TREASURE STATE ENDOWMENT PROGRAM

2003 Biennium

Project Evaluations and Funding Recommendations


Montana Department of Commerce


 Peter S. Blouke, Ph.D., Director

January 2001

TABLE OF CONTENTS

          Page No.

Title Page

Table of Contents 

1
Alphabetical Index of TSEP Application (Project) Summaries for the 2003 Biennium

3

Part  1
Executive Summary

5

Part  2
Actions Taken by TSEP Since the 1999 Legislature

7

Part  3
Key Issues for the 2001 Legislature 

  11

Part  4  Funds Available to the 2001 Legislature for TSEP Grant Awards

13

· Coal Severance Tax Trust Fund Flow Chart

 14

· Table 1 – 20 Year TSEP Deposits and Interest Earnings
 
15

Part  5  TSEP Application Evaluation, Ranking and Recommendation Process




· Process MDOC Uses to Recommend TSEP Projects for Funding

 17

· Step 1 of the Process – Ranking of Seven Statutory Priorities 

 17

· Table 2 – TSEP Applications - Scores on the Seven Statutory Priorities and Final Ranking Recommendations for the 2003 Biennium

 21

· Step 2 of the Process – Financial Assistance Analysis 

 23

· Table 3 – TSEP Financial Assistance Analysis/Grant Award Recommendations for the 2003 Biennium

 25
Part  6 TSEP Application (Project) Summaries for the 2003 Biennium


Index of Applicants and Projects 

 27


Glossary of Acronyms Used in the Tsep Application (Project) Summaries

 29


Project #1
Lewis and Clark County

 31


Project #2
Alder Water and Sewer District, Madison County

 37


Project #3 
Hot Springs, Town of

 43


Project #4 
Whitewater Water and Sewer District, Phillips County

 49


Project #5 
Virginia City, Town of

 55

Project #6 
Froid, Town of

 61

Project #7 
Nashua, Town of

 67

Project #8 
Richland County

 73

Project #9 
Lavina, Town of

 79

Project #10 
Gardiner-Park County Water District, Park County

 85

Project #11
Park City/County Water and Sewer District, Stillwater County

 91

Project #12
Stanford, Town of
 
97

Project #13
Florence County Water and Sewer District, Ravalli County

103

Project #14
Ashland County Water and Sewer District, Rosebud County

107

Project #15
Geraldine, Town of

113
Project #16
Manhattan, Town of

119

Project #17
Lambert County Water and Sewer District, Richland County 

125

Project #18
Browning, Town of

131

Project #19
Kevin, Town of

139

Project #20
Power-Teton Co. Water and Sewer District, Teton County

143


Project #21
Blackfeet Tribe

149




 


Project #22
Whitefish, City of

157



 


Project #23
Choteau, City of

161
 




Project #24
Lockwood Water and Sewer District, Yellowstone County 

165

Project #25
Eureka, Town of

171


 


Project #26
Shelby, City of

175



 


Project #27
Charlo Sewer District, Lake County

181
 


Project #28
Essex Water and Sewer District, Flathead County
 
187

Project #29
Helena, City of

193



 


Project #30
Hinsdale Water and Sewer District, Valley County
 
197

Project #31
Havre, City of

203



 


Project #32
Fairfield, Town of

209


 


Project #33
Yellowstone County

213


 


Project #34
Jordan, Town of

219


 


Project #35
Cascade County

225


 


Project #36
Butte–Silver Bow County

231

 


Project #37 
Kalispell, City of

237


 
       

Project #38
Polson, City of

243





Appendices

A.
TSEP Enabling Statute 

249

B. Seven TSEP Statutory Priorities and Scoring Criteria

253

C. Status of TSEP Projects Approved by Previous Legislatures

267

Tables

1.
20 Year TSEP Deposits and Interest Earnings

15

2. TSEP Applications – Scores on the Seven Statutory Priorities and 


Final Ranking Recommendations for the 2003 Biennium

21

3. TSEP Financial Assistance Analysis/Grant Award Recommendations 


for the 2003 Biennium

25


ALPHABETICAL INDEX


FOR TSEP APPLICATION (PROJECT) SUMMARIES FOR THE 2003 BIENNIUM

Name of Applicant





Project Ranking 
          Page No.










 

Alder Water and Sewer District, Madison County
Project # 2

37


Ashland County Water and Sewer District, Rosebud County 
Project # 14

107
Blackfeet Tribe 
Project # 21

149
Browning, Town of 
Project # 18

131
Butte–Silver Bow County 
Project # 36

231
Cascade County 
Project # 35

225
Charlo Sewer District, Lake County 
Project # 27

181
Choteau, City of 
Project # 23

161
Essex Water and Sewer District, Flathead County 
Project # 28

187
Eureka, Town of 
Project # 25

171
Fairfield, Town of 
Project # 32

209
Florence County Water and Sewer District, Ravalli County 
Project # 13

103
Froid, Town of 
Project # 6

61
Gardiner-Park County Water District, Park County 
Project # 10

85
Geraldine, Town of 
Project # 15

113
Havre, City of 
Project # 31

203
Helena, City of 
Project # 29

193
Hinsdale Water and Sewer District, Valley County 
Project # 30

197
Hot Springs, Town of 
Project # 3

43
Jordan, Town of 
Project # 34

219
Kalispell, City of 
Project # 37

237
Kevin, Town of 
Project # 19

139
Lambert County Water and Sewer District, Richland County 
Project # 17

125
Lavina, Town of 
Project # 9

79
Lewis and Clark County 
Project # 1

31
Lockwood Water and Sewer District, Yellowstone County 
Project # 24

165
Manhattan, Town of 
Project # 16

119
Nashua, Town of 
Project # 7

67
Park City/County Water & Sewer District, Stillwater County 
Project # 11

91
Polson, City of 
Project # 38

243

Power-Teton Co. Water and Sewer District, Teton County 
Project # 20

143
Richland County 
Project # 8

73
Shelby, City of 
Project # 26

175
Stanford, Town of 
Project # 12

97
Virginia City, Town of 
Project # 5

55
Whitefish, City of 
Project # 22

157
Whitewater Water and Sewer District, Phillips County 
Project # 4

49
Yellowstone County 
Project # 33

213

PART 1


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. For the 2003 biennium, 43 applications were submitted to the Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP).  Four of the applications came from communities that were funded by the legislative special session held in May 2000, which took place after the deadline for submitting TSEP applications.  Upon notification that TSEP funds were committed to their projects, the four communities withdrew their applications.  A fifth community, the Town of Cascade, withdrew its application during the ranking process because it was alternatively funded through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program in August 2000.  

The remaining 38 applications that were evaluated and are presented in this report have requested $16,771,278 in TSEP grant funds.  In addition to Cascade County’s grant request, the county has requested $211,000 in TSEP loan funds to provide the match to its TSEP grant request.  See Part 6 for a description, evaluation and recommendation for each application.

2. Based on revenue projections from the Governor’s Office of Budget and Program Planning, it has been estimated that TSEP will have $14,078,736 in endowment interest earnings available for TSEP grant awards for the 2003 biennium.  This is a net figure, after deducting administrative expenses and $425,000 for preliminary engineering grants.  See Part 4 for more information on the amount of funds that will be available.  

3. Based on $14,078,736 being available for grants, 31 projects have been recommended for funding that is guaranteed as long as applicants have met all start-up requirements before the end of the 2003 biennium.  Three additional projects are recommended for funding contingent upon TSEP funds being available.  See Tables 2 and 3 in Part 5 for more information on the rank order of projects and the amounts recommended. 

4. The review and ranking of TSEP applications is a two step process.  First, the Department of Commerce (MDOC) is required by statute to review and rank TSEP project proposals and prepare a list of recommended projects, based on seven statutory priorities.  Secondly, the department is also required by statute to recommend the form and amount of financial assistance for each project.  The Governor reviews the department’s recommendations and submits his recommendations to the legislature.  The legislature makes the final decisions on funding awards.  See Part 5 for more information about the review and ranking of TSEP applications.

5. MDOC research findings indicate that the principal reason why so many local public facilities are deficient is that most options for correcting deficiencies are simply not considered affordable by local residents.  This finding is especially true for most of Montana’s communities because these facilities are very expensive to construct, the cost is usually divided among a relatively small number of households and the community may also need to upgrade other facilities at the same time.  An article in the Montana Policy Review published in the Fall of 1992 by Kenneth L. Weaver, director of the Local Government Center at Montana State University, titled “The Treasure State Endowment Program: A Question of Incentives,“ reported that low interest loans may not provide sufficient incentive to communities to take on an expensive infrastructure project that will create user fees that will not be affordable to the users of the system.  In summary, the article discussed how most of Montana’s communities need significant grants to write down the total cost of projects and that some jurisdictions cannot service the long-term debt of a loan at any rate of interest. The TSEP program has been designed to help address this “affordability“ problem.

Since the inception of the program, almost all TSEP applications have been for matching grants.  Even when local governments have asked for or been awarded TSEP loans, the loans have never been utilized.  Grants have been the preferred type of TSEP funding by local governments for various reasons.  The first and most important reason is the affordability issue discussed above, which indicates that grants are needed to make most local projects financially feasible and affordable.  Secondly, if a loan is appropriate, there are other state and federal loan programs with better rates and terms for water and wastewater projects.  Finally, grant funds are extremely limited. The TSEP staff may recommend loans when the recommendation for grant funds is reduced or not recommended at all, there is no loan program already involved in the project, and the project is technically and financially feasible.  Under policies previously established by the state, any loans requested from, or recommended by, TSEP would be administered by DNRC to avoid establishing a duplicative state loan program.

6. During the original legislative discussion of TSEP, legislators stated that applicants should make the maximum effort to pay for local public facility projects with their own resources before they ask the state to subsidize a local project.  There was also a strong consensus among the local officials and legislators that participated in the original public hearings on TSEP that communities should participate in the funding of any public facility project in proportion to their financial resources.  The challenge is to try to define a reasonable “maximum local financial effort.“  In particular, the department had to find a way to estimate whether an individual TSEP applicant needed a TSEP grant, loan, or a grant/loan combination to make the applicant’s project affordable and feasible, yet ensuring “maximum local financial effort“ on behalf of the applicant.

In order to objectively analyze applications for funding, the department has attempted to estimate what is a reasonable level of affordability and has established “target rates“ that applicants are expected to reach before grant funds are recommended for the project.  Target rates are based on a percentage of a community’s median household income, making target rates unique financial measures for each of Montana’s communities and allowing TSEP staff to objectively compare the relative financial capacity of each applicant.  See Part 5 for more information on the financial analysis.

7. Eligible TSEP applicants include cities, towns, counties, consolidated governments, tribal governments, and county or multi-county water, sewer, or solid waste districts.

8. Eligible TSEP projects include drinking water systems, wastewater treatment facilities, sanitary or storm sewer systems, solid waste disposal and separation systems, and bridges.

9. Eligible TSEP applicants may submit one application for up to $500,000 for a TSEP grant to assist with funding a construction project.  Eligible TSEP applicants may also apply for construction loans or for loans for the preparation of preliminary engineering studies. 

10. The 1999 Legislature, during the special session in May 2000, amended the TSEP statute that resulted in a statutory appropriation of $425,000 in each biennium to be used by the department to provide grants to local governments for preliminary engineering studies.  These grants will start becoming available after July 2001.  The department will begin the rule making early in 2001 in order to adopt guidelines related to the provision of these grants.

11. TSEP was authorized by Montana voters with the passage of Legislative Referendum 110 on June 2, 1992.  The law has been codified as Sections 90-6-701 through 90-6-710, MCA, as amended by the 1999 Legislature.  See Appendix A for the complete text of the statute.

PART 2

ACTIONS Taken by TSEP Since the 1999 Legislature
Improvements to the Application Ranking Process 

Scoring Levels Pre-Defined – Over the past few years, the TSEP staff has attempted to further improve the objectivity of the scoring and ranking procedures.  In our continuing effort to improve the procedures, the scoring levels for each statutory priority have been pre-defined.  This improvement allows applicants’ responses to each of the statutory priorities to be compared to pre-established scoring level definitions instead of comparing one applicant’s response to another applicant’s response and attempting to judge which response is better.  

As part of the process to pre-define the scoring levels, the department contracted with private sector engineering firms to develop scoring level definitions for statutory priority one, which relates to whether there is a serious and urgent health or safety threat and whether local governments meet state or federal health or safety standards.  The general methodology that the engineers developed is applicable to any of the eligible types of TSEP projects.  In addition to the general definitions, very specific information about the scoring level definitions, along with examples, was developed for each type of eligible TSEP project.  Once the scoring level definitions were initially developed, they were reviewed by the Montana Departments of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Transportation (MDT).  These pre-defined scoring levels have been further tested and refined during the department’s scoring of CDBG and TSEP applications.  See Appendix B for the actual scoring level definitions.

As a result of this undertaking to pre-define scoring levels, TSEP applicants are able to determine in advance approximately what score they are likely to receive on any particular statutory priority, with the exception of the second priority which is based on a financial need analysis. 

Improvements to the Engineering Review Process – In addition to defining the scoring levels, the department has made other changes in an attempt to improve the ranking process.  For instance, applicants are now allowed to review and comment on the first draft engineering review report related to statutory priorities one and three.  This analysis is produced by private sector engineers that the department contracts with, prior to the TSEP ranking team meeting to score these two statutory priorities. While applicants are not allowed to introduce any new information that was not included in the application, they can point out information that was possibly missed during the evaluation or clarify information that was apparently interpreted incorrectly.  

