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April 22, 2024

Ms. Victoria Miller, Director of Advocacy Research
Alabama Rivers Alliance

2014 6™ Ave N #200

Birmingham, AL 35203

Dear Ms. Miller,

On March 4, 2024, the Department received comments from the Alabama Rivers Alliance
pertaining to the fiscal year 2023 Intended Use Plans (IUPs). The comments are attached. Below
are the Department’s responses addressing the comments received. No major programmatic
changes to the IUPs were necessary; however, minimal changes to the format and substance of the
IUPs were made and the modified IUPs are attached.

Response to Comments
Section 1: Qur objectives for SRF advocacy

a. Our coalition of water advocates is committed to actively participating in SRF education,
outreach, and engagement initiatives, extending beyond the IUP comment period.
Leveraging our established relationships with communities and organizations throughout
Alabama, our aim is to connect underserved communities with the resources and funding
offered by the SRF program. We seek to enhance SRF program awareness and accessibility
among marginalized and underrepresented communities, empowering them to navigate the
complex SRF funding process for their water infrastructure needs effectively. We commend
ADEM for its efforts thus far to provide utilities with information about the historic funding
opportunity, but we believe that ADEM can, and should, be doing more to reach
communities that have not traditionally participated in the SRF program. We are interested
in hosting public engagement meetings between ADEM and community-based
organizations where we can continue to work on SRF program accessibility and equity
beyond the [IUP comment period.

Response: Noted, the Depariment is continually interested in additional ways to solicit
communities to the program and will continue to work with outside entities to improve the process.

b.  We urge ADEM to offer more support and technical assistance to SRF applicants and
awardees throughout the SRF project implementation process. This support is particularly
crucial for communities with limited resources or that meet additional subsidization
criteria, ensuring equitable access to SRF funding opportunities. We have heard that even
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after the initial offer of SRF assistance, communities may still struggle to mount the
necessary resources to submit a full SRF application and be able to proceed with
construction. This underscores the need for ADEM to enhance its support mechanisms and
technical assistance provisions to address these barriers effectively.

Response: The complete scope of a project, in general, is eligible for reimbursement including
preliminary work such as pre-applications, applications, and engineering design. Since fiscal year
2022, the Alabama State Revolving Fund has had more demand than funds available. Additionally,
the Department is required to expend 120% of the funds available (capitalization grant and state
match combined) within one year of award of funds. In order to meet these requirements, the
program intends to prioritize construction “shovel ready” projects over preliminary and/or design
only projects when ranking projects.

The Department also supports communities and develops guidance and general information
provided for each fundable project. Additionally, EPA has provided resources specifically for
technical assistance to small and/or disadvantaged communities. The Alabama SRF has provided
information to EPA on potential eligible communities to target and intends to continue to support
EPA’s technical assistance effort. Communities can apply for technical assistance through EPA’s
website (https://www.epa.gov/water-infrastructure/forms/water-technical-assistance-request-
form) or by contacting ADEM.

i One specific case that exemplifies the need for additional support is the Town of Camp
Hill, which has expressed difficulties navigating the SRF process even after the initial
distribution of funds. The town would greatly benefit from further technical assistance and
guidance to overcome these challenges and successfully advance its water infrastructure
improvements.

Response: The Town of Camp Hill was funded through the America Rescue Plan Act (ARPA)
program for both clean water and drinking water projects. No SRF nor BIL dollars were allocated
to Camp Hill. Please note that the Town of Camp Hill declined drinking water funding in the
amount of $10,000,000 due to requirements of the funding such as the fiscal sustainability plan
(FSP) associated with ARPA. The Department agrees with the FSP requirements as they set
communities up for future success and a better overall long-term outcome.

¢. Our coalition also wants to emphasize the importance of the SRF programs in Alabama not
only in addressing immediate infrastructure needs but also in cultivating a skilled and
resilient clean water workforce for the future. We advocate for the establishment of robust
partnerships between the SRF program and community organizations, as well as the
implementation of dedicated set-aside programs for technical assistance. ADEM should
leverage its existing resources and expertise to offer comprehensive training programs and
apprenticeships tailored to the specific needs of the water industry by collaborating with
community organizations.

Response: ADEM works closely with communities and organizations such as Rural Water, Rivers
Alliance, ADEM operator certification and compliance staff, WFX, universities, etc. Currently,
the Department has an interagency agreement with Public Health to provide ARPA funding to



entities for septic tank replacement/identification. Furthermore, the Alabama SRF has included
set-aside funding on the clean water fund in order to assist small communities with identifying
wastewater needs, including decentralized. ADEM will continue this effort in future years.

Section 2: Commenting on areas of improvement noted with AL’s SRF

a. We are pleased to note that ADEM is taking strides in advancing SRF projects and
commend the agency for effectively securing and utilizing federal funding.

b. It is helpful to see the SRF loan interest rate and project fee percentage outlined in the
[UPs. However, it would be beneficial to see the information listed in consistent locations
across the IUPs. Additionally, ADEM should offer alternative financing options for
communities meeting disadvantaged or affordability criteria.

Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 IUPs include information about the anticipated SRF
loan interest rate of 0.1% and project fee percentage of 2.1% specified for all loans, except
100% forgiven loans. However, this same information can be found at differing locations
across the IUPs (on page 6 of the CWSRF base [UP, page 9 of the CWSRF BIL [UP, page
6 of the DWSRF base IUP, and page 10 of the DWSRF BIL IUP). In order to increase [UP
accessibility 3 it would be helpful to include this information consistently in the section
about financial terms of loans.

Response: The Alabama SRF has made significant changes to the format and substance of the
Intended Use Plans as a result of the Bipartisan Infrastructure Legislation (BIL). The Department
intends to standardize the IUPs across each program as much as possible. While certain
requirements apply to both programs, each program has unique requirements such as the Water
Resources Reform and Development Act (WRRDA) in Clean Water. This will inherently result in
small differences between the CWSRF and DWSRF programs; however, the Department will
attempt to make each [UP as consistent as possible in the future.

The FY2023 1UPs state that ADEM may offer a range of options regarding the term,
interest rate, and level of loan funding and may offer up to 100% of allowable project
costs. Despite recognizing the ability to issue loan terms up to 30 years or the useful life
of the project, the IUPs state that total term financing will not exceed 20 years, or under
special circumstances 30 years may be considered. More information is needed to explain
whether ADEM offers alternative financing options to communities that qualify for
additional principal forgiveness, and to clarify what are the special circumstances that
allow projects to receive 30-year financing.

Importance: While the fee information on the IUPs is valuable, stakeholders would benefit
from having the yearly interest rate and project fees listed consistently across the IUPs.
This would help clarify if these terms are consistent across all projects. For transparency,
stakeholders and community advocates need to be able to understand the financial impact
an SRF loan will have on their community. Access to consistent and detailed information
on loan terms on all IUPs facilitates this decision-making process for communities.
Additionally, beyond the IUPs, we urge ADEM to do more to provide alternative financing



terms and options for communities meeting disadvantaged or affordability criteria. While
the SRF program has the flexibility to offer lower interest rates and longer loan terms (up
to 30 years), these options are not always utilized by ADEM. Even for communities
receiving principal forgiveness, it often does not cover the full award, leaving a loan
component that can burden economically disadvantaged areas.

Response: The SRF has multiple options to provide additional subsidization to disadvantaged
communities. As indicated in 40 CFR 35.3525(b), additional subsidization can be provided
through low interest loans, no interest loans, or principal forgiveness. In the Department’s
estimation, principal forgiveness provides the most efficient way for disadvantaged communities
to complete projects. A 30-year amortization would be appropriate for no interest loans.
Additionally, in general, 30-year loan terms may lead to concerns about equipment approaching
the useful life for the majority of projects. With low interest loans, the Department intends to
provide “low cost” financing. Adding additional time to the amortization period would result in
additional costs. When appropriate, based on analysis of financials, the Department will give up
to 100% principal forgiveness to ensure that a disadvantaged community can complete a project.

c. We support ADEM’s practice of awarding principal forgiveness appropriately to project
applicants within the federally required proportions of the capitalization funds under the
BIL, SWDA, and CWA. However, we also encourage ADEM to maximize principal
forgiveness offers as much as possible.

Response: See comment above. The Department evaluates each project financially and
determines the appropriate amount of loan and principal forgiveness in order to maximize the use
of the funds throughout the State.

