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State Water Infrastructure Authority Members Attending Meeting 

• Kim Colson, Chair; Director, Division of Water Infrastructure 

• Melody Adams, Director, Rural Grants/Programs, Rural Development Division, NC Dept. of 
Commerce 

• Johnnie Carswell, Burke County Commissioner 

• Greg Gaskins, Deputy Treasurer, State & Local Finance Division; Secretary, Local Government 
Commission 

• Leila Goodwin, Water Resources Engineer 

• Maria Hunnicutt, Manager, Broad River Water Authority  

• Cal Stiles, Cherokee County Commissioner 

• Charles Vines, Mayor of Bakersville  

Division of Water Infrastructure Staff Attending Meeting 

• Julie Haigler Cubeta, Community Block Development Grant – Infrastructure Unit Supervisor 

• Francine Durso, Special/Technical Issues Senior Program Manager  

• Seth Robertson, State Revolving Fund Section Chief 

• Jennifer Haynie, Environmental and Special Projects Unit Supervisor 

• Amy Simes, Senior Program Manager 

• Anita Reed, SRF Wastewater Unit Supervisor 

• Jessica Leggett, Project Manager, Environmental and Special Projects Unit 

• Cathy Akroyd, Public Information Officer 

Department of Justice Staff Attending Meeting 

• Jill Weese, NC Department of Justice; Assistant Attorney General, Environmental Division 

Item A. Call to Order 

Mr. Colson opened the meeting and reminded the members of the State Water Infrastructure Authority 
(SWIA) of General Statute 138A-15 which states that any member who is aware of a known conflict of 
interest or an appearance of a conflict of interest with respect to matters before the Authority today is 
required to identify the conflict or appearance of a conflict at the time the conflict becomes apparent.  

Item B.  Approval of Meeting Minutes  

Mr. Colson presented the draft meeting minutes from the September 20, 2017 Authority meeting for 
approval. 

Action Item B: 

• Mr. Vines made a motion to approve the September 20, 2017 Authority meeting minutes.  Mr. 
Carswell seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

Item C. Attorney General’s Office Report 

Ms. Weese had no items to report. 
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Item D. Chair’s Remarks  

The Authority’s Annual Report was completed, will be posted on the Division website, and will be 
emailed to each Authority member.  This year’s report is combined with the Division’s Annual Report 
because of new legislation.   

The Master Plan Outreach Subcommittee met on December 1, 2017 and worked on messaging to local 
government units. In 2018, the Division will work with the Councils of Government (COGs) at their 
regional meetings. Mr. Stiles added that at the statewide meeting of all COG directors, the Master Plan 
was briefly discussed and was well received. The challenge will be to condense and refine the core 
messages to work within the 30-minute timeframe of presentations to most COGs. 

The April 2018 Authority meeting will be held in eastern North Carolina and includes time to hear from 
local government units, like the meeting in Asheville in the Fall of 2015.  There are many agenda items 
to be covered and a two-day meeting is needed. The meeting would start around noon on April 18 and 
finish on April 19 mid-afternoon. 

Item E. Communications Update 

Ms. Cathy Akroyd, the Division’s Public Information Officer, presented an update about the Division’s 
communications activities. She highlighted the dedication of the Kings Mountain Water Treatment Plant. 

 Item F. The One Water Concept 

Mr. Trevor Clements, Director of Water Resources with Tetra Tech Engineering, Inc. in Research Triangle 
Park, presented “‘One Water’ in North Carolina: Reconnecting Water to Build Better Communities.” He 
presented the following key One Water concepts: 

• One Water embraces the idea that all water is valuable and the management of these resources 
(surface water, ground water, stormwater, wastewater) can be optimized to support a balanced 
triple bottom line of prosperous economy, high-quality of life for all, and a healthy environment that 
sustains prosperity and quality of life for future generations. 

• Solutions for addressing existing water infrastructure systems have become much more complex. 
There is an opportunity to find innovative solutions that are not isolated to the same approaches of 
the past. Tying water infrastructure planning, management, and funding decisions to broader 
community objectives can increase public support to adequately fund water infrastructure and 
connect communities to the value of water in their everyday lives. 

• Many agencies are turning to integrated water resource planning and One Water approaches that 
consider drinking water, wastewater, stormwater and reclaimed water together. 

• Smart Master Planning can combine asset management, risk management, and resiliency 
frameworks to develop robust, prioritized capital improvement programs (CIP). 

• Under the One Water paradigm, we can consider a broad array of options that provide multiple 
benefits to communities as they invest in and manage their water infrastructure. In regions where 
infrastructure is being expanded to support growth, asset management costs could be decreased by 
co-locating stormwater capture and wastewater recovery systems with potable supply. 

• Placing smaller, more decentralized (or satellite) systems closer to where the demand exists in 
shorter time frames is referred to as a “go as you grow” method that decreases the time until 
communities are using the infrastructure at full capacity. 
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Following the presentation, the Authority discussed these issues with Mr. Clements: 

The Authority commented that this is an impressive effort and long overdue. It is clear that solid local 
leadership is needed for this to be successful.  

The One Water Concepts mesh very closely with many issues that the Authority continues to work on, 
such as stormwater, as well as issues identified in the Statewide Infrastructure Master Plan.   

The Authority and Division have expressed concerns about: project cost per connection; whether 
centralized systems are always the best solution; and, if a decentralized approach makes more sense in 
certain circumstances. One challenge is whether individual homeowners would maintain their individual 
systems. It is likely that a county or other entity would need trained personnel to take care of the 
decentralized system and an accompanying issue would be who pays for the trained personnel.  

Ms. Adams mentioned that the One Water Concepts could be beneficial in helping build rural economies 
with a focus on connecting rural/urban and moving away from the competition between the two. There 
may be good connections with the Department of Commerce that could be explored with the Secretary 
and the Assistant Secretary for Rural Development.  

Both ordinances and policies that incentivize urban projects and using green infrastructure will likely be 
needed. Watershed associations and regional planning associations may be the key to bringing 
stakeholders together.   

Mr. Clements is in contact with some of the NC Councils of Government (COG) regarding the One Water 
concepts which relate economic development to water resources management and environmental 
protection. The Division’s work with the COGs to promote the Master Plan overlaps with the One Water 
concepts. 

Mr. Stiles stated that, as Acting Chair of the COG Forum, he sees that the COGs have the framework in 
place to reach local governments. Working closely with the COGs will be the most effective way to work 
with the local systems.   

Item G.  September 2017 Application Round Update and Planning for February 28 Meeting 

Approximately 290 applications were received during the Fall 2017 funding round for: 

• Construction projects (wastewater, drinking water or stormwater/stream restoration)  

• CDBG-I projects (including projects for hurricane relief) 

• Asset Inventory and Assessment grants (AIA) 

• Merger/Regionalization Feasibility grants (MRF) 

As in the past, the Division determines the best possible source(s) of funding for which an applicant/ 
project is eligible. If an applicant is eligible for grant funds, the affordability criteria is applied to 
determine the percentage of the project cost that could be offered as a grant. The Fall 2017 application 
round is the last round of Connect NC bond funds. The Authority will make funding decisions at its 
February 28, 2018 meeting.  

Applications received for the funds available for hurricane relief under the CDBG-I program are scored 
and ranked separately from the non-hurricane relief applications. Since the funds are separate, the 
hurricane relief projects will not receive any special priority over the non-hurricane relief projects.   

The Division received 162 applications for Asset Inventory and Assessment grants. The grants are still 
limited to $150,000 from the Wastewater Reserve or the Drinking Water Reserve, over a period of three 
years, to the same local government unit or nonprofit water corporation.  
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The plan for the 2018 Intended Use Plans (IUPs) for the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF programs 
was presented. The application priority ranking methods used for the evaluation of applications to the 
CWSRF and DWSRF are proposed to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) each year, in North 
Carolina’s IUP for each SRF program.  Each IUP includes the Priority Rating System, which contains the 
points that are applied by the Division when evaluating applications. The IUPs are submitted to the EPA 
as part of the capitalization grant applications. The Division is proposing no changes to the CWSRF and 
DWSRF Priority Rating Systems.  The Division will hold a public meeting to receive public comment on 
each Draft IUP before it is submitted to the EPA.  The public meeting will be scheduled as soon as 
possible.  However, there will still be an opportunity to revise the IUPs if needed, based on metrics to be 
discussed in April 2018. 

