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Introduction

This report presents the results of the Rural Water Systems
Project, one part of a Technical Assistance Grant Program
awarded to the Missouri Department of Economic
Development from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

The Department of Economic Development (DED)
administers the Missouri Community Development Block
Grant Program (CDBG) which provides approximately $30
million annually to communities for job creation, addressing
public facility problems and neighborhood revitalization.
Improving the living environment for low and moderate
income persons is the primary program objective. Eligible
communities are cities under 50,000 population and counties
under 200,000. Approximately one half of the grants are
awarded for public facility projects and the majority of these
have been to solve serious water and sewer problems.

The Federal government awarded a Technical Assistance
Grant to the Department of Economic Development. One
part of this technical assistance program is a Rural Water
Systems Strategy Project. The purpose of this Project is to
hold a series of public meetings throughout the State, use the
information collected to prepare a summary of Statewide
water system problems and needs, and develop long term
strategies to help resolve water supply and wastewater
treatment problems. This report presents the results of that
Project. For further information about the Project or other
activities of the Technical Assistance Grant, contact Joe
Lopez, Technical Assistance Coordinator, at (314) 751-4146.

The State Water Resources Law was enacted in 1989. RsMO
640.400 requires the Department of Natural Resources to
ensure that the quality and quantity of Missouri's water
resources be maintained at the highest possible level to
support present and future beneficial uses, and to protect the
public health, safety, and general economic welfare of the
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citizens of Missouri. One directive of the law requires the
development and maintenance of a comprehensive statewide
program, known as the State Water Plan, for the use of
surface water and groundwater resources of the state. Three
major water resource issues that have been identified for
focused study are flooding, drought, and rural water supply.
Another provision of the law refers to the establishment of
procedures to ensure public participation in the development
and revision of the State Water Plan. Focusing on the issue
of rural water supply, the Department of Natural Resources is
interacting with agencies, organizations, commissions, and
other water interest groups to gain useful information for
incorporation into the State Water Planning process.

To collect information for this Project, nineteen meetings
were held throughout Missouri during May to September,
1994 in cooperation with DNR and regional planning
commissions (RPCs). Stars on the map on the following page
show the location of the 19 meetings.

Appreciation is extended to the Department of Natural
Resources, Missouri's Regional Planning Commissions, and
everyone who helped arrange the meetings and contributed
this Project.
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Executive Summary

Rural Water Systems Project

Executive Summary - Strategies & Recommendations

There were many recommendations presented throughout
this Project. Several general, positive comments were
received about the State CDBG Program. Cases were cited
where the CDBG program responded very effectively to
resolve serious community problems. There were also some
requests for minor modifications.

Six recommendations are presented in this report. They were
selected based on their importance for improving rural water
systems over the long term and on being responsive to the
above stated problems and the concerns raised throughout
the Project. The potential for improving cost-effectiveness
and making the multi-agency funding process more easily
understood and usable were especially important factors. It
should also be emphasized that Recommendation I regarding
regionalization was frequently mentioned as the most critical
step the State could take to improve rural water services. The
six recommendations are:

1. PROMOTE THE ESTABLISHMENT AND EXPANSION OF
REGIONAL RURAL WATER SYSTEMS,

2. INCREASE COORDINATION BETWEEN STATE AND FEDERAL
WATER SYSTEM FUNDING AGENCIES THROUGH QU ARTERLY
MEETINGS,

3. PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION ABOUT FINANCING &
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RESOUR CES FOR WATER SYSTEMS,

4. ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE ADEQU ATE MIAINTENANCE
RESERVES TO FOSTER VIABLE WA TER SYSTEMS,

5. USE A MORE FORMAL SYSTEM TO CA TEGORIZE WATER
NEEDS AND PROBLEMS, AND

6. ADD A "PROJECT IMPACT" FACTOR TO THE CDBG RATING
CRITERIA.
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Woater and
Wastewater
Problems

Lake of the Ozarks
Council of
Governments

The following is a summary of the water and water system
problems mentioned at the 19 Project meetings held
throughout the State. This summary also includes comments
submitted by regional planning commission organizations in
response to a Project survey. Because of the space limits of
this report and the need to organize the information, these
summaries could not include all comments made at the
meetings and in the survey responses. The comments that
follow are those mentioned most often and the ones that
seemed to deal with the most serious problems in each region.
The Appendix of this report includes two lists of all the
meeting comments.

Camdenton Meeting
Counties: Camden, Laclede, Miller, Pulaski

Elevated coliform bacteria counts in private wells. Recent

testing has shown that almost half the wells in specific areas
of this region have bacteria problems.

Water testing procedures are too complicated. The State's
testing procedures are so complicated and difficult that they
are commonly ignored.

W, ity an r n i r
hydrant/protection. Water systems are not upgraded to a
standard that will allow for fire hydrants. This has caused
high fire insurance rates and hurts future expansion
opportunities.

Wi n lish g owth,
Population growth is occurring at a rate of between 37% and
50% every ten years in some areas of this region. There
needs to be a shift from individual septic systems to regional
wastewater treatment facilities.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 7
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Campbell Meeting

Counties: Butler

Cities: Advance, Arbyrd, Bell City, Bernie, Blodgett,
Bloomtfield, Campbell, Cardwell, Cooter, Dudley, Fisk,
Gideon, Holland, Hornersville, Neelyville, Puxico, Qulin,
Risco, Steele, Wardell

Water lines are old. contain lead joints and leak frequently.

"~ Several towns have old water lines installed in the 1930s and

1940s which leak often. In some cases water pressure
problems are severe, especially during summer months, due to
inadequate storage capacity.
Some rural areas are not served ny water system.
Residents sometimes have no public water service and instead
haul water or have private wells which are not always
dependable. Attaining water system financing is difficult for
towns that want to build new water systems.
Water contamination is problem. Shallow wells produce poor
quality water and water line leaks cause contamination that
require emergency responses.

rage capacity is i icient. Inadequate storage capacity
causes water pressure problems which in turn causes water
quality problems. The lack of fire hydrants produces high
Insurance rates.

Malden Meeting
Counties: Stoddard, Scott, Mississippi, New Madrid,
Dunklin, Pemiscot

Water quality is a problem. Boil water orders are issued often.

Good quality water is ample, however water quality is lost
because of distribution system problems.

Water m line Id an replacement. Water lines
were laid in the 1930s and 1940s and need replacement.
Corroding steel lines are also a problem.

Many areas are not served by a public system. Some areas in
the region are not served, especially areas between county
systems and city systems.

C nities don v rces to replace old lines an
make needed repairs. Cost of making repairs is beyond

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 8
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capacity of small communities and the expense of repairing
broken lines has a big impact on local budgets.

Warrensburg Meeting
Counties: Lafayette, Johnson, Saline, Pettis

men istributi ilities are antiquat
Distribution mains are old and undersized for the growing
population that they serve which creates frequent and
sometimes serious water pressure problems.
Septic systems are inadequate. Septic systems are not
adequate because of improper design, construction or
operation. There may be problems of water supply
contamination from septic systems.
Flooding causes problems. Sewer systems and water
treatment systems have had operation problems caused by
recent floods. In one case a water treatment facility was
submerged during the recent flood and contaminated water
supplies.
Pestici herbici ' ' r water
supplies. Concerns were raised about possible contamination
of surface water supplies by use of herbicides and pesticides.

Rolla Meeting
Counties: Gasconade, Maries, Phelps, Crawford, Dent,
Washington

New and i A r n istributi
facilities are needed. Water availability is not a problem. But

the lack of adequate treatment systems endangers the
drinking water of residents. New piping is urgently needed
since many existing pipes were installed in the 1930s or
earlier. Iron pipes impact water quality and undersized lines
cause low water pressure.

Private wells have contamination problems. Many of these
wells were constructed before current modern standards were
established so sometimes they are too shallow and have other
design features making them subject to contamination. Odor
and taste problems occur. Water testing is complicated and
costly.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 9
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Flood water contaminates water. Many private wells have

been contaminated from the inundation of flood water.
Septic system problems. Many small communities do not
have a wastewater treatment facility and use septic systems.
There are documented cases of septic systems damaging well
water and concerns about new State requirements for testing,
testing costs, and cost of required improvements.

Ozark Foothills Poplar Bluff Meeting
Regional Planning Counties: Reynolds, Carter, Ripley, Wayne, Butler
Commission

Lack of wastewater treatment facilities is the serious

problem Some cities are completely without wastewater
treatment facilities. Problems occur in finding lagoon
locations and other conflicts occur.

Low or no-cost technical expertise is needed. Communities
need good advice on how to address water system problems
without having to go through the expense of hiring an
engineer.

Water quality is sometimes a problem. Quantity of water
from the source is not a problem. However, shallow wells,
old distribution systems, lead joints in pipes, and seepage of
chemicals into water systems have caused water quality
problems in some cases. Boil water orders have been issued
in some communities, especially remote rural areas.

Busin velopment impact inadequa tems.
Industrial growth in the area is being slowed in some small
communities due to inadequate systems. Larger communities
need bigger, modern systems to accommodate current and
future business expansion.

Harry S Truman Joplin Meeting
Coordinating Council Counties: Barton, Jasper, Newton, McDonald

Storage capacity is inadequate. Over half of the communities

in the area do not have enough storage capacity to hold water
for a single day's usage. If a large fire occurred or a system
went off-line, residents would soon be without water service.