Observed on the IUP: The DWSRF BIL IUP correctly allocates 49% of the capitalization
grant as additional subsidization, awarded as principal forgiveness to qualifying
applicants. However, the CWSRF BIL IUP allocates approximately 51% of the
capitalization grant as principal forgiveness, surpassing the 49% minimum requirement
under the BIL. The base CWSRF IUP issues approximately 37% of funds as principal
forgiveness. The base DWSRF IUP is less clear about whether the additional subsidy
funds are issued according to requirements of the capitalization grant or the America’s
Water Infrastructure Act, but it also seems to align with the minimum requirements.
Importance: We are pleased to see that ADEM intends to award FY2023 funds to
communities meeting disadvantaged criteria in at least the federally-required minimum
4 portions. Under current law, the minimum amount of the SRFs that must be provided
as additional subsidization each year is 10% for the CWSRF and 12% for the DWSRF,
and the maximum amounts are no more than 30% for the CWSRF and 35% for the
DWSREF. This year’s appropriations bill required an additional 10% to be provided as
additional subsidy for each program. We commend ADEM for using 37% of CWSRF
base funds as subsidy, and we want to encourage ADEM to direct more of the DWSRF
base fund as subsidy. Additionally, ADEM should clarify how they are directing 49% of
CWSREF BIL funds for principal forgiveness as required by the BIL, as the IUP currently
directs approximately 51% of the capitalization grant as principal forgiveness.



Response: The Department included additional principal forgiveness in order to meet the
Capitalization grant requirements for previous years. Due to withdrawal of projects from past
fiscal years, additional subsidization is required to meet at least the minimum requirements. EPA
allows allocation of these funds in future fiscal years, but when reported, the appropriate fiscal
year must be determined. The detail of allocation of the principal forgiveness by fiscal year was
erroneously omitted.

Additional subsidization was included in the CWSRF BIL IUP due to the compartmentalized
nature of the BIL funds. Instead of including an additional line on the CWSRF base TUP to only
include additional subsidization, while having the rest of the project on BIL and overlapping,
additional subsidization was included with projects on the CWSRF BIL. However, that principal
forgiveness is not allocated to fiscal year 2023 s appropriation. The [UP has been updated to reflect
the following for allocation of additional subsidization:

g | S Principal Principal | Percentage of | ~cduired

. Principal . . oy Principal

Fiscal Foraivene Forgiveness Forgiveness Additional Forgi

Year SIVENESS | Allocated? Total? Subsidization® | = o'’ CHess

Allocated
2017
2 0 0

cwsgp | $1:350.000 | $132,500 $1,482.500 10% 10%

2019 ) ,
cwspp | $1:601700 | $175,000 $1,776,700 10% 10%

2020 ] .
cwsgrE | S1277:000 | $486,400 $1,777,000 10% 10%

2021 5 0
owsrp | $931,050 $845,650 $1,776.700 10% 10%

2023
CWSRF | N/A $11,420,920 | $11,420,920 49% 49%

BIL

Al2a N/A $2,136,710 | $2,136,710 25% 20%
CWSRF ey b - 3

Total N/A $15,064,680° N/A N/A N/A

Note 1: Amount allocated based on actual loans closed from previous fiscal years.
Note 2: Amount allocated on current fiscal year 2023 TUP to meet requirements of past Capitalization

grants.

Note 3: Total amount allocated including the amount in the FY2023 IUP.,

Note 4: Capitalization grant requirements for that specific fiscal year. Withdrawn projects will be noted
in future [UPs.
Note 5: $11,420,920 for 2023 CWSRF BIL and $3,643,760 for 2023 CWSRF and rollover funds from

previous fiscal years.

d. We appreciate the additional information about disadvantaged criteria categories on
the DWSRF [UPs and the inclusion of additional columns on the Project Priority
List (PPL) across all IUPs.

Observed on the TUP: Compared to previous [UPs, the DWSRF IUPs offer more
comprehensive information in section IV, B, describing each category determining



eligibility for additional subsidization. but similar detailed information is lacking from
the CWSRF IUPs. We support the inclusion of additional columns of information on all
four IUP PPLs, providing further insight into how applicants scored in additional
subsidization categories.

Importance: As our group of advocates highlighted in FY2022, understanding how each
applicant scores in each category for additional subsidization was previously unclear.
The enhanced PPLs in FY2023 offer valuable information about these categories,
assisting future applicants in determining their eligibility for additional subsidization.
Section IV, B of the DWSRF IUPs gives further details about how each category is
determined, but this information and clarity is lacking for the CWSRF IUPs. Despite our
previous comments, the CWSRF [UPs still present confusing and lengthy explanations
for how additional subsidization is determined that has not been significantly adjusted.

Response: The information on principal forgiveness for the Clean Water program is given in
Attachment 4 of the IUP. This describes in detail the breakdown of each category similarly to how
it is detailed on the DWSRF IUP. The Department intended to clarify the DWSRF by wording
each category similar to the CWSRF. The categories utilized in the clean water program are similar
to the drinking water categories, especially with respect to census data and median household
income.

e. We commend the Alabama legislature for providing the 10% state match to access the
BIL supplemental funds, and we encourage the legislature to continue supporting and
growing the SRF.

Observed on the IUP: In 2023, the Alabama legislature allocated funds to cover
ADEM’s 10% federally required match portion for the BIL supplemental funds. The 20%
state match on the FY2023 base CWSRF and DWSRF was provided by overmatch of
State Match Bonds in prior years, and ADEM mentions not planning to issue new bonds
in FY2023.

Importance: While states are typically required to provide a 20% match, the BIL/IIJA
funds offer a reduced state match of 10% for FY2022 and FY2023. Alabama’s legislature
has provided the 10% state match for BIL funds during the past two years. It is vital that
Alabama continue supporting the federal investments in water infrastructure by making
additional state investments, enhancing more SRF financial capacity and more projects.
Alabama can support the SRF by bonding, or by providing appropriations, perhaps even
exceeding the minimally required 20% match amount.

As a reminder, BIL supplemental funds designated for lead service line replacement, or
emerging contaminants require no state match and must also be awarded as 100%
forgivable loans. It is essential to prioritize emerging contaminants and lead service line
replacement projects for addressing critical environmental and public health concerns.
While the FY2023 TUPs for EC funds have not been released yet, we hope ADEM
continues to administer these programs despite their inability to bring revolving funds
back in.



Response: Please note the lead service line is required to allocate 49% of all funds as principal
forgiveness. The BIL EC does allow 100% principal forgiveness including at least 25% to
disadvantaged or small communities. The Alabama SRF will continue to administer the BIL and
specifically, emerging contaminants and lead service line allocations.

f. We commend ADEM for continuing to utilize the BIL-supplemental funds for lead
service line replacement and for distributing funds to 23 projects. However, we want to
ensure that the limited amount of funds available for lead service line replacement are
able to be maximized and benefit as many Alabama communities as possible.

Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 DWSRF BIL IUP for lead service line replacement
was issued on February 20, 2024. Of the 23 projects being funded, over half (13) were
for lead inventory projects. No funds were reserved for set-aside activities.

Importance: We are glad to see ADEM continue to use the BIL-supplemental fund for
lead service line replacement. However, ADEM should consider reserving a portion of
the LSLR to fund lead inventories as a set-aside activity. Once a community is awarded
project funds for a lead service line inventory, it is unclear if that community is still
eligible to apply for the DWSRF again to fund the replacement of lead lines.
Additionally, ADEM should consider adding additional project ranking criteria for lead
service line projects that allow funding to be prioritized in communities with the most
lead piping.

Response: Since inventories have a specific timeline, the Department solicited inventory projects
for the fiscal year 2023 lead service line fund. Lead Service Line replacement projects in general
are eligible for funding. If a community finds lead service lines as a result of conducting the
inventory, the Department expects and encourages communities to apply for replacement of the
lines in future years. Please note that all lead service line projects that applied were funded in
fiscal year 2023. Additionally, the existing ranking system does capture projects which have lead
contamination as a concern. Water quality and compliance with the lead and copper rule are
captured in the existing ranking process within the pre-application forms.

Section 3: SRF issues identified & recommendations for improvement.
a. There is no longer any indication that ADEM prioritizes the funding of green
infrastructure solutions for drinking water systems in Alabama. ADEM should revisit the
use of Green Projects Reserve funding in future DWSRF [UPs.

Observed on the [UP: In the FY2022 DWSRF IUPs, ADEM elected to prioritize green
infrastructure projects for drinking water systems by directing 10% of the DWSRF as a
Green Project Reserve. However, the FY2023 DWSRF TUPs no longer include any
mentions of green infrastructure, does not reserve 10% of the DWSRF for green projects,
and no explanation is offered. We support the continuation of GPR and prioritization of
green infrastructure projects on the CWSRF TUPs.