The department contracted with a total of seven engineering firms for this application cycle.  Each firm that submitted a response to the department’s request for proposal was retained.  The department felt that the increased number of engineering firms would lessen the weight of the opinion and potential bias of any one firm, and thereby increase the department’s confidence that the team was impartially scoring statutory priorities one and three.  In another change, the department assigned a limited number of applications to be reviewed by a second engineering firm for quality control purposes. The department feels that the combination of these changes has further improved the consistency and objectively of the process, and in general, has made the process even more fair.

Completion of a New Publication 

The department prepared a new technical assistance manual to assist local governments called Building It Right.  The manual provides local governments with step by step information about the process of bidding a project and managing the actual project construction.  The department retained Morrison-Maierle, Inc., an engineering firm with extensive experience in Montana, to write the manual.  

Changes and Additions to the TSEP Application Guidelines 

The department proposed and adopted several changes and additions in the 2000-2001 TSEP Application Guidelines.  The majority of the changes related to the legislature’s amendments to the TSEP statute during the 1999 session.  New evaluation criteria were developed for each of the seven statutory priorities.  Another major change consisted of adding to the list of what constitutes a “match” to the TSEP funds.  Matching funds now also include: 

1. funds expended after the TSEP application deadline, but before approval by the legislature, for project management, final engineering design, and other reasonable expenses necessary to prepare the project for the construction phase, 

2. the value of land or materials provided by the applicant, if appraised within a two-year period preceding the application deadline, 

3. the value of labor performed by the applicant’s employees on the proposed project, and 

4. the value of machinery used in the process of constructing the project that is owned (or leased) and operated by the applicant.  

Impact of HB 260

The 1999 Legislature passed HB 260, which in addition to several other things, would have resulted in ten additional TSEP projects being funded beyond the original 22 projects proposed for funding at the beginning of the session through HB 11.  However, as a result of HB 260 being declared unconstitutional by the Montana Supreme Court, seven of those projects were no longer going to be funded by TSEP and the remaining three projects were to be funded only if there were funds available at the end of the 2001 biennium. 

The special session in May 2000, provided an additional $3,000,000 in general funds through HB 1, that was added to the TSEP funds provided through HB 11, in order to fund the ten additional projects.  The last four of the ten projects are to be funded only if there are sufficient funds available at the end of the 2001 biennium.  

However, based on projections provided by the Governor’s Office of Budget and Program Planning in October 2000, there is anticipated to be a shortfall from the original projections of the TSEP revenues in the current biennium.  If this becomes a reality, TSEP would not be able to fully fund all ten of the additional projects. 

Assuming that all of the 32 projects authorized for funding have met the start-up requirements before the end of the 2001 biennium, TSEP would likely have obligated all of the appropriated funds and not be able to fund the last three contingently authorized projects:

· City of Harlem – water project authorized $179,311. The city would be required to find alternative funding sources, re-apply for TSEP funding in the next funding cycle, or cancel their project.

· Midvale Water and Sewer District – water project authorized $374,720.  Currently, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Development (RD), Rural Utilities Service is the other source of funding for this project.   RD has already obligated a loan in order to purchase the existing private system and make improvements.  If TSEP funds do not become available, the scope of the project would be reduced and only critical improvements would be made to the system. 

· City of Shelby – water project authorized $400,000.  This was the last project authorized on the 2001 biennium funding list, and as a result, they submitted an application for funding through the 2003 biennium in case funding does not become available through the 2001 biennium. The City of Shelby was ranked 26th in the current competition, and if approved by this legislature they would be guaranteed funding through the 2003 biennium authorized funding.

In addition, there would potentially be a shortfall of approximately $8,300 that would be needed to fully fund the Elk Meadows Water and Sewer District water project, which was contingently authorized to receive $210,000.  Any shortfall for this project would need to be funded through another source.  

Status of Previously Approved TSEP Projects 

A summary of the projects approved by the previous legislatures is presented in Appendix C.  Each project summary includes an up-to-date picture of the actual project costs, sources of funding, and current status.

PART 3

KEY ISSUES FOR THE 2001 LEGISLATURE
TSEP Related Bills Submitted to the Legislature

HB 11 – In addition to authorizing funding to projects from the treasure state endowment fund, HB 11 would also appropriate $3,000,000 from the treasure state endowment regional water system fund created by the 1999 Legislature to finance the state’s share of authorized regional water system projects.  It would authorize funds for the Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority and the North Central Montana Regional Water Authority if either requires state matching funds to proceed with their projects.  The Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority has received authorization from the federal government to proceed with the Fort Peck/Dry Prairie Rural Water System, and was appropriated $425,000 in the 2001 federal budget in order to conduct an environmental assessment and perform other engineering work.  The department would only disburse funds on a reimbursement basis as the regional water authority incurs eligible project expenses.  The regional water authority must document that local matching funds are committed in equal proportion to the department’s disbursement.

LC 0228 – This bill would amend 17-5-703, MCA to make permanent the treasure state endowment regional water system fund.  The statute already provides that coal severance tax deposits into the fund will end on June 30, 2013.  However, the statute also provides that the fund itself will end on June 30, 2013. The termination date creates a problem since the two projects already recognized for funding will each take approximately ten years to construct, once they are authorized by the federal government, which will be well beyond 2013.  As a result, the treasure state endowment regional water system fund needs to continue in order to provide the state’s share needed to fund these projects.  In addition, it is possible that other regional water systems might be proposed in the future that the legislature would also be interested in funding.  By making the fund permanent, the mechanism to fund other potential projects would be in place.

LC 0377 – At the request of the Drought Task Force chaired by Lt. Governor Martz, the department drafted LC0377.  This bill would appropriate $250,000 each biennium from the treasure state endowment special revenue account to the Department of Commerce to be used for emergency grants to local governments for infrastructure projects that are required to remedy threats to the local health or safety.  These emergency grants would only be provided to local governments when it is necessary to remedy conditions that if allowed to continue until legislative approval could be obtained would endanger the public health or safety of the residents in the community and expose the applicant to substantial financial risk.  

Situations that would warrant an emergency grant might include a lagoon dike that has failed leaving the town with no place to store wastewater that must still be treated before it is discharged.  Another situation might be when the town’s only well stops producing and a new well needs to be drilled in order to provide drinking water.  

Projects requiring an emergency grant would be limited in scope.  Emergency grants would not be provided for more comprehensive type projects that are usually submitted to TSEP and that go through the legislative process.  Emergency grants would likely be limited to quick repairs as compared to replacement of facilities.  Emergency grants would not be provided if the implementation of reasonable management practices could forestall the risks to health or safety until legislative approval could be obtained.  An example of this would be if a bridge collapsed, but traffic could be re-routed without an excessive and lengthy detour. 

The amount of the grant would also be limited and local governments would be expected to provide the maximum amount of local funds short of incurring substantial financial risk by depleting all of their own capital.  Based upon the experience of the Department of Natural Resource and Conservation (DNRC), with the limited emergency funds that have been available to them, emergency grants typically do not exceed approximately $30,000.  DNRC has had $125,000 available for emergency grants each biennium, however this amount does not always provide a sufficient amount needed to meet all of the emergencies that arise.  As of November 2000, they only have $4,000 remaining.  Even though they have been very conservative with the awarding of emergency grants, they typically utilize all of the emergency funds each biennium.  

Funds set aside for emergency grants would not be carried over into another biennium unless the funds had already been obligated to a local government.  In other words, a maximum of $250,000 would be available each new biennium.  The bill provides that the Department of Commerce would inform the governor and the legislative finance committee of any emergency grants awarded during a biennium.

The bill would also clarify language added by the 1999 Legislature’s special session that met in May 2000. It would make clear that grants for engineering work are for “local governments” as defined in 90-6-701(3)(b) and for “infrastructure projects” as defined in 90-6-701(3)(a).  It also makes clear that these grants are for “preliminary” engineering work as compared to final design, which is accomplished after a local government has obtained all of its funding and is preparing to construct the project.  In addition, the bill provides that the department would inform the governor and the legislative finance committee of any preliminary engineering grants awarded during a biennium.

Referral of Current TSEP Projects for Consideration of Continued Funding

As a standard policy, the department refers previously approved projects back to the legislature for its consideration of whether to continue funding the project if:

1.
the project has not commenced or completed its project in a timely manner, or 

2.
the local government requests a modification that significantly affects the scope of work or budget that would materially alter the intent and circumstances under which the application was originally ranked by the department and approved by the Governor and legislature.

No such projects have been listed here since this report is produced well in advance of the legislature meeting.  As a result, the department will provide a list of any projects that are to be referred back to the legislature to the Joint Long-Range Planning Subcommittee for that committee’s consideration.  The department will also include its recommendations for either the continued funding or termination of funding for the projects referred. 

PART 4

FUNDS AVAILABLE TO THE 2001 LEGISLATURE FOR TSEP GRANT AWARDS

Under 17-5-703, MCA, there is a separate sub-fund called the treasure state endowment fund (the ”fund”), established within the permanent coal severance tax trust fund (the ”trust”) to generate ongoing funding for TSEP projects.  As a sub-fund of the trust, the fund principal is afforded the same constitutional protection as the principal in the trust.  The Montana constitution states ”The principal of the trust shall forever remain inviolate unless appropriated by a vote of three-fourths of the members of each house of the legislature.”  

On July 1, 1993, $10 million was transferred from the trust to the fund, and 50 percent of the coal severance taxes started transferring from the trust to the fund for a 20-year period.  In 1999, the legislature increased the percent of the coal severance taxes earmarked for the fund from 50 percent to 75 percent.  The flow chart on the next page illustrates the mechanics of the flow of funds into the permanent coal severance tax trust fund and the treasure state endowment fund.  Revenues for TSEP grants are generated by interest earnings on the principal of the fund.  Only the interest earnings on the fund may be spent for TSEP grants and program administration.  

There were 38 TSEP applications submitted by local governments to the department, requesting $16,771,278 in TSEP funds from the 2003 biennium.  Based on revenue projections provided by the Governor’s Office of Budget and Program Planning in October 2000, it has been projected that TSEP will have $14,078,736 (after subtracting $739,264 for administrative expenses and $425,000 for preliminary engineering grants) for matching construction grants during the 2003 biennium.  This figure is subject to change as a result of the actual expenses incurred and actual fund earnings received during the biennium.  The fund earnings can change as a result of the actual coal severance taxes received by the state and the rate of interest that the fund earns.

Table 1 on page 15 shows the actual and projected deposits into the treasure state endowment fund, along with the interest earnings, from FY 1994 to FY 2014.  The projections are only rough estimates because of the difficulty of projecting interest rates, coal production, and program operating expenses so far into the future. The projections assume $12 million in annual deposits (based on the fund receiving 75 percent of the coal severance taxes) and a 7.25 percent interest earning rate.

Based on these assumptions, interest earnings will grow by approximately $3,480,000 each biennium.  It is estimated that by fiscal year 2014, principal in the fund will reach almost $233 million, with interest earnings of approximately $33 million each biennium.

TSEP loans would be funded from proceeds of coal severance tax bonds rather than interest earnings on the principal of the fund.  The coal severance tax bonds would be sold by the state, which would be repaid by the loan payments made by local government loan recipients.  However, no loans have been issued through TSEP to date.  

<insert> COAL SEVERANCE TAX TRUST FUND FLOW CHART 

<insert> Table 1 - Coal Severance Tax Trust Fund Deposits 
PART 5

TSEP APPLICATION

EVALUATION, RANKING AND RECOMMENDATION PROCESS
Process Mdoc Uses to Recommend TSEP Projects for Funding
The process that the department uses to make its funding recommendations is based on the following principles:

1.
In compliance with the intent of the statute, the applicants' scores on the seven statutory priorities provide the overall rank order of applicants;

2.
The statute also requires the department to recommend the form and amount of the TSEP financing. Applicants with water, wastewater and solid waste projects that are not proposing to have user rates at or above the applicant’s target rate are not recommended for grant awards, but may be recommended for loan funds if a loan source has not already been identified; and
3.
Projects that appear to have major financial or technical feasibility problems are not recommended for funding at this time.

Step One of the Process – Ranking of Projects Based on the Seven Statutory Priorities 

Based on 90-6-710 (2), MCA, and under the precedents established in the last four funding cycles by the department, the Governor, and the legislature, the department uses a two-step process to develop the recommendations provided to the Governor and the legislature.  In the first step, the applications are scored and ranked according to the seven statutory priorities.  The criteria by which TSEP applications are evaluated and scored are found in Appendix B.  The department’s ranking results are summarized in Table 2 – “TSEP Applications – Scores on the Seven Statutory Priorities and Final Ranking Recommendations for the 2003 Biennium” on page 21.  Details on how each application was scored are found in the Part 6, in the individual reports for each project.

The TSEP applications were analyzed by the department's staff and consulting engineers.  The department contracted with seven engineering firms to review and analyze each of the preliminary engineering reports submitted with the applications.  Upon finishing their review, all of the engineers met as a group, along with the department’s TSEP ranking team, to score the first and third statutory priorities for each application.  A consensus approach was used by the team to assure consistency and fairness in applying the scoring criteria. The department’s TSEP ranking team scored the remainder of the seven statutory priorities.  The seven statutory priorities consider the extent to which the proposed projects:

1. Solve urgent and serious public health or safety problems and enable local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards;

2. Reflect greater need for financial assistance than other projects;

3.
Incorporate appropriate, cost-effective technical design and that provide thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs;

4.
Reflect substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective, long-term planning and management of public facilities and that attempt to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources;

5. Enable local governments to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP;

6. Provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or maintain or do not discourage expansion of the tax base; and 

7. Are high local priorities and have strong community support.

In order to score each project on Statutory Priority #2 (Financial Need), MDOC analyzes each applicant’s relative financial need compared to other like applicants.  This financial assessment uses two indicators:

Indicator 1.  Economic Condition of Households Analysis – This indicator provides a comparative measure of the ability to pay for infrastructure and public services.  It consists of ranking each applicant in relation to the community’s “Median Household Income“ (MHI), the percent of persons in the jurisdiction at or below the level designated as “Low to Moderate Income“ (LMI), and the percent of persons at or below the level designated as “Poverty“.  MHI is calculated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census as the amount of household income above and below which the household incomes in a jurisdiction are equally distributed. In other words, there are as many households with incomes above MHI as there are below MHI.  These three statistics - MHI, LMI and Poverty - provide a means of identifying concentrations of population which have relatively less ability to pay for public services.  

