216 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 18th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 38%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 23rd out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 14.7%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 16th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 4th Quintile = 432 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the applicant.


The MDOC review engineer noted that significant issues had not been adequately addressed that raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected.  First, the PER did not provide information related to the entire water supply system as required.  No water supply master plans or water facility plans were referenced, although the city has completed significant improvements to the treatment, distribution and storage components of the water system in the past decade and there are likely planning reports associated with these improvements.  A more complete description of the entire supply system, and the potential deficiencies, would have strengthened the PER. 


The alternatives analyzed were not completely developed and it is difficult to determine if the most cost-effective solutions were chosen.  Based on information elsewhere in the TSEP application, the no action alternative, which would require lowering the reservoirs, would result in elimination of the risk to public safety.  However, it would also result in significant O&M costs to the water users.  This alternative was not developed nor were the associated costs (increased water rates) documented or discussed.  Documenting the claimed cost savings due to gravity flow and minimal treatment of the Basin Creek water would have strengthened the PER.  Alternatives were not analyzed for the proposed modifications to Dam #1 related to the spillway chute, spillway discharge channel, downstream river crossing, dam parapet wall and walkway, or the abutment stairs.  The personnel at the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) echoed this concern.  The PER did not present information on which modifications are required to bring the dam into compliance with Dam Safety Act requirements.  For example, the need to expand the breach at Dam #2 is not clearly demonstrated since there will be no apparent additional adverse affects at the Dam #1 downstream if Dam #2 failed from overtopping.  A more complete development of this recommended improvement is needed in order to justify the recommendation.  Based on information from the Dam Safety Program, reduction of the reservoir operating level may reduce the risk to downstream residents and allow continued operation of the dam.  This alternative was not considered in the PER.


There was no discussion of how the cost estimates were developed or the source of costs.  Another concern with the project budget stems from comments received by the BOR after review of the PER.  They stated that their experience with dam construction of smaller and less costly modifications (like this project) dictates a cost for engineering, oversight and administration of approximately 50 percent or more.  This may add significant cost to the project.  There was no discussion of required permits required for construction was presented.


Staff at the Dam Safety Program sent the PER to the BOR for comments.  Their response consisted of eight pages of comments.  They concluded by stating, that there is no doubt that the proposed modifications will improve the safety of the dam; however, they could not conclude with certainty that the dam would remain safe for all expected loading conditions from the information presented in the review.  There were several technical concerns brought up by BOR.  There was a lack of site-specific seismic loads and an analysis to verify the safety of the dam during large earthquake events.  They had concerns with the factor of safety used in the stability analysis.  There were discrepancies in the flow calculations presented.  They felt that there was a lack of justification for widening the breach in Dam #2.  Finally, they had concerns with safe installation of new valves in the inlet and outlet of Dam #1 since the existing valves are inoperable.


The environmental checklist was completed and was referenced in the PER.  However, environmental concerns were not adequately addressed in the PER.  Only a brief discussion of the environmental impacts for the recommended alternative was presented.


The proposed project may bring the dams into compliance with the Dam Safety Act, although those modifications that are required for compliance with the act were not stated.  All of the above issues raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative selected by the applicant.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 420 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has moderately acted to ensure the above.

The applicant stated that Butte-Silver Bow has had a long-term commitment to capital improvements on the water system. Butte-Silver Bow has a yearly O&M budget for the water utility system of just over $4 million.  In addition, Butte-Silver Bow has a water main replacement budget of $500,000 per year.  The causes of the existing conditions at the Basin Creek Dams are not related to improper operation and maintenance, but rather the age of the dams.  In addition, the improvements to the dams are required to bring them into compliance with the High Hazard Dam Safety Act.  Water meters are not required for existing connections and are on a voluntary basis only.  Approximately 33 percent of the existing water connections are metered.  However, all new service connections are required to be metered.  The applicant states the project is consistent with their existing capital improvement and growth management plans.  However, the applicant did not provide a copy of these plans to document the priority of the proposed project.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant does not have a CIP. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 360 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated reasonable efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project is reasonable and appears to be viable.  There are no major obstacles known at this time that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP and RRGL grants in combination with local reserves.  The applicant stated that the three sources of funds are critical to the project.  Butte-Silver Bow is applying for all grants that the project is considered eligible.  Butte-Silver Bow currently has three major loans, and is not applying for any additional loans for the proposed project.  A loan would increase the water rates, and the combined water and sewer rates are already 169 percent of the MDOC established target rate.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the applicant did not discuss other funding sources.  The applicant could have better described why they are not eligible for other funding sources.  The MDOC reviewer also noted that the substitution of a loan for the TSEP grant would have a negligible impact on rates.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that indirectly increases business and job opportunities, or provides the infrastructure needed to provide housing necessary for an expanding workforce.  The applicant did not indicate that any specific businesses were dependent upon the proposed improvements being made.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the (water or wastewater) system.  The proposed improvements would likely maintain the taxable valuation of the project area, and might add to the tax base if any business expansion occurs. 