Why this should be changed: ADEM should continue supporting the development of
green infrastructure solutions for drinking water systems in Alabama. Such projects offer



numerous benefits, including environmental sustainability, climate resiliency, and
improved public health outcomes. For Alabama to withstand the impending impacts of
climate change, ADEM should wholeheartedly support green infrastructure solutions
with the Green Projects Reserve.

Recommendation: To continue the advancement of climate-resilient infrastructure
solutions, ADEM should revisit the use of the green project reserve in future DWSRF
IUPs to direct funds and incentives toward green infrastructure drinking water systems.
If ADEM does not intend to incorporate green infrastructure into drinking water projects
in the future, then an explanation is certainly needed.

Response: Unlike CWSREF, there is no statutory requirement for green projects on the DWSRF
side. Alabama does incentivize/encourage green projects such as energy efficiency and water
efficiency. These categories give applicants an additional score for ranking on the pre-application
form.

b. ADEM should consider revising its priority point ranking system and updating it to
align with the goals of the program and funding priorities outlined in the BIL/IIJA to
prioritize more ‘“nontraditional” projects like green infrastructure, disadvantaged
communities, and communities lacking centralized services.

Observed on the IUP: ADEM’s current priority points ranking system, as found in the
SRF pre-application document, lacks sufficient points to prioritize projects serving
communities meeting affordability/disadvantaged criteria or providing connections to
those lacking centralized services. The CWSRF priority ranking system offers about 18%
of possible points for projects seeking to include sustainable components, and no points
are available for communities meeting affordability criteria that might not be able to
support infrastructure projects without being prioritized for funding. The DWSRF
priority ranking system only offers about 8% of possible points for projects in
communities with a high-water bill burden, and only about 7% of possible points for
projects with sustainability components.

Why this should be changed: ADEM should consider adjusting the priority point ranking
system to closer align with SRF goals and priorities of the BIL/IIJA. These goals include
prioritizing disadvantaged, small, and rural communities, promoting climate resilience,
and supporting green infrastructure projects. Editing the SRF priority points ranking
system to reflect more priority for green infrastructure projects, disadvantaged
communities, workforce development, and waterway restoration would be beneficial and
allow these projects more prioritization.

Recommendation: We recommend that ADEM adjust the CWSRF and DWSRF project
priority ranking system to provide more priority points for “nontraditional” SRF projects,
such as those seeking to relieve disadvantaged communities, provide services to
communities without them, build climate resilience, and promote sustainability. It is
especially critical that projects providing decentralized wastewater treatment in rural and
underserved areas receive significantly more than 10 points. A community’s financial



capacity should also be incorporated into the CWSRF project ranking system, as it is on
the DWSREF side.

Response: As stated in ADEM Admin Code r. 335-11-1-.05 (for CWSRF), the priority list shall
be developed using the criteria establish in 33 USC 1296. The general categories are listed below:

(a) whether the project promotes compliance with the Clean Water Act;
(b) the financial capability of the applicant;

(c) improvement to water quality;

(d) energy and water efficiency; and,

(e) sustainability of the project.

While not required under Section 216 of the Clean Water Act (and referenced by 40 CFR 35.3150),
the Department does include the financial capability of the applicant as a metric for developing the
priority list for CWSRF. The financial capability of the applicant is an overarching requirement.
The Department ensures that any community proposed on the project priority list would have the
ability to show the financial capability of repayment on a loan. This is accomplished by reviewing
financial audits and determining the ability to afford the loan and/or raise rates to ensure
repayment. Additionally, the financial capability is evaluated further once the PPL is determined
to allocate principal forgiveness based on the ability of the community to finance the project (i.e.,
the disadvantaged criteria).

The Department does agree that inclusion of the financial metric on the pre-application form would
provide more clarity and uniformity between the programs. The SRF will propose a change in the
CWSREF pre-application form to include an appropriate metric for financial capability within the
ranking procedure.

As stated in ADEM 335-11-2-.05 (for DWSREF), the priority list shall be developed using the
criteria established in 40 CFR Parts 9 and 35. The general categories are listed below:

(a) whether the project addresses the most serious risks to human health;

(b) whether the project addresses compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA);
(¢) the financial capability of the applicant/affordability of the project;

(d) energy and water efficiency; and,

(e) sustainability of the project.

The Alabama SRF addresses each of these categories including affordability, with the possibility
of up to 60 points based on the affordability criteria (ratio of median household income and average
water bill). This is the third most points possible within the ranking categories. Only Water
Quality (category B) and Capacity and Pressure (category D) have a possible maximum score of
150 and 100 points, respectively. The pre-application ranking inherently prioritizes projects
addressing water quality over water quantity.



The Department utilized other funding for stormwater projects through ARPA. This includes over
8,000 individual stormwater projects (approximately $15,000,000 total funding). The Department
also funds inflow and infiltration (1&l) correction projects as well as sanitary sewer overflow
(SSO) correction projects among other types of projects within the CWSRF eligibility guidelines.

c. ADEM should offer more guidance for how communities can obtain technical
assistance during the pre-application, full application, and implementation phases of SRF
projects.

Observed on the TUP: The FY2023 TUPs contain no information or guidance on how
communities can obtain technical assistance from ADEM, despite ADEM electing to set-
aside more of the CWSRF for small systems technical assistance.

Why this should be changed: Communities without existing grant-writing or engineering
experience may struggle to fulfill the SRF pre-application requirements without technical
or financial support. If ADEM offers technical assistance to communities during the pre-
application process and beyond, then this information would be helpful to include in the
IUPs. If ADEM does not directly offer support to SRF applicants, we recommend
collaborating with known technical assistance providers to craft an offer of support on
the SRF pre-application and beyond would be very helpful for communities applying.

Recommendation: ADEM should consider creating guidance with more information on
how communities can assess the technical assistance from ADEM. This information
should be advertised widely beyond the [lUPs on ADEM’s websites, and ADEM should
even consider issuing a press release describing the availability of technical assistance
and how to apply. There are existing technical assistance providers outside of ADEM
working in Alabama to assist communities with SRF application, design, and
implementation. The EPA provides some direct technical assistance as well as funded
Environmental Finance Centers that are tasked with assisting communities access
funding for infrastructure projects. ADEM should do more to proactively communicate
the availability of outside assistance to SRF applicants and communities in Alabama.

Response: See Comment 2 above. Communities can contact the ADEM SRF or EPA through the
above link for further information on how to obtain technical assistance through EPA’s technical
assistance program.

d. Despite choosing to undertake more set-aside activities than in previous years, ADEM
can still further capitalize on assisting communities through set-aside funds.
Additionally, ADEM needs to provide more details about their set-aside activity plans,
including the goals and metrics they consider and the process by which communities
can access additional SRF support through set-asides.

Observed on the IUP: Across all four IUPs, ADEM only fully utilized the set-aside for
administrative costs (up to 4% of each capitalization grant). In the DWSRF IUPs,
ADEM also fully utilized the 10% set-aside for program management but significantly
underutilized the up to 15% set-aside for local assistance and set-aside no funds for small



systems assistance. In the CWSRF IUPs, we commend ADEM for electing to use the
2% small systems technical assistance set-aside for the first time; however, the CWSRF
did not set-aside funds for local assistance or state program management, as federally
allowed. No set-aside work plans or detailed information about the activities anticipated
for those set-asides were provided on the FY2023 TUPs.

Why this should be changed: Set-aside activities and technical assistance play a crucial
role in supporting communities throughout the SRF process. Up to 31% of each
capitalization grant, including the BIL supplemental funds for emerging contaminants
and lead service lines, can be allocated for non-project activities that support SRF
projects. These activities can assist with ADEM in enhancing its SRF capacity, such as
salary or equipment procurement, building system inventories or maps, providing
engineering services and financial assessments, and more.

Recommendation: Maximizing set-aside usage is critical for supporting SRF activities
not directly covered by project expenses, and ADEM should consider supporting even
more set-aside activities on future IUPs. Additionally, ADEM needs to circulate more
information publicly about their set-aside activity plans and generally do more to
advertise its set-aside programs and available assistance to communities. ADEM should
consider involving the public and other stakeholders in the creation of their set-aside
work plans in the future.

Response: The set-aside workplan is included as an Attachment to the comments. This describes
further the proposed use of the set-aside funds. The Department will include the set-aside
workplan on all future IUPs. In general, the SRF intends to maximize the amount of funds
available for projects.

e. ADEM should revise the CWSRF Affordability Criteria to offer more accessibility
for communities applying and provide applicants with greater clarity and predictability
regarding their eligibility for additional subsidization.