. Very old water system pipes and mains. Some of the existing

water distribution pipes are 80 to 100 years old and tend to

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 10
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be too small to meet current needs.

Infl nd infiltration ar in wastew, tem
problems. During heavy rains, the water table rises and
treatment problems occur such as sewage backup in homes,
problems with flushing toilets, and raw sewage escaping into
streets. Violation notices are being issued concerning
capacity of sewer treatment plants and lagoons.

operations. The explosive growth of livestock operations in
the region over recent years has raised concerns over possible
threats to drinking water quality.

Warrenton Meeting
Counties: Montgomery, Warren, Lincoln

Wastewater treatment .is a current and growing problem. The

growth of water districts has expanded availability of
inexpensive water but treatment efforts have not kept pace.
The clay soil and rolling terrain of the area make septic
system operation difficult.
Financing water system projects is a problem. Most
communities in the area have few low-moderate income
residents so they are ineligible for CDBG assistance. Some
that do qualify should not be funded because they typically
do not setaside funds for future maintenance.
Testing of water is a problem. Testing water quality is costly
and frequently tests continue to be required for some
contaminants such as lead and cooper even though test
results are always negative.

lishing link: water is difficult.
Communities trying to solve water problems by linking up
with other systems are unable to do so because of existing
State laws that do not facilitate this. There are other
obstacles to linkups such as communities resisting linkups
because of possible water pressure loss or higher water rates.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 11
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Kansas City Meeting
Counties: Platte, Clay, Ray, Jackson, Cass

Water service expansion not keeping up with growth. In

some areas of this region a desire to live in rural areas is
causing population growth and water services cannot keep
pace. Costs of increasing services are high.

Testing of water is a problem. Lead testing rules are difficult
to follow because contamination source could be in the home
and not in the outside water distribution system. Testing is
getting more expensive and the purpose of various testing
procedures is not widely understood.

State laws on water rights hinders formation an nsion of
regional water systems. Other States such as Kansas have
laws that make it easier to start and expand water district
systems. Missouri law does not promote expansion of
regional water systems.

Funding is difficult to attain for water system projects.
Funding procedures for water districts are extra difficult. The
rule allowing only one county application a year to the
CDBG program makes is difficult to expand water district
services. It is difficult to get funding commitments from all
necessary sources for a new regional system or expansion.

Kirksville Meeting
Counties: Schuyler, Scotland, Clark, Adair, Knox, Lewis

area n ve ade water service. Over
recent years water services have greatly expanded to most
areas of the region. However, there are a few remote areas
with no service.
Wastewater treatment plants have not kept up with growth of
water service. A longtime goal of expanding water service is
being achieved but this has not been matched by growth in
wastewater treatment facilities. New housing subdivisions are
especially experiencing this problem.
Technical assi is n on setting up new wastewater
treatment systems. Housing subdivision residents want to
establish new sewer systems but do not have technical
expertise on how to begin and get the job done.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 12
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Wastewater system cost is a concern. The higher costs of

providing wastewater treatment service compared to water
system service is a problem.

St. Joseph Meeting
Counties: Andrew, Buchanan, Clinton, DeKalb

hallow well reliabl uality water.
Shallow wells, depth of about 100 feet or less, do not
consistently provide good quality water. These shallow wells
typically produce hard water which taxes wastewater
treatment systems and are very subject to contamination.
Recent floods contaminated these shallow wells.
Expansion of water systems is costly. In some areas of the
region expansion of existing water systems is expensive
because of low population density:
Additional storage capacity is needed for fire protection.
Many areas do not have sufficient capacity for fire protection.
Some building codes are requiring water sprinklers costing
thousands of dollars for single family homes because water
mains are not large enough to attach fire hydrants.
There is little awareness about the true costs of water. The
costs of providing drinking water are rising and there is little
understanding among elected officials and community
residents about the causes of this, especially the new
regulations and testing requirements.

Willow Springs Meeting
Counties: Texas, Wright, Shannon, Douglas, Howell, Ozark,
Oregon

Distribution system pipes are old. undersized, deteriorated,
and have lead joints. Lack of local funds do not allow for
regular maintenance of pipelines. Some systems have dead
end lines that cause stagnation and potential health
problems.

Sparsely populated rural areas are served by inadequate
private wells and wastewater treatment systems. Some

households have to haul water for daily needs (cooking,
drinking, bathing, washing, etc.) and depend on private wells.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 13
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Many areas have wastewater treatment that does not work
properly due to improper design and soil conditions.

Water quality is sometimes a problem. Shallow wells not
constructed to meet today's standards are the source of some
water quality problems. One community is experiencing lead
problems in the drinking water source.

ifficul ish nd regional ms. Funding
guidelines and policies make it difficult to build systems to
accommodate water service on a regional basis. Water main
sizes are restricted and few incentives exist to plan or build
for future needs.

Trenton Meeting
Counties: Harrison, Mercer, Putnam, Daviess, Grundy;,
Sullivan, Caldwell, Livingston, Linn, Carroll, Chariton

Flooding causes infiltration problems. Recent floods have

caused problems with water systems. A countywide water
system was almost lost due to the recent flood.

JToo many barriers to establishin anding regional systems.
Missouri state law, concerns over loss of income, and funding
guidelines of state programs (especially the guideline
restricting counties to submitting only one application),
create difficulties for regional water systems. Some areas still
need water service.

Water m rotec ai llution.

The possibility of excessive nitrates in water should be dealt
with through some effective well head protection or other
programs.

Water systems need sufficient maintenance reserves.

Some systems do not have adequate funds setaside for future
upkeep of water systems. More incentives or State
requirements are needed to correct this.

Perryville Meeting
Counties: Ste. Genevieve, St. Francois, Iron, Madison,
Bollinger, Perry, Cape Girardeau

Groundwater protection is important. In the past there was

improper disposal of solid and hazardous waste in streams

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 14
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and sinkholes. Wastewater system leakage into groundwater
supplies and improperly capped wells have also been
problems. Protection against this is needed to avoid
contamination of water supply sources.

Testing is expensive and difficult. The cost of testing is high
and getting higher due to new regulations both for private
and public water systems. Examples given of testing costs are
$400 for private wells and $6,000 for a public system. The
Federal government has not yet reset acceptable levels on
radionuclide which makes it difficult to respond at the local
level when this is detected in water.

Proper wastewater treatment is difficult. Some wastewater
treatment systems do not work well because of the region's
karst terrain and the small lots of new housing being built in
the area.

Mine trailing is a hazard. In the western portion of the
region there are old mines. Mine tailings from this area could
contaminate surface and groundwater supply sources.

Paris Meeting
Counties: Macon, Shelby, Marion, Randolph, Monroe, Ralls,
Audrain, Pike

Water distribution is a problem. In some cases, facilities are

not adequate to maintain sufficient water pressure and
prevent water loss from leakage. Lines are old and need
replacement.
There are a variety of water quality problems. The types of
water quality problems reported in this region include low
alkalinity; turbidity problems; and high levels of iron,
magnesium, manganese, and nitrates.

ifficulties in un ' ver funding priorities.
Some communities go through the expense of submitting
grant applications but are unaware of the chances of approval.
They do not understand funding priorities. For example,
they are unaware of whether water storage projects are likely
to be funded.
Adequate wastewater treatment at hog farms. There have
been concerns raised about the adequacy of waste treatment
facilities at the new hog production complexes that are being

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 15
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built in the region.

Springfield Meeting
Counties: Dade, Polk, Dallas, Lawrence, Greene, Webster,
Christian, Barry, Stone, Taney

ater/wastewater service cannot ki e with explosiv
growth. The region is experiencing high business and
population growth rates. This is severely taxing existing
suppliers of water and wastewater treatment services.
Failing septic systems are a problem. Septic systems that are
not operating properly may be polluting ground water
supplies. This is especially a problem since there is a growing
reliance on surface water sources for drinking water due to
the depletion of groundwater sources.
Missouri State law makes it hard to resolve water problems.
Unlike other states such as Kansas, Missouri has no water
rights laws that regulate water use on private land. This
leaves no remedies when wells are used to the point of
depleting groundwater sources.
Gasoline and propane contamination. There have been cases
of propane and gasoline contaminating private wells. It was
reported that water from a residential faucet could be lit with
a match. Tests have confirmed the presence of propane and
the problems have not been fully resolved.

Maryville Meeting
Counties: Atchison, Nodaway, Worth, Gentry, Holt

Water treatment is a problem. Water in this northeast area is

harder with more minerals than south Missouri. Treatment is
costly especially when using river groundwater as a source.
Little awareness of true costs of water. Many communities
do not know the true cost of water, especially the escalating
costs of treatment and the need to allocate significant funds
for future maintenance. The big challenge is to get people to
acknowledge real costs and find ways to provide water
economically.

Long range projects and planning missing. State funding and

regulatory agencies do not encourage long range planning or
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the construction of systems that accommodate future needs.
Grants go to systems that do not plan and setaside
maintenance funds thereby punishing those that do fund
reserves. Local attitudes are the same except during crisis
situations such as droughts or floods.

Some areas do not have water service. Sparse and declining
population makes make it hard to bring water service to some
still unserved rural areas. There are several serious obstacles
to expanding regional systems to remedy this.