Indicator 2.  Financial Analysis – The analysis for the second indicator is different depending on the type of project.  

Water, Wastewater, or Solid Waste Projects
For water, wastewater, or solid waste projects, the analysis is based on “Target Rate Analysis.“  It is used by MDOC to help determine the amount of grant funds a community needs to ensure that the combined monthly water and wastewater user rates will be reasonably affordable for its citizens.  Target rate analysis compares the applicant’s projected user rates to predetermined benchmarks or "targets."  Target user rates are based on a percentage of the MHI of the community.  This approach has been used by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development/Rural Utilities Service program and the department’s Community Development Block Grant program for many years.

Target user rates were determined by surveying the average, monthly water and wastewater rates currently paid by Montana communities, which had recently improved their water or sewer systems and the percentage of their combined rates as a ratio of their MHI.  The analysis looks at the combined rates for water and wastewater systems whenever communities have both systems, to ensure that the low rates for an applicant's wastewater system do not ignore the high rates that are charged for the water system (or vice versa), thereby understating an applicant's need for financial assistance.  A community’s target rate was computed by multiplying the community’s MHI by the combined target percentage of 2.2 percent (1.4 percent for water systems and .8 percent for wastewater systems).  For communities with a water or wastewater system, but not the other, only the target percentage for the single system was used.

Bridge Projects
The financial analysis of the bridge project applications submitted, which are funded through general taxes, were analyzed in a different manner from the water, wastewater, and solid waste projects, which are enterprise systems and typically financed through user fees.  Instead, the analysis for the bridge projects looked at the efforts by applicants to finance their bridge systems and their ability to fund their projects without TSEP assistance.  The financial analysis for bridge applicants is primarily based on two indicators, along with some additional information from the county, to provide a more complete picture of how it is funding its bridge system.

The first indicator measures the residential property tax burden as a percentage of the county’s MHI.  This is accomplished by evaluating the residential portion of both the property tax levy for bridges and total mill levy, as a percentage of MHI.  The purpose of this indicator is to measure the property tax burden on residential taxpayers relative to other counties, and more specifically, the residential property tax burden related to taxes being levied for bridges.  By looking at what counties were levying for bridges in 1999, MDOC determined that the median county property tax levy for bridges statewide is .04 percent of a county’s MHI. The median is computed using only those counties that use some local property tax revenues to fund their bridge systems.  For counties with an all-purpose levy, the analysis used that portion of the levy that is used for its bridge system.  In order for a county to be competitive in the financial analysis, it should currently levy for bridges an amount equal to or greater than .04 percent of a county’s MHI.  The state median in 1999 for the total residential property tax burden is 2.93 percent of a county’s MHI.  Counties that are levying an amount equal to or greater than the state median were also more competitive in the financial analysis. 

The second indicator measures the effects of changes in the applicant’s ability to levy taxes.  This is accomplished by evaluating changes in mill value, number of bridge mills levied, and the actual bridge levy. In general, in order for a county to be competitive in the financial analysis, it should be levying for bridges, an amount equal to or greater than what was being levied in 1986 (the year that the taxation restrictions imposed by Initiative 105 took effect).  However, if a county is levying less than it was in 1986, MDOC took into account decreases in the county’s mill value and whether the number of bridge mills were increased in an attempt to maintain the bridge levy at a level similar to 1986.

Final Competitive Ranking Score on Statutory Priority #2  – The results from Indicators 1 and 2 were added together on a weighted basis to determine an applicant's final score on Statutory Priority #2.

<insert> Table 2 – TSEP Applications – Scores on the Seven Statutory Priorities and Final Ranking Recommendations for the 2003 Biennium 

Step Two of the Process – Financial Assistance Analysis
The second step of the process requires the department to make recommendations on the form and amount of financing.  The department’s ranking results and recommendations on the amount of grant funding for each application is summarized in Table 3 – “Financial Assistance Analysis/Grant Award Recommendations for the 2003 Biennium” on page 25.  Details on the basis for the department’s recommendation concerning the form and amount of funding for each application are found in the individual reports for each project in Part 6.

In order to make the recommendation, the department conducted a financial analysis to ensure that applicants are providing a reasonable amount of local funds towards the project.  The type of financial analysis used depended on the type of project.  

Water, Wastewater, or Solid Waste Projects
The financial analysis used to analyze water, wastewater and solid waste projects, determines whether the applicant would be at or above its target rate, and if not, whether it has additional debt capacity, and therefore, has the ability to borrow additional funds for the project in place of TSEP grant funds.  The amount of the grant award recommendation for water, wastewater and solid waste projects is based on whether the applicant has proposed to have user rates at or above the applicant’s target rate.  It is important to note that during the 1999 Legislature, the Long-Range Planning Subcommittee established that TSEP grants should only be approved for water, wastewater and solid waste projects where the applicant has proposed to have user rates at or above the applicant’s target rate.

In conducting the financial analysis, MDOC used only 90 percent of the target rate as the basis for comparison against actual rates.  This provides local governments with a “margin“ or “cushion,“ which can be used to meet emergencies or other facility needs that may be unknown at this time.  If the applicant's actual combined water and wastewater rates, or solid waste rate, after implementation of the TSEP project, would be less than the target rate, then the amount of debt that can reasonably be assumed by the applicant was subtracted from the grant request to determine the recommended grant award.  If the applicant would have adequate debt capacity to assume a loan in place of the requested TSEP grant and still have user rates below the applicant’s target rate, MDOC did not recommend awarding any grant funds. 
Bridge Projects
The financial analysis used in the analysis of bridge projects, is primarily based on two indicators.  The first indicator measures the residential property tax burden as a percentage of the county’s MHI.  The second indicator measures the effects of changes in the applicant’s ability to levy property taxes.  In order for an applicant to receive a recommendation by MDOC for full funding under the financial analysis, a county should be:

1.
currently levying for bridges an amount equal to or greater than .04 percent of a county’s MHI.  However, if a county is levying an amount less than .04 percent of a county’s MHI, MDOC took into consideration a county’s non-property tax revenues that it is using to fund its bridge system.  For counties that use an all purpose levy, the financial analysis used that portion of the levy that is used for its bridge system; and 

2.
levying an amount equal to or greater than what was being levied in 1986 for bridges (the year that the taxation restrictions imposed by Initiative 105 took effect).  However, if a county is levying less than it was in 1986 for bridges, MDOC took into account decreases in a county’s mill value and whether the number of bridge mills were increased in an attempt to maintain the bridge levy at a level similar to 1986.  

The amount of the grant award recommendation for bridge projects is based on the degree to which counties have attempted to fund their bridge systems and the impact of restrictions on their ability to levy taxes.  If it did not appear that the county had sufficiently funded their bridge system given their ability to levy taxes, MDOC reduced the amount of the grant award or recommended no grant funding for the applicant.
Conclusion
The process of evaluating and ranking TSEP applications is complex because of the numerous review elements, differences between applicants, and the complexities of different types of community infrastructure and financing methods for each.  The department stressed objectivity and fairness in the procedures used to evaluate and score TSEP applications.

While no system is perfect, the methodology used in the financial analysis of water, wastewater and solid waste projects represents fourteen years of effort to develop a system that analyzes relative financial need and capacity, and that is fair and equitable to all applicants.  The MDOC financial analysis methodology used for water, wastewater and solid waste projects is considered a model nationally and was highlighted at the Council of State Community Development Agencies Annual Infrastructure Workshop held in Washington D.C. in 1996.  The MDOC financial analysis methodology used for bridge projects represents six years of effort with a concentrated effort to refine the methodology prior to the 1999 legislature.  The department is not aware of any other financial analysis methodology for bridge projects similar to what the department has developed.  
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PART 6

TSEP APPLICATION (PROJECT) SUMMARIES FOR THE 2003 BIENNIUM

Index of Applicants and Projects

Project No.  
Name of Applicant





 Page No.
Project #1 
Lewis and Clark County 

31

Project #2
Alder Water and Sewer District, Madison County 

37

Project #3 
Hot Springs, Town of

43

Project #4 
Whitewater Water and Sewer District, Phillips County

49

Project #5
Virginia City, Town of 

55

Project #6 
Froid, Town of

61

Project #7 
Nashua, Town of

67

Project #8 
Richland County

73

Project #9 
Lavina, Town of

79

Project #10 
Gardiner-Park County Water District, Park County   

85

Project #11
Park City/County Water and Sewer District, Stillwater County

91

Project #12
Stanford, Town of 

97

Project #13
Florence County Water and Sewer District, Ravalli County

103

Project #14
Ashland County Water and Sewer District, Rosebud County

107

Project #15
Geraldine, Town of

113

Project #16
Manhattan, Town of

119

Project #17
Lambert County Water and Sewer District, Richland County 

125

Project #18
Browning, Town of

131

Project #19
Kevin, Town of

139

Project #20
Power-Teton Co. Water and Sewer District, Teton County 

143

Project #21
Blackfeet Tribe

149

Project #22
Whitefish, City of

157

Project #23
Choteau, City of

161

Project #24
Lockwood Water and Sewer District, Yellowstone County 

165

Project #25
Eureka, Town of

171

Project #26
Shelby, City of

175

Project #27
Charlo Sewer District, Lake County

181

Project #28
Essex Water and Sewer District, Flathead County

187

Project #29
Helena, City of

193

Project #30
Hinsdale Water and Sewer District, Valley County

197

Project #31
Havre, City of

203

Project #32
Fairfield, Town of

209

Project #33
Yellowstone County

213

Project #34
Jordan, Town of

219

Project #35
Cascade County

225

Project #36
Butte–Silver Bow County

231

Project #37 
Kalispell, City of

237

Project #38
Polson, City of

243

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 

USED IN THE TSEP Application (PROJECT) SUMMARIES
AASHTO 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (refers to road and bridge standards)

BOD

Biochemical Oxygen Demand (a water quality measurement)

CDBG

Community Development Block Grant Program (MDOC)

CIP

Capital Improvements Plan

DEQ

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

DHES

Montana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences (previous name for DEQ)

DNRC

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation

ED

Economic Development

EDA

Economic Development Agency (U.S. Department of Commerce)

EPA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FEMA

Federal Emergency Management Administration

FW&P

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

HDPE

High Density Polyethylene (type of plastic pipe)

HUD

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

I&I

Infiltration and Inflow (engineering analysis term)

INTERCAP
Intermediate Term Capital Program (Board of Investments)

ISO

Insurance Services Office

LMI

Low and Moderate Income

MCL

Maximum Contaminant Level (a water quality measurement)

MDOC

Montana Department of Commerce

MDT

Montana Department of Transportation

mg/L

Milligrams Per Liter

MHI

Median Household Income

MOA

Memorandum of Understanding

MPDES

Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

N/A

Not Applicable (typically refers to the fact that an applicant does not have either a water or wastewater system)

NCRS

National Conservation and Resource Service

O&M

Operation and Maintenance

PVC

Poly Vinyl Chloride (type of plastic pipe)

RD

Rural Development (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Utilities Service)

RRGL

Renewable Resource Grant and Loan Program (DNRC)

SID

Special Improvement District

SCS

Soil Conservation Service 

EPA

Environmental Protection Agency

SRF

State Revolving Loan Fund (Water and Wastewater) Programs (DEQ)

STAG

State and Tribal Assistance Grant (EPA)

TA

Technical Assistance

TSEP

Treasure State Endowment Program (MDOC)

TSS

Total Solids Suspended (a water quality measurement)

USFS

U.S. Forest Service

WQB

Water Quality Bureau (DEQ)
APPENDIX A


TSEP ENABLING STATUTE
The Treasure State Endowment Program is a state-funded program designed to assist communities in financing public facilities projects.  It was authorized by Montana voters with the passage of Legislative Referendum 110 on June 2, 1992.  The law has been codified as Sections 90-6-701 through 90-6-710, MCA, as amended by the 1999 Legislature.

90‑6‑701.  Treasure state endowment program created -- definitions. (1) (a) There is a treasure state endowment program that consists of: 

(i)  the treasure state endowment fund established in 17-5-703; 

(ii) the infrastructure portion of the coal severance tax bond program provided for in 17-5-701(2). 

(b)  The treasure state endowment program may borrow from the board of investments to provide additional financial assistance for local government infrastructure projects under this part, provided that no part of the loan may be made from retirement funds. 

(2)  Interest from the treasure state endowment fund and from proceeds of the sale of bonds under 17-5-701(2) may be used to provide financial assistance for local government infrastructure projects under this part and to repay loans from the board of investments. 

(3)  As used in this part, the following definitions apply: 

(a)  "Infrastructure projects" means: 

(i)  drinking water systems; 

(ii) wastewater treatment; 

(iii) sanitary sewer or storm sewer systems; 

(iv) solid waste disposal and separation systems, including site acquisition, preparation, or monitoring; or 

(v)  bridges. 

(b)  "Local government" means an incorporated city or town, a county, a consolidated local government, a tribal government, or a county or multi‑county water, sewer, or solid waste district. 

(c)  "Treasure state endowment fund" means the coal severance tax infrastructure endowment fund established in 17-5-703(1)(b). 

(d) "Treasure state endowment program" means the local government infrastructure investment program established in subsection (1). 