Observed on the IUP: The CWSRF criteria for additional subsidy and affordability are
outlined across three pages on Attachment 4 of the [UPs. The lengthy and confusing
explanation culminates in the calculation of the Affordability Measure for Alabama.
This measure involves various factors, including county-level statistics such as the
poverty and unemployment rates as well as statewide population change data. However,
the reliance on county and state-level data poses challenges, particularly for projects
serving disadvantaged communities where county or state-wide data will obscure
information on the area benefitting from the project. Furthermore, there is ambiguity
regarding how ADEM determines the percentage of principal forgiveness awarded once
an applicant qualifies.

Why this should be changed: Three of the four categories used to determine principal
forgiveness under the CWSRF are calculated using county-level statistics. It is
problematic for ADEM to continue using county-level statistics for projects that do not
seek to serve an entire county. Given that this data is likely gathered from the US Census
Bureau, it is unclear why ADEM has chosen to use the less specific county-level data



when census-level data is available. Additionally, more explanation is needed for how
ADEM decides how much principal forgiveness to issue to qualifying applicants.
Clarifying how ADEM determines affordability criteria and the percentage granted
those that qualify can expect to receive would enhance transparency and facilitate
informed decision-making for applicants and advocates involved with the SRF process.

Recommendation: ADEM should consider updating the CWSRF Affordability Criteria
to offer more accessibility and transparency about what metrics are considered when
communities seek additional subsidy. County level data does not accurately reflect the
financial capacity of a particular community, and thus the criteria should be more
specific to the community being served by a project. Providing more specific criteria for
CWSREF affordability enables greater fairness and accuracy for the specific communities
seeking relief through a project, allowing them to better gauge their eligibility for
additional subsidization.

Additionally, ADEM should clarify how it determines the percentage of principal
forgiveness that will be awarded to qualified applicants. ADEM should consider
instituting a tiered approach for where communities that have 1 affordability point get
partial subsidy, communities that have 2 affordability points get a higher portion of
subsidy, and communities that have 3 or more affordability points get total principal
forgiveness.

Communities need to be able to understand just how much additional subsidy they can
expect to receive once they know their eligibility.

Response: Attachment 4 of the CWSRF TUP outlines the ranking criteria for CWSRF projects.
City level data is not always available, especially for small and/or disadvantaged towns. The
Department utilizes both County level and City level data, when available. In order to be
consistent, when City level data is not available for a large number of projects on the priority list,
the Department defaults to County level data. As more data becomes available, the Department
will continually improve the ranking system.

Principal forgiveness amount (up to 100%) is determined based on financial analysis. Once the
Department determines which projects are considered disadvantaged based on the rank, the amount
of principal forgiveness allocated is based on how much is necessary to complete the project and
how much debt capacity the community has. The communities can estimate how much principal
forgiveness to expect based on the current financial analysis of the community.

f. We want to ensure that the BIL/IIJA funds are strategically directed toward fortifying
Alabama’s water infrastructure against the escalating impacts of climate change and
building our state’s resilience to natural disasters, including flooding, drought, and
power shortages.

Observed on the [UP: The FY2023 CWSRF [UPs direct funding to a total of 11 projects
with green infrastructure components. Of these 11 projects, each included energy
efficiency as the green component and only 2 projects intend to incorporate



environmentally innovative components. Thus far, none of Alabama’s SRF loans
awarded in FY2022 and FY2023 have been primarily for stormwater management
projects, despite the need for managing stormwater and floodwaters statewide and
existing pre-applications for these projects.

Furthermore, the DWSRF IUPs no longer include any information about green
infrastructure or award loans to projects with green infrastructure components.

Why this should be changed: Stormwater infrastructure plays a critical role in managing
rainfall runoff, reducing flooding, and protecting downstream water quality. Neglecting
to use the funding availability afforded by the BIL/IIJA to fund stormwater
infrastructure could leave Alabama’s communities vulnerable and exacerbate existing
infrastructure vulnerabilities. We must prioritize the management of stormwater and
build stormwater infrastructure amid the growing impacts of climate change on
Alabama’s infrastructure.

Recommendation: We urge ADEM to prioritize the issuance of SRF loans for
stormwater projects, create technical assistance programs that provide green
infrastructure education, and assist applicants to incorporate green designs. ADEM
should also provide comprehensive guidance for SRF applicants seeking to develop
stormwater infrastructure projects. This guidance should give tips on navigating the
application process to be prioritized and developing a revenue stream for loan
repayment. Additionally, providing more priority points in the project ranking system
for projects that have green infrastructure components could encourage more green
projects.

Response: See Comment 3.a and 3.b above. The pre-application does give additional ranking
points to projects which address green infrastructure such as environmentally innovative projects,
green infrastructure (such as permeable pavements, etc.), energy efficiency, etc. The Department
routinely solicits for and incentivizes application for green projects.

g. ADEM should clarify its practice of assisting with the purchases of bonds issued by
SRF applicants in lieu of providing loans.

Observed on the TUP: The FY2023 CWSRF IUPs include language that has been
repeated for several years under section IV, A (Fiscal sustainability plans) about how
ADEM provides CWSRF assistance by purchasing outstanding debt obligations (as
bonds) and thus does not have to comply with the federal requirement for borrowers to
develop and implement a Fiscal Sustainability Plan.

Why this should be changed: It is unclear if ADEM issues SRF assistance in the form
of loans or bonds. If ADEM does issue SRF assistance as loans, then the federal
requirement for borrowers to have fiscal sustainability plans would apply.

Recommendation: As we commented on in FY2022, ADEM needs to clarify when, and
for what reason, they provide assistance through the purchase of bonds issued by SRF
applicants and when ADEM provides assistance through a traditional loan agreement.



Projects that are supported through bond purchases should be identified as such. Projects
that are supported through loan agreements should be required to submit Fiscal
Sustainability Plans, and ADEM should provide information on where such plans can
be accessed by the public.

Response: The reason the CWSRF and DWSRF program receives a warrant, bond or other debt
instrument when making a loan to a municipal or public corporation borrower is due to the
requirements of Alabama law. Local governments in Alabama do not possess “home rule;”
meaning their powers come only from those expressly given or necessarily implied under the
Alabama constitution and the Alabama Code (hereinafter defined). Section 11-47-2 of the Code of
Alabama 1975, as amended (the “Alabama Code™), contains the main permissive authority for
Alabama cities and towns to borrow money. That section authorizes any city or town in Alabama
to borrow money for any lawful purpose, and as evidence of such a loan to “issue evidences of
indebtedness in the form of interest-bearing warrants, notes or bills payable, maturing at such
times as such governing body may determine, not exceeding 30 years from the date of issue...”
Thus, when an Alabama city or town borrows money it issues a debt instrument — typically a
warrant - to evidence its obligation to pay principal and interest on the same. This requirement of
Alabama law is why lenders (including the CWSRF program) desiring to have an enforceable
obligation from a city or a town to repay a loan require a debt instrument versus relying solely on
a loan agreement.

The same holds true for utility boards, authorities, and other similar borrowers from the CWSRF
program. The enabling laws for such entities permit the borrowing of funds and evidence of the
same through the issuance of interest-bearing evidence of indebtedness — typically a bond. For
example, many utility boards in Alabama are organized under Section 11-50-310 of the Alabama
Code (commonly known as “Act 175”). Such entities are empowered under that act to “borrow
money for any corporate function, use, or purpose and issue in evidence of the borrowing interest-
bearing bonds payable solely from the revenues derived from the operation of any one or more of
its systems (regardless of the system or systems for the benefit of or with respect to which such
borrowing may be made).” See Section 11-50-314(5) of the Alabama Code. Once again, this is
why the CWSRF program receives a bond as evidence of the obligation of its utility
board/authority borrowers versus just relying on a loan agreement.

In addition, the Department performs the Fiscal Sustainability Plan (FSP) by providing financial
reviews of each loan applicant focused on current audits, evaluation of pledged revenues,
appropriate lien positions for new CWSRF loans, thorough reviews of S&P or Moody’s credit
rating reports if applicable, maintenance of a debt service reserve fund if required, a current and
pro-forma debt service coverage analysis for all CWSRF loans, requirement of appropriate rate
increases to maintain system sustainability, and review of a system’s asset depreciation. This
practice has been completed for all CWSRF loans since October 1, 2014,

Section 4: Other questions & areas where clarification is needed

Many of our questions and requests for more information in this section might be better
addressed in a discussion or meeting between our group of advocates and ADEM SRF
staff. We are open to scheduling future working sessions to discuss the areas where we



need clarification and work with ADEM to implement the reforms we view as necessary
for equitable SRF implementation in Alabama.