St. Louis Meeting
Counties: St. Charles, Franklin, St. Louis, Jefferson

Distribution systems in poor condition. The pipes of water
distribution systems are old (30 to 50 years old) and are
typically undersized at 4 inches. Backup systems rarely exist
for well water source.

Water system hookup costs are expensive. Residents of
remote rural areas have to pay high costs to hookup to a
water district. One example mentioned was estimated costs
of $6,000 to pay for a line extension that is complicated by a
creek crossing.

P i i W, nd linkups is difficult.
Water system operators recognize the benefits of regional
systems such as economies of scale (electricity, personnel
costs, chemicals, etc.), however the advantages are not widely
accepted and recognized. Linkups for backups would be
useful in drought and flood conditions.
Wastewater systems need expansion. Wastewater systems
need to be expanded to serve areas without good working
septic systems.

Clinton Meeting
Counties: Bates, Henry, Benton, Vernon, St. Clair, Hickory,
Cedar

Qld. small. cast iron water mains need replacement. There

are many old water lines that need to be upgraded. About
$10,000 to $15,000 are spent on repairs each year because of
these aging lines.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 17
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tate programs fun many smal ms. State funding
rules, practices, and policies favor giving grant awards to very
small cities. This makes it hard to expand larger systems
which have better ability to provide reliable service to more
rural areas. The low-moderate income survey is structured to
favor the smallest sized water systems which allows them to
continue despite never ending financial problems. Financing
should be devoted for transmission lines instead of for
repairing improperly maintained systems.
Providing essential water services is difficult. Declining
population and tax bases have made it hard for small
communities to provide essential water system services to
residents.
Wastewater systems are a problem. Soils in the region are
not very suitable for septic systems. This increases expenses
for new housing developments. Infiltration is a serious
problem during heavy rains causing sewer drain backup into
homes in some areas.

Water & Wastewater Problems Page 18
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Strategies and The Rural Water Systems Projects collected strategies for

Recommendations solving water system problems by asking for
recommendations at the 19 Project meetings and through the
written survey sent to all Regional Planning Commissions.
These two methods produced 181 suggestions. Many have
similar ideas. For the record and future reference, they are all
listed in the Appendix of this report.

All 181 suggestions were reviewed to narrow down the list to
the ones worth pursuing in one way or another. The criteria
used to select these were:

Strategies and Recommendations

good probability for success in producing better ways to
address rura] water system needs,

whether it will lead to more cost-effective ways of using
the limited amount of CDBG grant funds available,

feasibility of implementation,

mentioned frequently at Project meetings and in surveys
by people with extensive water system experience,

whether it is truly a long term strategy for addressing rural
water system needs, and

whether the recommendation or strategy has already been
successfully used in some other State.

Page 19



-
Rural Water Systems Project

Based on this evaluation criteria, the following
recommendations are presented for consideration:

1. PROMOTE THE ESTABLISHMENT AND EXPANSION OF
REGIONAL RURAL WATER SYSTEMS.

Throughout the entire Rural Water System Project, this was
the most frequently mentioned suggestion for improving
water service to people in rural areas over the long term.
CDBG project administrators, engineers, water system
operators, and other people with extensive water system
experience from throughout the State said this is the most
important and effective way to give rural areas reliable,
quality drinking water services over the long term. Several
times experts said spending government funds financing
smaller systems in many cases can be counter productive for
reaching the overall goal of establishing and maintaining
dependable water service to all rural areas because this diverts
funds away from building regional systems.

There are several benefits to gain from regional systems such
as economies of scale, improved capability to comply with
drinking water regulations, and more dependable and better
quality drinking water to customers as shown in the chart on
the next page.

Benefits of Regional Water Systems

Economies of Scale. Several people at Project meetings stated
what they believe to be a basic and fundamental fact: like

many other things, water is cheaper in volume. Overhead
costs for such things as electricity, personnel, testing,
chemicals, and maintenance, can be spread over a larger
operation. This means that over the longer term there can be
reduced costs on a per-gallon basis to the customer.

liabl lity Water
Regional systems are well equipped to establish and fully
fund future maintenance accounts and to hire well trained
personnel because of the larger customer base that they work

Strategies and Recommendations Page 20
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with. This strength can allow them to operate and maintain a
system that consistently provides quality water. Complicated
testing procedures can more easily be conducted with regional
staff. Better responses to emergency situations such as loss of
service can be delivered through a regional type system
because of the larger resources it has at its disposal.

B r abilit lv With Increasing Regulations.

Regulations imposed on water operations are increasing at a
steady rate. The burden of these regulations on a small water
system is overwhelming while it is manageable for a larger
scale regional system. A larger system can have trained staff
knowledgeable about the requirements in order to continually
be in full compliance. The costs of extra testing and
treatment can be spread over a larger customer base, thus
reducing the cost impact on individual customers. The
difficulty of small systems complying with new regulations
was frequently mentioned at Project meetings.

Implementing Regionalization Recommendation - The
following are suggested methods for implementing the
recommendation to promote the establishment and expansion
of regional water systems:

a. Adopt a State CDBG Program policy statement as follows
and incorporate this into program guidelines:

"Based on extensive public input, the 1994 Rural Water Systems
Project determined that establishing and expanding regional water
systems is a cost-effective and proven strategy for improving water
service to rural communities over the long term. Therefore, it is
CDBG Program policy to promote regional water systems where
appropriate and feasible. Applications for water system project
grants which involve regional water systems serving non-
entitlement communities will receive high marks on the strategy
criteria. This policy does not mean non-regional water system
projects cannot receive high marks on strategy."

Strategies and Recommendations Page 21
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This would not in any way rule out funding of non-
regional water systems. But it would state the intention
to promote regional systems given the effectiveness of this
method for responding to Missouri's serious water needs
in rural areas. This approach of adopting a policy
statement is far more effective than dealing with cases on
an individual basis. The policy statement would provide
useful and clear guidance to CDBG staff, project
administrators, engineers, and non-entitlement
communities about the importance of finding a regional-
type alternative for water service when practical and
feasible.

Distribute More Information About Regional Water
Systems

There are existing regional water systems that can serve as
models for local communities to follow. The Clarence
Cannon Water District and the Tri-County Authority are
examples. Descriptions of these and other regional
systems are included in the Appendix of this report.
Information about other models such as an extensive
multi-county system in southern Iowa should be
circulated through newsletters and by other methods.

Consider Revising CDBG Program Policy To Allow Water
Districts to Submit More Applications

Currently, counties can only submit one application per
year on behalf of water districts. Therefore, each year, in
every Missouri county, several cities can submit
applications while there can be only one application for
districts. Several people at Project meetings mentioned
this as a serious obstacle blocking further development of
districts and regional water systems.

Consider Revising CDBG Program Funding Policies to

Accommodate Establishment or Expansion of Regional
Water Systems
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Establishing or even just expanding regional water systems
usually involves a longer time frame and more financing
needs compared to a non-regional, smaller system project.
More time is needed to organize and commit resources for
a regional water system. Intergovernmental agreements
are needed and more planning is involved. CDBG funding
policies should include special provisions that
accommodate these needs. Exceptions to funding limits
should be considered as well as time extensions for special
cases. Written policies covering these topics could create
powerful incentives for communities to move in the
direction of supporting the more cost-effective regional
system alternative.

e. Revise Missouri State Law to Create Incentives or
Provisions to Promote Regional Water Systems

Obviously, this is not within the control of the
Department of Economic Development. However, this is
included in the report since several experts have stated
that Missouri State laws could be revised to make it easier
to establish, expand, and bond/debt finance rural regional
water districts. They mentioned that other states such as
Iowa and Kansas have statutes which facilitate formation
of regional systems. This is a matter that might be
appropriate for further work by the Department of
Natural Resources' State Water Plan Program.

2. INCREASE COORDINATION BETWEEN STATE AND
FEDERAL WATER SYSTEM FUNDING AGENCIES THROUGH
QUARTERLY MEETINGS.

There are State and Federal agencies that provide funding for
water system projects. This includes DED, Department of
Natural Resources, Public Service Commission, and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. One suggestion mentioned
frequently at meetings was the idea of more coordination. In
addition, representatives of all these agencies have indicated
they favor some increased coordination. Currently, an
informal network of cooperation and coordination is being
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used by these agencies to assure that agencies are not
operating at cross-purposes, to share information about water
system needs, and determine the status of all programs.

Attached to this report, a memorandum suggests continuation
of this effective ongoing practice and the addition of a formal
meeting on a quarterly basis. This report supports such
quarterly meetings and further recommends that they be set
on consistent dates, the second Wednesday of the first month
of each quarter, and also that agencies rotate each year on the
responsibility for organizing the meetings beginning with
DED in 1995 (a schedule of meetings for 1995 is included in
the Appendix of this report).

3. PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION ABOUT FINANCING AND
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR
WATER SYSTEMS.

Many communities are not fully aware of the various sources
of financing and technical assistance available for water
systems. Some people attending Project meetings stated the
need for a clearinghouse of information on financing and
technical assistance. There is a need for information about
how to setup regional water systems, how to respond to
different types of water system problems, and how to plan
future water system improvements

In response to this need, the CDBG Program Office, the
Missouri Rural Opportunities Council (MOROC), US.D.A,,
and the Department of Natural Resources have already
prepared a guide entitled "Finance and Technical Assistance
for Missouri Water Systems". This was developed as a
project of the Missouri Rural Opportunities Council and is
available by contacting the MOROC oftfice in Jefferson City.

4. ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE ADEQUATE MAINTENANCE
RESERVES TO FOSTER VIABLE WATER SYSTEMS.

A consistent problem mentioned throughout the State was
the inability of small water systems to respond to problems
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by themselves. They are unable to finance the replacement of
old water distribution lines and have difficulties paying for all
the added costs that come from meeting new water
regulations. Many people suggested that these problems have
grown to almost crisis proportions in many communities
because of inadequate maintenance and operating reserves.
Often existing and new water systems do not have any or
only minimal reserves for future maintenance and required
system upgrades. Sometimes this results from a town's
commendable desire to hold down costs and keep water rates
low for community residents but this is done at the expense
of having a prudent setaside of funds for making future
system repairs and upgrades.

To address this problem, it was suggested that water system
funding agencies step up their efforts to require adequate
reserves. For new systems, there should be an honest
assessment of whether anticipated future revenues (based on
the number of customers, etc.) will be sufficient to make the
necessary setasides of funds for repairs and other future
needs. If the setaside is not done then grants or loans to the
water systems will almost certainly lead to a perpetual cycle
of needing other government subsidies in the future.

Another way to address the problem is to either encourage or
require viability tests. Such tests would measure the ability
of a system to operate successfully in the future, based on
anticipated revenues and a realistic assessment of all future
costs. Several States are moving toward viability
requirements. The drawbacks of the requirement approach
are costs and new burdens on local communities. Another
more positive approach would be the provision of free
viability assessments to communities as a technical assistance
service of the State. Even a general assessment of viability
could be useful to many communities. A low cost, viability
computer model (PA Water Computer Model Package) is
available from the National Drinking Water Clearinghouse.
This model provides a realistic view of the full costs of
constructing and operating a small water system. State
funding agencies could possibly lend support to this effort by
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requiring or favoring grant applications which have undergone
such a viability test.

5. USE A FORMAL SYSTEM TO CATEGORIZE WATER NEEDS
AND PROBLEMS.

One of the problems frequently mentioned at Project
meetings was a desire to more fully understand the funding
priorities of the CDBG program. Many people understood
the emphasis on resolving "health and safety" problems, but
there were several cases where people did not know if their
water needs fell into that category. One common example is
the lack of sufficient water storage. Many communities said
they knew this was a problem because their system did not
meet Department of Natural Resources standards for storage.
However, they were not aware that this problem is not severe
compared to other situations such as bacteria contamination
of water. Community officials would like to see in writing
how bad their own problems are so that they can judge
whether it is worthwhile to pay the cost of preparing a grant
application and engineer report.

One possible option is to use the following categorization
system which is similar to that used by the State of Colorado
(see Appendix for Colorado Water Needs Categorization
List). All water needs/problems would be categorized into
one of the three groups:

Category A - IMMEDIATE NEEDS

1. Demonstrated health hazard.

2. Violation of Missouri Drinking Water Regulations
(MDWR) in a manner which results in an
immediate detrimental health effect.

3. Inadequate supply of water to meet the basic needs
of the current population.

Category B - LONGER TERM/EMERGING NEEDS
1. Potential health hazard (A condition exists which
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will result in a detrimental health hazard if certain
other events occur; includes inadequate fire flow).
2. Violation of MDWR in a manner which results in a
long-term detrimental health effect.
3. Growth projections indicate that the current supply
will not meet the basic needs of the projected
population within 5 years.

Category C - NO KNOWN HEALTH HAZARD, MDWR
VIOLATION, OR PROJECTED SUPPLY PROBLEM
WITHIN 5 YEARS.

All applications for state or federal grants could be assigned
to one of these 3 categories as they are received. The benefits
of this system would be a standardized method of classifying
water problems for use throughout the whole State. This
method would be useful to communities because they would
know how their problem compares with others throughout
the State. This type of system could be tried on a pilot trial
basis for 2 or 3 years then continued if found to be useful.

6. ADD A "PROJECT IMPACT" FACTOR TO THE CDBG
RATING CRITERIA.

Currently, the CDBG Public Facility Rating and Ranking
criteria has three major criteria used for evaluation: NEED,
LOCAL EFFORT, and PAST PERFORMANCE. A review of
rating systems used by other States across the Nation show
that a PROJECT IMPACT factor is typically used. The
advantage of this is that a grant application is clearly
evaluated on how serious is the community problem (NEED)

and then on how effective is the proposed solution
(PROJECT IMPACT).

Actually, the currently used NEED criteria has five items that
do not really relate to NEED: 1. Strategy, 2. Cost
Effectiveness, 3. O & M Capacity, 4. Past Efforts, and 5. In-
Kind Contribution. The first 3 items can be used in a new
PROJECT IMPACT category (12 points). Past Efforts can be
moved to the PAST PERFORMANCE category and move In-
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Kind Contribution to LOCAL EFFORT. This proposed
change can be easily accomplished by deleting the last
sentence under the NEED section and making reassignments
as described. The proposed changes are shown below
(strikeout shows deletions and underlining shows new

language):
(1) NEED (Maximum 75 33 points):

Priorities (55 points): Public facility needs are prioritized
as follows:
e Health or safety;
* Environmental damage;
» Property damage;
» Inadequate facilities/services commonly provided
for existing residents;
e Cultural, recreational, or aesthetic;
» Inadequate facilities for potential (speculative)
growth

Evaluation Factors: Each of the priorities is evaluated in
terms of the intensity and urgency of the need; the
frequency the need occurs; economic considerations due
to the need; and concentration of persons within the area

affected by the need. FUm-pUmts-wrl'l-bE'zwa'rd-to-ezrdrcf

2)P T T : Four poi 11
awarded to each of the following factors to evaluate the
im I0j 1

lem: Stra iv ration

r
and Maintenance Capacity.

(2 3) LOCAL EFFORT (26 24 points): There are two three
parts to the scoring of "local effort".

(a) Leveraging (10 points): description...
(b) Tax-Fee Effort (10 points): description...
(

¢) In-kind contribution (4 points): description...
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(4) PAST PERFORMANCE/EFFORT (5 9 points):
description...

Making these changes would help satisfy the concerns raised
by some communities about how the CDBG program should
be as clear as possible about funding priorities. The
clarifications and changes made in this recommendation
would also make the process simpler and more clear for
program customers, administrators, CDBG program staff and
DNR staff that assist in the evaluation process. Finally, it
would clearly separate scoring on 1.) how serious is the
community need and problem versus 2.) how responsive and
appropriate is the proposed project for fixing the problem.
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|
Appendix 1. Examples of Regional Water Systems:
a. Clarence Cannon Wholesale Water Commission
b. Tri-County Water Authority
c. Pemiscot Consolidated Public Water Supply District #1
d. Mozingo Reservoir and City of Maryville Water System
e. lowa Regional Systems
2. Rural Water Systems Project announcement flyer and
mail-in comment form
3. Map of regional planning commissions
4. Colorado Water Needs Categorization List
5. Project description from 107 Technical Assistance Grant
Application and Agreement
6. Water system rating factors of other state CDBG
programs
7. Small Systems & Safe Drinking Wate
Journal of American Water & Wastewater Association,
May, 1994.
8. Department of Economic Development memorandum on
inter-agency collaboration at the State level
9. Suggested 1995 schedule of quarterly meetings of State
and Federal water system funding agencies
10. List of 181 recommendations collected from Project
surveys and meetings
11. Categorized list of concerns, needs, and recommendations
12. Watersystem survey responses from Regional Planning
Commissions
Appendix Page 30



Missouri Regional Water System Example

Clarence Cannon Wholesale Water Commission

contact: Cecil Fretwell, Commission Chairman, phone (314) 672-3221
Route 1, Box 42

Stoutsville, Missouri

The Clarence Cannon Wholesale Water Commission (CCWWC) is the wholesale provider of
water for 6 water districts and 7 communities in 11 counties of Northeast Missouri. CCWWC
began operations in June, 1992 as the first Wholesale Water Commission organized in the State
of Missouri. It is frequently mentioned as an example of regionalizing the supply of drinking
water in Missouri. CCWWC is responsible for treating 2.3 million gallons of raw water per day,
which ultimately provides safe drinking water to 25,000 persons in Northeast Missouri. It is
estimated that 9,727 families receive water as a result of the efforts of the CCWWC. The
Commission has approximately 155 miles of transmission lines and has the capacity to store 2.1
million gallons of water per day. Mark Twain Lake is the source of raw water for CCWWC.
This wholesale water system does not sell retail service to individual users. Its wholesale rates to
water districts and communities are calculated to be $12.45 per month for 5,000 gallons.
Construction costs were $24.6 million.