(e) “Tribal government” means a federally recognized Indian tribe within the state of Montana.

90‑6‑702.  Purpose. The purpose of the treasure state endowment program is to assist local governments in funding infrastructure projects that will: 

(1)  create jobs for Montana residents; 

(2)  promote economic growth in Montana by helping to finance the necessary infrastructure; 

(3)  encourage local public facility improvements; 

(4)  create a partnership between the state and local governments to make necessary public projects affordable; 

(5)  support long-term, stable economic growth in Montana; 

(6)  protect future generations from undue fiscal burdens caused by financing necessary public works; 

(7)  coordinate and improve infrastructure financing by federal, state, local government, and private sources; and 

(8) enhance the quality of life and protect the health, safety, and welfare of Montana citizens.   

90‑6‑703.  Types of financial assistance available. (1) The legislature shall provide for and make available to local governments the following types of financial assistance under this part: 

(a)  matching grants for local infrastructure projects; 

(b)  annual debt service subsidies on local infrastructure projects; and 

(c)  loans from the proceeds of coal severance tax bonds at a subsidized interest rate. 

(2)  The department of natural resources and conservation and the department of commerce: 

(a)  may adopt rules to commit to interest rate subsidies for local infrastructure projects and may allow the subsidies to be paid over the life of the loan or bonding period; and 

(b)  may make deferred loans to local governments for preliminary engineering study costs. The applicant shall repay the loans whether or not the applicant succeeds in obtaining financing for the full project. Repayment may be postponed until the overall construction financing is arranged.   

90-6-704 through 90-6-708 reserved.

90-6-709.  Agreements with tribal governments. (1) Agreements with tribal governments in Montana entered into under this part must contain, in addition to other appropriate terms and conditions, the following conditions:

(a) a requirement that in the event that a dispute or claim arises under the agreement, state law will govern as to the interpretation and performance of the agreement and that any judicial proceeding concerning the terms of the agreement will be brought in the district court of the first judicial district of the state of Montana;

(b) an express waiver of the tribal government’s immunity from suit on any issue specifically arising from the transaction of a loan or grant; and 

(c) an express waiver of any right to exhaust tribal remedies signed by the tribal government.

(2) Agreements with tribal governments must be approved by the secretary of the United States department of the interior whenever approval is necessary.

90‑6‑710.  Priorities for projects -- procedure -- rulemaking. (1) The amount of $425,000 is statutorily appropriated, as provided in 17-7-502, to the department of commerce for each biennium for the period beginning July 1, 2001, and ending June 30, 2005, from the treasure state endowment special revenue account for the purpose of providing communities with grants for engineering work for projects provided for in subsection (3).

(2)  The department of commerce must receive proposals for projects from local governments as defined in 90-6-701(3)(b). The department shall work with a local government in preparing cost estimates for a project. In reviewing project proposals, the department may consult with other state agencies with expertise pertinent to the proposal. The department shall prepare and submit a list containing the recommended projects and the recommended form and amount of financial assistance for each project to the governor, prioritized pursuant to subsection (3). The governor shall review the projects recommended by the department and shall submit a list of recommended projects and the recommended financial assistance to the legislature. 

(3)  In preparing recommendations under subsection (2), preference must be given to infrastructure projects based on the following order of priority: 

(a) projects that solve urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or that enable local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards; 

(b) projects that reflect greater need for financial assistance than other projects;

(c)  projects that incorporate appropriate, cost-effective technical design and that provide thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs; 

(d)  projects that reflect substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective, long-term planning and management of public facilities and that attempt to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources;

(e) projects that enable local governments to obtain funds from sources other than the funds provided under this part; 

(f) projects that provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, that provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or that maintain the tax base or that encourage expansion of the tax base; and 

(g) projects that are high local priorities and have strong community support. 

(4)  After the review required by subsection (2), the projects must be approved by the legislature. 

(5)  The department shall adopt rules necessary to implement the treasure state endowment program.   

APPENDIX B

Seven Statutory Priorities and Scoring Criteria 

TSEP Application Scoring System
The TSEP enabling statute requires MDOC to submit a list of recommended projects for TSEP funding, giving preference according to seven priorities, and to recommend the form and amount of financial assistance for each.  In order to evaluate applications, each TSEP applicant is required to submit a narrative as part of its application, which describes the relationship of the proposed project to the TSEP statutory priorities.  Each application is assigned points based upon the extent to which the proposed project is consistent with each statutory priority, using five possible point levels, as follows:
The Proposed Project Is the Most


Responsive to the Statutory Priority
Maximum Possible Points


Four-Fifths Possible Points


Three-Fifths Possible Points


Two-Fifths Possible Points

The Proposed Project Is the Least
One-fifth Possible Points

Responsive to the Statutory Priority

Not Applicable or Negligible Relationship


to the Statutory Priority
Zero Points

The total number of points assigned to each TSEP application is based upon its cumulative response to the seven statutory priorities for TSEP projects.
Statutory Order of Priority for Tsep Projects
A declining numerical score has been assigned to each succeeding priority to reflect its importance.  The TSEP statutory priority and the numerical score for each are listed below, in order of priority.


Maximum Possible Points
Statutory Priority #1
1,000 Points

(Urgent or Serious Health or Safety Problems, or Compliance with State or Federal

Standards)

Statutory Priority #2
900 Points

(Greater Financial Need)

Statutory Priority #3
800 Points

(Appropriate Design and Long-term Solution)

Statutory Priority #4
700 Points

(Planning and Management of Public Facilities)

Statutory Priority #5
600 Points

(Funds from Other Sources)

Statutory Priority #6
500 Points

(Long-term, Full-time Jobs, Business Expansion, or Maintenance of Tax Base)

Statutory Priority #7
400 Points

(Community Support)

Total
4,900 Points

The Total Maximum Possible Number of Points = 4,900 Points
Tsep Statutory Priorities and Ranking Considerations 

The following lists the seven TSEP statutory priorities, along with the major issues that are considered by MDOC in evaluating each applicant's response.

Statutory Priority #1
1,000 Possible Points

Projects that solve urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or that enable local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.

a. Does a serious deficiency exist in a basic or necessary community public facility or service, such as the provision of a safe domestic water supply or does the community lack the facility or service entirely? 
b. Have serious public health or safety problems that are clearly attributable to a deficiency occurred, or are they likely to occur, such as illness, disease outbreak, substantial property loss, environmental pollution, or safety problems or hazards? 
c. Is the problem existing, continual, and long-term, as opposed to occasional, sporadic, probable or potential?  
d. Is the entire community, or a substantial percentage of the residents of the community, seriously affected by the deficiency, as opposed to a small percentage of the residents?  
e. Is there clear documentation that the current condition of the public facility (or lack of a facility) violates a state or federal health or safety standard (as opposed to a design standard)?)
f. Does the standard that is being violated represent a significant threat to public health or safety? 
g. Is the proposed TSEP project necessary to comply with a court order or a state or federal agency directive?  
h. Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of this statutory priority?
Statutory Priority #2
900 Possible Points

Projects that reflect greater need for financial assistance than other projects.

This priority assesses the applicant’s need for financial assistance by examining each applicant’s relative financial need compared to other applicants.  The financial assessment will determine whether an applicant’s need for TSEP assistance is greater than other applicants.

Applicants will be ranked and points awarded, using a computer-assisted financial assessment that makes a comparative analysis of financial indicators.  This process is conducted using two competitive ranking indicators that evaluate the relative financial need of each applicant.  The analysis for the first indicator is common to all applicants, while the analysis for the second indicator depends on the type of project.   Based on an applicant’s relative financial need, an applicant can potentially receive up to 900 points.  

Statutory Priority #3
800 Possible Points

Projects that incorporate appropriate, cost-effective technical design and that provide thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
a. Does the PER provide all of the information as required by the Uniform PER outline, and did the analysis address the entire system in order to identify all potential deficiencies?  
b. Does the proposed project completely resolve all of the deficiencies identified in the PER? If not, does the proposed project represent a complete component of a long-term master plan for the facility or system, and what deficiencies will remain upon completion of the proposed project?  

c. Are the deficiencies to be addressed through the proposed project the deficiencies identified with the most serious public health or safety problems?  If not, explain why the deficiencies to be addressed through the proposed project were selected over those identified with greater public health or safety problems.  
d. Were all reasonable alternatives thoroughly considered, and does the technical design proposed for the alternative chosen represent an efficient, appropriate, and cost-effective option for resolving the local public facility need, considering the size and resources of the community, the complexity of the problems addressed, and the cost of the project?  
e. Does the technical design proposed thoroughly address the deficiencies selected to be resolved and provide a reasonably complete, cost-effective and long-term solution?

f. Are all projected costs and the proposed implementation schedule reasonable and well supported?

g. Have the potential environmental problems been adequately assessed?  Are there any apparent environmental or technical problems that could delay or prevent the proposed project from being carried out or which could add significantly to project costs?  

h. For projects involving community drinking water system improvements, has the conversion to a water metering system for individual services been thoroughly analyzed and has the applicant decided to install meters?  In those cases where individual service connection meters are not proposed, has the applicant's PER thoroughly analyzed the conversion to a water metering system and persuasively demonstrated that the use of meters is not feasible, appropriate, or cost effective?

i. Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of this statutory priority?
Statutory Priority #4
700 Possible Points

Projects that reflect substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities and that attempt to resolve the infrastructure problem with local resources.

a. Have there been substantial past efforts to deal with public facilities problems through a long-term commitment to capital improvement planning and budgeting, and if necessary, by raising taxes, hook-up charges, user charges or fee schedules to the maximum reasonable extent?  

b. Have reasonable operation and maintenance budgets and practices been maintained over the long-term, including adequate reserves for repair and replacement? 
c. If there are indications that the problem is not of recent origin, or has developed because of inadequate operation and maintenance practices in the past, has the applicant thoroughly explained the circumstances and described the actions that management will take in the future to assure that the problem will not reoccur?  
d. Has the applicant demonstrated a long-term commitment to comprehensive planning in order to provide public facilities and services that are adequate and cost effective? 

e. For projects involving drinking water system improvements, has the applicant installed individual service connection meters to encourage conservation and a more equitable assignment of user costs, and has the applicant adopted and implemented a wellhead protection plan for ground water?

f. Is the proposed project consistent with current plans (such as a local capital improvements plan, growth management plan or any other development related plan) adopted by the applicant? 

g. In cases where the applicant has received state or federal grants or loans for public facility improvements, did the applicant adequately perform its project management responsibilities as required by the funding programs?  

h. Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of this statutory priority?
Statutory Priority #5
600 Possible Points

Projects that enable local governments to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.
a. Has the applicant made serious efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate public or private sources, to finance or assist in financing the proposed project?  
b. Is TSEP’s participation in the proposed project essential to obtaining funds from sources other than TSEP?  
c. Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of this statutory priority?
Statutory Priority #6
500 Possible Points

Projects that provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, that provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or that maintain or encourage expansion of the tax base.

a. Will the proposed TSEP project directly result in the creation or retention of a substantial number of long-term, full-time jobs for Montanans?
b. Will the proposed TSEP project directly result in a business expansion?  Is the business expansion dependent upon the proposed project in order to proceed? 
c. Has the applicant provided a business plan for the specific firm(s) to be expanded as a result of the proposed TSEP project?  If yes, is it a realistic, well-reasoned business expansion proposal and does it clearly demonstrate that the firm to be assisted by the proposed public facilities has a high potential for financial success if TSEP funds are received?  
d. Will the proposed TSEP project maintain or encourage expansion of the private property tax base?  
e. In situations where a private sector alternative could be reasonably appropriate and capable of providing a long-term, cost-effective solution, did the applicant seriously evaluate the option of utilizing the private sector to resolve the identified public facility problem?  
f. Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of this statutory priority?

Statutory Priority #7
400 Possible Points

Projects that are high local priorities and have strong community support.
a. Has the applicant encouraged active citizen participation, including at least one public hearing or meeting held not more than 12 months prior to the date of the application, to discuss the proposed TSEP project with the affected community residents? 
b. Has the applicant informed local citizens and affected property owners of the estimated cost per household of any anticipated increases in taxes, special assessments, or user charges that would result from the proposed project?  

c. Has the applicant assessed its public facility needs, established priorities for dealing with those needs through an officially adopted capital improvements plan (or other comparable plan), and is the proposed TSEP project a high priority of that plan? 
d. Are the local citizens and affected property owners in support of the project?  
e. Is there any other pertinent information that might influence the scoring of this statutory priority?
Scoring Level Definitions

The following lists the seven TSEP statutory priorities with their associated scoring level definitions.

Statutory Priority #1 - Projects that solve urgent and serious public health or safety problems, or that enable local governments to meet state or federal health or safety standards.
Level 1

A deficiency that could affect the public’s health and safety was not demonstrated or adequately documented.

Level 2

The deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project could potentially affect the public’s health and safety, and consequences clearly attributable to the deficiency may occur at some point in the future but have not been documented to have occurred yet.

Level 3

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

Level 4
Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, are likely to occur in the near term as a result of incidental, casual or unpredictable circumstances.  The serious consequences have a high probability of occurrence in the near term, but has not been documented to have occurred yet.  

Level 5
Serious consequences that could affect the public’s health and safety, and clearly attributable to the deficiencies described in the application and that would be resolved by the proposed project, have occurred or are imminent.  The serious consequences are the result of incidental, short-term or casual contact or as a result of past cumulative long-term exposure.  

Statutory Priority #2 – Projects that reflect greater need for financial assistance than other projects.

The computer program analyzes and scores this priority.  However, for some types of projects the assigned point level is manually inserted into the computerized analysis.  In addition, the assigned point level may be raised if an applicant adequately documents dramatic economic or demographic changes since the 1990 census.