Response: At the beginning of this section, it is stated, “many of our questions and requests for
more information in this section might be better addressed in a discussion or meeting between our
group of advocates and ADEM SRF staff.” The Department has advocated for an open dialogue /
meeting approach on many occasions. In addition, staff have made a concerted effort to have
discussions with many of your representatives at a variety of conferences and symposiums over
the past couple of years. Although staff have discussed and made adjustments to the program to
address some of your concerns, we continue to receive written comments during the [UP public
notice period. The Department is interested in continuing to be one of the leading states in funding
projects supporting wastewater and drinking water infrastructure projects. Entering into a “writing
campaign” is less time efficient and productive than having a meeting on as as-needed basis. All
of the comments within the March 4, 2024 letter could have been more effectively addressed
through face-to-face dialogue at the Department. This would allow the “Alabama Rivers Alliance
and the 9 signed-on environmental and community-based organizations and individual advocates”
to have a more detailed discussion on each of the concerns and it would not have delayed the
progress of the seventy-two (72) drinking water and forty-one (41) clean water projects and the
communities who are waiting for the finalization of the IUPs before they may move forward with
their infrastructure projects. The Department would welcome and appreciate a more face-to-face
approach moving forward.

a. How does ADEM determine and prioritize projects for the Project Priority Lists
(PPLs)? The FY2023 IUPs list projects alphabetically rather than by priority rank as in
previous years, making it unclear how awarded projects ranks compare.

i. ADEM should consider publishing a version of the PPL ranking projects in order of
priority points so the public can easily understand the order in which projects will
receive funding.

Response: Due to the large number of projects funded, the PPL was listed alphabetically in this
year’s IUP to make it easier to locate the project the party was interested in. The Department will
include a list of projects in rank order and include both formats on future IUPs for convenience.

b. What information is provided to projects that have submitted pre- applications but
have not yet been listed on an IUP? Have these projects been informed about the
expected timeline for funding in future IUP cycles?

1. After each IUP is published, ADEM should consider sending a letter to each SRF
applicant not yet awarded, notifying them of their status and when they could expect
funding.

Response: The Department has notified projects which have not been funded that the projects are
still in consideration for future years. All projects that are still wanting funding are eligible for
future years funding. Therefore, the Department is not sending “rejection” letters.



¢. How does ADEM decide if a project should be prioritized for base capitalization
funding or any of the BIL-supplemental funds OR how can an applicant specifically
apply for BIL funding?

i. ADEM should consider merging all funding available under each of the DWSRF and
CWSRF to avoid complications and confusion about how they are prioritizing projects
for BIL funding.

Response: In terms of project selection there is no difference in projects funded by allocations
from either BIL or SRF funds. Since the BIL has specific funding amounts that cannot be
exceeded, the funding amount for each project is partitioned to make sure the BIL funding is
exact.

As a requirement of each Capitalization Grant, all projects are required to be included on annual
reports and national databases such as the National Information Management System (NIMS).
Maintaining separate IUPs for BIL and SRF is intended to minimize confusion on funding
allocations when reporting projects for meeting requirements of the Capitalization Grant and
auditing purposes.

d. What criteria does ADEM use to assess the financial health of SRF applications and
determine their eligibility for loans? More transparency is needed regarding the
financial sustainability analysis conducted by ADEM to ascertain a community’s loan
affordability and the factors considered in this assessment.

Response: Each applicant is required to submit 3 years of financial audits when applying for
funding. Additionally, annual audits are required for the duration of the loan. The SRF utilizes
a third-party financial advisor to review audits and evaluate financial capability. A combination
of coverage ratio, current debt, median household income, net assets, debt capacity, etc. are
considered when evaluating financial capability.

e. Since 2023, what measures has ADEM taken to encourage and support communities
that have not yet applied for SRF funding? We encourage ADEM to continue outreach
efforts to facilitate SRF applications from communities that have yet to participate in
the program.

Response: The Alabama SRF sends solicitation to every permitied water system at least
annually. Additionally, the Department continues to attend conferences and accepts pre-
applications continually. The SRF works closely with the permitting and compliance divisions
of ADEM to ensure that communities with critical needs are informed of the SRF programs.
The SRF also provides information to EPA and supports the ongoing technical assistance effort
for disadvantaged communities.



f. Why was the release of the FY2023 IUPs delayed until 2024? Does ADEM have any
insights into how it can improve the timely roll-out of subsequent [UPs?

Response: As stated in 33 USC 1384(c), the Capitalization grant is available to apply for
funding for the fiscal year it is allotted and the following fiscal year (a 2-year period). Starting
in fiscal year 2022, ADEM received unprecedented funding due to the BIL and ARPA
allocations. In order to maximize the funds and ensure a larger number of projects could be
completed, the Department prioritized funding certain allocations to ensure the State would be
able to appropriately expend all funds within the required timeline.

Additionally, with the recent volatility of the fund allocations (Congressionally Directed
Spending “earmarks™), the additional year ensured that the SRF could have increased
confidence in the future cashflow of the fund that would allow the program to fund a much
larger number of projects than in past years. This also reduced the overall number of applicants
by eliminating projects which were funded under other programs such as ARPA.

In conclusion, the Department is asking for your help. As mentioned in the above paragraph,
Congressionally Directed Spending (aka. Earmarks) are eroding and dismantling the SRF
program creating significant uncertainty for community infrastructure planning. We ask that
you consider contacting your congressional representative. In order to assist with data and
evidence, the Department has attached two letters signed by Director Lance LeFleur. We hope
you will join the Department in an effort to support the future of the SRF program. For
additional information and current national updates, please visit the following website:
www.SaveTheSRFs.org.

Sincerely,

=3O \<>_)\§

Russell Kelly, Chief
Permits and Services Division
ADEM

Cc via email: Chris Thomas, USEPA Region 4
Johnnie Purify, Jr., USEPA Region 4
Chris Bruegge, USEPA Region 4
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Alabama Rivers Alliance
March 4, 2024

VIA EMAIL

Brian Espy
Permits and Services Division
Alabama Department of Environmental Management

Bespy@adem.alabama.gov

Re: Comments on FY 2023 Intended Use Plans (IUPs) for the Clean Water State
Revolving Fund (CWSRF), Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF), and
Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) Loan Program

Dear Mr. Espy,

The Alabama Rivers Alliance (ARA) and 9 signed-on environmental and
community-based organizations and individual advocates submit the following comments
concerning the FY 2023 Intended Use Plans (IUPs) released by the Alabama Department of
Environmental Management (ADEM) for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF),
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF), and Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL) loan
program, including the recent FY2023 BIL Lead Service Line |UP.

We are pleased to see that ADEM is taking strides to advance the SRF programs and
undertaking more SRF projects in a single fiscal year than witnessed in recent years.
However, we believe there is still a need to update SRF practices and policies to adequately
address the needs of historically underserved, small, and rural communities traditionally
faced with challenges accessing SRF loans for infrastructure improvements. With the
increased funding availability, now is the time to evolve the SRF program to ensure
equitable access to water infrastructure improvements across Alabama and foster a
resilient and sustainable water management system for the future.

We also ask that ADEM include these comments, along with their responses to each
comment received, within the final IUP submission to EPA. We submit these comments to
emphasize the importance of transparency, accountability, and equitable access to
Alabama’s SRF.

2014 6th Avenue North, Suite 200 | Birmingham, AL 35203
www.AlabamaRivers.org www.SouthernExposureFilms.org



We offer the following 1UP comments that will be organized into four main sections

and address all 4 [UPs currently available for comment unless otherwise stated. These

comments & sections will pertain to:

®

Section 1: Our objectives for SRF advocacy

Section 2: Recognizing areas of improvement with AL's SRF

Section 3: SRF issues identified & recommendations for further improvement
Section 4: Other questions & areas where clarification is needed

Section 1: Our objectives for SRF advocacy

d.

Our coalition of water advocates is committed to actively participating in SRF
education, outreach, and engagement initiatives, extending beyond the IUP
comment period. Leveraging our established relationships with communities and
organizations throughout Alabama, our aim is to connect underserved communities
with the resources and funding offered by the SRF program. We seek to enhance
SRF program awareness and accessibility among marginalized and
underrepresented communities, empowering them to navigate the complex SRF
funding process for their water infrastructure needs effectively, We commend ADEM
for its efforts thus far to provide utilities with information about the historic funding
opportunity, but we believe that ADEM can, and should, be doing more to reach
communities that have not traditionally participated in the SRF program. We are
interested in hosting public engagement meetings between ADEM and
community-based organizations where we can continue to work on SRF program
accessibility and equity beyond the IUP comment period.