Action Item G: 

• Ms. Goodwin made a motion to approve the draft CWSRF and draft DWSRF priority rating 
systems for public review. Mr. Vines seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

Item H. Fair Bluff Initiative 

The Division has assembled a team for this pilot project that includes members of the LGC staff, the 
University of North Carolina’s Environmental Finance Center (EFC), Compass Services, LLC and HDR 
Engineers, Inc.  A representative from each entity, along with WK Dickson (currently working directly for 
the Town of Fair Bluff), were present at the Authority meeting. HDR is providing engineering services for 
cost estimates and other evaluations necessary for this initiative. 

Hurricane Matthew-related impacts to Fair Bluff have jeopardized the ability of its wastewater utility to 
operate as a self-sufficient business and affects the area’s regional wastewater system which includes 
Fairmont, Cerro Gordo, Boardman and Proctorville. The towns are aware that their situations are dire 
and are working closely with the Division team on the initiative. The scope of the initiative includes:  

• Assess the general condition of water and wastewater infrastructure assets 

• Conduct financial reviews 

• Estimate general costs to upgrade/replace/repair infrastructure 

• Determine the level of funding needed to function as long-term, self-sufficient utilities 

• Develop potential alternatives for the provision of water and wastewater services for the involved 
communities under a viable utility structure 

• Prepare a summary report 

The team has completed an initial assessment of the water and wastewater infrastructure assets and 
conducted initial financial reviews.  

This update and agenda item is to provide the Authority with a brief overview as well as provide a time 
to discuss types of information that would be useful to consider as the team moves forward with this 
work (i.e. potential alternatives, potential future actions towards viability).  The Authority’s input is 
needed not only for this project but also for developing a Troubled System Protocol template. 
 
Four of the five communities are currently participating; the team meets monthly with the Town 
Managers of Fairmont, Fair Bluff, Cerro Gordo and Boardman. Fairmont and Fair Bluff are the two 
largest communities. The Manager of Proctorville has not participated yet. 

Current funding to Fair Bluff was discussed: 

• The Authority awarded funds to Fair Bluff under the CDBG-I program for sewer rehabilitation work 
to reduce inflow/infiltration and the Town has a new application to fund additional work.  
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• The Authority also awarded Fair Bluff a sewer AIA grant which is targeted to areas where 
rehabilitation is not occurring. The results of the AIA grant will be used in the alternatives analysis. 

• Related to Hurricane Matthew, Ms. Adams noted that Fair Bluff received some direct appropriations 
to rehabilitate a bank building for its Town Hall and a new fire station. The Golden LEAF Foundation 
may be amenable to help reallocate funds toward better projects for rebuilding. 

There is a clear link between the Fair Bluff situation and the conditions in rural communities in general.  
The One Water presentation highlighted hat the problem needs to be addressed holistically.  Mr. 
Gaskins noted that a General Assembly legislative research committee has been established that will 
address issues like those in Fair Bluff, Fairmont, and the other communities. He is hopeful that many 
people and partners will give testimony about the problems and how to tie the solutions together.   

Item I. Stormwater Infrastructure Scope of Work Discussion 

During scoping for the first Master Plan, the Authority decided that it should focus on drinking water and 
wastewater infrastructure, with stormwater to be included in the next version of the Plan. Based on the 
Authority’s guidance, staff will develop a working outline of stormwater topics to be researched and 
addressed. The following topics were discussed by the Authority: 

Within the CWSRF program, stormwater quality projects can already be funded with 0% interest loans. 
Other SRF programs across the county have approaches that we may be able to use. State grant funds 
that have recently been provided have been targeted by the legislature for water and wastewater 
projects only; the Connect NC Bond money is an example of this. Projects that address stormwater 
conveyance/flooding cannot currently be funded, and the statutes would need to be changed to allow 
that use of funds.  

Stormwater is a very complex basinwide issue in terms of downstream impacts created by upstream 
conditions. Approaching stormwater at the basin level and encouraging entities to work together to find 
ways to holistically manage stormwater would be better than entities trying to address issues in only 
their individual location. Potentially, basin associations could further this approach and it would mesh 
well with the One Water Concepts. Education about addressing pollution sources and looking for 
creative solutions is important. 

It is critical not to make the same types of decisions that created water and wastewater silos, and to 
potentially create and perpetuate a new silo. Taking a holistic view is crucial and will be a challenge. It is 
a difficult scope due to the geographical variations across the state. 

The target audience should be smaller systems since larger communities such as Raleigh and Charlotte 
are “well on their way” with stormwater utilities. Smaller entities will have more challenges in funding 
stormwater management. It is a very local decision; the Authority should not try to recommend ways for 
individual entities to fund their stormwater programs.  

Some issues are related to older construction when downspouts were directly connected to the sewer 
system which impacts the operation of wastewater treatment plants; this issue probably still occurs.  

The Authority is tasked with managing state and federal funds to get the most benefit for the money.  
When considering stormwater and non-point source pollution, municipalities are a relatively small part 
of the picture whereas agriculture has many impacts.   

Incentives will be key but it will be a challenge to develop and provide funds for effective incentives. 

Item J. Reconsideration of Project Funding Due to Substantive Scope and Budget Changes 

Applications that are determined as eligible to receive funding by the Authority are increasingly 
changing scope and escalating in costs during planning and design. Most of the recent changes are due 
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to construction costs increasing between the time of application and the time of bidding the project for 
construction. The purpose of this agenda item is to discuss when the Authority would like staff to bring a 
project back for the Authority to determine whether it is still consistent with the original application. 
Staff is seeking the Authority’s input to ensure that staff does not override a decision made by the 
Authority. Example situations include: 

• Substantial scope changes that may or may not match the original purpose and need of the 
application 

• Substantial increases in funding that impact availability of future rounds 

• Changes in funding program or type to meet project needs 

Staff noted that after bids are received for a project, there is time sensitivity to either accept or reject 
the bids.  Since the Authority does not meet frequently, making a decision within a short timeframe will 
be difficult. However, when project cost increases significantly, especially for smaller entities, most ask 
their engineer to reduce the scope of the project. 

The following topics were discussed by the Authority: 

The Authority needs to be made aware if an applicant submits another application for additional funds 
for the same project because of scope changes. 

The Authority is concerned about small projects since it could take very little to double the cost.  
Knowing the percentage of the increase is more important than knowing the dollar amount. 

If a change is requested that would affect the original score of the project and the funding, the Authority 
needs to be involved but there should be a threshold as to what is revisited. 

The LGC is very concerned about the amount that projects overrun the initial cost estimates. The 
Division and the LGC have stopgaps in place as to when projects need to go back for LGC review. A 
related issue mentioned is the concern whether project costs may be knowingly underestimated with a 
plan to request additional funding. 

The Division manages the loan program by looking at cash flow, but an issue is how much funding 
should be taken from future rounds to cover cost overruns and at what point does this impact future 
funding levels. 

The Authority would like staff to present information about approved projects whose scope has 
increased and by what percentage, to start to benchmark what is typical and what is out of the ordinary. 

Item K. Process for Use of Deobligated CDBG-I Funds 

On occasion, CDBG-I grantees have projects that, after awarded and during review, are no longer 
considered viable projects. In other instances, projects may come in under budget, leaving the 
remaining funds unused. In both cases, funds are de-obligated to the Division for use in other CDBG-I 
projects. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) strongly encourages states to and 
complete projects within a 36-month period. Due to construction cost increases, however, the Division 
sees few projects coming in under budget. Changes were made by HUD two years ago, such that funds 
are now tied to grant years, which makes it more difficult to manage from a grant administration 
standpoint. 

Staff presented a potential process and policy to address these issues. A related item is whether a CDBG-
I project should receive more than the cap of $3 million (for projects awarded from FY13, FY14, and first 
round FY15 funds), or the cap of $2 million (all subsequent rounds). Although not part of the motion, the 
Authority concurred that the funding caps should not be increased.  
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In the CDBG-I program, there is no provision for a 10% project cost increases, like in the SRF programs. 
The Division requests that applicants reduce the scope of work but ensures that the low-to-moderate 
income (LMI) percentage served by the project does not change. 

