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Our Project





Why did we want to 
undertake this project?



Initial Project Research

Understand legal requirements 

Gather all 102 SRF program documents
• Legislative Language

• Annual Report

• Intended Use Plan

• Project Priority List

• Project Priority Ranking Criteria



Initial Project Research

Examine legislation

Review priority ranking criteria

Review other documents

Interview SRF representatives

Examine individual projects



FINDINGS



General Findings

Documents can be extremely difficult to find. 

Websites can be hard to navigate. Given the 
intended audience of the SRFs this may be an 
impediment



Legislative Findings
DWSRF Legislation states: 

The original legislation (40 C.F.R. Part 35 Subpart L) which creates the Drinking Water 

State Revolving Fund prohibits “operation and maintenance” expenses, but EPA defines 

“capital projects” as “expenditures to acquire capital assets or expenditures to make 

additions, improvements, modifications, replacements, rearrangements, 

reinstallations, renovations or alternations to capital assets that materially increase 

their value or useful life.” Specific projects listed as eligible by EPA include 

“upgrades, rehabilitation or replacement of facilities or portions of facilities” and 

“installation, replacement or rehabilitation of infrastructure.”



Legislative Findings

DWSRF Eligibility Handbook states: 

• “in general, unless a project is expressly prohibited by statute or 

regulation, it is likely eligible for DWSRF assistance as long as it 

addresses present or prevents future violations of health-based drinking 

water standards.”



Legislative Findings
CWSRF Legislation states: 

40 C.F.R. Part 35 Subpart K, which authorizes the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, 

states that the funds are to be used “for the construction of publicly owned 

wastewater treatment works“ and defines construction as “erection, building, 

acquisition, alteration, remodeling, improvement, or extension of treatment works.”

It also intends to “preserve for States a high degree of flexibility for operating their 

revolving funds in accordance with each State’s unique needs and circumstances.” 

Among the kinds of projects eligible for CWSRF funding, EPA includes “…the 

construction, repair, or replacement of decentralized wastewater treatment systems 

that treat municipal wastewater or domestic sewage.” 



Legislative Findings

Flexibilities allow for funding a much wider array of 
activities than seem to be happening in most cases.

Consideration should be given to more cost-effective 
solutions that include condition assessment, 
interventional maintenance, repair, and 
rehabilitation



Institutional Barriers Findings

Institutional factors :
• complexity of the funding process, 

• requirement for the states to spend the money within 
two years, 

• numerous federal cross-cutting requirements,

• flexibility of the program (both positive and negative) 

• difficulty in accessing SRF information



Cost-Effective Funding
EPA moving towards favoring more cost-efficient projects

• Growing Toward More Efficient Water Use: Linking Development, Infrastructure, and Drinking 

Water Policies, “state policy could favor repairing and upgrading existing systems over new 

construction. This "fix-it-first" philosophy is most often used for transportation 

investments…but could easily be applied to water infrastructure.”

• EPA has also said that “(b)uilding new systems while deferring maintenance on older ones 

worsens water losses and raises costs” and that “roughly 29 percent of utilities defer 

maintenance because of insufficient funds” and “roughly 60 percent of water utilities state that 

the rate of preventative work is less than desired.”



Asset Management

Some states require utilities to have Asset Management 
Plans, but expectations are unclear

Is it the Plan that is important or behavior change?



DWSRF Loan Ranking Findings 
Loan Ranking Criteria reviewed 41

Not transparent enough to evaluate 10

Programs with Asset Management Points allowed 17

AM points over 10% of total allowed 1

Programs with Green Infrastructure Points allowed 11

GI over 10% of total allowed 1

Programs with Sustainability Points allowed 14

Sustainability points over 10% of total allowed 4

Programs with Rehab/repair specifically allowed in criteria 2

Rehab/repair seen in PPL 6



CWSRF Loan Ranking Findings 
Loan Ranking Criteria reviewed 36

Not transparent enough to evaluate 8

Programs with Asset Management Points allowed 5

AM points over 10% of total allowed 1

Programs with Green Infrastructure Points allowed 12

GI over 10% of total allowed 0

Programs with Sustainability Points allowed 12

Sustainability points over 10% of total allowed 5

Programs with Rehab/repair specifically allowed in criteria 1

Rehab/repair seen in PPL 5



Observations

“sustainability” lacks consistent definition
in some cases: 

• energy or water efficiency

• climate change in general

• rising seas in particular

• fiscal sustainability (measure undefined)

other times:

• asset management, 

• green infrastructure



Observations

So far, no programs require a business case 
justification for projects

A Few Notable Examples:
Connecticut DWSRF 

Delaware CWSRF

Florida CWSRF



Case Studies
in alphabetical order: Arizona, Georgia, Missouri, Vermont



Arizona

Has Technical Assistance Program 

Example Projects: 
Town of Clifton

Walnut Creek 

City of Somerton

Town of Springville

Project Example:

City of Flagstaff



Georgia

Environmental Protection Division (EPD) 
requires an O&M Plan

O&M Plan requires a planned maintenance 
program

Guidance Manual for Preparing O&M Plans 

modeled after Pennsylvania’s program



Missouri

Leak Detection - water systems learn:
• technical aspects of locating and repairing leaks, 

• managerial importance of documentation and budget 
keeping

• financial benefit of reducing nonrevenue water

Repairing leaks estimated to save nearly 54 
MG/month and $25,000 in electrical & chemical 
costs



Vermont
Leak Detection: $50,000/year  for leak detection surveys by outside 
contractor

Example: Village of Jeffersonville 

Valve Exercising: New in 2019, 7 PWSs
• cleaning valve boxes and painting valve box lids 

• operating/exercising the valve 

• documenting valve location, number of turns, size, turn direction, and depth

• identifying valves that were inoperable, broken, leaking

• furnishing a database with collected information

Example: Town of Brighton



Initial 
Recommendations



Initial SW EFC Recommendations

Use of a business case process to show costs and benefits of 
new construction vs condition assessment/repair/replacement, 
rehabilitation, upgrading, or increased maintenance

Require utilities to show use of AM Plan to make maintenance 
and funding decisions

Ensure projects are in the AM Plan prior to asking for funding

Greater alignment of Asset Management principles with funding 
programs.



Stay Tuned... More to come



SOME SW EFC TOOLS



SRF Switchboard



SRF Switchboard: 

swefcsrfswitchboard.unm.edu













Financial Tool for the 
State of Idaho



Demo site: 
https://www2.deq.idaho.gov/water/SMS
WSDemo/Pages/Login.aspx

https://www2.deq.idaho.gov/water/SMSWSDemo/Pages/Login.aspx




















WUFA – Water Utility 
Financial Analysis



WUFA: https://swefcapps.unm.edu/wufa/











Contact

Heather Himmelberger

heatherh@unm.edu