The applicant stated that the project enables Butte to remain an attractive location for existing and new businesses, since it provides the ability to supply drinking water at reasonable and economic rates.  The water rate for Butte will not be increased, which is critical to existing and future business expansion opportunities in Butte.  The project ensures that Butte will remain competitive in the attraction of industrial and residential development, which promotes business and residential expansion.  However, the MDOC reviewer noted the proposed project would not directly affect businesses or tax bases.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant met the minimum requirements by documenting that it held at least one public hearing or meeting and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.

The applicant stated that a public hearing was held on April 19, 2000.  Documentation included a legal notice advertising the hearing and the minutes.  The minutes for the public hearing were rather brief in describing the project.  Discussion involved funding strategy for the proposed project.  The commissioners voted unanimously to pursue grant funding for the proposed project.  There was no sign-in sheet provided from the public hearing.  The MDOC reviewer noted there was little documentation of public involvement for the proposed project.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 37

Applicant: CITY OF KALISPELL FOR WATER AND WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS

This application received 2,132 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 37th out of 38 applications. 

If the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be below the target rate.  Based on MDOC’s financial analysis methodology, the applicant has sufficient debt capacity to fund the project without TSEP funds and still be below the target rate.  Therefore, MDOC does not recommend the requested TSEP grant of $500,000.
Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
$   500,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

RRGL
Grant
$   100,000
Awaiting decision of legislature.

EDA
Grant
$1,000,000
Application was not submitted in June as stated.

SRF
Loan
$     36,700
Contacted, project on priority list.

Project Total
$1,636,700


Note:  This project would provide improvements that would serve an area north of the city boundaries.  The following statistics and rates are for that specific area.

Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$40,673

70%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
1,000

382


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
N/A

N/A

N/A
-

-

-
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$67.11

$45.80

$56.88
-

68%

85%

Project Summary

History – The existing development adjacent to and north of section 36 relies upon on-site water and sewer systems for their water and wastewater disposal needs.  The existing development consists of a 154-unit apartment complex, 212 residential lots, and a 16-unit condominium complex.  The majority of section 36 is school trust land owned by DNRC.  The city has examined a means of extending utility services into section 36, an area currently devoted to agriculture and ballfields.

Problem – The existing development north of section 36 has a history of failing on-site wastewater systems.  Section 36 is undeveloped land and lacks any utilities.  The land in section 36 will require a water and wastewater system in order to be significantly developed.

Proposed Solution- The proposed project would:

(  extend water and sewer utilities from the city limits of Kalispell to the north edge of section 36, which is south of West Reserve Drive.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

A deficiency that could affect the public’s health and safety was not demonstrated or adequately documented.


The MDOC review engineers noted that there is currently no need for water or sewer in section 36, based on current use.  However, section 36 is limited in its development potential due to lack of a centralized water and wastewater system.  The MDOC review engineers noted that while the applicant stated problems have occurred in the past, it appears that these problems have already been resolved. No documented cases of illness, disease outbreak or substantial property loss were demonstrated in the PER and it was not demonstrated that there is a likelihood of them occurring.  The PER states that the “do nothing” alternative would result in the land in section 36 remaining in agriculture.  This does not represent a health or safety need, and no standards are being violated.  Also, the PER did not present any evidence that that the residents north of section 36 would be willing to hook on to the proposed system.  The large septic system described as “partially failing” was designed and approved by a professional engineer and appears to currently be operating properly without problems.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 252 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators.