The Authority would like staff to present information about leftover funds to understand where these 
de-obligated funds would be applied. 

Action Item K: 

• Mr. Gaskins made a motion to approve the process and policy as presented.  Mr. Carswell 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 

Item L. Future Funding Levels and the Potential for SRF Leveraging 

The purpose of this agenda item is to provide the Authority with information about and seek input on 
future funding levels and the potential need to increase those levels.  

The Chair presented that the state has improved the funding program efficiency and effectiveness by 
making the application process easier, streamlining the engineering report and environmental 
document reviews, developing cash flow models for both SRFs, and combining the funding programs 
under single management. The result is that both SRFs have more funds available and the Division has 
seen increased demand for SRF funding particularly from larger municipalities. In addition, the funding 
programs were provided a substantial increase in funding levels through the Connect NC Bonds. The Fall 
2017 round will be the last funding round in which Connect NC Bond funds will be available. Even with 
the infusion of the bond funds, demand for the funding program has exceeded funding availability.  

Under the current budget, state appropriated grants this year will be approximately $11 million with 
approximately $5 million allocated to specific projects. Next fiscal year, subject to budget revisions, 
approximately $10 million will be appropriated with $2 million allocated. For the CDBG-I grants, the 
allocation this year was reduced from approximately $26 million to $21 million. These grant funding 
levels were discussed at the July 2017 Authority meeting. CWSRF funding in the spring of 2018 is 
projected to drop or remain the same. DWSRF funding levels are projected to remain the same but 
could receive a minor increase due to changes in the national allocation formula resulting from the 
latest EPA Needs Survey to be released soon. 

Leveraging 

DEQ will be exploring the possibility of leveraging for the SRF programs which is allowed under federal 
law for both SRFs. Most larger states where demand exceeds available funding leverage the SRFs. 
Leveraging involves the SRF issuing debt which is in turn used to fund projects. Loan repayments are 
then used to pay off the bonds (usually revenue bonds). Most SRF programs nationally that leverage are 
AAA-rated, standalone, and do not obligate the state. The programs are often housed in separate 
finance authorities that are completely responsible for the debt. 

Federal law allows SRFs to invest these funds to earn interest to offset interest subsidies. SRFs can 
borrow from the federal Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA) program. Congress 
may consider other approaches to address national infrastructure funding issues.  

The Authority may wish to consider making recommendations to the General Assembly on additional 
grant funding and to specifically target these funds. For example, the Authority may wish to recommend 
additional funding for troubled systems, AIA grants, and projects that include resiliency. Should the 
Authority wish to make such recommendations or obtain more information, staff will use this discussion 
to bring additional information to the Authority at a future meeting. 
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The following topics were discussed by the Authority: 

The best estimate of current needs in NC are included in the Master Plan – $17 to $26 billion over the 
next 20 years for both water and wastewater infrastructure. It is not clear how much this number will 
change, but larger utilities in NC have large projects on the horizon. 

Leveraging should first be discussed with the larger utilities to get their perspective on the future use of 
large loans. Larger utilities may choose not to apply for SRF funding since they may not realize enough 
savings when they have very good bond ratings and can secure loans at competitive interest rates. 

Mr. Gaskins noted that the issue of using the state’s credit rating for LGUs with lower credit has been 
discussed; it is a policy issue at the state level and General Assembly members are concerned. When the 
state takes on a loan program, the state takes on additional risk. Currently, there are many competing 
proposals related to all types of funding situations. His personal experience with TIFIA was that the 
amount of complexity, time, and effort it required did not outweigh the benefits.  

Future Funding Levels  

The following topics were discussed by the Authority: 

There was concurrence by the Authority members that funding for AIA grants, MRF grants, and troubled 
systems should be brought forward to the General Assembly soon because costs will only continue to 
increase. Through these programs, the state is assisting non-viable entities that, with some thoughtful 
work and funds, can be made viable. It is clear that current funding systems will not keep pace with 
needs.   Non-viable systems will take considerable investment to make them viable. The legislature 
should be approached on a proactive basis, not a reactive basis. 

Related to the AIA grants, it is important for utilities to understand that a full asset management plan 
(AMP) goes further than an AIA. Steps are needed to ensure that all grant money goes to utilities that 
will take proper care of its infrastructure going forward. 

For the MRF grants, a likely roadblock is there are no incentives for viable entities to assist non-viable 
entities. As an incentive, funds will likely need to go to currently viable systems to make them whole if 
they take on non-viable systems.  In addition, the lack of cooperation in some places is terribly 
frustrating.   

The Authority might consider a second phase of funding for the MRF grants that may be used for 
implementation such as facilitated legal and financial assistance to set up the structure for the viable 
utility to manage and recover costs.  It was noted that Authority may wish to reserve this for its own 
discretion. 

The state needs to use current information more effectively to determine which local governments are 
most likely to become troubled. The LGC is using its data now to model and predict situations but the 
issue is knowing what can be done to prevent them from becoming troubled.  

Item M. Key Program Metrics 

The Division seeks guidance from the Authority about the types of information that would be useful 
when considering potential future changes to the project priority point systems and/or the affordability 
criteria, and to shape potential future changes to criteria.  At the Authority’s April 2018 meeting, the 
Division will review metrics associated with the current priority points system, like the January 2015 
metrics review. The impact of the affordability criteria on grant recipients will also be reviewed.  

The Authority and Division implemented new priority point systems in the Fall 2015 funding round, and 
in the Spring of 2016, implemented new affordability criteria to help stretch the use of limited grant 
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funds. The application methodology was also modified so that applicants could apply for a type of 
construction project (either water or wastewater) with the Authority awarding funds using the new 
funding hierarchy.  These changes were implemented with the Fall 2016 funding round, which coincided 
with the first round of the Connect NC Bond funding.  Since synchronizing the construction priority 
points systems, the Division has accepted applications for multiple rounds of funding in all programs. 

The Authority also launched the Asset Inventory and Assessment (AIA) grant program in the Spring 2016.  
Demand for funds from this program have far outstripped the supply. Three rounds of applications for 
AIA grants have been accepted (Spring 2016 and Fall of 2016 and 2017). 

As the Authority reviews the Fall 2017 funding applications, let staff know of any questions that may 
arise related to the metrics being applied. 

The Authority suggested the possibility of a questionnaire to recipients of the AIA and MRF grants to 
learn if they find the process valuable. Metrics on the breakdown of loans versus grants would be 
helpful. Key metrics from the Master Plan would be useful but acknowledged that it won’t be possible to 
measure these changes for another 10 years. 

Item N. Potential Legislative Changes 

The Chair presented a list of topics for the Authority’s consideration for possible recommendations for 
legislative changes during the long session of the NC General Assembly. The following topics were 
discussed by the Authority: 

1. It will be key to approach the legislature with very specific requests.  

2. The Authority must remain active with troubled systems, which are going to remain troubled unless 
the state can provide solutions.  The legislature must understand that it will take considerable funds 
to resolve the issues of troubled systems.   

3. The Authority needs to find ways to help fund the next steps and projects that may result from the 
MRF grants. 

4. The Legislative Research Commission has been tasked to study two items: to ensure that utilities 
provide proper funding for their water and wastewater infrastructure including operations, 
maintenance, and setting aside reserves; and to ensure that utilities regularly monitor the condition 
of their aging water and wastewater infrastructure.  The Commission will likely be seeking 
recommendations for these items, possibly from the LGC and the Division. 

5. Instead of funds being earmarked, the Authority needs to be able to provide recommendations to 
the legislature about creative solutions that could provide much more benefit than the funding 
alone and help permanently resolve some of the long-term issues that a recipient may have.  

6. Qualifications-based selection is interesting but can be confusing to utilities since they are used to 
using price-based (low-bid) selection.  Failed projects can still result even when using a 
qualifications-based process.  