We urge ADEM to offer more support and technical assistance to SRF applicants and
awardees throughout the SRF project implementation process. This support is
particularly crucial for communities with limited resources or that meet additional
subsidization criteria, ensuring equitable access to SRF funding opportunities. We
have heard that even after the initial offer of SRF assistance, communities may still
struggle to mount the necessary resources to submit a full SRF application and be
able to proceed with construction. This underscores the need for ADEM to enhance
its support mechanisms and technical assistance provisions to address these
barriers effectively.

i.  One specific case that exemplifies the need for additional support is the
Town of Camp Hill, which has expressed difficulties navigating the SRF
process even after the initial distribution of funds. The town would greatly
benefit from further technical assistance and guidance to overcome these
challenges and successfully advance its water infrastructure improvements.



¢. Our coalition also wants to emphasize the importance of the SRF programs in
Alabama not only in addressing immediate infrastructure needs but also in
cultivating a skilled and resilient clean water workforce for the future. We advocate
for the establishment of robust partnerships between the SRF program and
community organizations, as well as the implementation of dedicated set-aside
programs for technical assistance. ADEM should leverage its existing resources and
expertise to offer comprehensive training programs and apprenticeships tailored to
the specific needs of the water industry by collaborating with community
organizations.

Section 2: Commenting on areas of improvement noted with AL's SRF

a. We are pleased to note that ADEM is taking strides in advancing SRF projects and

commend the agency for effectively securing and utilizing federal funding.

Observed on the IUP: The five FY2023 Intended Use Plans released thus far intend to
award SRF loan assistance to 113 projects and distribute a total of $196,734,872.
Importance: Alabama faces substantial challenges in wastewater and drinking water
infrastructure that urgently require funding. Therefore, it is crucial that ADEM sustain and
even increase the momentum of the SRF, especially while the clock is ticking on BIL
funding. The observed increase in SRF projects and fund distribution is a positive step
towards bridging the gaps in infrastructure funding needs in Alabama. However, ADEM
must maintain this upward trajectory and strive to fully award a high number of projects
each year until the funding needs of Alabama communities are met. Additionally, ADEM
needs to ensure that projects listed on the IUPs are supported through the SRF
implementation process and proceed with funding in a timely manner. Establishing a
consistent pattern of high-volume SRF projects demonstrates proactive planning and
resource allocation, ensuring the long-term sustainability and dependability of the SRF to
manage Alabama’s water infrastructure systems.

b. Itis helpful to see the SRF loan interest rate and project fee percentage outlined in
the IUPs. However, it would be beneficial to see the information listed in consistent
locations across the IUPs. Additionally, ADEM should offer alternative financing
options for communities meeting disadvantaged or affordability criteria.

Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 [UPs include information about the anticipated SRF loan
interest rate of 0.1% and project fee percentage of 2.1% specified for all loans, except 100%
forgiven loans. However, this same information can be found at differing locations across
the IUPs (on page 6 of the CWSRF base IUP, page 9 of the CWSRF BIL IUP, page 6 of the
DWSRF base IUP, and page 10 of the DWSRF BIL IUP). In order to increase IUP accessibility



it would be helpful to include this information consistently in the section about financial
terms of loans.

The FY2023 IUPs state that ADEM may offer a range of options regarding the term,
interest rate, and level of loan funding and may offer up to 100% of allowable project costs.
Despite recognizing the ability to issue loan terms up to 30 years or the useful life of the
project, the IUPs state that total term financing will not exceed 20 years, or under special
circumstances 30 years may be considered. More information is needed to explain whether
ADEM offers alternative financing options to communities that qualify for additional
principal forgiveness, and to clarify what are the special circumstances that allow projects
to receive 30-year financing.

Importance: While the fee information on the IUPs is valuable, stakeholders would benefit
from having the yearly interest rate and project fees listed consistently across the IUPs.
This would help clarify if these terms are consistent across all projects. For transparency,
stakeholders and community advocates need to be able to understand the financial impact
an SRF loan will have on their community. Access to consistent and detailed information on
loan terms on all lUPs facilitates this decision-making process for communities.

Additionally, beyond the IUPs, we urge ADEM to do more to provide alternative
financing terms and options for communities meeting disadvantaged or affordability
criteria. While the SRF program has the flexibility to offer lower interest rates and longer
loan terms (up to 30 years), these options are not always utilized by ADEM. Even for
communities receiving principal forgiveness, it often does not cover the full award, leaving
a loan component that can burden economically disadvantaged areas.

c. We support ADEM's practice of awarding principal forgiveness appropriately to
project applicants within the federally required proportions of the capitalization
funds under the BIL, SWDA, and CWA. However, we also encourage ADEM to
maximize principal forgiveness offers as much as possible.

Observed on the IUP: The DWSRF BIL IUP correctly allocates 49% of the capitalization
grant as additional subsidization, awarded as principal forgiveness to qualifying applicants.
However, the CWSRF BIL IUP allocates approximately 51% of the capitalization grant as
principal forgiveness, surpassing the 49% minimum requirement under the BIL. The base
CWSREF IUP issues approximately 37% of funds as principal forgiveness. The base DWSRF
IUP is less clear about whether the additional subsidy funds are issued according to
requirements of the capitalization grant or the America’s Water Infrastructure Act, but it
also seems to align with the minimum requirements.

Importance: We are pleased to see that ADEM intends to award FY2023 funds to
communities meeting disadvantaged criteria in at least the federally-required minimum



portions. Under current law, the minimum amount of the SRFs that must be provided as
additional subsidization each year is 10% for the CWSRF and 12% for the DWSRF, and the
maximum amounts are no more than 30% for the CWSRF and 35% for the DWSRF. This
year's appropriations bill required an additional 10% to be provided as additional subsidy
for each program.

We commend ADEM for using 37% of CWSRF base funds as subsidy, and we want to
encourage ADEM to direct more of the DWSRF base fund as subsidy. Additionally, ADEM
should clarify how they are directing 49% of CWSRF BIL funds for principal forgiveness as
required by the BIL, as the IUP currently directs approximately 51% of the capitalization
grant as principal forgiveness.

d. We appreciate the additional information about disadvantaged criteria categories
on the DWSRF IUPs and the inclusion of additional columns on the Project Priority
List (PPL) across all lUPs.
Observed on the IUP: Compared to previous IUPs, the DWSRF IUPs offer more
comprehensive information in section IV, B, describing each category determining eligibility
for additional subsidization, but similar detailed information is lacking from the CWSRF
IUPs. We support the inclusion of additional columns of information on all four |UP PPLs,
providing further insight into how applicants scored in additional subsidization categories.
Importance: As our group of advocates highlighted in FY2022, understanding how each
applicant scores in each category for additional subsidization was previously unclear. The
enhanced PPLs in FY2023 offer valuable information about these categories, assisting
future applicants in determining their eligibility for additional subsidization. Section IV, B of
the DWSRF IUPs gives further details about how each category is determined, but this
information and clarity is lacking for the CWSRF IUPs. Despite our previous comments, the
CWSREF IUPs still present confusing and lengthy explanations for how additional
subsidization is determined that has not been significantly adjusted.

e. We commend the Alabama legislature for providing the 10% state match to access
the BIL supplemental funds, and we encourage the legislature to continue
supporting and growing the SRF.

Observed on the IUP: In 2023, the Alabama legislature allocated funds to cover ADEM's
10% federally-required match portion for the BIL supplemental funds. The 20% state match
on the FY2023 base CWSRF and DWSRF was provided by overmatch of State Match Bonds
in prior years, and ADEM mentions not planning to issue new bonds in FY2023.
Importance: While states are typically required to provide a 20% match, the BIL/IIJA funds
offer a reduced state match of 10% for FY2022 and FY2023. Alabama'’s legislature has



provided the 10% state match for BIL funds during the past two years. It is vital that
Alabama continue supporting the federal investments in water infrastructure by making
additional state investments, enhancing more SRF financial capacity and more projects.
Alabama can support the SRF by bonding, or by providing appropriations, perhaps even
exceeding the minimally-required 20% match amount.

As a reminder, BIL supplemental funds designated for lead service line replacement
or emerging contaminants require no state match and must also be awarded as 100%
forgivable loans. It is essential to prioritize emerging contaminants and lead service line
replacement projects for addressing critical environmental and public health concerns.
While the FY2023 |UPs for EC funds have not been released yet, we hope ADEM continues
to administer these programs despite their inability to bring revolving funds back in.

f. We commend ADEM for continuing to utilize the BlL-supplemental funds for lead
service line replacement and for distributing funds to 23 projects. However, we want
to ensure that the limited amount of funds available for lead service line
replacement are able to be maximized and benefit as many Alabama communities
as possible.

Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 DWSRF BIL IUP for lead service line replacement was
issued on February 20, 2024. Of the 23 projects being funded, over half (13) were for lead
inventory projects. No funds were reserved for set-aside activities.