CCWWC Wholesale Customers are:

City of Paris

City of Perry

City of Madison

City of Shelbyville

City of New London

City of Farber

City of Huntsville

Marion County PWSD No. 1
9. Monroe County PWSD No. 2
10. Cannon PWSD No. 1

11. Shelby County PWSD No. 1
12.  Thomas Hill PWSD No. 1
13. Knox County PWSD No. 1

g0 = O W B L D

According to Cecil Fretwell, CCWWC Chairman, this regionalization project offers many
advantages - a constant water supply, stable water costs, maintenance and repair in one central
plant, and it is easier to comply with new standards and regulations.
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Missouri Regional Water System Example

Tri-County Water Authority - Jackson, Cass and Bates Counties
Contact: John Overstreet, phone: (816) 796-4100, fax: (816) 796-5857
28405 East Blue Valley Road

Independence, Missouri 64078

The Tri-County Water Authority was established as a 501(c) non-profit corporation in 1991 to
provide wholesale water. This organization structure gives all the participating municipalities
and entities a direct ownership and control position to oversee operations and costs. Currently,
its capacity is 2.5 million gallons per day. Approximately 6,500 customers (households,
businesses, etc.) are served through the Authority. The water source is the Missouri River
alluvium. The Authority has approximately 75 miles of transmission lines. The following are
provided wholesale water by the Authority:

Jackson County PWSD #12
Jackson County PWSD #13
Cass County PWSD #4

Cass County PWSD #5

Cass County PWSD #6 (portion)
Cass County PWSD #9

Cass County PWSD #11

City of Lake Winnebego

City of Pleasant Hill

Bates/Cass County PWSD #12
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Missouri Regional Water System Example

Pemiscot Consolidated Public Water Supply District #1
Contact: James Cook or Harrison Hostler - phone: (314) 359-1713
P.O. Box 36

Hayti, Missouri 63851

The Pemiscot Consolidated Public Water Supply District #1 (District) was established by the
consolidation of several smaller districts in 1975. Since consolidation, the number of users in the
District has doubled. Not including the new addition of Cooter, the District serves
approximately 2,400 water meters and an estimated population of 9,350. A recent engineer's
report estimated that during 1991, the capacity of its Stubtown, Pascola, and Homestown
facilities was 658,000 gallons per day. The monthly cost per user for 5,000 gallons is $21.75.
The District's water supply is obtained from deep wells. According to a recent engineer's report,
the District's distribution system contains approximately 50 miles of cast iron mains and an
mount of PVC pipe, ranging in size from two-inch to six-inch in diameter. In November, 1992,
the City of Cooter voted to discontinue operation of its water supply system in favor of
purchasing potable water from the District. Extension of District service to Cooter gave the City
a favorable course of action to respond to the Missouri Attorney General's order to discontinue
use of its own facilities. The following are provided water by this District:

Bragg City

Braggadocio

Deering

Rives

Homestown

Pascola

City of Cooter (new service extension)

and other rural areas of Pemiscot County & southern Dunklin County
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Missouri Regional Water System Example

Mozingo Reservoir and City of Maryville Water System
Contact: David Angerer, City Administrator, City of Maryville

P.O. Box 438

Maryville, Missouri 64468

phone: (816) 562-8001

The City of Maryville water system currently provides water to the Nodaway County Water
District. The District in turn provides service to several rural areas throughout the County of
Nodaway. The recently dedicated Mozingo Dam and Reservoir project is positioned to be a
major supplier of water through the Maryville and County Water District. The 1,000 acre dam
project can be the source of water for public water systems throughout the region. It will be used
for flood control and as a site for recreational facilities. Although not fully established and
operating, this provides an excellent example of an emerging regional water system.



IOWA REGIONAL WATER SYSTEM EXAMPLES
Rathbun Regional Water

Contact: Kenny Owen, Manager; John Humphrey; John Glenn
Rural Route 3

Centerville, Iowa 52544

Phone: (515) 647-2416

This Jowa water system provides water service to approximately 14,000 people in twenty five
cities. It covers all or part of thirteen lowa counties. It also serves two systems in northern
Missouri. Capacity of the system is 4,700 gallons per minute leaving the plant. Total
transmission lines in the system comprise 5,500 miles. The organization is a non-profit
corporation with a seven member board elected by water users. The primary water source is a
lake. The monthly water rate for customers is $18 for the first 2,000 gallons, and $5.50 for the
next 1,000 gallons, which produces a $34.50 charge for 5,000 gallons.

Southern Iowa Rural Water Association

Contact: Earl Hanthorn, Manager
Rural Route 3, Box 23

Creston, Iowa 50801

Phone: (515) 782-5744

This Jowa water system serves seven full counties and the edge of four other counties. Total
customers served is approximately 5,000, including a few individual customers in northern
Missouri. It serves twenty three communities through franchises, and ten other communities that
run their own distribution system, but buy water from the Association. Total transmission lines
is approximately 2,000 miles. The primary water sources are lakes. A seven member board of
directors manages this non-profit organization, (one representative from each county). The
monthly rate for customers using 5,000 gallons is $43.50, which includes an upcoming rate
increase ($28.50 for 3,000 gallons, and $7.50 for the next 2,000 gallons). System capacity is
approximately six million gallons per day. The system manager states that the 1988-89 drought
drove the formation of this system to its present size. An abundance of funding was received
from several agencies to form this system.
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RURAL WATER SYSTEMS PROJECT
A Joint Initiative of the

Department of Economic Development
Department of Natural Resources

In Cooperation with Regional Planning Commissions
To improve the Missouri's ongoing efforts to better community water systems, this Project will
collect information about water system problems, needs and remedies through a series of meetings
beginning in May 1994.

You are invited to attend and discuss these two important questions:
1. What are the most serious water system problems in the region?

2. What long-term strategies can be used to solve these problems?

The meeting results will be used by the Community Development Block Grant Program (Department of
Economic Development) to prepare improved strategies to help communities with their water systems
problems. It will also be part of the information used by the Department of Natural Resources to write a
State Water Plan. The following are Project meeting dates:

May 5, 1:30 p.m., Camdenton Lake of the Ozarks Council of Governments

May 12, 7:00 p.m., Campbell Southeast Missouri Local Elected Officials Association
May 19, 7:30 p.m., Malden Bootheel Regional Planning Commission

May 26, 7:00 p.m., Warrensburg Show-Me Regional Planning Commission

June 9, 5:00 p.m., Rolla Meramec Regional Planning Commission

June 13, 7:00 p.m., Poplar Bluff Ozark Foothills Regional Planning Commission
June 15, 6:30 p.m., Joplin Harry S Truman Coordinating Council

June 23, 7:30 p.m., Warrenton Boonslick Regional Planning Commission

June 28, 3:00 p.m., Kansas City Mid-America Regional Council

June 30, 7:30 p.m., Kirksville Northeast Missouri Regional Planning Commission
July 11, 7:00 p.m., St. Joseph Mo-Kan Regional Council

July 12, 7:00 p.m., Willow Springs South Central Ozark Council

July 21, 6:30 p.m., Trenton Green Hills Regional Planning Commission

July 26, 2:00 p.m., Perryviile Southeast Missouri Regional Planning Commission
August 8, 7:00 p.m., Paris Mark Twain Regional Council of Governments

August 24, 8:30 a.m., Springfield  Southwest Missouri Advisory Council of Governments
August 25, 7:00 p.m., Maryville Northwest Missouri Regional Council of Governments
September 9, 10:00 a.m., St. Louis East-West Gateway Coordinating Council

September 15, 7:30 p.m., Clinton  Kaysinger Basin Regional Planning Commission

Contact the Regional Planning Commission in your area or the Community Development Block Grant

Program at (314) 526-6706 to confirm the meeting time and for more information about the Rural Water
Systems Project.

Revised 8/22/94




Rural Water Systems Project

This Project is a series of meetings being held throughout the State during 1994. The purpose
is to collect information about water system problems and solutions, and gather comments
about the State Water Plan. In addition to having the opportunity to speak at the meetings,
you can use this to mail or hand-in your comments.

1. What are the most serious water system problems in your region?

2. What long-term strategies can be used to solve these problems?

3. Comments about the State Water Plan.

Name of your town or city county

After writing you comments, please fold, staple, attach a stamp, and mail; or hand-in at the
meeting. Deadline for mailing in comments is October 1, 1994.



Place
Stamp
Here

Rural Water Systems Project
Attention: Joe Lopez
DED/CDBG Program

P.O. Box 118

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
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COLORADO WATER NEED8B8 CATEGORIZATION LIST

Listed herein are community water suppliera (15 taps and/or
25 people year-round) in the State of Colorado, which have
health or safety needs which fit the "A"™ or "B" criteria
below. All entities not listed can be considered to belong
in category C. The corporate status of a community is
listed as either "public®, private, nonprofit (NP), or
unincorporated (UI).

This list represents only needs and criteria developed by
the ad hoc Colorado Water/Sewer Needs Committee, which was
formed in 1979 at the governor‘’s request. Any funding
agency may have its own specific program criteria for
funding . projects. Recent additions to the 1list are
4, and recent deletions are everstrueh.

The Committee is composed of state agencies normally
concerned with water and sewer issues, as well as
representatives of the Colorado Municipal League, Special
District Association of Colorado, Colorado Counties, Inc.,
the USDA Farmers Home Administration, Colorado Rural Water
Association, and the Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority. This list is coordinated by the
Colorado Division of Local Government. Comments or
questions can be directed to the Division at (303)866-2156.