7. Authority members stated that they need to learn more about stormwater and leveraging before 
making recommendations.   

Item O. Informal Comments from the Public 

Chair Colson stated that public comments could be made at this time with the reminder that in 
accordance with the Authority’s Internal Operating Procedures, comments must be limited to the 
subject of business falling within the jurisdiction of the Authority and should not be project specific. 
There were no informal comments from the public. 
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Item P. Concluding Remarks by Authority Members, Chair, and Counsel 

Authority members stated that they are very interested in hearing about the local governments that 
have received the AIA and MRF grants to understand what has been accomplished and what sort of 
impacts they have made on the grant recipients. It is important before continuing to fund AIAs for the 
Authority to know it is receiving what it intended when it approved these grants.   

Members also stated that the One Water concepts are linked to many of the issues that the Authority 
discusses and is actively working on.  

Division staff will poll the Authority members regarding the two-day meeting in April 2018.  

The next Authority meeting will be on February 28, 2018 at the Archdale Building in downtown Raleigh. 

Item Q.  Adjourn – The meeting was adjourned.  
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State Water Infrastructure Authority 
Meeting Date: February 28, 2018 

Agenda Item J 
Funding Recommendations for CDBG-I Grants 

 

 

Division of Water Infrastructure Staff Report 
 

Background: 
North Carolina General Statute G.S. 159G-71 contains the powers and the duties of the State Water 
Infrastructure Authority (Authority) which include the following:  

• Review recommendations for grants and loans submitted to it by the Division of Water Infrastructure 
(Division)  

• Determine the rank of applications  

• Select the applications that are eligible to receive grants and loans  

The FY 2017 appropriation of $22,406,242 is separated into two categories: $10.0 million for Hurricane 
Matthew projects and a $12,406,242 for standard projects.  The applications were due on September 29, 2017; 
however, the Hurricane Matthew applications were granted an extension until October 31, 2017.   

Hurricane Matthew Recovery: 

The Governor’s Disaster Recovery Office requested that the Division work with the Authority to prioritize up to 
$10 million of the $21 million available under the CDBG-I program for the 46 lesser-impacted disaster counties 
associated with Hurricane Matthew.  The Authority agreed to this prioritization at its August 23, 2017 meeting.  
Of those 46 counties, one, Wake County, is an entitlement county, and the State CDBG Program cannot grant 
funds in Wake County, except for in Holly Springs, which is a non-entitlement town by choice.  Therefore, the 
program can make grants to only 45 counties in this area.  These eligible counties are: 

COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY 

Anson Bladen Franklin Nash Camden 

Montgomery Columbus Pitt Warren Pasquotank 

Richmond Brunswick Wilson Halifax Perquimans 

Moore Sampson Johnston Northampton Chowan 

Scotland Duplin Greene Hertford Gates 

Hoke Pender Lenoir Bertie Currituck 

Chatham Onslow Jones Martin Washington 

Lee New Hanover Craven Beaufort Tyrrell 

Harnett Carteret Pamlico Hyde Dare 

Applicants for consideration for hurricane relief funds were required to indicate their interest in the Special 
Considerations portion of the application form.  Most of the hurricane-related project requests received were 
projects that would create greater resiliency in the infrastructure, preventing future problems in the event of 
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another hurricane.  Because our priority criteria is not designed to handle projects that resolve disaster related 
issues, these applications score generally lower than typical applications. 

On September 29, 2017, the Division received a total of nine hurricane-related projects requesting a total of 
$11,100,545.  Of these nine projects, eight are recommended for funding, at a total of $9,868,656.  The 
remaining $131,344 will be used for non-hurricane-related projects. 

Project 
No. 

Applicant 
Name 

County Project Name Engineering 
Firm 

Funding 
Amount 

1 
Town of 
Dublin 

Bladen 
FY17 Water Line 

Replacement 
Withers & 
Ravenel 

$640,500 

2 
Fair Bluff, 
Town of 

Columbus 
2017 Sewer Line 
Improvements 

M. Floyd 
Adams, P.E. 

$2,000,000 

3 
Grantsboro, 

Town of 
Pamlico 

2017 Sewer System 
Extension Project 

McDavid 
Associates, 

Inc. 
$2,000,000 

4 
Garland, 
Town of 

Sampson 
Water and Sewer Line 

Replacements 
McGill 

Associates, PA 
*$1,014,575 

5 
Laurinburg, 

City of 
Scotland 

Produce Market Road Area 
Wastewater Collection 
System Improvements 

McGill 
Associates, PA 

$2,000,000 

6 
Elizabeth 

City, City of 
Perquimans 

Raw Water Transmission 
Main 

Joseph 
Pearce, P.E. 

$903,581 

7 
Johnston 
County 

Johnston 

Selma Equalization and 
Wastewater Pump Station 
Facilities Flood Resiliency 

Improvements Project 

Kimberley C. 
Rineer, P.E. 

$1,060,000 

8 
Seaboard, 
Town of 

Northampton 
2017 Seaboard North Main 

Street Storm Drainage 
Project 

Mack Gay 
Associates, PA 

**$0 

9 
Bladenboro, 

Town of 
Bladen 

Utility Systems Back-Up 
Power Supply 

LKC 
Engineering, 

PLLC 
$250,000 

     $9,868,656 

 

*   Funding is recommended for sewer line rehabilitation only. 

** Funding is not recommended due to the inability of staff to determine whether the infrastructure to be 
built is located on a public easement or not.  In addition, the area-wide data is not reflective of four houses; 
the project area should be surveyed. 
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Remaining Funding: 

On September 29, 2017, the Division received 36 applications for funding for the Community Development 
Block Grant-Infrastructure (CDBG-I) grant program, requesting a total of $54,358,692.  Of the 36 applications, 
six applications totaling $9,544,081 were hurricane-related projects.   Three applications totaling $4,548,196 
were deemed incomplete, leaving 27 applications that were complete and eligible applications.  The sum of 
funds requested in complete, eligible applications is $40,266,415.   Using the Priority Rating Systems approved 
by the Authority at its July 2015 meeting, Division staff reviewed and ranked each complete, eligible 
application.   

There is $12,537,586 available in FY 2017 funds this round. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends the following projects for funding:  

Project 
No. Applicant Name Project Name Engineering Firm 

Funding 
Amount 

1 Biscoe, Town of 
Sanitary Sewer System 
Rehabilitation 

LKC Engineering, PLLC $1,865,000 

2 Burnsville, Town of 
Indian Trail/Meadow Drive 
Sewer Rehabilitation Project 

McGill Associates, PA $1,100,000 

3 Mount Airy, Town of  
Maple/Merritt Street Area 
Sewer Improvements 

The Lane Group $1,731,600 

4 Farmville, Town of 
2017 Basin 5 Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements 

McDavid Associates, 
Inc. 

*$0 

5 Columbia, Town of 
2017 Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements 

McDavid Associates, 
Inc. 

**$1,965,000 

6 Stoneville, Town of 
Sanitary Sewer System 
Rehabilitation 

LKC Engineering, PLLC $1,300,000 

7 Faison, Town of 
2017 Sewer Line 
Improvements 

M. Floyd Adams, P.E. ***$1,311,515 

8 Lumberton, City of 
FY2017 Wastewater System 
Improvements 

The Wooten Company $1,997,500 

9 Rich Square, Town of  
Phase 2 Water System 
Improvements 

Engineering Services, PA $1,266,971 

   TOTAL $12,537,586 

 

 

*   The Town of Farmville is being recommended for State Grant funding. 

**  The Town of Columbia requested $35,000 more in administration funds than allowed, therefore the $2.0 
million request is cut. 

***  The Town of Faison will be offered an additional $190,000 in deobligated funds to fully fund the project 
cost of $1,501,515. 
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State Water Infrastructure Authority 
Meeting Date: February 28, 2018 

Agenda Item K  
Example Funding Scenario for Drinking Water Projects for September 29, 2017 Application Round 

REVISED February 26, 2018 
 
 

Division of Water Infrastructure Staff Report 

This staff report presents an example funding scenario for drinking water project applications.  A total of 36 
applications were received requesting $164 million in funding.  In this example, applications are shown as 
funded in priority order until available funds are exhausted. Grant funds are provided at the percentage 
determined by the affordability criteria established by the Authority.  Since available Connect NC Bond loan 
funds exceed demand after all eligible projects have been funded, Drinking Water State Reserve funding in 
excess of $3 million can be provided to the Town of Smithfield Project No. 25 and McGee’s Crossroad Water 
District Project No. 32. 