Importance: We are glad to see ADEM continue to use the BlL-supplemental fund for lead
service line replacement. However, ADEM should consider reserving a portion of the LSLR
to fund lead inventories as a set-aside activity. Once a community is awarded project funds
for a lead service line inventory, it is unclear if that community is still eligible to apply for
the DWSRF again to fund the replacement of lead lines. Additionally, ADEM should consider
adding additional project ranking criteria for lead service line projects that allow funding to
be prioritized in communities with the most lead piping.

Section 3: SRF issues identified & recommendations for improvement
a. There is no longer any indication that ADEM prioritizes the funding of green

infrastructure solutions for drinking water systems in Alabama. ADEM should revisit
the use of Green Projects Reserve funding in future DWSRF IUPs.

Observed on the IUP: In the FY2022 DWSRF IUPs, ADEM elected to prioritize green

infrastructure projects for drinking water systems by directing 10% of the DWSRF as a

Green Project Reserve. However, the FY2023 DWSRF IUPs no longer include any mentions

of green infrastructure, does not reserve 10% of the DWSRF for green projects, and no



explanation is offered. We support the continuation of GPR and prioritization of green
infrastructure projects on the CWSRF |UPs.

Why this should be changed: ADEM should continue supporting the development of
green infrastructure solutions for drinking water systems in Alabama. Such projects offer
numerous benefits, including environmental sustainability, climate resiliency, and
improved public health outcomes. For Alabama to withstand the impending impacts of
climate change, ADEM should wholeheartedly support green infrastructure solutions with
the Green Projects Reserve,

Recommendation: To continue the advancement of climate-resilient infrastructure
solutions, ADEM should revisit the use of the green project reserve in future DWSRF |UPs to
direct funds and incentives toward green infrastructure drinking water systems. If ADEM
does not intend to incorporate green infrastructure into drinking water projects in the
future, then an explanation is certainly needed.

b. ADEM should consider revising its priority point ranking system and updating it to
align with the goals of the program and funding priorities outlined in the BIL/I|JA to
prioritize more “nontraditional” projects like green infrastructure, disadvantaged
communities, and communities lacking centralized services.

Observed on the IUP: ADEM's current priority points ranking system, as found in the SRF
pre-application document, lacks sufficient points to prioritize projects serving communities
meeting affordability/disadvantaged criteria or providing connections to those lacking
centralized services. The CWSRF priority ranking system offers about 18% of possible points
for projects seeking to include sustainable components, and no points are available for
communities meeting affordability criteria that might not be able to support infrastructure
projects without being prioritized for funding. The DWSRF priority ranking system only
offers about 8% of possible points for projects in communities with a high water bill
burden, and only about 7% of possible points for projects with sustainability components.
Why this should be changed: ADEM should consider adjusting the priority point ranking
system to closer align with SRF goals and priorities of the BIL/IIJA. These goals include
prioritizing disadvantaged, small, and rural communities, promoting climate resilience, and
supporting green infrastructure projects. Editing the SRF priority points ranking system to
reflect more priority for green infrastructure projects, disadvantaged communities,
workforce development, and waterway restoration would be beneficial and allow these
projects more prioritization.

Recommendation: We recommend that ADEM adjust the CWSRF and DWSRF project
priority ranking system to provide more priority points for “nontraditional” SRF projects,
such as those seeking to relieve disadvantaged communities, provide services to



communities without them, build climate resilience, and promote sustainability. It is
especially critical that projects providing decentralized wastewater treatment in rural and
underserved areas receive significantly more than 10 points. A community’s financial
capacity should also be incorporated into the CWSRF project ranking system, as it is on the
DWSRF side.

¢. ADEM should offer more guidance for how communities can obtain technical

assistance during the pre-application, full application, and implementation phases

of SRF projects.
Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 |UPs contain no information or guidance on how
communities can obtain technical assistance from ADEM, despite ADEM electing to
set-aside more of the CWSRF for small systems technical assistance.
Why this should be changed: Communities without existing grant-writing or engineering
experience may struggle to fulfill the SRF pre-application requirements without technical or
financial support. If ADEM offers technical assistance to communities during the
pre-application process and beyond, then this information would be helpful to include in
the IUPs. If ADEM does not directly offer support to SRF applicants, we recommend
collaborating with known technical assistance providers to craft an offer of support on the
SRF pre-application and beyond would be very helpful for communities applying.
Recommendation: ADEM should consider creating guidance with more information on
how communities can assess the technical assistance from ADEM. This information should
be advertised widely beyond the I[UPs on ADEM's websites, and ADEM should even consider
issuing a press release describing the availability of technical assistance and how to apply.

There are existing technical assistance providers outside of ADEM working in
Alabama to assist communities with SRF application, design, and implementation. The EPA
provides some direct technical assistance as well as funded Environmental Finance Centers
that are tasked with assisting communities access funding for infrastructure projects.
ADEM should do more to proactively communicate the availability of outside assistance to
SRF applicants and communities in Alabama.

d. Despite choosing to undertake more set-aside activities than in previous years,
ADEM can still further capitalize on assisting communities through set-aside funds.
Additionally, ADEM needs to provide more details about their set-aside activity
plans, including the goals and metrics they consider and the process by which
communities can access additional SRF support through set-asides.

Observed on the IUP: Across all four IUPs, ADEM only fully utilized the set-aside for
administrative costs (up to 4% of each capitalization grant). In the DWSRF IUPs, ADEM also



fully utilized the 10% set-aside for program management but significantly underutilized the
up to 15% set-aside for local assistance and set-aside no funds for small systems
assistance. In the CWSRF IUPs, we commend ADEM for electing to use the 2% small
systems technical assistance set-aside for the first time; however, the CWSRF did not
set-aside funds for local assistance or state program management, as federally allowed. No
set-aside work plans or detailed information about the activities anticipated for those
set-asides were provided on the FY2023 |UPs.

Why this should be changed: Set-aside activities and technical assistance play a crucial
role in supporting communities throughout the SRF process. Up to 31% of each
capitalization grant, including the BIL supplemental funds for emerging contaminants and
lead service lines, can be allocated for non-project activities that support SRF projects.
These activities can assist with ADEM in enhancing its SRF capacity, such as salary or
equipment procurement, building system inventories or maps, providing engineering
services and financial assessments, and more.

Recommendation: Maximizing set-aside usage is critical for supporting SRF activities not
directly covered by project expenses, and ADEM should consider supporting even more
set-aside activities on future IUPs. Additionally, ADEM needs to circulate more information
publicly about their set-aside activity plans and generally do more to advertise its set-aside
programs and available assistance to communities. ADEM should consider involving the
public and other stakeholders in the creation of their set-aside work plans in the future.

e. ADEM should revise the CWSRF Affordability Criteria to offer more accessibility for
communities applying and provide applicants with greater clarity and predictability
regarding their eligibility for additional subsidization.

Observed on the IUP: The CWSRF criteria for additional subsidy and affordability are
outlined across three pages on Attachment 4 of the IUPs. The lengthy and confusing
explanation culminates in the calculation of the Affordability Measure for Alabama. This
rneasure involves various factors, including county-level statistics such as the poverty and
unemployment rates as well as statewide population change data. However, the reliance
on county and state-level data poses challenges, particularly for projects serving
disadvantaged communities where county or state-wide data will obscure information on
the area benefitting from the project. Furthermore, there is ambiguity regarding how ADEM
determines the percentage of principal forgiveness awarded once an applicant qualifies.
Why this should be changed: Three of the four categories used to determine principal
forgiveness under the CWSRF are calculated using county-level statistics. It is problematic
for ADEM to continue using county-level statistics for projects that do not seek to serve an
entire county. Given that this data is likely gathered from the US Census Bureau, it is



unclear why ADEM has chosen to use the less specific county-level data when census-level
data is available. Additionally, more explanation is needed for how ADEM decides how
much principal forgiveness to issue to qualifying applicants. Clarifying how ADEM
determines affordability criteria and the percentage granted those that qualify can expect
to receive would enhance transparency and facilitate informed decision-making for
applicants and advocates involved with the SRF process.

Recommendation: ADEM should consider updating the CWSRF Affordability Criteria to
offer more accessibility and transparency about what metrics are considered when
communities seek additional subsidy. County level data does not accurately reflect the
financial capacity of a particular community, and thus the criteria should be more specific
to the community being served by a project. Providing more specific criteria for CWSRF
affordability enables greater fairness and accuracy for the specific communities seeking
relief through a project, allowing them to better gauge their eligibility for additional
subsidization.