Note: The applicant noted that the city has an MHI of $19,950, and corresponding target rate of $32.92.  However, MDOC did not use these figures in the financial analysis because they represent all of city’s water system customers.  The applicant has stated that the new customers benefiting from the proposed project, rather than the system-wide users, would be responsible for retiring any debt associated with the project.  As a result, the MHI, LMI, and Poverty statistics and target rate for the 382 residents in the area north of section 36, that would potentially be connected by the proposed project, were used in the financial analysis.  In addition, the MDOC reviewer assumed that any properties within section 36 that are developed would also help to pay for these improvements, since the application stated that “the city has discussed with the DNRC the issue of an interlocal agreement in which the city could incur debt associated with a project gap loan and have the debt retirement passed onto the developer through the lease amount paid to DNRC.”  However, MDOC did not take into account any additional hookups in analyzing financial need because of insufficient information provided in the application.  Increasing the number of hookups in the financial analysis would have further decreased the proposed average residential user rates.

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 2nd Quintile = 144 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles. The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 38th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 15%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 38th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 1.4%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 38th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 1st Quintile = 108 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 320 Points

The applicant inadequately documented that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The PER lacks important information as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects.  The PER did not appear to have comprehensively examined the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies.  The PER is not complete and there are significant issues that have not been adequately addressed.  It is questionable whether the applicant has selected an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that provides a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The issues that have not been adequately addressed raise serious questions regarding the appropriateness of the alternative and could significantly impact the alternative selected by the 

applicant.


The MDOC review engineers noted that for both water and wastewater the PER was inadequate.  It lacked a thorough economic analysis including income from new developer/user fees and long-term O&M.  In addition the PER completely failed to address the deficiencies for the area north of section 36 or the proposed improvements needed for that area.  


It does not appear that the improvements would bring the utilities to the proposed subdivision used to justify the need for the project, since they stop on the south side of West Reserve Drive.  In addition, it is not clear in the PER as to whether the utilities have been adequately sized to also serve the area north of section 36.  In the minutes of the public meeting on May 1, the applicant’s grant writer states that the engineering report looked only at serving section 36.  The minutes further state that the engineer “didn’t necessarily size the water” and that “prior to design it definitely needs to be looked at again.”  Technical problems could exist until the applicant comes to agreement with the affected property owners north of section 36 as to acceptable hook-up fees, annexation, etc.  There does not appear to be any guarantee that anyone north of section 36 would agree to be annexed and connect to the city system.  


The PER provided very little information and analysis of the city’s water and wastewater systems.  Without this information, it is impossible for the MDOC review engineer to determine whether the proposed improvements are the highest priority need of the system.  Also, only one alternative for both water and wastewater was given serious consideration by the applicant, therefore, costs were not compared for various alternatives.   


These issues that have not been adequately addressed are considered serious deficiencies,  therefore, it was not possible to determine if an appropriate alternative was selected by the applicant.  The Uniform Environmental Checklist was properly completed, however, lack of environmental agency comments on the project raises some question about the validity of the conclusions in the checklist.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
             The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that it does not operate and plan from a CIP, but rather uses a field inventory/event management system.  The applicant stated that O&M budgets and practices have been maintained over the long-term, including adequate reserves for repair and replacement.  In recent years the city has spent $1.5 million to replace hydrants in the oldest section of the city and has performed major upgrades for both the water and sewer systems based upon the public works department’s priority list.  The city has raised hookup fees to cover the cost of replacement and maintenance that is projected from years of historical data.  The application included a rate history showing that water rates have been increased four times since 1985.  There was also documentation showing that water connection fees have been increasing annually since 1996.  The city recently negotiated a contract relative to developing a 20-year comprehensive facility plan for the city’s water, sewer, and storm drainage systems.  This plan will also include a CIP.  All current users are metered and any future users would be metered.  The city has historically recognized the area north of the present city limits as the most appropriate area for planned growth.  The applicant stated that the owner of section 36, DNRC, also recognizes this fact and has generated a neighborhood plan for the state owned school trust land.  A memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the applicant and DNRC regarding development within section 36 is in the process of being passed.  The application included a copy of the MOU.

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 240 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant demonstrated limited efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project appears to have problems and may not be viable.  There are potentially major obstacles that would hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.


The applicant has proposed a funding package consisting of TSEP, RRGL, and EDA grants in combination with an SRF loan.  The applicant stated that it plans to utilize the SRF program because of the low rates.  The applicant considered INTERCAP but stated the rates are higher than SRF.  Due to the size of the city it is not eligible for RD grants.  The CDBG program was not pursued because a needs assessment has not been performed recently, however, the applicant intends to pursue CDBG economic development grants for on-site improvements that occur within section 36.  The city anticipates that a strong argument can be made that the development within section 36 will create jobs that directly benefit LMI persons.  The city has entered into discussions with DNRC and has preliminarily formalized a MOU with them to create development within section 36 under local planning regulations.  The city has also discussed with DNRC the issue of an inter-local agreement in which the city could incur debt associated with a project gap loan and have the debt service passed onto the developer through the lease amount paid to DNRC.