This example utilizes appropriated grant funding for the City of Brevard Project No. 35 since it is the only 
application that documented that it met the requirements for a special appropriation included in Session Law 
2017-57 (2017 Budget Bill).   No additional appropriated grant funding is utilized for drinking water projects 
since there are sufficient Connect NC Bond grant funds or DWSRF loans with principal forgiveness to fund all 
eligible grant applications.  This example is detailed in Tables K-1 and K-2 below. A total of 36 drinking water 
projects totaling $118,884,600 are proposed to be funded as shown in this example.  

Table K-1. Drinking Water State Reserve Project Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

Proj. 
No. Applicant Name Project Name 

Amount of 
Funding 

Requested 
by Applicant 

Potential 
Grant 

Amount 
from Bond 

Potential 
Loan 

Amount 

2 
Maple Hill Water 
and Sewer District 

Maple Hill Water and Sewer 
District Finished Water Supply 
Project 

$685,392 $514,044 $171,348 

3 
Stantonsburg, 
Town of 

Stantonsburg Water System 
Improvements 

$620,000 $310,000 $310,000 

4 
Pilot Mountain, 
Town of 

Town of Pilot Mountain Water 
Treatment Plant Upgrade 

$3,900,000 $1,950,000 $1,950,000 

5 
Lake Waccamaw, 
Town of 

Public Water Supply 
Improvements (Wells #3 & #4) 

$1,226,475  $1,226,475 

6 Pikeville, Town of 
2017 Water System 
Improvements - Waterline 
Replacement 

$228,000 $228,000  

8 Valdese, Town of 
Town of Valdese Water Plant 
Upgrades - MCC Raw & Finish 
Water 

$842,770 $210,692 $632,078 

9 Chowan County 
Valhalla WTP Backwash Solids 
Handling 

$8,562,000 $2,140,500  

10 Henderson, City of 
Kerr Lake Regional Water 
Treatment Plant Upgrade 

$15,000,000 $3,000,000  
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Table K-1. Drinking Water State Reserve Project Applications – Example Funding Scenario (continued) 

12 Robbins, Town of 2018 Water System 
Improvements 

$624,240 $312,120 $312,120 

13 Creswell, Town of Water Treatment Plant 
Improvements 

$755,170 $566,378 $188,792 

14 Plymouth, Town of Water System Improvements $1,000,000 $750,000 $250,000 

15 Kinston, City of Lawrence Heights Water Line 
Replacement Project 

$920,025 $460,013 $460,013 

16 Beech Mountain, 
Town of 

2018 Water System 
Rehabilitation Project 

$1,740,000 
 

$1,740,000 

17 Tuckaseigee Water 
and Sewer 
Authority 

Cowan Valley Homeowner 
Association Water System 
Consolidation 

$323,040 
 

$323,040 

18 Greene County 2017 Water System 
Improvements - SCADA 
Improvements 

$745,000 $558,750 $186,250 

19 Taylorsville, Town 
of 

Linneys Mountain Area Water 
System Improvements Project 

$296,400 $74,100 $222,300 

20 Warren County 
(Kerr Lake Regional 
Water System) 

Kerr Lake Regional Water 
Treatment Plant Upgrade 

$5,000,000 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 

22 Mount Airy, City of Maple/Merritt Street Area 
Water Improvements 

$963,100 
 

$963,100 

23 Pinetops, Town of Well No. 4 Replacement $970,150 
 

$970,150 

24 McGees Crossroads 
Water District 

NC 210 Water Main 
Improvements - Phase 2 

$2,139,000 
 

$2,139,000 

25 Smithfield, Town of Smithfield Water Treatment 
Plant Improvements 

$12,050,000 
 

$12,050,000 

26 Maysville, Town of Radio Road Meters $157,000 
 

$157,000 

28 Hendersonville, 
City of 

City of Hendersonville 
Northside Water System 
Improvements 

$2,617,500 
 

$2,617,500 

29 Southeastern 
Wayne Sanitary 
District 

2017 Water System 
Improvements - Country Club 
and Genoa Loops 

$990,000 $247,500 $742,500 

30 Archer Lodge 
Water District 

500,000 Gallon Elevated 
Storage Tank 

$1,701,000  $1,701,000 

31 Ingrams Township 
Water District 

2018 Hydraulic Improvements $2,950,000  $2,950,000 
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Table K-1. Drinking Water State Reserve Project Applications – Example Funding Scenario (continued) 
 

32 McGee’s 
Crossroads Water 
District 

NC 210 Water Main 
Improvements - Phase 1 

$3,447,000  $3,447,000 

35 Brevard, City of Cathey's Creek Water Intake 
Rehabilitation and Stream 
Restoration 

$1,000,000 $1,000,000 
 

Totals for State Reserve $71,453,263 $15,322,097 $37,709,666 

  $53,031,763 

(*) Town of Smithfield and McGee’s Crossroads Water District would normally be limited to $3 million in 
loan.  Since available Connect NC Bond loan funds exceed demand after all eligible projects have been funded, 
they can therefore be fully funded. 

Table K-2. Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

Proj. 
No. Applicant Name Project Name 

Amount of 
Funding 

Requested by 
Applicant  

Potential 
Principal 

Forgiveness  

Potential 
Loan 

Amount 

1 Broad River Water 
Authority 

Elms Drive Waterline $120,470 $120,470 
 

3 Valdese, Town of 2018 Water System 
Upgrades Project 

$1,181,700 $500,000 $681,700 

8 Henderson, City of Kerr Lake Regional Water 
Treatment Plant Upgrade 

$15,000,000 
 

$12,000,000 

9 Chowan County Valhalla WTP Backwash 
Solids Handling 

$8,562,000 
 

$6,421,500 

11 Oxford, City of 2018 Water Line 
Replacements 

$5,257,854 $500,000 $4,757,854 

14 Winston-Salem, City 
of 

Neilson WTP 
Modernization 

$65,000,000 
 

$20,000,000 

26 Goldsboro, City of Water System 
Improvements 

$3,610,000 
 

$3,610,000 

28 Crosby Utilities, Inc. Baywood Forest SD Ion 
Exchange Filter 
Replacement 

$87,450 
 

$87,450 

29 North Wilkesboro, 
Town of 

McAdams & Associates, 
Inc. 

$3,046,863 
 

$3,046,863 

35 Hendersonville, City 
of 

New French Broad River 
Intake and Mills River 
Intake Relocation 

$14,124,000 
 

$14,127,000 

Totals for DWSRF $115,990,337 $1,120,470 $64,732,367 

  $65,852,837 
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Other Funding Scenarios 

Note that there are other scenarios which could be constructed, and staff can assist the Authority with other 
scenarios during the meeting.  
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State Water Infrastructure Authority 
Meeting Date: February 28, 2018 

Agenda Item L 
Example Funding Scenario for Wastewater Projects, Asset Inventory and Assessment Grants, and 

Merger/Regionalization Feasibility Grants for September 29, 2017 Application Round 
 

Division of Water Infrastructure Staff Report 

This staff report presents an example funding scenario for wastewater project applications, AIA applications, 
and MRF applications.  The three funding programs are considered together in a single scenario due to the 
shared state appropriated grant funds.  This example provides the best funding available for a given project 
application and maximizes the utilization of Connect NC Bond loan funds. 

Project Funding Program 

No. of Complete, 
Eligible 

Applications 

Sum of Funds 
Requested in Complete, 

Eligible Applications 

Wastewater Projects 46 $216,239,559 

Asset Inventory and Assessment (AIA) Grants 176 $23,284,795 

Merger/Regionalization Feasibility Study (MRF) Grants 5 $235,000 

Total  227 $239,759,354 

 

In this example, applications are shown as funded in the following order:  

• All complete Merger/Regionalization Feasibility grants 

• Asset Inventory and Assessment grants through the top two scoring 16 point projects based upon project 
benefit and existing rates; these represent approximately $4.7 million in funding which is approximately 
75% of appropriated grant funds that are available in this round 

• Remaining funds (a combination of appropriated grants, bond loans, bond grants, and State Revolving 
Fund (SRF) loans including principal forgiveness) are used to offer the best available funding for 
wastewater project applications in priority order until funds are exhausted. 