Statutory Priority #3 - Projects that incorporate appropriate, cost-effective technical design and that provide thorough, long-term solutions to community public facility needs.
Level 1

The applicant did not document that it has proposed an appropriate, cost-effective technical design that will provide a thorough, long-term solution to its public facility needs. The application does not include adequate information, as required by the Uniform Preliminary Engineering Report for Montana Public Facility Projects, to properly review the proposed project.  The PER was not submitted with the application, or if it was submitted, does not address numerous critical issues needed to evaluate the proposed project and the alternative selected by the applicant.  

Level 2

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

Level 3

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

Level 4

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

Level 5

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

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

Level 1

The applicant did not document that it has made substantial past efforts to ensure sound, effective long-term planning and management of public facilities, or to resolve its infrastructure problems with local resources.  The applicant has essentially taken no actions to ensure the above.

· Typically, this level is assigned if the applicant does not appear to have reasonable operation and maintenance budgets and practices, and as a result has not maintained the system in proper working condition.

Level 2

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

· Typically, this level is assigned if the applicant has not taken advantage of a comprehensive planning and/or capital improvement planning process, or the proposed project does not appear to be consistent with the goals and objectives of those plans if adopted.  

· Typically, this level is assigned if the applicant has not maintained reasonable operation and maintenance budgets and practices, which has led to the problems that will be resolved by the proposed project.   In addition, the applicant has not adequately described how it will assure that the problems, resulting from inadequate operation and maintenance budgets and practices, will not reoccur.

Level 3

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant has recently adopted a comprehensive plan and/or capital improvement plan and the proposed project promotes the goals and objectives of those plans. 

· Typically, the applicant has had reasonable operation and maintenance budgets and practices, and has generally maintained the system in proper working condition.  However, the applicant may be assigned this level if it has had some problems related to its operation and maintenance budgets and practices, which has contributed to the problems that will be resolved by the proposed project, but the applicant has adequately described how it will assure that the problems will not reoccur.

Level 4

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant has been utilizing a comprehensive plan and/or capital improvement plan and the proposed project promotes the goals and objectives of those plans.  

· Typically, the applicant has had reasonable operation and maintenance budgets and practices, and has generally maintained the system in proper working condition.

Level 5

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant has utilized a comprehensive plan and capital improvement plan for many years and the proposed project promotes the goals and objectives of those plans.  

· Typically, the applicant has had good operation and maintenance budgets and practices, and has generally maintained the system in proper working condition.

Statutory Priority #5 - Projects that enable local governments to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.
Level 1

The applicant did not document that the project would enable the local government to obtain funds from sources other than TSEP.  The applicant did not document efforts to thoroughly seek out, analyze, and secure the firm commitment of alternative or additional funds from all appropriate sources to assist in financing the proposed project.  The funding package for the proposed project does not appear to be reasonable or viable.  There are major obstacles that could hinder the applicant from obtaining the funds from the proposed funding sources.

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant does not submit the required financial information that would allow the TSEP staff to adequately evaluate the funding package. 

· This level is also assigned if the funding package does not appear to be viable and it is unclear how the project could move forward.

Level 2

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the funding package for the proposed project appears to have numerous potential problems that could affect its viability. 

Level 3

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant appears to have a viable funding package, but has not thoroughly examined all of the appropriate funding sources.

Level 4

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant appears to have a viable funding package, and has thoroughly examined all of the appropriate funding sources.

Level 5

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the applicant appears to have a viable funding package, has thoroughly examined all of the appropriate funding sources, and it appears that the TSEP funds are critical to the proposed project moving forward.

Statutory Priority #6 - Projects that provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans, or that provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success, or that maintain or that encourage expansion of the tax base.

Level 1

The applicant did not document that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project represents a general infrastructure improvement that does not appear to be necessary to any business development, since the area served by the project is residential only.  Therefore, the proposed project would not provide public facilities necessary for the expansion of a business that has a high potential for financial success.  The applicant did not specifically indicate, or provide documentation, that the proposed project would directly result in the creation or retention of any long-term, full-time jobs other than those related to the construction or operation of the (water or wastewater) system.  The applicant did not demonstrate that the proposed improvements are clearly needed to maintain the taxable valuation of the residential property.

· Typically, this level is assigned when only residential areas are affected and there is no reasonable potential for economic development.

Level 2

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when both residential and commercial areas are affected, but the project does not directly benefit any specific businesses or directly result in the creation of new jobs.

Level 3

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the project does appear to directly benefit specific businesses and may result in the creation of new jobs.

Level 4

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

· Typically, this level is assigned when the project would directly benefit specific businesses and would likely result in the creation of new jobs with reasonable certainty, and the business expansion or new jobs are clearly dependent upon the proposed project.

Level 5

The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is necessary for economic development.  The proposed project is necessary to provide public facilities necessary for businesses that have a high potential for financial success and that would provide long-term, full-time job opportunities for Montanans.  The applicant provided specific business plans detailing the expansion of a business(es) and provided specific documentation detailing the probable creation or retention of long-term, full-time jobs.  The business plan demonstrated the viability of the business proposal and verified that the proposed project would be necessary for the expansion of the business.  The proposed project would very likely maintain and add to the tax base.

· Typically, this level is assigned when the project would unquestionably directly benefit specific businesses and would definitely result in the creation of new jobs, the business expansion or new jobs are clearly dependent upon the proposed project, and the viability of the business proposal has clearly been demonstrated.
Statutory Priority #7 - Projects that are high local priorities and have strong community support.

Level 1
The applicant did not document that the proposed project is a high priority or has strong community support.  The applicant did not provide any, or provided inadequate, documentation that it held at least one public hearing or meeting to inform the public about the proposed project.

· Typically, this level is assigned to applicants that did not hold a public meeting to inform the public about the project. 

Level 2
The applicant insufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant held at least one public hearing or meeting, or was able to document that the public was adequately informed about the proposed project. 

· Typically, this level is assigned to applicants that held a meeting about the proposed project, but did not provide any, or provided inadequate, documentation that it informed the public about the estimated costs of the proposed project and the impact per household. 

· This level may be assigned to an applicant that did not have a public meeting if there is sufficient documentation indicating that the public has been informed to a reasonable extent about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.

Level 3
The applicant sufficiently documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant met the minimum requirements by documenting that it held at least one public hearing or meeting and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.

· Typically, this level includes applicants documented that it held at least one public meeting to inform the public about the proposed project and its estimated cost and the impact per household. 

· Applicants may be assigned to this or a higher level if there is sufficient documentation showing that the applicant held at least one meeting and there is a reasonable indication that the applicant provided information about the cost of the proposed project to the public.  (This same note also applies to Levels 4 and 5.)

Level 4

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

· Typically, this level is assigned to applicants that as a general rule held multiple public meetings to inform the public about the proposed project and its estimated cost and the impact per household, but has also gone to greater extents to inform the public and to prioritize its needs.

Level 5
The applicant clearly documented that the proposed project is a high priority and has strong community support.  The applicant documented that it held at least one public hearing or meeting, and informed the public about the proposed project, its cost and the impact per household.  In addition, the applicant provided additional documentation to show that the project is clearly a high local priority and strongly supported by the public.

· Typically, this level is assigned to applicants that as a general rule held multiple public meetings to inform the public about the proposed project and its estimated cost and the impact per household, has taken all actions reasonably possible to inform the public and to prioritize its needs, and has shown that the proposed project is clearly and strongly supported by the community.

APPENDIX C

STATUS OF TSEP PROJECTS APPROVED 

BY Previous LEGISLATURES
(Note: Refer to glossary of acronyms on page 29)

Projects Approved by the 1993 Legislature
Thirty-two applications requesting $11,627,000 in TSEP funds were submitted for the 1995 biennium.  The 1993 Legislature approved 24 projects totaling $4,134,458 in TSEP funds.  All of the projects have been completed and closed-out.  Descriptions of those projects can be found in previous legislative reports or are available upon request from the department.

Projects Approved by the 1995 Legislature

Twenty-one applications requesting $7,195,129 in TSEP funds were submitted for the 1997 biennium.  The 1995 Legislature approved $4,991,029 in TSEP grant funds for 15 projects.  All but two of the projects have been completed and closed-out.  Where project status is not given, the project has been completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Beaverhead County
PROJECT TYPE

Bridge  

TSEP GRANT        

$23,000


OTHER FUNDS     

$23,000  
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT 

$46,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Two bridges that linked the east and west portions of Lima, Montana, were deteriorated to the point where they must be closed or replaced.  The Lima Town Council elected to close the smaller bridge and to replace the larger, Bailey Street Bridge.  Major elements of the project included improvements to the approaches, and construction of a new three-sided concrete box bridge with guardrails.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Butte-Silver Bow
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements     

TSEP GRANT       

$   500,000


OTHER FUNDS    

$5,360,200  
SRF Loan
                                 

$1,000,000  
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT 

$6,860,200

PROJECT SUMMARY:  As a result of federal regulations that went into effect in 1992, Butte-Silver Bow was required to discontinue the use of the sludge injection disposal facilities.  Major elements of the project included constructing facilities and purchasing equipment to treat and dispose of sludge.  After treatment, sludge is now transported to, and disposed of at, a new solid waste landfill.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Conrad
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT    

$180,000


OTHER FUNDS 

$434,065 
Applicant’s Funds       

                                
$  50,000  
RRGL Grant


TOTAL PROJECT  

$664,065

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city obtains its water supply from Lake Francis.  Due to the potential for dam failure, the operation permit required that the water supply be obtained from a diversion facility instead of an outlet conduit with pressure pipes within the earth-filled Lake Francis East Dam.  Major elements of the project included channel excavation and installation of gabions, water intake screens and piping, construction of a new pump station, relocation of existing pumps, removal of existing control gates, and demolition of the existing pump structure.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
East Glacier Park Water and Sewage District (Glacier County)
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT 


$306,555


OTHER FUNDS     

$  10,000  
Applicant’s Funds

                                 
$  25,905  
RRGL Grant

                                 
$513,135  
EPA Grant

                                           
$100,000  
IHS Grant

TOTAL PROJECT 

$747,510

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The district provides drinking water to approximately 400 people in Glacier County from an unfiltered surface water source.  The district is under a DEQ boil order and is required to install water treatment facilities by 1996.  Major elements of the project include construction of a surface water treatment plant.

PROJECT STATUS: Project has been modified, whereby the district and the Town of Browning would receive water from the Blackfeet Tribe, which has proposed to construct a water treatment plant and water mains to these two communities.  The district’s TSEP funds would be included as part of the funding package to construct the water treatment plant and water mains.  The total cost of the project is estimated to cost approximately $11 million.  Both the Town of Browning and the Blackfeet Tribe have requested TSEP funding from the 2001 Legislature (see projects 18 and 21).  

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Fairview
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS     

$     72,180  
Applicant’s Funds

                                  

$   100,000   
RRGL Grant

                                  
$   470,000   
RD Loan

                                            
$   700,000   
RD Grant

TOTAL PROJECT  

$1,842,180

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The town’s water source was very high in iron manganese and coal which fouled the town’s domestic water meters.  Through an earlier project the water quality was improved.  Major elements of the project included installation of new water meters, replacement of cast iron water mains with PVC pipe, and constructing a 300,000 gallon storage tank.

NAME OF APPLICANT  
Gardiner/Park County Water District
PROJECT TYPE 

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$   300,000


OTHER FUNDS     

$   175,000  
Applicant’s Funds

                                 
$   610,000  
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT 

$1,085,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  There were several serious deficiencies with the district’s water system.  Major elements of the project included construction of 1200’ of new water mains, miscellaneous work at the spring to eliminate contamination of the spring and to correct the chlorination system, installation of a heated pipe suspended from the bridge, development of a new well, installation of a new booster pump and expansion of the booster station.  

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Hamilton  
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT       

$137,632


OTHER FUNDS    

$180,000  
Applicant’s Funds

 
                                
$350,000  
CDBG Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$667,632

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city had chronic infiltration and inflow conditions in the sewage system, unsafe and inefficient lift stations, unsafe and inefficient manholes, and the inability to handle growth occurring in the city and the surrounding area.  Major elements of the project included replacement of an existing interceptor line, installation of a new sewer main and lift station, and the replacement of sewer manholes on Tenth Street.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Hill County Water District
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$   500,000


OTHER FUNDS     

$   250,000  
Applicant’s Funds

                                 

$   400,000  
RRGL Loan

TOTAL PROJECT 

$1,150,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The district provides water service to 717 households located within an area stretching from just west of Havre to Joplin.  Under EPA rules, the district must treat all water drawn from its Fresno surface water supply.  The DEQ had originally given the district until the Fall of 1995, to comply with this requirement.  Major elements of the project include property acquisition, construction of a water treatment facility, and construction of new water lines.

PROJECT STATUS:  The district is waiting to find out whether the federal government will agree to assist in funding a proposed regional water system referred to as the North Central Montana Regional Water System. The proposed alternative project would eliminate the need for construction of a water treatment facility at Fresno Reservoir and would instead construct new water lines and the infrastructure necessary to connect into the proposed North Central Montana Regional Water System.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Hysham
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$127,500


OTHER FUNDS     

$  27,500  
Applicant’s Funds 

     
                                 
$250,000  
RRGL Grant

TOTAL PROJECT 

$405,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The town was facing severe deterioration of its sewer system, with the potential for the lagoon, septic systems and sewer main to pollute surface and ground water.  Major elements of the project included replacement of sewer manholes, and creating a management plan for manhole replacement. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Lewistown
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT         

$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS     

$5,875,000  
Revenue Bonds

                                  

$   100,000  
RRGL Grant

TOTAL PROJECT  

$6,475,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:   The city 's two major transmission mains were installed in 1914 and 1938.  Both mains were leaking badly, resulting in a loss of about 50 percent of the water entering the mains.  Major elements of the project included construction of a new transmission main, placement of distribution mains in the upper pressure zone, the construction of a new 1.5 million gallon storage tank, and securing the water source site with a dome. 