The list represents a ranking by category of need, based
primarily upon health and capacity concerns. Data used for
this list were obtained from various sources, including the
files and District Engineers at the Colorado Department of
Health as well as local input. It is updated quarterly at
committee meetings when new qualitative and funding
information ie incorporated. It is the intent of the
Committee that this list be used as a common base for all
funding agencies when considering the immediacy of need and
possibility of joint funding for a proposed project.

The following criteria are used to categorize each
community’s need:

A. IMMEDIATE NEEDS
1. Demonstrated health hazard*.
2. Violation of the Colorado Primary Drinking

Water Regulations (PDWR) in a manner which
results in an immediate health effect.

3. Inadequate 8upply of water to meet the
reasonable needs** of the current population.

B LONGER TERM/EMERGING NEEDS
1. Potential health hazard#***
2. violation of the PDWR in a manner which
results in a long-term health effect.
3. Growth projections indicate that the current

supply will not be meet the reasonable needs**
of the projected population within five years.

C. No known health hazard, violation of PDWR or
projected supply problem within five years.

- Includes inadequate filtration of a surface source or lack of
disinfection on wells.

e 150 gallons per day per capita

Ll A condition exists which will result in a health hazard if certain other

events occur; includes inadequate fire flow.

ESTIMATED FUNDING NEEDS

Listed in this column are amounts of anticipated project
costs. Where an entity’s needs have been identified by
completed engineering studies they are marked with an
asterisk. (*) A program or agency is listed in the
"Funding Needs™ column when it has committed some funding
for the listed need.

FmHA is listed when this federal agency is funding a
project which will solve the problem described here. The
status of the project is then listed with the problem
description.

IA is listed when a project is being funded by means of an
Impact Assistance grant or loan from the Colorado
Department of Local Affairs. The status of the project is
then listed with the problem description.

CDBG, when listed, means that the State of Colorado has
awarded a Community Development Block Grant for the
project. The status of the project is then listed with the
problem description.

SWRP is listed when a Small Water Resources Projects loan
has been made by the Colorado Water Resources and Power
Development Authority. The status of the project is then
listed with the problem description.

CHCB is listed when the Colorado Water Conservation Board
Construction Fund will be used to fund all or part of the
project. The project has undergone agency reveiw, with
legislative approval to follow.
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lacier View Meadows

Larimer $508,000 Sandoval
the same conduit. Freezing of lines in winter.
Poor design. Lines being separated. FmHA
preapp. for $508,700 pending.
ark Meadows Water Assn. Boulder $25,000 B3 NP Storage may need work. Sandoval Wirth Sainz
Jitl Creek Water & Imp. Clear Creek $100,000 Al NP Surface source; no filtration, sedimentation, Kirtland Wirth Snider
.ssociation coagulation.
an Acacio Water Users Costilla $50,000 A3 NP Well sanding in, reducing capacity; storage Downs Gomez Horn
tank needs repair or replacement. Study being
funded by DLA and CDH to be completed 12/31/92.
FmHA preapp. for $148,000 pending.
hawnee Water Users Assoc. Park $450,000 Al NP Surface sources with improper filtration. Kirtland Gomez Snider
.outhgate (now known as PAC Weld $50,000 A2 NP Nitrates in excess of MCL. Sandoval Wirth Sainz
.ssoc.) .
ranquil Acres Water Teller $10,000 B3 NP Storage tank needs repair. Kirtland Gomez Soldano
‘attenburg Weld $220,000 A3 NP Inadequate storage. Sandoval Wirth Sainz
.urora MHP Arapahoe $50,000 A3 PRIVATE |[Storage and distribution problems. Kirtland Wirth Snider
,righton MHP Adams $50,000 A2 PRIVATE |[Nitrates exceed MCL Sandoval Wirth Snider
rreen Acres MHP Eagle $50,000 Al PRIVATE |Well is dry. Pumping unfiltered surface water Shipley Niller Chubrilo
from creek. Update: Filtrati line. Failed
to operate acceptably.:lin G 1
tidden Valley Mutual Water Jefferson- $20,000 B2 PRIVATE |High No3 level in main well. Well has been Kirtland Wirth Snider
‘ompany recased.
ndian Hills Trailer Court Jefferson $20,000 B3 PRIVATE |[System approaching capacity. Trying to buy Kirtland Wirth Snider
additional rights.
iohnson’s Village MHP Chaffee $50,000 Al PRIVATE |Wells without disinfection; question of Downs Gomez Soldano
proximity of wells to leach field.
azy Glenn MHP Pitkin $25,000 B1 PRIVATE |Two shallow wells next to pond. Likely to fail Shipley Hiller Chubrilo
particulate analysis.
lount Vernon Country Club Jefferson $20,000 83 PRIVATE |Approaching system capacity. Kirtland Wirth Snider
rosewood Hills Teller $50,000 B1 PRIVATE |Infiltration gallery is questionable as ‘Kirtland Gomez Soldano
groundwater source. Filtration may be needed.
toyal Trailer Court Arapahoe $50,000 A3 PRIVATE |[Supply problems. Exploring connection to Kirtland Wirth Snider
Englewood.
vierra Vista Trailer Park Weld $75,000 Al PRIVATE |Nitrate problem. Sandoval Wirth Sainz
guilar Las Animas $198,000 1A-$198, 000 81 PUBLIC |Poor pressure; undersized line. Project under. Louwrey Gomez Soldano
contract.
.Llenspark WSD Boulder $100,000 A2 PUBLIC |Plant can’t handle high t Sandoval Wirth sainz
b inadequate pre-treatment.
addit o oraD;
wlt Weld $50,000 B1 PUBLIC |Distribution problem. Sandoval Wirth Sainz
iaca Grande W&S Saguache $61,900 B1 PUBLIC |Distribution problems. Downs Horn
jayfield La Plata $100,000 BA3 PUBLIC |Meed additional treated storage. Charles Horn
$1,000, 000 B3 ; ’ :
ilanca Costilla $100, 000 A3 PUBLIC |Supply problems from depleted aquifer. Study Douns Gomez Horn
funded by DLA and CDH to be completed 12/31/92.
Water Needs List - January 25, 1994 - Page 1
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Sandoval

Wirth

Weld $50,000 81 PUBLIC Inadequate storage and marginal pressure for
fire flow.
Morgan $810,000 SWRP- B3 PUBLIC Storage and distribution problems. Under Gumina Wirth Snider
$810,000 construction; to be done 12/93.
$125,000 sHpplys
Canon City (Prospect Fremont $50,000 1A-$50,000 B1 PUBLIC |North fifteenth street area has undersized Downs Gomez Soldano
Heights) lines in poor condition and no fire hydrants.
(Region 13 C0G).
Carbondale, Town of Garfield $500,000 Al PUBLIC |Failed particulate analysis. Need to install Sarmo Miller Bowman
surface water treatment.
Mesa $572,600* IA-$286,000 Al PUBLIC |Failed particulate analysis. Indication that a Sarmo Miller Bowman
treatment plant will be required. Engineering
in process. Construction in ‘93. )
Cortez Montezuma IA & local 83'{ PUBLIC |Ne i i Charles Miller Horn
Costilla County WSD Costilla $50,000 8k3 PUBLIC Downs Gomez Horn
be completed 12/31/92
Creede, Town of Mineral $650,000 Al PUBLIC |Failed particulate analysis. Infiltration Downs Gomez Horn
gallery under stream. Need to install surface :
water treatment ]
Teller $1,500,000 |CDBG- 81 PUBLIC |Inadequate pressure. Plant in design. Project Kirtland Gomez Soldano
$129,940 under construction spring '93.
FmHA-
$1,000,000
$30,000 Bt
need new b
Dolores Water Conservancy Montezuma $124,000 B3 PUBLIC |Will not meet expected demand; feasibility Charles Miller Horn
District study done.
Dove Creek Dolores $49,686 1A-$24,601 B1 PUBLIC |Frequently serious water shortages due to Charles Miller Horn
frozen pipes. Treatment has been upgraded in
design.
La Plata $50,000 832 PUBLIC Charles Miller Horn
i3 gt ad i _
Durango West WD #1 & #2 La Plata $50,000 B3 PUBLIC |Capacity problem within 5 years based on growth| Charles Miller Horn
projections.
East Valley WSD Arapahoe $50,000 B3 PUBLIC |Low yield wells; inadequate pumping capacity; Kirtland Wirth Snider
plans for new well.
Erie, Town of Weld $2,768,000 A3 PUBLIC |lnadequate raw water supply. Applications Sandoval Wirth Sainz
submitted to FmHA and CWCB for funding to ;
connect to Southern Pipeline.
Firestone, Town of Weld $458,400 B1 PUBLIC Sandoval Wirth Sainz

Trying to—instati—200,000gallon—elevatedtank

&. 1A app. for $298K withdrawn.
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$249,686

1A-$150,176

B1

PUBLIC

Drop in water table makes it difficult to meet
demand. Project consists of metering and leak
detection. Construction underway and to be
completed Summer 1993.

Gumina

Wirth

Florence; Cf

Fremont

$2,800, 000

FmHA-
$2,000,000

81

PUBLIC

Inadequate supply, need to expand storage, and
upgrade treatment. Trying to supply Rockvale.
FmHA app. for $2.4M pending.

Downs

GomeZz

Soldano

Florissant Water &
Sanitation District

Teller

$1,000,000

FmHA-
$1,037,000

A3

PUBLIC

Supply problem. Reported that questionable
materials used for distribution system.
Sanitary defects on existing wells. New wells
and distribution system under construction.
Well dry Spri 193. May-go—back—te-FmHA

for a surface

water treatment plant.