• SRF funds of up to $16,595,269 that remain after funding applications up to programmatic limits would be 
used to provide additional assistance to an existing City of Greenville stormwater project that is currently 
under construction. 

This example utilizes all the available appropriated grant funds split between wastewater projects, AIA grants, 
and MRF grants.  This example is detailed in Tables L-1 through L-4 below: 

• A total of 31 wastewater projects totaling $97,619,515  

• A total of 37 AIA grants totaling $4,657,384  

• The five eligible MRF applications totaling $235,000 

  

This equals a grand total of 
$102,511,899 for wastewater 
projects, AIAs and MRFs 
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Table L-1. Wastewater State Reserve Project Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

Proj. 
No. Applicant Name Project Name 

Amount of 
Funding 

Requested 
by 

Applicant 

Potential 
Grant 

Amount 
from Bond 

Potential 
Grant Amount 

from 
Appropriation 

Potential 
Loan 

Amount 

1 Farmville, Town of 
Basin 5 North Sanitary 
Sewer Improvements 

$1,512,000 $1,512,000   

2 Farmville, Town of 
Basin 5 South Sanitary 
Sewer Improvements 

$1,102,000 $1,102,000   

3 Enfield, Town of 
2017 NC DEQ Sewer 
Project Phase 3 

$546,425 $409,819  $136,606 

4 Rhodhiss, Town of 

Sewer Rehabilitation and 
Improvements (Bid 
overruns from 2013 
CDBG-I Sewer Project) 

$400,000 $300,000  $100,000 

5 
Yadkin Valley 
Sewer Authority 

2018 Collection System 
Rehabilitation Project 

$1,615,774 $1,015,875  $599,899 

6 
Scotland Neck, 
Town of 

Phase V WWTP 
Improvements 

$893,275 $669,956  $223,319 

7 
Pilot Mountain, 
Town of 

Sunset Sewer Subbasin 
Rehabilitation Project 

$2,528,784 $1,202,078 $62,314 $1,264,392 

8 Parmele, Town of 

2017 Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements - Pump 
Station/Force Main 
Renovation 

$539,000  $539,000  

9 Parmele, Town of 
2017 Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements - Sanitary 
Sewer Rehabilitation 

$595,000  $595,000  

17* Raeford, City of WWTP Rehabilitation $6,093,000   $6,093,000 

21 Dunn, Town of 
Black River WWTP 
Aeration System 
Replacement 

$2,500,000   $2,500,000 

24 Whiteville, City of 
Mollies Branch Phase I 
Sewer Improvements 

$1,014,159   $1,014,159 

25 Newton, City of 
West A Street Sewer 
Rehabilitation 

$597,875   $597,875 

28 
Troutman, Town 
of 

2018 Collection System 
Rehabilitation Project 

$1,078,850   $1,078,850 

30 
Tuckaseigee 
Water & Sewer 
Authority 

WWTP #2 Improvements 
- Phase 1 

$2,576,600   $2,576,600 
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Table L-1. Wastewater State Reserve Project Applications – Example Funding Scenario (Continued) 

 

31 
Beech Mountain, 
Town of 

2018 Sewer System 
Rehabilitation Project 

$2,000,000   $2,000,000 

33* Claremont, City of 
McLin Creek WWTP 
Upgrade & Expansion 

$10,844,990   $10,844,990 

35 Goldsboro, City of 
Wastewater System 
Improvements 

$1,235,100   $1,235,100 

37 
White Lake, Town 
of 

Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements 

$2,037,546   $2,037,546 

38 Saratoga, Town of 
Saratoga-Wilson Sanitary 
Sewer Connection 

$1,647,420   $1,647,420 

41 Norwood, Town of 
Sanitary Sewer 
Rehabilitation 

$2,101,245   $2,101,245 

43 Andrews, Town of Project Wildcat $1,114,950   $1,114,950 

  
 Totals for State Reserve 

  
$44,573,993 

$6,211,728 $1,196,314  

$7,408,042 $37,165,951 

$44,573,993 

(*) Projects No. 17 (City of Raeford) and No. 33 (City of Claremont) would normally be limited to $3 million in 
loan.  Since available Connect NC Bond loan funds exceed demand after all eligible projects have been funded, 
these projects can therefore be fully funded.  

 

Table L-2. Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

Proj. 
No. Applicant Name Project Name 

Amount of 
Funding 

Requested by 
Applicant  

Potential 
Principal 

Forgiveness  

Potential 
Loan 

Amount  

10 Kinston, City of 
Lawrence Heights Sewer 
Replacement 

$3,299,600 $500,000 $2,799,600 

12 Warsaw, Town of 

2017 Sanitary Sewer 
Improvements - WWTP 
Upgrade and Gravity Sewer 
Rehabilitation 

$4,000,000 $500,000 $3,500,000 

20 
Yadkin Valley Sewer 
Authority 

2018 Pump Stations 
Rehabilitation Project 

$1,509,090 $500,000 $1,009,090 

21 Thomasville, City of 
Hank's Branch Sanitary Sewer 
Rehabilitation, Phase II 

$1,400,000  $1,400,000 

22 Troutman, Town of 
2018 Collection System 
Rehabilitation Project - Green 
Component 

$633,250  $633,250 

23 Oxford, City of 
2018 Sewer Line 
Replacements 

$4,696,493  $4,696,493 



Agenda Item L – February 28, 2018 
State Water Infrastructure Authority Meeting 

Page | 4 

 

Table L-2. Clean Water State Revolving Fund Project Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

(Continued) 

 

28 Reidsville, City of 

Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Improvements to Meet 
Nutrient Removal 
Requirements 

$3,963,089  $3,963,089 

40 
Charlotte Water, City 
of Charlotte 

McAlpine Creek WWMF 
Clarifier and Aeration 
Rehabilitation Project 

$39,539,000  $30,000,000 

45 Johnston County 
McGee's Sewer Upgrade 
Phase 2 - Middle Creek 
Interceptor & Pump Station 

$3,600,000  $3,600,000 

      $62,640,522 $1,500,000 $51,601,522 

Totals for CWSRF  $62,640,522 $53,101,522 

 

Table L-3. Asset Inventory and Assessment (AIA) Grant Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

Proj. 
No. Applicant Name Project Name 

Amount of 
Funding 

Requested by 
Applicant  

Potential 
Grant 

Amount 

1 Parkton, Town of Wastewater System AIA $135,000  $135,000  

2 Elizabethtown, Town of 
Wastewater System Asset Inventory & 
Assessment Project 

$150,000  $150,000  

3 Gastonia, City of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Grant 
for Sewer 

$150,000  $150,000  

4 South Granville WSA 
2017 Asset Inventory to include 
Creedmoor 

$150,000  $150,000  

5 Gastonia, City of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Grant 
for Water 

$150,000  $150,000  

6 Clinton, City of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Grant - 
Sewer 

$150,000  $150,000  

7 Clinton, City of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Grant - 
Water 

$150,000  $150,000  

8 Madison, Town of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Program 
- Wastewater 

$140,000  $140,000  

9 Reidsville, City of 
Wastewater Asset Inventory, 
Assessment and Management Project 

$150,000  $150,000  

10 Fairmont, Town of Wastewater System AIA $150,000  $150,000  

11 Tuckaseigee WSA 
AIA Grant Program - Wastewater Phase 
2 

$71,750 $71,750 

12 Tuckaseigee WSA 
AIA Grant Program - Drinking Water - 
Phase 2 

$71,425 $71,425 
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Table L-3. Asset Inventory and Assessment (AIA) Grant Applications – Example Funding Scenario 
(continued) 
 