The MDOC reviewer noted that it is not clear as to how any SRF debt incurred by the project would be retired.  The minutes from the May 1 public hearing clearly state that the extensions both terminate at the north end of section 36, on the south side of West Reserve Drive, and that it would be up to the owners or developers on the north side of West Reserve Drive to extend the utilities across the road and into their own lots or developments.  The applicant stated that current city-wide utility customers would not pay for the utility extensions, but rather the new customers north of section 36 would be responsible for retiring any debt associated with the project.  However, in a letter from the developer of the proposed 127-lot residential subdivision, it is stated that “the economics of the development preclude any consideration of participation in sewer costs outside the subdivision.”  The applicant also did not include any other documentation from the other households north of section 36 requesting to be hooked-up to the city’s water and sewer system.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.


Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 400 Points

The applicant strongly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would provide public facilities necessary for the possible expansion of businesses that would likely have a high potential for financial success.  The applicant mentioned a specific business that would be dependent on the proposed improvements being made and provided sufficient documentation to justify this position.  However, the applicant did not provide the detailed documentation, such as a business plan, that would demonstrate the viability of the business and that would verify that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of a business.  The business expansion would likely provide specific long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, other than those related to the construction or operation of the water and wastewater system.  The proposed project should maintain, and add to the tax base if the business expansion occurs.


The applicant stated that the project would allow development within section 36 and would directly result in a business expansion.  The application included a letter from Hampstead Partners to the city dated May 1, 2000, that summarizes the proposed venture between Hampstead Partners and Venue Tech Systems.  The application also included a MOU dated March 14, 2000, between Hampstead Partners and Venue Tech Systems relative to the development of a business park in section 36.  The MOU states the terms of the partnership, a general timetable, estimated lease terms, and other minor clauses.  The development depends on the city providing utilities to the site.  The application also included a letter from Bionics, a division of Venue Tech Systems, relative to its expansion into the proposed business and technology park and the resulting new employee base.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the application did not include a business plan or financial exhibits from Hampstead Partners or Venue Tech Systems that would allow MDOC to analyze the potential financial success of the expansion of Venue Tech Systems or the success of the proposed business and technology park as a whole.  The application included various newspaper articles relative to their dependence in large part on the city providing sewer and water service to the site.  


The applicant stated that the proposed project would encourage expansion of the private property tax base.  The application included an application for a major subdivision and a letter dated April 28, 2000, from a developer who has applied to develop 127 new residential lots north of section 36, which will utilize on-site water and sewer systems.  The developer indicated in a letter that it has committed to connecting to public sewer when it became available to the property.  The applicant stated that prior to connection of the existing and proposed development, annexation would occur, which has the potential of increasing the private property tax base for the city.  


The MDOC reviewer noted that the improvements in the PER pertain only to section 36.  The application did not include any information relative to any developers or property owners north of section 36 committing to pay for the utilities to be extended north of section 36.  It does not appear that the improvements would bring the utilities to the proposed subdivision, since they stop on the south side of West Reserve Drive.  In addition, it is not clear in the PER as to whether the utilities have been adequately sized to also serve the area north of section 36.  In the minutes of the public meeting on May 1, the applicant’s grant writer states that the engineering report looked only at serving section 36.  The minutes further state that the engineer “didn’t necessarily size the water” and that “prior to design it definitely needs to be looked at again.” 

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 160 Points

The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant held at least one public hearing or meeting, or was able to document that the public was adequately informed about the proposed project.