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Powell County  

PROJECT TYPE

Bridge 


TSEP GRANT        

$  51,334


OTHER FUNDS     

$  48,616  
Applicant’s Funds

 
                                  
$  30,000  
U.S. Forest Service

TOTAL PROJECT  

$129,950

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The Snowshoe Creek Bridge was a narrow, 24 year old, one-lane bridge crossing the Little Blackfoot River, that was inadequate and unsafe.  Major elements of the project included removal of the existing bridge and construction of a new bridge.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Seeley Lake Water District (Missoula County)
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$   464,364


OTHER FUNDS     

$1,440,000  
SRF Loan
                                

$     17,100  
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT 

$1,921,464

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The district was required under federal regulations and by a DEQ administrative order, to install water treatment facilities by 1996.  Major elements of the project included construction of a new water treatment plant, modification of the water pump station, and construction of new water lines connecting the pump station to the water treatment plant.

NAME OF APPLICANT  
Thompson Falls
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$   400,644


OTHER FUNDS

$   251,800
RD Loan

    

$    824,700  
RD Grant

TOTAL PROJECT  

$1,477,144

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city had serious deficiencies in its sewer system resulting primarily from deteriorating sewer lines and excessive infiltration which was over-working the lift station and the treatment facility.  In addition, many of the households throughout the city used septic tanks with dry wells or leach fields that threatened contamination of the aquifer and the Clark Fork River.  Major elements of the project included installation of sewer lines, constructing a new pump station and improvements to the sewage lagoon.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Troy
PROJECT TYPE

New Wastewater System

TSEP GRANT         

$   500,000


OTHER FUNDS

$1,436,600
RD Grant

     

$1,824,400  
RD Loan

$          528
Applicant’s Funds

                                  

$   400,000  
CDBG Grant

TOTAL PROJECT  

$4,161,528

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Sewage treatment for the city consisted of  substandard on-site septic systems which posed a public health threat due to surfacing effluent and groundwater contamination.  Major elements of the project included construction of a new central sanitary sewer system including both collection and treatment facilities.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Whitehall
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT        

$   500,000


OTHER FUNDS     

$   325,000  
CDBG Grant

                                  

$   509,000  
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT  

$1,334,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The town’s water system had various deficiencies.  Major elements of the project included construction of a 500,000 gallon reservoir to replace two 100,000 gallon reservoirs, new distribution mains, piping and valves, improvement to one of the system’s wells, and installation of water meters on residential and commercial services.

Projects Approved by the 1997 Legislature

Forty applications requesting $17,079,532 in TSEP funds were submitted for the 1999 biennium ($15,524,536 in grant funds and $1,554,996 in loan funds).  The 1997 Legislature approved $13,719,979 in TSEP grant funds for 35 projects and $1,855,472 in TSEP loan funds for four projects.  However, based on the actual amount of TSEP funds that became available during the 1999 biennium, only 22 projects actually received TSEP grant funds totaling $9,052,735.  None of the TSEP loans were utilized since other loan sources were available with better rates and terms.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Cascade
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$1,323,725
SRF Loan

$       6,500
Applicants Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,330,225

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Cascades wastewater treatment system consisted of two lagoons that leaked so badly that they did not hold water, contaminating both groundwater and the Missouri River.  In addition, storm sewer drains overloaded the sewer collection system during storm events and an antiquated lift station needed replacement.  Major elements of the project included relocating and replacing the wastewater collection and treatment facility with facultative lagoons and spray irrigation for disposal, and constructing a new lift station, storm drain lines and inlets.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Chinook
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$313,555

OTHER FUNDS

$550,400
RD Loan

$  71,000
RD Grant

$  17,479
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$934,955

PROJECT SUMMARY:  There was inadequate disinfection contact time in the clear well and a boil order had been issued by DEQ.  The chemical feed system was worn and needed replacement, and the raw water intake malfunctioned.  Major elements of the project include improvements to the intake structure; rehabilitating the existing disinfectant basins to provide additional disinfectant time; extending the intake pipe and screen into the river; and improvements in the chemical feed system to improve operations.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Coram Water and Sewer District (Flathead County)

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant





$   206,000
RD Grant

$   484,300
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,590,300

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Corams water supply (Blue Lake Spring) was subject to surface contamination and did not meet state and federal standards.  Distribution mains and individual service lines experienced significant leakage of over 20 million gallons a year.  The system provided inadequate volumes of water and flows for fire protection.  Major elements of the project include developing a new groundwater source, replacing water mains with 6” and 8” PVC mains, construction of new gate valves, fire hydrants and appurtenances, installation of water meters.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction, anticipated completion November 2000.

NAME OF APPLICANT

East Missoula Sewer District (Missoula County)
PROJECT NAME

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   408,000
CDBG Grants

$   261,425
EPA Grant

$   100,000
Missoula Water Quality District

$   940,000
RD Grant

$2,053,200
RD Loan

$     80,000
Missoula County

$     20,000
Applicants Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$4,482,625

PROJECT SUMMARY:  A high density of substandard individual cesspools and drainage pits are contaminating local drinking water wells resulting in health advisories and a permanent boil order issued by DEQ.  The existing on-site wastewater systems have the potential to adversely impact the Missoula Valley Aquifer and the Clark Fork River.  Major elements of the project as proposed included construction of a wastewater treatment system with a gravity collection service, and land disposal using spray irrigation.  

PROJECT STATUS: The scope of the project was modified and the district will now connect to the City of Missoulas wastewater system.  Project is in final design. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Fort Benton
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$478,324

OTHER FUNDS

$447,322
RRGL Loan

$  31,042
Applicants Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$956,689

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The Fort Benton water system had deteriorated water distribution lines, broken valves, undersized distribution lines, and no water meters, all of which contributed to low water pressure and a fire flow problems.  Major elements of the project included replacing several undersized distribution lines, installing additional distribution lines, and installing 546 water meters.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Fort Peck Rural Water/Sewer District (Valley County)
PROJECT TYPE

New Water System

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$5,800,000
Federal Appropriation

$1,519,880
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$7,819,800

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Residents of the Fort Peck Rural County Water District do not have a central public water system.  They have become ill from untreated drinking water; no ongoing monitoring or disinfection of drinking water in private water tanks, cisterns, or home storage facilities; water being contaminated because of storage in individual and unsanitary cisterns.  The project will include construction of a new water treatment plant, water reservoir, intake, booster station, water mains, water service lines, installation of 54 hydrants, and water meters for each residential or commercial hook-up.  The project will provide new full pressurized water service to all water users in the Park Grove, Wheeler, Duck Creek, and Cabin neighborhoods; and rural residences within the districts boundaries.

PROJECT STATUS: The scope of the project was modified and the district will utilize the water treatment plant owned by the Town of Fort Peck for their source of water.  The water treatment plant will be upgraded in the process.  Project is under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Glasgow
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater/Storm Drain Separation

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$     56,804
Applicants Funds

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$     41,443
RRGL Grant

$1,048,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,046,247

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The Glasgow wastewater collection system had broken pipes and sinkholes in the ground above the breaks, and raw sewage was being pumped directly into the Milk River because the lift station could not handle the volume.  There was also raw sewage overflowing from manholes and backing up into basements.  The city had been told to correct the problem or an administrative order would be issued by DEQ.    Major elements of the project included constructing a separate storm drain system.  Approximately 16,700’ of various sized storm drain pipes were installed, along with 70 new manholes.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Glendive
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   864,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,364,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  There was inadequate disinfection contact time at the water treatment plant. DEQ had issued a violation notice and mandated improvements to the clear well.  Major elements of the project included replacement of water supply intake structure, improving the existing clear well with baffling, and construct a new clear well for additional storage.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Hamilton
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$    500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$    478,000
Applicants Funds

$    400,000
CDBG Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$ 1,378,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  There was inadequate capacity in the existing sludge drying and composting operation to accommodate the increased loading of new connections, and the secondary clarifiers, chlorine contact basin, grit removal chamber and lift pumps had a modest amount of capacity remaining, and did not meet fire code and safety requirements.  Major elements of the project included expanding the solids storage, drying and biosolids composting, chlorination and dechlorination safety improvements, and secondary clarifier system, sludge control, and ventilation improvements.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Helena
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$     500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$  1,437,958
City Reserves

$     641,571
City Cash

$  9,320,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$11,899,529

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city was not able to meet chronic toxicity requirements which has been determined to be correlated to effluent ammonia concentration.  The activated biofilter (AFB) tower did not provide adequate treatment as designed.  Existing secondary treatment limitations and problems identified during plant inspections included instrumentation and hydraulic deficiencies, and sludge disposal.  Major elements of the project include replacing the AFB tower with a nitrification process to allow the city to adequately treat ammonia toxicity and other toxicants.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Hill Co./Box Elder Water District
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   462,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   322,105
CDBG Grant

$   300,000
EPA Grant

$     26,000
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,110,105

PROJECT SUMMARY:  According to DEQ, raw sewage was entering the existing cell and seeping into the ground or ponding without adequate treatment.  Wastewater seepage entered the ground water just three to four feet below the bottom of the lagoon pond.  The area was not fenced to prevent public access.  Major elements of the project included constructing a wastewater treatment facility with facultative lagoons and wetlands treatment.

PROJECT STATUS:   Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Judith Gap
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$130,000

OTHER FUNDS

$325,000
RD Grant

$325,000
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$780,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The town currently discharges raw sewage from two community septic tanks into Stevens Gulch, a state water.  The wastewater is receiving little or no treatment before it is discharged.  DEQ has cited the town for an illegal sewer discharge and issued a compliance schedule. The project will include construction of a total retention lagoon that will allow the town to operate without a discharge permit.  The evaporative retention lagoon will be lined to ensure that no wastewater leaks will occur from the bottom of the lagoon.  The new lagoon will no longer discharge wastewater.

PROJECT STATUS: Project in final design.  Anticipated to begin construction in Spring 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Lakeside County Water and Sewer District (Flathead County)
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   200,000
RRGL Loan

$   400,000
SRF Loan

$   162,786
Applicants Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,262,786

PROJECT SUMMARY: The Lakeside water system had deficiencies that resulted in low water pressure causing a fire flow problem.  These deficiencies included undersized distribution lines, dead-end distribution lines, limited well production, and no water meters.  Major elements of the project included replacing approximately 6,000’ of existing distribution lines with eight inch lines, constructing a new high volume well, installing a meter on the original well, and installing approximately 173 meters for all users.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Lewis and Clark County
PROJECT TYPE

Bridge

TSEP GRANT


$  64,125

OTHER FUNDS

$192,375
Applicants Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$256,500

PROJECT SUMMARY: A timber bridge crossing Prickly Pear Creek had rotten curbs, loose bracing, settling of end fills, and two caps crushed one-third of their length and a third completely crushed.  It required that the load limit be reduced to less than standard highway loads and was eventually closed.  Major elements of the project included replacing the timber bridge with a concrete bulb tee bridge.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Miles City
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$136,000

OTHER FUNDS

$138,370
INTERCAP Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$274,370

PROJECT SUMMARY: The Miles City water distribution system had a 14” water transmission main that was broken under the Tongue River.  The project replaced the broken section with a 20” water main crossing under the river.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed, waiting for conditional closeout.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Missoula

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements for the Reserve Street Neighborhood

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   100,000
Missoula WQD

$2,367,000
Missoula SID

$   200,000
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$3,667,000

PROJECT SUMMARY: The Reserve Street Neighborhood has a high number of substandard, antiquated cesspools and seepage pits that provide little or no treatment to protect groundwater quality.  The Missoula Aquifer is extremely vulnerable to contamination by the high density and use of septic systems in the area, and is designated as a sole-source aquifer for the Missoula Valley.  Major elements of the project included construction of approximately 40,640’ of conventional collection mains, laterals and service lines, 204 service stubs, 133 manholes, and 11,313’ of asphalt replacement.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction, nearing completion.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Neihart

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$261,028

OTHER FUNDS

$100,000
RRGL Grant





$    6,338
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$367,366

PROJECT SUMMARY: Neiharts leaking water distribution system was subject to contamination from groundwater when negative water pressures occur or when the system shut down for repairs.  Distribution system repairs were required by a court order.  The towns water mains were installed at shallow depth and were subject to freezing.  Major elements of the project included replacing approximately 6,150’ of water main.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Richey
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$264,340

OTHER FUNDS

$  10,000
Applicant’s Funds
$262,760
CDBG Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$537,100

PROJECT SUMMARY: Richey had very high levels of fluoride in the drinking water which can cause dental fluorosis (mottling of the permanent teeth) and skeletal fluorosis (a serious bone disorder).  The drinking water also had a high sodium content.  Major elements of the project included constructing a reverse osmosis water treatment plant, rehabilitating the existing water storage tank, and a pilot study to fine tune treatment plant design requirements.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Roundup
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$1,089,000
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,989,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Roundups lagoons were no longer large enough to dispose of the effluent by evaporation.  Ponding of wastewater occurred at the surface outside of the lagoon dikes.  A dike failure would have caused lagoon contents to enter the adjacent Musselshell River, which would have affected adjacent landowners, and communities downstream.  The high sodium content in the wastewater could have harmed the farmland and made it useless for disposal.  Major elements of the project included constructing a new aerated wastewater treatment facility, replacing the current deteriorated line, and installing a new line that meets state slope requirements for proper operation.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Terry
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater/Storm Drain Separation

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   572,700
RD Grant

$   476,900
RD Loan

$     30,240
Applicants Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,579,840

PROJECT SUMMARY:  Terrys wastewater system had deficiencies which resulted in backups of sewage in basements, overflow of sewage from manholes, and potentially contaminated shallow wells.  The deficiencies included: vitrified clay pipe that was cracked, broken and collapsed; wide or offset joints obstructing flow and causing plugging; a combined sanitary and storm sewer which caused the system to overload during storm events.  Major elements of the project included replacing approximately 16,350’ of sanitary sewer, constructing approximately 3,250’ of storm drain, and installing approximately 66 manholes.