13 Elizabethtown, Town of 
Water System Asset Inventory & 
Assessment Project 

$150,000  $150,000  

14 Tabor City, Town of Drinking Water System AIA $145,000 $145,000 

15 
Wilson County - 
Southeast WD 

Water Asset Inventory and Assessment $60,000  $60,000  

16 Kinston, City of Water System AIA $150,000  $150,000  

17 Chocowinity, Town of 
Wastewater System Asset Inventory 
Assessment 

$150,000  $150,000  

18 Southport, City of Wastewater Asset Management Plan $20,000  $20,000  

19 Chadbourn, Town of 
Wastewater Asset Inventory and 
Assessment 

$150,000  $150,000  

20 Siler City, Town of Water AIA Grant $95,000  $95,000  

21 Chadbourn, Town of Water Asset Inventory and Assessment $110,000  $110,000  

22 Pittsboro, Town of 2017 Water Asset Management Plan $150,000  $150,000  

23 Siler City, Town of Sewer AIA Grant $150,000  $150,000  

24 Warrenton, Town of AIA Sewer $150,000  $150,000  

25 Elizabeth City, City of Potable Water Loss Reduction Project $150,000  $150,000  

26 Snow Hill, Town of 
Water System Asset Inventory and 
Assessment 

$150,000 $150,000 

27 
Yadkin Valley Sewer 
Authority 

High Priority Areas Collection System 
Assessment Project 

$150,000 $150,000 

28 Aurora, Town of Drinking Water AIA $150,000  $150,000  

29 Southport, City of Water Asset Management Plan $65,000  $65,000  

30 Troy, Town of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Grant 
for Water 

$100,000  $100,000  

31 Statesville, City of 
Asset Inventory and Assessment for 
Water 

$150,000  $150,000  

32 Shallotte, Town of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment of Water 
System 

$150,000  $150,000  

33 Sawmills, Town of Water System GIS $84,209 $84,209 

34 Marion, City of Sewer System AIA $150,000  $150,000  

35 
Wilson County - 
Southwest WD 

Water Asset Inventory and Assessment $55,000  $55,000  
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Table L-3. Asset Inventory and Assessment (AIA) Grant Applications – Example Funding Scenario 
(continued) 

36 Carthage, Town of 
Asset Inventory & Assessment Program 
- Water 

$100,000  $100,000  

37 Roseboro, Town of Sewer AIA Grant $105,000  $105,000  

Totals for AIA Grants $4,657,384 $4,657,384 

 

 

Table L-4. Merger/Regionalization Feasibility (MRF) Grant Applications – Example Funding Scenario 

Proj. 
No. Applicant Name Project Name 

Amount of Funding 
Requested by 

Applicant  

Potential 
Grant 

Amount  

1 Carteret County 
Feasibility Study - Merger of 
Water System with Town of 
Beaufort 

$35,000  $35,000  

2 
Stokes County W&S 
Authority 

Merger/Regionalization Feasibility 
Study with Stokes County Water 
System 

$50,000  $50,000  

3 Montgomery County 
Merger/Regionalization Feasibility 
Study - Montgomery 
County/Candor Sewer 

$50,000  $50,000  

4 Montgomery County 
Merger/Regionalization Feasibility 
Study - Montgomery 
County/Mount Gilead Water 

$50,000  $50,000  

5 Stanley, Town of 
Stanley, Dallas and Ranlo 
Merger/Regionalization Feasibility 
Study - Water 

$50,000  $50,000  

Totals for MRF Grants $235,000 $235,000 

 

 
Other Funding Scenarios 

Note that there are other funding scenarios which could be constructed, and staff can assist the Authority with 
other scenarios during the meeting.  
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State Water Infrastructure Authority 
Meeting Date – February 28, 2018 

Agenda Item M – 2018 Intended Use Plans (IUPs) for CWSRF and DWSRF Programs 
 

 

Division of Water Infrastructure Staff Report 
 
Background 

North Carolina General Statute G.S. 159G-71 contains the powers and the duties of the State Water 
Infrastructure Authority (Authority) which include the following:  

• To establish priorities for making loans and grants consistent with federal law 
 

The Authority has this responsibility for the federal Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) and the 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF).  

The application priority ranking methods used for the evaluation of applications to the CWSRF and 
DWSRF are proposed to the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) each year, in North Carolina’s 
Intended Use Plan (IUP) for each of the SRF programs.  The IUP for each program includes the Priority 
Rating System which contains the points that are applied by Division staff when an application is 
evaluated.  The IUPs are submitted to the US EPA as part of the capitalization grant applications. 

At the Authority’s December 13, 2017 meeting, the Division of Water Infrastructure proposed no 
changes to the CWSRF and DWSRF Priority Rating Systems. The Authority approved the presentation of 
the CWSRF and DWSRF Priority Rating Systems for public review. 

The Division noticed the public comment period on February 1, and will hold a public meeting on 
February 13 to present the draft IUPs which contained the Priority Rating Systems.  The public comment 
period will close on February 15. 
 
Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that Authority approve the CWSRF and DWSRF Priority Rating Systems for use in the 
2018 IUPs.  
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PRIORITY RATING SYSTEM for Wastewater Projects 

Instructions: For each line item, mark “X” to claim the points for that line item. Be sure that your narrative includes 

justification for every line item claimed.  At the end of each Category, provide the total points claimed for each program 
in the subtotal row for that category. Then add the subtotals from each category and enter the Project Total in the last 
line.  Note that some categories have a maximum allowed points that may be less than the total of individual line items. 

Line 
Item # 

Category 1 – Project Purpose 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

1.A Reserved for Other Programs      

1.B Project will resolve failed infrastructure issues  15 15 

1.C Project will rehabilitate or replace infrastructure   15 15 

1.C.1 

Treatment units, pumps and/or pump stations to be 
rehabilitated or replaced are greater than 20 years 
old, OR water/sewer lines, storage tanks, drinking 
water wells or intake structures to be rehabilitated 
or replaced are greater than 40 years old 

 10 10 

1.D Project will expand infrastructure   2 2 

1.D.1 

Treatment units, pumps and/or pump stations to be 
rehabilitated or replaced are greater than 20 years 
old, OR lines, storage tanks, drinking water wells or 
intake structures to be rehabilitated or replaced are 
greater than 40 years old 

 10 10 

1.E – 
1.E.2 

Reserved for Other Programs    

1.F Project will provide stream/wetland/buffer restoration    20 

1.F.1 
Restoration project that includes restoration of a first 
order stream and includes stormwater infiltration 
BMPs 

  5 

1.F.2 
Restoration project that includes restoration and / or 
protection of riparian buffers to at least 30 feet on 
both sides of the stream 

  5 
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Line 
Item # 

Category 1 – Project Purpose (Continued) 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

1.G 
Project will provide stormwater BMPs to treat existing 
sources of pollution 

  20 

1.G.1 
Project that includes BMPs or BMPs in series that 
achieve at least 35% nutrient reduction (both TN and 
TP) and 85% TSS reduction 

  10 

1.H 
Project will provide reclaimed water/usage or rainwater 
harvesting/usage 

  15 

 Maximum Points for Category 1 – Project Purpose   30 30 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 1 – Project Purpose    

Line 
Item # 

Category 2 – Project Benefits 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

2.A – 
2.B  

Reserved for Other Programs    

2.C 
Project provides a specific environmental benefit by 
replacement, repair, or merger; includes replacing failing 
septic tanks 

 15 15 

2.D 
Project addresses promulgated but not yet effective 
regulations 

 10 10 

2.E Project directly addresses enforcement documents    

2.E.1 

Project directly addresses an EPA Administrative 
Order for a local government Applicant located in a 
Tier 1 county, or addresses an existing or pending 
SOC, or a DENR Administrative Order, OR 

 5 5 

2.E.2 
Project directly resolves a Notice of Violation or 
Notice of Deficiency 

 3 3 

2.F Project includes system merger    10 10 

2.G – 
2.I 

Reserved for Other Programs      
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Line 
Item # 

Category 2 – Project Benefits (Continued) 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

2.J 
Project improves treated water quality by adding or 
upgrading a unit process 

 3 3 

2.K – 
2.0 

Reserved for Other Programs      

2.P 
Project directly benefits subwatersheds that are impaired 
as noted on the most recent version of the Integrated 
Report 

 20 20 

2.Q 

Project directly benefits waters classified as HQW, ORW, 
Tr, SA, WS-I, WS-II, WS-III* or WS-IV* (* these 
classifications must be covered by an approved Source 
Water Protection Plan to qualify) 