The applicant stated that the proposed utility extension project has evolved over the last three years.  The development within section 36 follows a neighborhood plan produced by the DNRC and accepted by local planning officials.  The applicant stated that initially, a list of potentially interested parties was prepared, including names of adjoining landowners and /or homeowner associations and public officials.  The initial list was used to announce the first in a series of public meetings and was expanded to include all meeting attendees and others showing an interest in the process.  City officials attended various homeowner association meetings, met individually with interested parties, and spoke at various club meetings.  The applicant held four meetings relative to the development of section 36 during 1998.  On May 1, 2000, the applicant held a public hearing relative to the funding package proposed to pay for the utility extensions from the north boundary of the City of Kalispell to West Reserve Drive.  The applicant stated that during this hearing the user rate was discussed.  The application included a copy of the public hearing notice, attendance sheet and minutes from the hearing.  The MDOC reviewer noted that the user rate was not clearly addressed at the May 1 public hearing.  The minutes from this public hearing clearly state that the extensions both terminate at the north end of section 36, on the south side of West Reserve Drive, and that it would be up to the owners or developers on the north side of West Reserve Drive to extend the utilities across the road and into their own lots or developments.  The applicant further stated that current city-wide utility customers would not pay for the utility extensions but rather the new customers north of section 36 would be responsible for retiring any debt associated with the project.  However, there was no specific mention of proposed user rates in the minutes from the May 1 public hearing.  In addition, in a letter from the developer of the proposed 127 lot residential subdivision, it is stated that “the economics of the development preclude any consideration of participation in sewer costs outside the subdivision.”  The MDOC reviewer noted that there was no information in the application relative to how far north the city plans to annex or any documentation from households north of section 36 requesting to be hooked-up to the city’s water and sewer system.

TSEP Application Summary for the 2001 Legislature

Project No. 38

Applicant: City of Polson for Water SYSTEM Improvements
This application received 2,032 points out of a possible 4,900 points and ranked 38th out of 38 applications. 

It appears that if the proposed project is constructed with TSEP funds as requested, the applicant’s user rates would be at or above the target rate.  However, the application was incomplete and there was insufficient financial information to analyze for ranking purposes.  In addition, an engineering firm had not been hired at the time the application was submitted, therefore, there was no preliminary engineering report to analyze for ranking purposes.  Therefore, MDOC does not recommend the requested TSEP grant.

Funding Source
Type of Funds
Amount
Status of Funds

TSEP
Grant
No amount was specified in the application, but MDOC assumed $500,000.
Awaiting decision of legislature.

Applicant
Loan
The information in the application was inadequate for determining the other funding sources and amounts.  MDOC assumed it would be a loan of $1,134,000.

Project Total
$1,634,000

Median Household Income (MHI):

Percent Non-TSEP Matching Funds:
$14,231

69%
Total Population:

Number of Households:
4,360

1,836


Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Monthly Rate ($)
Variance From Target Rate

Existing Water Rate:

Existing Wastewater Rate:

Existing Combined Rate:
$15.60

$15.00

$30.60
-

-

130%
Target Rate:

Rate With TSEP Funding:

Rate With No tsep Assistance: 
$23.48

$33.15

$34.33
-

141%

146%

Project Summary

History – The city 's water system was originally built in the 1910s, and has been improved and expanded since that time.  Essentially all of the city’s water infrastructure improvements have occurred in the city limits lying east of the Flathead River, except for a 2” water main installed in the 1940s that crosses the Flathead River.  The water main serves approximately ten water taps in the residential areas within city limits on the west shore of the Flathead River.  In 1998, the city was forced to issue a moratorium on further subdivision approvals within city limits and the service area because the well water output is at its limit for providing service to existing service connections.  As a result, the city now has little margin of safety for domestic use and fire protection.

Problem – The city’s water system has the following deficiencies:

· insufficient water production due to the loss of the Hellroaring water source and subsequently needing to rely totally on wells and reservoirs, and the failure of an underground structure in one of the three municipal wells in the summer of 1999,

· a 2” main that serves the west side of the Flathead River, which limits the number of residences that can be served,

· the west shore is within the city limits, but under rural fire protection, and

· no fire protection is available at the Polson Municipal Airport on the west shore of the Flathead River.

Proposed Solution – The proposed project would construct:

· a new well, reservoir, and distribution system on the west shore of the Flathead River,

· an 18” water main linking the new system on the west shore with the existing system on the east shore, and 

· a 12” main with hydrants at the airport.

Statutory Priority #1: solves urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or enables local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.


Of the 1,000 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 200 Points

A deficiency that could affect the public’s health and safety was not demonstrated or adequately documented.


The applicant did not include a PER with the application.  The applicant stated that at the time the application was submitted they had not yet selected an engineer, therefore, the preliminary engineering has not been started.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the applicant did not mention, nor did the application document, that the community has ever run out of water.  As a result, the MDOC review engineer could not determine that any serious public health consequences have occurred.  A detailed analysis of the extent of the water supply limitations was not available so it was not possible to document the degree of seriousness presented by the water supply limitations from both a sanitary and fire safety prospective.