PROJECT STATUS:  Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Twin Bridges

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   300,000
SRF Loan

$     68,500
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,368,500

PROJECT SUMMARY: Twin Bridges’ 50,000 gallon water storage tank and water line pressures were not sufficient to provide adequate capacity to suppress a major fire event.  The distribution lines were not looped, so there was the potential for contamination due to stagnant water in dead end lines.  The distribution lines were too undersized to carry the required fire flow.  Water flows and pressures did not meet minimum standards for daily usage and fire protection.  Major elements of the project included constructing a 300,000 gallon reservoir, and a twelve inch transmission main to connect the new reservoir to the existing distribution system. Portions of the distribution system were also replaced.  Both water supply wells were also improved with the addition of pressure release valves, pump control valves, flow meters, and miscellaneous piping.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Valier
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   200,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,200,000

PROJECT SUMMARY: The Valier wastewater treatment facility had serious deficiencies including: accumulation of sludge in the treatment lagoon, porous soils in the bed of the treatment lagoon which allowed wastewater to percolate too rapidly, failing lagoon embankments, a single cell treatment lagoon system which did not allow continued wastewater treatment when the lagoon was dewatered for maintenance, and storm water infiltration which increased the volume of wastewater requiring treatment.  Major elements of the project included removing sludge from the lagoon, constructing three cells within the existing single cell, adding aeration to the lagoons, and lining the three new aerated cells with an impermeable liner.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed.

Projects Approved by the 1999 Legislature

Forty-one applications requesting $15.85 million in TSEP funds were submitted for the 2001 biennium.  The 1999 Legislature approved $12.3 million in TSEP grant funds for 32 projects. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Arlee Water and Sewer District (Lake County)
PROJECT TYPE

New Wastewater System 

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$     12,745
DEQ Grant

$     25,000
Salish and Kootenai Tribal Grant

$     11,388
Applicant’s Funds

$   495,000
RD Loan

$1,142,800
RD Grant   

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,586,933

PROJECT SUMMARY: Lack of a sewage disposal and/or a public water supply system for the district’s lots which are located in close proximity to each other has created the following deficiencies: increasing nitrate contamination in district wells, moratorium on new sewer installation near and in the community by the county, potential for contamination of area wells during time of drought when there is a high demand on the aquifer, and 64 Safe Drinking Water violations in eight public service establishments.  Major elements of the project include constructing a wastewater collection and treatment system.

PROJECT STATUS: A management plan and the commitment of RD funds are needed to complete start up requirements.  The RD commitment has been delayed due to design changes and increased project costs. RD will not commit funds until the total project cost is known, however, the commitment is anticipated to be provided shortly.  The district is currently in the process of land acquisition, which is needed for a spray irrigation system that will be used to dispose of treated wastewater.  Anticipated to begin construction in 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Augusta Water and Sewer District (Lewis and Clark County)
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   606,000
SRF Loan

$     20,000
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,526,000

PROJECT SUMMARY: The district’s wastewater system is operating under a DEQ recommended moratorium on new hookups since it has several deficiencies including: inadequate in size, lagoon leaks excessively, no MPDES discharge permit even though there is a discharge line, has accumulated 1.5’ of sludge, no room for expansion, substandard sewer line extensions, and sewer mains with less than desirable slopes.  Major elements of the project include replacing the existing single cell lagoon with a new total retention treatment facility, and replacing substandard sewer main extensions and connections.

PROJECT STATUS: A management plan and the commitment of the SRF loan are needed to complete start up requirements.  The CDBG funds have been awarded.  The district passed the bond election and is working on completing the loan agreement with SRF.  The project manager and engineer have been retained and the project is in final design.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Big Timber
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$     35,400
Applicant’s Funds

$   401,485
SRF Loan

$   398,465
Mine Impact

$   350,000
STAG Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,085,350

PROJECT SUMMARY: The city’s wastewater system has several deficiencies including: the sewage lagoon is severely leaking (70 percent leakage), high nitrates in an observation well, the lagoon’s aeration systems are inadequate and cannot property treat the wastewater, deteriorated sewage collection pipes, and three BOD and TSS violations of the discharge permit prior to 1995, and ten additional violations since 1995.  Major elements of the project include constructing a new three cell aerated lagoon, with new hydraulic structures, and a new synthetic lagoon liner.  The project also includes constructing lift stations to state standards and setting priorities for replacement of sewer lines.

PROJECT STATUS: Final design is being reviewed by DEQ.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Boulder
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$1,294,000
RRGL Loan

$     10,000
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,304,000

PROJECT SUMMARY: Boulder’s water system has the following deficiencies: drinking water exceeds the standards of the EPA Lead and Copper Rule, deteriorated steel distribution mains lose 40 percent of the pumped water due to leakage resulting in summer water shortages, undersized distribution mains result in inadequate fire flows, the system cannot accurately measure total water usage, and dead end distribution mains.  Major elements of the project included installing corrosion control treatment equipment at each well, replacing approximately 30,000’ of distribution main and gate valves, hydrants, fittings, and service lines, and installing water meters at each well so the town can accurately measure the system’s total usage.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed, waiting for conditional closeout.

NAME OF APPLICANT 
Chester

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   220,150        
OTHER FUNDS

$     13,700
Applicant’s Funds





$   207,300
EDA Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$   441,150

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The town’s water system has several deficiencies including: no control system for the water treatment plan, inadequate water pressure (less than 20 psi) and inadequate fire protection, dead end and undersized mains, health hazards from possible reverse flows, portions of the distribution system are prone to freeze-ups, and water service connections made of lead.  Major elements of the project include replacing inadequate water mains and service connections, constructing water hydrants, and installing a control system at the water treatment plant.

PROJECT STATUS:  Only start up requirement completed is contract.  EDA has not yet committed funds. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Columbia Falls

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant





$2,677,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$3,277,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city’s wastewater treatment plant has several deficiencies including: sludge storage basin leaks significantly (333 gpd) and, if repaired, the basin will not have sufficient capacity; sludge storage basin difficult to empty; treatment process degraded by foaming caused by microthrix bacteria; aeration basin chlorination system cannot be used in cold weather; digester cannot be aerated due to foaming, which prevents the sludge from being properly stabilized; feed system for phosphorous removal is not flow paced, occasionally fails, and does not have a backup; return activated sludge pumps are oversized, which limits efficient sludge management; and city is running out of access to land in order to continue sub-surface sludge injection.  Major elements of the project include adding sludge dewatering facilities, a new sludge storage pad, a new digester, improving the chlorine facility, adding flow capacity for the alum feed pumps, replacing the controls for lift station four and replacing lift station five.

PROJECT STATUS:  Under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Corvallis Sewer District (Ravalli County)
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   410,760


OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   351,000
SRF Loan

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$     10,000
EPA Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,271,760


PROJECT SUMMARY: Corvallis wastewater treatment facility has several deficiencies including: facility is experiencing hydraulic and organic loading significantly beyond its design potential, accumulated solids in both treatment cells, problems with aeration equipment, facility is causing nitrate contamination in the groundwater, and DEQ has warned Corvallis that continued exceedences in nitrate contamination could result in state enforcement.  Major elements of the project include replacing the existing aeration system with static tube diffusers, increasing the power of two blowers, removing accumulated sludge, constructing an additional lagoon cell for treatment and storage, constructing a wetlands for nitrogen removal, and expanding the I/P beds.

PROJECT STATUS: Project is in final design. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Cut Bank

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$2,304,000
SRF Loan

$     22,500
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,926,500

PROJECT SUMMARY: The city’s water system deficiencies include: at least one intake pipe is plugged and one is broken leaving only one pipe to collect water for the city; no raw water storage to provide uninterrupted clean water when agricultural waste upstream from Cut Bank is washed into the creek and contaminates the city’s source of water; one part of the distribution system has undersized water lines resulting in very low water pressure and nearly non-existent fire flows during irrigation season; a one million gallon reinforced concrete water storage tank is deteriorating and is in danger of the roof collapsing; a one million gallon steel standpipe has features that cause extremely low water pressure in the “booster district;” and a severely deteriorated distribution system.  Major elements of the project include constructing a 63 million gallon raw water reservoir, rehabilitating the intake structure, replacing the existing treatment plant clarifier, providing standby power, updating plant controls, constructing upper loop distribution main, constructing a new concrete tank and rehabilitating the existing one, rehabilitating the booster station and repairing the standpipe.

PROJECT STATUS: Start up requirements have been completed, but the notice to proceed has not been given due to potential changes in the scope of the project.  The project engineer retained by the city determined that the original construction estimates were likely too low.  As a result of increased construction costs, the city has proposed to substantially reduce the scope of the project.  However, city has not yet submitted a proposal to the department detailing what those changes would be.  The department is expecting to provide that information to the Long-Range Planning Subcommittee for their consideration.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Denton
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   415,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   231,000
SRF Loan

$     12,000
EPA Grant

$       7,500
CDBG Grant

$       7,300
Applicant’s funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   772,800

PROJECT SUMMARY: The town’s wastewater treatment system has the following deficiencies: inadequate treatment lagoon volume, the lagoon has severe erosion along interior dikes, the lagoon performance is limited by the single cell facility, a significant volume of sludge has accumulated in the treatment lagoon, and BOD and fecal coliform discharge violations.  Major elements of the project include constructing a three cell facultative lagoon system.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Drummond
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   292,850

OTHER FUNDS

$   148,600
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$     10,175
EPA Grant

$     37,075
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$   588,700

PROJECT SUMMARY: Drummond’s wastewater system has several deficiencies including: the 1.5 mile outfall line picks up to 0.3 mgd of infiltration and inflow at times during the year, the existing inlet line is leaking causing short-circuiting, and only half of the lagoon cell is effectively used.  Major elements of the project include replacing the 1.5 mile outfall line to the existing lift station and constructing a new inlet manhole at the northeast corner of the lagoon.

PROJECT STATUS: Project is in final design.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Ekalaka
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$     87,200

OTHER FUNDS

$     65,400
RD Grant

$     21,800
RD Loan

$       4,000
Applicant’s Funds
TOTAL PROJECT

$   178,400

PROJECT SUMMARY: The town’s wastewater collection system has two main deficiencies including: a shallow sewer main over a culvert pipe that freezes resulting in raw sewage backing up into residential basements and a section of sewer main that is very flat and has displaced joints that results in plugging and raw sewage backing up into residential basements.  Major elements of the project include replacing 1,872’ of sewer main.

PROJECT STATUS: A management plan and the commitment of the RD funds are required to meet start up requirements.  RD will not commit funds until the total project cost is known.  The town has retained a project engineer and is beginning the final design process.    Anticipated to begin construction in 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Elk Meadows Ranchettes Water District (Missoula County)
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   210,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$   200,000
SRF Loan/G.O. Bond





$   100,000
RRGL Grant





$     41,542
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   551,542

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The district’s water system has numerous deficiencies including: water storage capacity is grossly undersized for adequate storage for fire flow and maximum daily use; no storage capacity available during high demand periods; undersized mains; dead-end water lines; insufficient hydrant assemblies; lack of booster pumping backup capability; lack of emergency power; lack of disinfection capability; uncontrolled use of water (lack of water meters); zones of unusually high and low pressure surges; unreliable pump and tank controls; low ph, two of the wells are considered to be in the high risk category for the DEQ “under influence of surface water” regulations and require analysis for giardia, crytosporidium and other disease organisms; and water rationing has been necessary.  Major elements of the project include constructing additional storage capacity, two new wells to provide adequate water supply and protection from surface water contamination, piping and pumping, telemetric improvements at the booster stations, an additional distribution line to loop the system, installing additional fire hydrants, replacing undersized water mains, installing water meters, constructing a chlorination housing and piping at the lower booster station, and installing a standby generator system.

PROJECT STATUS: Only the RRGL funds are needed to complete the start up requirements.  The district has applied for a RRGL grant to the 2001 Legislature.  The district has completed final design and the construction of two supply wells and a water storage tank with funding from SRF and the district.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Geraldine

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   300,000


OTHER FUNDS

$   315,346
CDBG Grant

$     50,000
RRGL Grant

$   220,000
SRF Loan

$       5,200
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   890,546

PROJECT SUMMARY: Geraldine’s wastewater treatment system has the following deficiencies: inadequate lagoon volume, lagoon has severe erosion along interior dikes, discharge structure is deteriorated beyond simple repair, no primary flow measuring device, lagoon operation and performance limited by having only a single cell facility, a significant volume of sludge has accumulated in the treatment cells which is adversely affecting the treatment process, and fencing is needed to prevent access to the site by the public.  Major elements of the project include constructing an additional treatment cell and installing a wind-driven mixer, new piping and discharge structures, rehabilitating an existing cell including removal of sludge, restoring dike slopes and installing a synthetic liner.  A television inspection program involving cleaning, TV taping and a summary report would also be completed to assist in the implementation of Phase II of the town’s CIP to address long-term wastewater collection needs.