 10 10 

2.R Project will result in elimination of an NPDES discharge  3 3 

2.S 
Primary purpose of the project is to achieve at least 20% 
reduction in energy use 

  5 

 Maximum Points for Category 2 – Project Benefits   35 35 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 2 – Project Benefits    

Line 
Item # 

Category 3 – System Management 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

3.A 
Applicant has a current Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
that spans at least 10-years and proposed project is 
included in the plan OR 

 2 2 

3.B 
Applicant has implemented an Asset Management Plan 
as of the date of application 

 10 10 

3.C 
System Operating Ratio is greater than or equal to 1.00 
based on a current audit, or is less than 1.00 and unit cost 
is greater than 2.5% 

 5 5 
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Line 
Item # 

Category 3 – System Management (Continued) 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

3.D – 
3.F 

Reserved for Other Programs      

 Maximum Points for Category 3 – System Management   15 15 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 3 – System Management    

Line 
Item # 

Category 4 – Affordability 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

4.A Residential Connections     

4.A.1 Less than 20,000 residential connections OR  2  

4.A.2 Less than 10,000 residential connections OR  4  

4.A.3 Less than 5,000 residential connections OR  6  

4.A.4 Less than 1,000 residential connections  10  

4.B Current Monthly Utility Rates at 5,000 Usage    

4.B.1 Greater than $26 OR  2 2 

4.B.2 Greater than $33 OR  4 4 

4.B.3 Greater than $40 OR  6 6 

4.B.4 Greater than $47  8 8 

4.B.5 Greater than $58  12 12 

4.C Local Government Unit (LGU) Indicators    

4.C.1 
2 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark 
OR 

 2 2 

4.C.2 
3 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark 
OR 

 4 4 
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Line 
Item # 

Category 4 – Affordability (Continued) 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SWWR 
Pts 

CWSRF 
Pts 

4.C.3 
4 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark 
OR 

 6 6 

4.C.4 5 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark  8 8 

4.D – 
4.E 

Reserved for Other Programs    

 Maximum Points for Category 4 – Affordability 30 20 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 4 – Affordability    

 
Total of Points for All Categories for Wastewater 

Projects 
  

 
  



 

Agenda Item L – February 28, 2018  
State Water Infrastructure Authority Meeting 

Page | 7 
 

 

PRIORITY RATING SYSTEM for Drinking Water Projects 

Instructions: For each line item, mark “X” to claim the points for that line item. Be sure that your narrative includes 

justification for every line item claimed.  At the end of each Category, provide the total points claimed for each program 
in the subtotal row for that category. Then add the subtotals from each category and enter the Project Total in the last 
line.  Note that some categories have a maximum allowed points that may be less than the total of individual line items. 

Line 
Item # 

Category 1 – Project Purpose 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SDWR 
Pts 

DWSRF 
Pts 

1.A 
Project will eliminate, by merger or dissolution, a failing 
public water supply system   

 25 30 

1.B Project will resolve failed infrastructure issues  25 25 

1.C Project will rehabilitate or replace infrastructure   12 12 

1.C.1 

Treatment units, pumps and/or pump stations to be 
rehabilitated or replaced are greater than 20 years old, 
OR water/sewer lines, storage tanks, drinking water 
wells or intake structures to be rehabilitated or 
replaced are greater than 40 years old 

 8 8 

1.D Project will expand infrastructure   2 2 

1.D.1 

Treatment units, pumps and/or pump stations to be 
rehabilitated or replaced are greater than 20 years old, 
OR lines, storage tanks, drinking water wells or intake 
structures to be rehabilitated or replaced are greater 
than 40 years old 

 8 8 

1.E – 
1.H 

Reserved for Other Programs    

 Maximum Points for Category 1 – Project Purpose   25 30 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 1 – Project Purpose    

Line 
Item # 

Category 2 – Project Benefits 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SDWR 
Pts 

DWSRF 
Pts 

2.A – 
2.A1. 

Reserved for Other Programs    

2.B 

Project provides a specific public health benefit to a public 
water supply system by replacement, repair, or merger; 
includes replacing dry wells, addressing contamination of a 
drinking water source by replacing or additional treatment; 
or resolves managerial, technical & financial issues 

 20 20 

2.C Reserved for Other Programs    
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Line 
Item # 

Category 2 – Project Benefits 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SDWR 
Pts 

DWSRF 
Pts 

2.D 
Project addresses promulgated but not yet effective 
regulations 

 10 10 

2.E Project directly addresses enforcement documents    

2.E.1 

Project directly addresses an EPA Administrative Order 
for a local government Applicant located in a Tier 1 
county, or addresses an existing or pending SOC, or a 
DENR Administrative Order, OR 

 5 5 

2.E.2 
Project directly resolves a Notice of Violation or Notice 
of Deficiency 

 3 3 

2.F Project includes system merger    10 10 

2.G Project addresses documented low pressure    10 10 

2.H 
Project addresses acute contamination of a water supply 
source 

 15 15 

2.I 
Project addresses contamination of a water supply source 
other than acute 

 10 10 

2.J 
Project improves treated water quality by adding or 
upgrading a unit process 

 3 3 

2.K 
Water loss in system to be rehabilitated or replaced is 30% 
or greater 

 3 3 

2.L Project provides a public water system interconnection    

2.L.1 
Project creates a new interconnection between 
systems not previously interconnected OR 

 10 10 

2.L.2 

Project creates an additional or larger interconnection 
between two systems already interconnected which 
allows one system’s public health water needs to be 
met during an emergency OR 

 10 10 

2.L.3 
Project creates any other type of interconnection 
between systems 

 5 5 

2.M – 
2.N 

Reserved for Other Programs     

2.O 
Project provides redundancy/resiliency for critical 
treatment and/or transmission/distribution system 
functions including backup electrical power source 

 3 3 

2.P – 
2S 

Reserved for Other Programs    
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 Maximum Points for Category 2 – Project Benefits   35 35 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 2 – Project Benefits    

Line 
Item # 

Category 3 – System Management 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SDWR 
Pts 

DWSRF 
Pts 

3.A 
Applicant has a current Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) that 
spans at least 10-years and proposed project is included in 
the plan OR 

 2 2 

3.B 
Applicant has implemented an Asset Management Plan as 
of the date of application 

 10 10 

3.C 
System Operating Ratio is greater than or equal to 1.00 
based on a current audit, or is less than 1.00 and unit cost is 
greater than 2.5% 

 5 5 

3.D 
Applicant has an approved Source Water Protection Plan 
and/or a Wellhead Protection Plan  

 5 5 

3.E Applicant has implemented a water loss reduction program  5 5 

3.F 
Applicant has implemented a water conservation incentive 
rate structure 

 3 3 

 Maximum Points for Category 3 – System Management   15 15 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 3 – System Management    

Line 
Item # 

Category 4 – Affordability 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SDWR 
Pts 

DWSRF 
Pts 

4.A Residential Connections     

4.A.1 Less than 20,000 residential connections OR  2  

4.A.2 Less than 10,000 residential connections OR  4  

4.A.3 Less than 5,000 residential connections OR  6  

4.A.4 Less than 1,000 residential connections  10  

4.B Current Monthly Utility Rates at 5,000 Usage    

4.B.1 Greater than $26 OR  2 2 

4.B.2 Greater than $33 OR  4 4 

4.B.3 Greater than $40 OR  6 6 

4.B.4 Greater than $47  8 8 

4.B.5 Greater than $58  12 12 

4.C Local Government Unit (LGU) Indicators    
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Line 
Item # 

Category 4 – Affordability (Continued) 
Claimed 
Yes/No 

SDWR 
Pts 

DWSRF 
Pts 

4.C.1 
2 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark 
OR 

 2 2 

4.C.2 
3 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark 
OR 

 4 4 

4.C.3 
4 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark 
OR 

 6 6 

4.C.4 5 out of 5 LGU indicators worse than state benchmark  8 8 

4.D – 
4.E 

Reserved for Other Programs    

 Maximum Points for Category 4 – Affordability 30 20 

 Subtotal claimed for Category 4 – Affordability    

 
Total of Points for All Categories for Drinking Water 

Projects 
  

 
 