Statutory Priority #2: REFLECTS GREATER FINANCIAL NEED.


Of the 900 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 612 Points

The score for Statutory Priority #2 is based on a weighted distribution of 900 possible points that is determined by the analysis of two financial indicators. 

Indicator 1.  Household Economic Condition Analysis: 4th Quintile = 288 points.  Each sub-indicator is ranked and scored.  Being ranked 1st indicates the most severe household economic conditions and is assigned the highest score.  The scores for each sub-indicator are added together, with the total number of points possible for Indicator 1 based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants with the most severe household economic conditions.

· Median Household Income ranked 5th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Low and Moderate Income (LMI) level is 54%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the LMI level ranked 7th out of the 38 applications.

· The percent of persons living at or below the Poverty level is 21.8%.  The relative concentration of persons living at or below the Poverty level ranked 7th out of the 38 applications.

Indicator 2.  Target Rate Analysis: 3rd Quintile = 324 points.  Scores are assigned based on how much difference there is between the applicant’s user rate and the target rate.  The number of points possible for Indicator 2 is based on five quintiles.  The fifth quintile is assigned to those applicants furthest over the target rate.

Statutory Priority #3: incorporates appropriate, cost-effective technical design and provides thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Of the 800 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 160 Points

The applicant did not document that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs.  The application does not include adequate information, as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects, to properly review the proposed project.  The PER was not submitted with the application, or if it was submitted, does not address numerous critical issues needed to evaluate the proposed project and the alternative selected by the applicant.


A PER was not included in the application.  The applicant stated that at the time the application was submitted they had not yet selected an engineer, therefore, the preliminary engineering had not been started.


The MDOC review engineer noted that the applicant assumes the provision of a new well and storage on the west-side will help water supply needs on the east side.  This is generally true, but the degree to which additional water will be available to the east-side depends on the increase demand put on the system by the addition of the west side and the hydraulics of the piping system.  Without an engineering analysis it is difficult to determine how thoroughly and cost effectively the proposed solution addresses the deficiencies.  Also, without an engineering analysis, it is not possible to assess the level of fire protection provided the airport and the residential areas.  Since there was no PER, there was no alternatives analysis included and environmental concerns were not addressed.

Statutory Priority #4: reflects substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and attempts to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.




Of the 700 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 560 Points
The applicant strongly documented that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, and attempted to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has taken several actions to ensure the above.


The applicant stated that the basic sewer and water rates have been raised to a total of $26.14 per month, to pay for system upgrades, maintenance, and improvements.  The city has been committed to a capital resource fund for many years, which includes a hookup fee of $3,750.  


Until recently, the city municipal well production has stayed ahead of growth and provided abundant safe water to the system users.  In 1994, the city lost its Hellroaring source due to contamination, a fact over which the city had no control, and thereafter has been relying on wells.  Since that time, the city has sought permits for additional wells, and secured one in the Highway 35/93 junction and west shore area.  Development of the well was unsuccessful.  During the summer of 1999, one of the three then‑existing city wells had an underground structure failure and its production was lost.  During the peak of summer, the reservoir levels dropped to within one foot of the bottom at the close of every day and the working wells ran all night bringing the reservoirs up.  Citizens were asked to curtail lawn watering to specific hours or to stop watering entirely. Irrigation‑only taps were shut off.  The failed well has not been successfully rehabilitated.  


In 1998, the city was forced to issue a moratorium on further subdivision approvals within city limits and the service area because the well water output is at its limit to provide service to existing service connections.  A resolution documenting that a moratorium was issued was included in the application.  The proposed west shore system is designed primarily to provide a safe and adequate domestic and firefighting supply of water to city residents on the west shore; however, the proposed cross‑river connection will also connect the principal city system to additional production and storage on the west shore.  A linkage between east and west shore production and storage systems will provide the total service area with a margin of safety it currently lacks. 


The city completed a community needs assessment and adopted a comprehensive CIP in 1998, both of which were updated in 1999.  Both documents were also included in the application. 

Statutory Priority #5: OBTAINS FUNDS FROM OTHER SOURCES.