PROJECT STATUS: Project in final design.  Anticipated to begin construction Spring/Summer 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Glasgow

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements (Sewer/Storm Drainage Separation)

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   995,000
SRF Loan

$     16,500
Applicant’s funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,011,500

PROJECT SUMMARY: The city’s sanitary sewage collection system also served as a storm drainage collection system for 270 acres of the city.  During storm events, raw sewage backed up into basements of local residences and businesses and overflowed into the Milk River.  Major elements of the project included constructing approximately 11,000’ of new storm drains and new retention basins serving the north side of Glasgow.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Harlem

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   179,311        
OTHER FUNDS

$   179,311
CDBG Grant





$     29,500
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   388,122

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city’s water system has several deficiencies including: the river bank must be stabilized in order to maintain the water intake structure; the cast iron water line between the river and storage ponds has numerous cracks due to freezing; an old and obsolete water plant telemetry system no longer has replacement parts available; treatment vessels in the water treatment plant are showing signs of rust; and water filter media needs to be replaced in the water treatment plant.  Major elements of the project include replacing piping to the settling ponds, installing piping at the ponds to be operated in series and parallel, rip-rap the river bank around the intake piping, replacing the piping scheme from the raw water pumps to the flocculator with control panel upgrades, sand blasting and painting the flocculator and filters, replacing the filter media, and installing a new telemetry system.

PROJECT STATUS: Only start up requirement completed is the TSEP contract.  Waiting to find out if there will be sufficient TSEP funds available for project.  Will apply for CDBG funds in May 2001.  Anticipated to begin construction in Summer 2002.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Harrison Water and Sewer District (Madison County)

PROJECT TYPE

New Wastewater System

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   341,200
DEQ Hardship Grant

$   453,800
RD Grant

$   322,500
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,717,500

PROJECT SUMMARY: The Community of Harrison is situated near Willow Creek, with a groundwater table that rises to within 1’ to 4’ of the surface.  This situation has caused some on-site treatment systems to fail. The Madison County sanitarian has placed a moratorium on any new on-site systems.  In addition, the local elementary school has been placed under a State order to improve, or replace, its current wastewater treatment system (multiple septic tanks and drain fields) or connect to a municipal system.  Harrison is ranked number one on the DEQ priority list for corrective action.  Major elements of the project include abandoning the existing on-site septic tank/drain field systems and replacing them with a conventional gravity (8” minimum diameter pipes with manholes) collection system.  The collection system will flow to a lift station at which point the sewage will be pumped to two facultative storage lagoons.  The treated effluent will be discharged using spray irrigation in the summer months.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.  Anticipated completion November 2000.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Havre
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   303,747
OTHER FUNDS

$   770,000
EDA Grant

$   390,372
Applicant’s Funds
TOTAL PROJECT

$1,464,119

PROJECT SUMMARY: The city’s water system has one major deficiency: considerable leakage in the lead joints of the single 16” transmission main.  Major elements of the project include replacing the 16” water main from 6th Avenue West to Montana Avenue.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Helena

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$1,250,000
SRF Loan





$3,074,438
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$4,824,438

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city’s water system has several deficiencies including: water distribution improvements are needed on the east side of the city, inadequate water storage prevents new development and limits water use on the east side of the city, and fire flow improvements are needed.  Major elements of the project include constructing a new pumping and distribution network, a new reservoir on the east side of the city, and a new clear well and pumping station to address inadequate fire flows and water pressures on the east side of the city.

PROJECT STATUS: Final design completed.  Construction expected to begin late 2000 or early 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Highwood Water and Sewer District (Chouteau County)

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   400,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   360,000
CDBG Grant

$     34,500
SRF Loan

$       9,000
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   803,560

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The district’s water system has numerous deficiencies including: lead concentrations that exceed the EPA’s Lead and Copper Rule, negative system pressures, inadequate chlorine contact time, source development and treatment does not meet state standards, no fire protection, inadequate valving and looping, aged and deteriorating mains and services, and no water meters on the supply and individual services.  Major elements of the project include replacing much of the distribution system, looping most of the dead-ends, replacing lead service lines, adding fire hydrants, constructing an adequate water tank, and upgrading existing well controls.

PROJECT STATUS: Project in final design.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

LaCasa Grande Water and Sewer District (Lewis and Clark County)

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant





$   445,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,045,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The existing water system is owned and operated by a private company.  The district has not been able to negotiate an agreement with the owner of the existing system either to improve the system or to transfer ownership of the system to the district.  The private water system has the following deficiencies: fire protection is at a minimum.  The local volunteer fire department does not recognize the current water system as a useable source for fire suppression due to low water pressure, the four wells currently being utilized provide an inadequate water supply to satisfy water use demands, and lack of water prevents lawns from being irrigated to mitigate the lead contamination from the ASARCO lead smelter, thus creating a potential adverse health impact to children.  Major elements of the project include constructing a new water storage tank, fire hydrants, water mains, and water services.

PROJECT STATUS: Start up requirements have not been completed.  The district is currently negotiating with the current system owner in order to purchase the existing system and eliminate potential legal and right-of-way problems.   The only portion of the existing system that is expected to be used in the new system is a well.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Lewis and Clark County
PROJECT TYPE

Bridges

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   665,985
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,165,985

PROJECT SUMMARY: The county identified six bridges that were in critical need of reconstruction.  On three of the bridge projects, the major elements included constructing five-27" deep pre-stressed concrete tri-deck beams on the existing reinforced concrete spread footings.  On two of the bridge projects, the major elements included constructing five-27" pre-stressed concrete tri-deck beams set on a driven pile with a concrete cap foundation.  The sixth bridge project included constructing five-47" deep pre-stressed concrete bulb tee beams set on a driven pile with a concrete cap foundation.

PROJECT STATUS: Project completed. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Midvale Water and Sewer District (Lincoln County)

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   374,720        
OTHER FUNDS

$   465,534
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$   840,254

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The water system is currently privately owned and has several deficiencies including: undersized water mains creating flow restrictions and inadequate water supply for domestic use and fire protection, inequitable user rates (all users pay a flat rate), and the private owner has failed to make adequate investments in system improvements.  Major elements of the project include purchasing the existing water system, replacing undersized water mains, and installing water meters.

PROJECT STATUS:  The district is waiting to find out if there will be sufficient TSEP funds available for the project. RD has already obligated a loan in order to purchase the existing private system and make improvements.  If TSEP funds do not become available, the scope of the project would be reduced and only critical improvements would be made to the system. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Missoula

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$1,770,257
City Bond

$2,700,000
SRF Loan (City SID)

$   150,000
Missoula Water Quality District Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$5,220,257

PROJECT SUMMARY: The Missoula Valley Aquifer is the city’s only source of drinking water and according to current research, it is extremely vulnerable to contamination.  Therefore, protecting valuable water resources is a high priority for the city.  The Missoula Valley Water Quality District conducted a study of eight high density, unsewered areas to evaluate the need for connection of homes and businesses to sewage treatment facilities.  Based on all of the factors considered, the East Reserve Street area represents the most significant threat to water quality and public health.  With 26 percent of the total unsewered units in the one area, the total loading to groundwater is higher than in any other area.  The proposed project is Phase II and III of a three-phase project.  Major elements of the project include eliminating individual septic tanks and constructing sewer collection lines in the East Reserve Street area. 

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Philipsburg
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   121,900

OTHER FUNDS

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   200,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$   721,900

PROJECT SUMMARY: Philipsburg’s only water source, Fred Burr Lake, has highly corrosive water which results in high levels of both lead and copper in the water distribution system, in violation of the EPA Lead and Copper Rule.  The major elements of the project include developing a well to blend groundwater with the water from Fred Burr Lake in order to accomplish a reduction of lead and copper levels in the distribution system.  The new groundwater well will also provide the town with a backup water source, in the event the Fred Burr Lake water supply is interrupted or if the town’s waiver for filtration of a surface water supply is lost.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Rae Water and Sewer District (Gallatin County)

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater Treatment System

TSEP GRANT


$   485,850

OTHER FUNDS

$   121,099
Applicant’s Funds

$   372,927
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$   200,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,279,876

PROJECT SUMMARY: The district has nowhere to discharge its wastewater effluent and it has excessive leakage from its lagoons.  The major elements of the project include constructing a sequencing batch reactor treatment system with treated water discharged directly to groundwater.

PROJECT STATUS: Project in final design.  Anticipated to begin construction Spring 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Red Lodge

PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$   125,000
Applicant’s Funds





$4,284,000
RD Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$4,909,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city’s wastewater system has several deficiencies including: DEQ has prohibited expansion beyond the existing approved hookups without improvements to the treatment facility if it means potential degradation of Rock Creek; lagoon ponds are at capacity and incapable of meeting new non-degradation regulations beyond current levels; cells are unlined resulting in a 30 to 50 percent loss of effluent to the subsurface; cells are undersized for current flows; lagoon discharges into an open drainage ditch which runs through private property; and infiltration and inflow affects efficient treatment of waste at the lagoons.  Major elements of the project include lining and adding aeration to the lagoons, installing an outfall line to Rock Creek, and installing new storm water collection laterals in the downtown area drainage east of the existing Haggin storm drain.

PROJECT STATUS: Final design is being reviewed by DEQ.  Construction anticipated to begin early in 2001.  

NAME OF APPLICANT

Richland County

PROJECT TYPE

Bridges

TSEP GRANT


$   181,155

OTHER FUNDS

$   181,155
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   362,310

PROJECT SUMMARY: Two of the county’s bridges do not have the structural capacity to support modern day modes of transportation, including farm and oil field equipment that can weigh up to 40 tons, nor do these structures meet the county’s dimensional standards.  The major elements of the projects include extracting and salvaging the existing substructures in order to preserve their historical significance, and installing new pile supported concrete substructures and pre-cast concrete decks.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Shelby

PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   400,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$     41,100
Applicant’s Funds





$   400,000
SRF Loan


TOTAL PROJECT

$   841,100

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The city’s water system has several deficiencies including: deteriorating cast iron and asbestos cement water mains that have developed many breaks and leaks, and inadequate water pressure and volume due to small (4”) water lines which affects all water users and prevents adequate fire flow.  Major elements of the project include replacing or installing all 4” lines with 6” PVC pipe, replacing all 6” cast iron and asbestos cements lines with PVC pipe (a total of 9,722’), 45 - 4” street crossing lines, and 18 faulty fire hydrants.

PROJECT STATUS: Waiting to find out if there will be sufficient TSEP funds available for project.  The city has applied for TSEP funding from the 2001 Legislature (see project 26).  

NAME OF APPLICANT

South Hills Water and Sewer District (Yellowstone County)
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   100,000
Applicant’s Funds

$   435,000
SRF Loan

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,035,000

PROJECT SUMMARY: The South Hills water system has the following deficiencies: noncompliance with the Montana Public Water Supply Act, failure to use approved surface water treatment techniques, and inadequate water filtration.  Major elements of the project include installing a membrane filtration plant and disinfection facilities.

PROJECT STATUS: Project has been modified, whereby the district will join the Cedar Park Water and Sewer District to construct a pipeline that would transport water from the Billings water treatment plant.  The total cost of the project is estimated at $3,100,000.  The new water line would serve this area which is south of Billings.  The new design was strongly encouraged by DEQ and is a better long-term solution.  The district is in the process of obtaining the commitment of other funds through a new bond election that includes both districts.  Anticipated to begin construction in Summer 2001.

NAME OF APPLICANT

Sweetgrass Community Water and Sewer District (Toole County)
PROJECT TYPE

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   213,000

$   260,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

$     70,000
SRF Loan

$       2,500
Toole County

$       7,500
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$   653,000

PROJECT SUMMARY: The wastewater treatment system has the following deficiencies: system has only one treatment lagoon while state standards require a minimum of two, inlet design violates state standards, and seepage rate is in violation of state standard of 6” a year.  Major elements of the project include expanding the lagoon system to two cells, adding a new inlet, and relining an existing lagoon cell to prevent leakage.

PROJECT STATUS: A management plan and the commitment of the SRF loan is required to meet start up requirements. The district anticipates completing these requirements shortly.   The district is beginning the final design process and anticipates beginning construction in Spring 2001. 

NAME OF APPLICANT

Thompson Falls
PROJECT TYPE

Water System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000

OTHER FUNDS

$   370,000
RD Grant

$1,301,300
RD Loan

$   400,000
CDBG Grant

$   100,000
RRGL Grant

TOTAL PROJECT

$2,671,300

PROJECT SUMMARY: The city’s water system has to following deficiencies: an DEQ directive to filter the surface water source, well number two has elevated levels of iron and manganese, inadequate water pressure and fire flows due to undersized water mains and lack of looping, and distribution system has excessive water loss.  Major elements of the project include installing an intake structure at the spring, either redeveloping well number two or constructing a new well, evaluating the distribution system for leakage, and replacing water mains to improve fire protection and reduce water loss.

PROJECT STATUS: Under construction.

NAME 0F APPLICANT

Willow Creek Sewer District (Gallatin County)
TYEP OF PROJECT

Wastewater System Improvements

TSEP GRANT


$   500,000        
OTHER FUNDS

$   283,000
RD Grant





$   250,400
RD Loan





$       5,000
Applicant’s Funds

TOTAL PROJECT

$1,038,000

PROJECT SUMMARY:  The district’s wastewater system has the following deficiencies:  The treatment system has outgrown the capacity of its treatment system which is now frequently overloaded, raw or partially treated wastewater is discharged from the plant resulting in a built up of sludge in a drainage ditch that leads from the treatment plant to the Jefferson River.  Major elements of the project include constructing a lagoon treatment system.

PROJECT STATUS: Only the commitment of RD funds is needed to complete start up requirements.  The RD commitment has been delayed because the total project cost is unknown at this time.  Failed negotiations to purchase land for the lagoon resulted in the district requesting the City of Three Forks to hook up to their wastewater treatment facility.  This request was put to a vote and denied.  As a result, the district is attempting once again to negotiate to obtain land for the lagoon.  Three appraisals have been obtained and the district is in the process of creating an agreement that would be satisfactory to the land owner.  