Kirtland

Gomez

Soldano

Fort Lupton

Weld

$25,000, 000

SWRP-
$3,000,000

A2

PUBLIC

Radioactivity; nitrates exceed MCL. Found PCE
in two wells-they have been shut down. CWRPDA
loan for $3M will not pay all costs. Planning
to connect to Southern Pipeline Project. FmHa

preapp. for $12M20;470;000 pending.

Sandoval

Wirth

Sainz

fFort Morgan

Horgan

$30,000, 000

B2

PUBLIC

High TDS, sulfates, hardness, inadequate
storage. Planning to connect to Southern
Pipeline Project. $4-5M for first phase.

Gumina

Wirth

Sainz

Fountain

El Paso

$200,000

B1

PUBLIC

Distribution problems.

Kirtland

Gomez

Soldano

| Fowler

Otero

$100,000

A2

PUBLIC

Recently developed springs need turbidity
measurement. Currently developing new springs.

Lowrey

Nichols

Soldano

Glenwood Springs

Garfield

$5,300, 000

SWRP-
$32,700, 000
1A-$100,000

A2

PUBLIC

Inadequate treatment; seasonal high turbidity.
Planned plant renovation. Design complete,
project to be completed 2/95.

Sarmo

Miller

Bowman

[ Granby

Grand

$492,432%

SHRR-
$402,4 328

B1

PUBLIC

Need improvements sion; high turbidity,
SWRP-committed: $400,000.

Shipley

Hiller

Chubrilo

Gunnison, City of

Gunnison

$100,000

81

PUBLIC

Passed particulate analysis. Shallow wells no
longer a problem. Inadequate detention time.

Sarmo

Miller

Bowman

Gypsum
{

Eagle

$700,000

PUBLIC

! upply duri o od
SHRA:HPP: ding: i

shipley

Hiller

Chubrilo

iHolly

Prowers

$389,000

82

PUBLIC

Packing in east well needs repair;
radioactivity exceeds MCL.

Lowrey

Nichols

Soldano

jHoover Hill WSD

|

Boulder

$217,000

B3

PUBLIC

Need to replace various sections of leaking
water mains. Water is flooding basements,
making houses inhabitable. IA app. of $200k for
$217k project withdrawn. Project being funded
with bonds. Project under construction.

Sandoval

Wirth

Sainz

[Hot Sulphur Springs

Grand

$49,000

83

PUBLIC

Need new intake structure and pump controls.

Shipley

Mil ler

Chubrilo

| Hudson

Weld

$3,500, 000

CDBG-
$350, 000

A2

PUBLIC

lanning to connect to Southern Pipel ine
Project. FmHA preapp. for $2+.4Z:790M

Sandoval

Wirth

Sainz

Idledale WSD

Jefferson

$718,000

1A-$50,000

PUBLIC

Water system old, and one source is
radioactive. Storage is insufficient. FmHA

538373002 pe

Kirtland

Wirth

Snider

$2, 180,000
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Julesburg

Sedgwick

81

PUBLIC

$600,000 Distribution problems. High TDS, sulfates, Wirth Sainz
nitrates, hardness. Can’t find acceptable '
supply. Looking for alternate supply.
Kim Las Animas $15,000 A2 PUBLIC |[Nitrates exceed MCL. . Lowrey Gomez Soldano
Kit Carson Cheyenne $1,500,000 A2 PUBLIC |Capacity problems from aquifer depletion; Gumina Nichols Snider
hardness, alkalinity, sulfates, dissolved
solids and nitrates all exceed MCL. Looking for
alternate water source. Town is operating under
a nitrate exemption.
La Veta Huerfano $382,900 A3 PUBLIC |Inadequate capacity and filtration to meet Lowrey Gomez Soldano
demand restrictions.
rgé
Larkspur Dougl as $312,800 82% PUBLIC Kirtland Wirth Snider
Las Animas Bent $2,400,000 |FmHA- B2 PUBLIC |Hardness, sodium, and sulfates. Testing pilot Lowrey Nichols Soldano
$1,265,000 reverse osmosis plant.
EDA-
$847,000
CDBG-
$300,000
Little Thompson WD Larimer $4,800,000 B3 PUBLIC |Need additional treatment Sandoval Wirth Sainz
plant: upgrad
Loveland Larimer $13,000,000 B3 PUBLIC |Storage problems with lake. Feasibility study Sandoval Wirth Sainz
complete. 1996 construction expected.
Manzanola, Town of Otero $112,000 CDBG- A3 PUBLIC |Old well not producing sufficiently, need Lowrey Nichols Soldano
$130,792 improvements to metering and storage systems.
FmHA app. for $50,000—pending withdrawn.
Mesa Water and Sanitation Mesa $240,000 FmHA- B1 PUBLIC |[Shallow wells. Likely to fail particulate Sarmo Miller Bowman
District $180,000 analysis. FmHA loan closed 10/92.
Monte Vista; Rio Grande $100,000 B2% PUBLIC |O&M—preblems—Insufficient storage. Downs Gomez Horn
Montezuma Summi t $50,000 B1 PUBLIC |Distribution system problems. Shipley Miller Chubrilo
Monument El Paso $149,019 1A-$110,000 A3 PUBLIC |Inadequate water supply to meet existing peak Kirtland Gomez Soldano
demand periods. Emergency water restrictions
have been imposed on a seasonal basis.
Morrison Jefferson $50,000 B1 PUBLIC |Need pre-sedimentation. Kirtland Wirth Snider
Mt. Werner WSD Routt $4,600,000 |SWRP- B3 PUBLIC {Need additional storage on: j Creek. Doing Shipley Miller Chubrilo
$4,600,000 EIS:comptated
Naturita Montrose $100,000 B3 PUBLIC |Need to improve pretreatment. Charles Miller Bowman
North Shore WSD Grand $196,500 1A-$179,750 B1 PUBLIC |Old water lines deteriorating. Need additional Shipley Miller Chubrilo
; fire hydrants.
North Weld WD Weld $1,000,000 B3 PUBLIC {Old lines, high growth. Sandoval Wirth Sainz
Northridge MD Jefferson $100,000 B3 PUBLIC |Old lines; inadequate fire flow. Kirtland Wirth Snider
San Miguel $700,000% | 1A-$250,000 831 PUBLIC |¥reatment—D ‘and storage problems.—A| Charles Miller Horn
CWCB- N app—pending.
$320,000
Nunn, Town of Weld $200, 000 A3 PUBLIC |High Nitrates. Galleries run dry during summer Sandoval Wirth Sainz

months. —Rropesat—te-hock—up—to-N—Held-Water
ek

Water Needs List - January 25, 1994 - Page 4



.Place

roblées Description

Jlathe

Montrose

A3

PUBLIC

Insufficient storage capacity. Planning to

Charles

Hiller

CDBG-
$150,000 build 1M gallon tank and transmission line.
1A-$150,000
Jrchard City, Town of Delta $500,000 Al PUBLIC |Failed particulate analysis. Need to install Sarmo Miller Bowman
surface water treatment.
Jtero County Otero $50,000 B3 PUBLIC |Needs study to link many small supplies; low Lowrey Nichols Soldano
yield; failing wells force people to haul water
from poor quality sources.
Juray Ouray $500,000 FmHA- Al PUBLIC |Unfiltered system; source is surfacing spring. Charles Hiller Boswman
$500,000 In 3rd year of construction. Surface water
influence on new spring. Probable completion
1993. May fail particulate analysis.
Pagosa Area WSD Archuleta $3,800,000 |cucB- B3 PUBLIC |Insufficient reservoir capacity. Charles Niller Horn
$1,900,000
vagosa Springs Archuleta $150,000 B1 PUBLIC |Distribution problems. Charles Miller Horn
Palmer Lake El Paso $500, 000 1A-$500, 000 81 PUBLIC |Frequently frozen pipes. Kirtland Gomez Soldano
Paonia Delta $872,000* |I1A-$300,000 Al PUBLIC |Inadequate treatment/storage. $179k needed for Sarmo Miller Bowman
storage. Construction on treatment Summer ‘93.
Failed particulate analysis Spring 793.
’ark Center Water District Fremont $1,450,000 |FmHA- B1 PUBLIC |Inadequate fire protection. Scaling of water Downs Gomez Soldano
$1,200,000 i
$600,000 |5§ B3
renrose WSD Fremont $125,000 A3 PUBLIC |Distribution system problems. FmHA deobligated Downs Gomez Soldano
funds.
Pinewood Springs Water Larimer $500,000 A3 PUBLIC |System capacity exceeded during late summer Sandoval Wirth Sainz
District except in wet years. No outside use permitted.
Placer valley SD San Miguel $165,000 Al PUBLIC in shallow] Charles Miller Horn
Platteville Veld $500, 000 }A-$500,000 A2 PUBLIC Sandoval Wirth Sainz
Ramah El Paso $400,000 FmHA- B1 PUBLIC Kirtland Gomez Soldano
$400, 000
Rico Dolores $75,000 1A-$180,000 AL3 PUBLIC Charles Miller Horn
teaking Storagé tank e 8
Ridgewood Water District Teller $30,000 1A-$26,000 B1 PUBLIC |Water supply problems. Need improvements to Kirtland Gomez Soldano
collection gallery.
Rockvale Fremont $862,500 CDBG- B1 PUBLIC |Shallow wells, septic tanks; good O&M has put Downs Gomez Soldano
$500,000 off serious problems. Study underway to review
new storage scheme for municipal and
Round Mountain WSD Custer $50,000 83 PUBLIC |Poor storage and line capacity; seasonal Downs Gomez Soldano
shortage; no fire protection.
Rye Pueblo $300,000 Al PUBLIC |Surface source, old filters, no meters. New Lowrey Gomez Soldano
' well high in radium. Looking for & alternate
source.
Water Needs List - January 25, 1994 - Page 5
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i County ] Funding Needs Vi t Puby pt

Sanford Conejos $250,000 1A-$250,000 A3 PUBLIC |Inadequate supply. Lines too small. Downs Gomez Horn |

Silver Plume Clear Creek $160,000 IA-$140,000 B1 PUBLIC Increased storage needed to hydraulically Kirtland Wirth Snider
improve system for enhanced fire flows. Looping
of distribution system required to prevent
freezing and low water pressure.