Of the 600 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 120 Points
The applicant did not document that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant did not document efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project does not appear to be reasonable or viable.  There are major obstacles that could hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

The applicant stated that the city has been awarded an RRGL planning grant for preliminary engineering and has applied for a CDBG technical assistance grant for preliminary engineering.  Since the application was submitted, the technical assistance grant for preliminary engineering was awarded by CDBG.   

The applicant did not discuss any funding options for the construction of the proposed project.  The applicant did not list any information in the proposed funding sources table and the information provided in the funding sources narrative was insufficient for properly analyzing the funding package.  The budget form was incomplete and the applicant did not submit a budget form narrative.  

On page 5 of the application, the applicant stated that the city is contributing upwards of $1 million in cash for the project, but no other information was provided.  Even if the city provided that amount, and they received the maximum TSEP grant, the city would still need approximately $134,000 to fully fund the project based on the preliminary estimate provided in the application.  However, since the preliminary engineering has not yet been started, the applicant’s estimated project cost could potentially change considerably and may even require a greater amount to complete the project.  On page 13 of the application, the applicant shows that there will be $90,000 in annual debt service for a new loan, however, the applicant does not provide any information on what the total amount of the loan is, the terms, or the source.   

The applicant did not provide sufficient information about the funding sources or amounts that will be needed to fund the proposed project in order to properly analyze the funding package for ranking purposes.

Statutory Priority #6: provides long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provides public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintains or that encourages expansion of the tax base.
Of the 500 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 300 Points
The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is generally necessary for economic development.  The proposed project would indirectly provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of businesses that have a high potential for financial success.  The project represents a general infrastructure improvement that would indirectly increase business opportunities.  The applicant mentioned various specific businesses that would benefit by the proposed improvements, but did not provide sufficient documentation that the proposed project would directly be necessary for the expansion of a specific business.  The proposed project would indirectly provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, since the project represents a general infrastructure improvement that generally increases business and job opportunities.  The applicant did not provide documentation that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the water system.  The proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of residential and/or a reasonably significant amount of developed commercial or industrial property.

The applicant stated that the city is not aware of any study showing that the proposed grant project will provide long‑term, full‑time job opportunities for Montanans or directly result in any business expansion.  A letter included in the application from a company called Justice Systems indicated that adequate fire protection and other domestic water infrastructure at the Polson Airport would be required before they would consider locating at the airport.  The Airport facility underwent a $2 million improvement project, including real property acquisition and runway expansion, in the summer of 1999.  It is presently FAA rated as a Class B airport capable of handling nearly all air traffic excepting large commercial jets. However, the airport enjoys little basing or transshipment traffic due, at least in part, to the lack of safe and adequate water for hangar, service facility, and firefighting use.  In addition, the west shore system as a whole will make water available to a sizable land area that is presently unimproved.  With water and, eventually, sewer, the land is likely to be subdivided and sold, with a net increase in value and consequent increase in property tax base.

Statutory Priority #7: high local priority and strong community support.

Of the 400 points possible for this statutory priority, the Applicant was scored: 80 Points

The applicant did not document that the proposed project is a high priority or has strong community support.  The applicant did not provide any, or provided inadequate, documentation that it held at least one public hearing or meeting to inform the public about the proposed project.


The applicant stated that no specific public meeting was held on the west shore water system, because city residents in the affected area have been formally and informally petitioning the city to expand the water system in that area since the area was annexed in 1984.  


The applicant also stated that because the project is being funded from monies set aside for capital improvements, the city does not contemplate any user fee hikes as a part of the funding for the proposed west shore water system project.  However, on page 13 of the application, the applicant shows there will be $90,000 in annual debt service for a new loan, with $3.44 per EDU per month being needed to repay the loan.  On page 15 of the application, the applicant shows an estimated increase in the total monthly costs per average residential hookup of $7.01.  In addition, on page 15 of the application, the applicant shows a projected flat user rate of $18.15, while on page 10 the applicant shows a current average residential rate of $15.60.  Based on the limited information presented, the MDOC reviewer had to assume that the applicant does intend to increase user fees.  Based on this assumption, the system users should have been informed of the increase.  Regardless of any rate increase, the TSEP Application Guidelines state that a public hearing or meeting, no more than 12 months prior to submitting the application, is required in order to inform the public about the proposed project.  


The city completed a community needs assessment in 1998, which was updated in 1999.  The assessment was included in the application.  The city also adopted a comprehensive CIP in 1998, which was updated in 1999.  The CIP was included in the application.
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