Steamboat Il WSD Routt $922,000 [A-$200,000 A3 PUBLIC |The current three wells i ici Shipley Miller Chubrilo

j amination.

Teller Co. WSD Teller $35,000 Al PUBLIC [Wells with no chlorination. On compliance Kirtland Gomez Soldano

schedule.
$384,000 a3

Thunderbird WSD Douglas $20,000 83 PUBLIC |Two wells, Kirtland Wirth Snider
wells.

Victor Teller $2,400,000 Al PUBLIC |Inadequate chemical pre-treatment and Kirtland Gomez Soldano
filtration of surface source. Plans approved.

Walden, Town of Jackson $110,000 Al PUBLIC |Failed parti is, need surface water Shipley Miller Chubrilo
treatment.: TA%8 ing:

Walsenburg Huerfano $650,000 Al PUBLIC |Raw water being delivered from surface source Lowrey Gomez Soldano
to 30 taps west of town; inadequate filtration
to remove giardia in entire system.

z ‘ Y} irofd

| Additiom) $314,000 problems—Needs—new—Lires

Ward Bowlder +A-$130,000 [:53 RPUBLIE | Freguentbthac—shertage—problems—HNeeds—line Sandoval Wirth Sainz
Feplacement

Wiggine Horgan 8125000 8t PUBLIC | Need to-modify—sterage-toremove—iron—& Gumina Wieth Saihz
L ia. G . I I I

approved sompreted-by6/03~

Agate Elbert $50,000 83 Ul Low water pressure. Fireflow problems. Needs Gumina Richols Snider
to request money to complete study.

Baxter Pueblo $200,000 Al ul High nitrate levels in private wells. Can Lowrey Gomez Soldano
Baxter cooperate with St. Charles Mesa?

Chambers Addition Weld $50,000 A2 Ul Nitrates exceed MCL. Sandoval Wirth Sainz

Subdivision

Conejos W & S Assoc. Cone jos $20,000 B3A2 ul Gae—shallowrells Downs Gomez Horn !

) occasional high dem

Cottonwood Subdivision Chaffee $275,000 Al ul Individual shallow wells; septic discharging to Downs Gomez Soldano
ground water. Study needed. [

Newdale/Grand Valley Otero $100,000 B2 ul Production dropping; State will not give Lowrey Nichols Soldano
replacement well permit; needs additional . \
storage for backwash; high in iron content; 1
(pending). |

North Trinidad Area Las Animas $16,845 1A-$16,845 B1 ul Low pressure problems. Costs of fixing entire Lowrey Gomez Soldano l
area may have increased to $250,000. DOLA
awaiting master plan before committing
additional assistance.

Peyton El Paso $200,000 A2 ul Elevated nitrate levels in private wells. Study| Kirtland Gomez Soldano
underway.

Rye Ranchettes Pueblo $100,000 Al Ul Private wells show contamination. Lowrey Gomez Soldano

Wetmore Custer $280,000 A3 ul Community well failed; no transmission lines; Downs Gomez Soldano
water hauled.
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Department of Economic Development
State of Missouri _
John Ashcroft Dawvid C. Harrison

Governor Director

TARGETING PROPER STRATEGIES FOR RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE

The major infrastructure problem in non-metro Missouri is

providing safe drinking water for residents. Many areas are
without public water and many communities have serious water
quality problems. Lower income residents often don’t have the

financial resources to get decent water. Even when assistance is
provided, there is often a void in knowing what strategy to follow
for developing proper water source, supply and treatment on a long-
range as well as short-term basis. The drought of 1988 made it
clear that the non-entitlement communities of Missouri, especially
in the north one-half of the state, do not presently have the
capacity to supply water to residents in critical periods of
stress.

The specific Infrastructure strategy 107 program is to provide
technical assistance for low-to-moderate income communities so that
water improvement projects are submitted that best alleviate
potential health threats and improve the quality-of-life for
residents. The strategy would also allow state CDBG staff to
select projects that employ a better long-term solution. For
example, spending money on improving the water treatment plant or
drilling a water well in a small city may not be the best solution
often times, a Rural Public Water Supply District has built
capacity for the small cities in its district or have lines that

run near the towns. The town however, would rather keep its own
water supply even though water pressure is low and citizens have to
regularly boil the drinking water prior to use. The proper

strategies would be determined.

The Technical Assistance Infrastructure Assistance would
entail the 107 coordinator working to achieve the following:

1) Conduct a series of fifteen regional workshops to
determine the immediate and 1long-term strategies for
removing serious threats imposed by unsafe water systems
in low-to-moderate income communities. In attendance at
each meeting would be the 107 coordinator, plus local
water district and municipal officials and their
consulting engineers. At each meeting would be Missouri
Department of Natural Resources staff from their Regional
Offices, Public Drinking Water Program and Water

Resources Program.

P.O. Box 118 « 301 \W. High, Rm. 770 » Jefferson City. MO 65102-0H8 « (314) 751-424] < (800) 523-1434 = FAN (314) 751-7384



2) A strategic plan would be developed which details the
proper strategy to resolve water supply, source and
treatment needs on a logical, long-term basis. Regional
water supply and sources would be identified. Future
water system improvements and expansion plans for both
municipal and rural districts would be reviewed.

3) The strategy would be a tool to be used by eligible
communities requesting CDBG assistance. The informatiocn
from the regional meetings would be invaluable for the
CDBG in evaluating funding requests (the majority of our
applications are for water system improvements).

No specific additional contract costs would be incurred for
Infrastructure Strategy as managing this initiative would be the
major function of the 107 coordinator.
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27 State CDBG Programs - Evaluation Criteria for Water Systems Projects
Summary of State Programs with Detailed or Unique Water System Rating Criteria
Arkansas

To qualify must have State Heath Department finding of unsafe water (fecal coliform or chemical contamination) or no reliable water source
with adequate pressure, State Health Department order, Imminent Health Threat designation, or regular septic tank failure

Applications require engineer report with evaluation of feasible alternatives including cost for alternatives. Policy of State Water Plan and
technical advisory committee is to promote regionalization concept for water supply, treatment, and distribution.

Colorado

Iowa

A State Committee prepares a Water and Sewer Categorization Needs List with 3 categories: 1) Immediate Needs, 2) Longer Term/Emerging
Needs, 3) No known health hazard, violation of water regulations, or project supply problem within 5 years.

Review factors include: 1) attempts to recover capital costs and 2) whether the project is on the Water or Sewer Needs Categorization List.

Information requested for water and sewer projects includes projected monthly residential bill without CDBG funds, and 2) projected monthly
residential bill with CDBG funds.

Mississippi

Demonstrated Need factor has 4 components: 1) Critical Need - 110 points, 2) Substantial Need - 80 points, 3) Moderate Need - 50 points,
4) Minimum Need - O points.

Critical Need is based on high risk to health and/or imminent interruption of basic services essential to acceptable standards of living (other
factors defined)

Nebraska

Physical Need is one of four rating factors. Physical Need includes 100 points maximum for violations of health standards documented by
a state or federal agency for which a compliance order has been issued.



New Hampshire

- Eligible only if State Department of Environmental Services determined that the improvement is required for public health and safety.

Oregon
- No points system evaluation criteria. No annual deadline for applications.

- Provides $10,000 grants for project oriented engineering and planning. $30,000 grants for comprehensive assessment of community's entire
water and sewer system to produce a 20 year master plan.

South Carolina

- Has 5 categories to define existing problem with corresponding scores ranging from "Lack of public water or sewer facilities presents a
documented threat to the health and safety of persons in the target area.” to "No deficiencies, health threats, nuisances, or inconveniences are
noted."

South Dakota

- Applicants can request a waiver on local cost sharing.

- Current and proposed fees requested for 7,000 gal/month or 935 cu. fi.
Tennessee

- Separate criteria for sewer line extension, water treatment plants, etc. Factors include quantity/supply, quality/bacteria, quality/minerals.
Washington

- Requests Problem and Solution Statements. Solution Statement requires Project Design, Alternatives Considered, Project Impact, and other
factors.
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27 State CDBG Programs - Evaluation Criteria for Water Systems Projects
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