Additionally, ADEM should clarify how it determines the percentage of principal
forgiveness that will be awarded to qualified applicants. ADEM should consider instituting a
tiered approach for where communities that have 1 affordability point get partial subsidy,
communities that have 2 affordability points get a higher portion of subsidy, and
communities that have 3 or more affordability points get total principal forgiveness.
Communities need to be able to understand just how much additional subsidy they can
expect to receive once they know their eligibility.

f.  We want to ensure that the BIL/IIJA funds are strategically directed toward fortifying
Alabama's water infrastructure against the escalating impacts of climate change and
building our state's resilience to natural disasters, including flooding, drought, and
power shortages.

Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 CWSRF IUPs direct funding to a total of 11 projects with
green infrastructure components. Of these 11 projects, each included energy efficiency as
the green component and only 2 projects intend to incorporate environmentally innovative
components. Thus far, none of Alabama’s SRF loans awarded in FY2022 and FY2023 have
been primarily for stormwater management projects, despite the need for managing
stormwaters and floodwaters statewide and existing pre-applications for these projects.
Furthermore, the DWSRF IUPs no longer include any information about green
infrastructure or award loans to projects with green infrastructure components.

Why this should be changed: Stormwater infrastructure plays a critical role in managing
rainfall runoff, reducing flooding, and protecting downstream water quality. Neglecting to
use the funding availability afforded by the BIL/IIJA to fund stormwater infrastructure could
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leave Alabama's communities vulnerable and exacerbate existing infrastructure
vulnerabilities. We must prioritize the management of stormwater and build stormwater
infrastructure amid the growing impacts of climate change on Alabama’s infrastructure.
Recommendation: We urge ADEM to prioritize the issuance of SRF loans for stormwater
projects, create technical assistance programs that provide green infrastructure education,
and assist applicants to incorporate green designs. ADEM should also provide
comprehensive guidance for SRF applicants seeking to develop stormwater infrastructure
projects. This guidance should give tips on navigating the application process to be
prioritized and developing a revenue stream for loan repayment. Additionally, providing
more priority points in the project ranking system for projects that have green
infrastructure components could encourage more green projects.

g. ADEM should clarify its practice of assisting with the purchases of bonds issued by
SRF applicants in lieu of providing loans.

Observed on the IUP: The FY2023 CWSRF iUPs include language that has been repeated
for several years under section IV, A (Fiscal sustainability plans) about how ADEM provides
CWSRF assistance by purchasing outstanding debt obligations (as bonds) and thus does not
have to comply with the federal requirement for borrowers to develop and implement a
Fiscal Sustainability Plan.
Why this should be changed: Itis unclear if ADEM issues SRF assistance in the form of
loans or bonds. If ADEM does issue SRF assistance as loans, then the federal requirement
for borrowers to have fiscal sustainability plans would apply.
Recommendation: As we commented on in FY2022, ADEM needs to clarify when, and for
what reason, they provide assistance through the purchase of bonds issued by SRF
applicants and when ADEM provides assistance through a traditional loan agreement.
Projects that are supported through bond purchases should be identified as such. Projects
that are supported through loan agreements should be required to submit Fiscal
Sustainability Plans, and ADEM should provide information on where such plans can be
accessed by the public.

Section 4: Other questions & areas where clarification is needed

Many of our questions and requests for more information in this section might be
better addressed in a discussion or meeting between our group of advocates and ADEM
SRF staff. We are open to scheduling future working sessions to discuss the areas where we
need clarification and work with ADEM to implement the reforms we view as necessary for
equitable SRF implementation in Alabama.
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a. How does ADEM determine and prioritize projects for the Project Priority Lists
(PPLs)? The FY2023 IUPs list projects alphabetically rather than by priority rank as in
previous years, making it unclear how awarded projects ranks compare.

i.  ADEM should consider publishing a version of the PPL ranking projects in
order of priority points so the public can easily understand the order in
which projects will receive funding.

b. What information is provided to projects that have submitted pre-applications but
have not yet been listed on an IUP? Have these projects been informed about the
expected timeline for funding in future IUP cycles?

i.  After each IUP is published, ADEM should consider sending a letter to each
SRF applicant not yet awarded, notifying them of their status and when they
could expect funding.

c. How does ADEM decide if a project should be prioritized for base capitalization
funding or any of the BIL-supplemental funds OR how can an applicant specifically
apply for BIL funding?

i.  ADEM should consider merging all funding available under each of the
DWSRF and CWSRF to avoid complications and confusion about how they are
prioritizing projects for BIL funding.

d. What criteria does ADEM use to assess the financial health of SRF applications and
determine their eligibility for loans? More transparency is needed regarding the
financial sustainability analysis conducted by ADEM to ascertain a community’s loan
affordability and the factors considered in this assessment.

e. Since 2023, what measures has ADEM taken to encourage and support communities
that have not yet applied for SRF funding? We encourage ADEM to continue
outreach efforts to facilitate SRF applications from communities that have yet to
participate in the program.

f.  Why was the release of the FY2023 IUPs delayed until 2024? Does ADEM have any
insights into how it can improve the timely roll-out of subsequent [UPs?

In conclusion, our comments aim to provide comprehensive feedback on the overall
SRF process and transparency issues found on the FY2023 IUPs in Alabama. While we
acknowledge and encourage ADEM's efforts to advance water infrastructure projects and
address critical needs, we remain concerned about several key areas. We urge ADEM to
prioritize equity and inclusivity in SRF funding allocations, ensuring that historically
underserved communities receive equitable access to resources. There is a continued,
pressing need for improved support and technical assistance for all communities in
Alabama, particularly those with limited resources or that need additional subsidization to
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fund infrastructure improvements. Furthermore, we want to emphasize the importance of

aligning SRF programs with the goals and priorities outlined in the BIL/IIJA, including

support for green infrastructure projects, disadvantaged communities, and the

development of a skilled clean water workforce.

Our comments aim to encourage an open dialogue, collaboration, and positive

change within ADEM's SRF program, ultimately ensuring that Alabama's water resources

are managed responsibly and equitably for current and future generations. We urge ADEM

to consider our recommendations seriously and work towards implementing necessary

reforms to address the challenges we have identified in these comments.

If you need additional information about these comments, please contact Victoria

Miller at vmiller@alabamarivers.org.

\ikons Ml

Victoria Miller, Director of Advocacy Research
Alabama Rivers Alliance

American Rivers

Black Warrior Riverkeeper

BlackBelt Women Rising

Cahaba River Society

Lynn Philips, Alabama Environmental Engineer
Sierra Club, Alabama Chapter

Southern Environmental Law Center
Uniontown Cares, Inc

We Matter Community Association

CC: Johnnie Purify
US EPA Region 4
purifv.johnnie@epa.gov

CC: Greg Albritton
Alabama State Senate

gregalbrittonsenate22@gmail.com

Cindy Lowry, Executive Director
Alabarna Rivers Alliance
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September 20, 2023

The Honorable Charles Schumer
Majority Leader

U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Mitch McConnell
Minority Leader

U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Patty Murray
Chair, Appropriations Committee
U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Susan Collins

(Zaudl  Lnvironmental Council of the States

— 1250 H Street NW, Suite 850 | Washington, DC 20005
(202) 266-4920 | www.ecos.org

The Honorable Kevin McCarthy
Speaker

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Hakeem S. Jeffries
Minority Leader

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Kay Granger
Chair, Appropriations Committee
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Rosa Delauro

Vice Chair, Appropriations Committee
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Ranking Member, Appropriations Committee
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Subject: Funding for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds

Dear Majority Leader Schumer, Minority Leader McConnell, Speaker McCarthy, Minority
Leader Jeffries, and Appropriations Leaders:

On behalf of the Environmental Council of the States (ECOS), the national nonpartisan,
nonprofit organization of top environmental agency leaders for all of the states, we urge
Congress to appropriate fully authorized funding levels for the Clean Water and Drinking Water
State Revolving Funds (SRFs). These programs deliver proven, lasting results for clean water,
healthy communities and ecosystems, and vibrant economies.

The SRFs are two of the nation’s most successful and sustainable environmental programs,
providing affordable financial assistance for thousands of communities to build clean and safe
water infrastructure to protect public health and grow the economy. Water infrastructure projects
may include, but are not limited to, traditional water treatment/upgrades, consolidation, water
supply facilities, collection, interceptors, reuse, green infrastructure, nonpoint source protection,
watershed protection including following fire events, resiliency programs, energy-efticiency
programs, and other eligible projects as defined by the Safe Drinking Water Act and the Clean
Water Act.

Elizabeth Biser Jon Niermann James Kenney Myra Reece Ben Grumbles
MNarth Carolina Department of Texas Cammission on New Mexico Environment South Carolina Department of ECOS Executive Director
Environmental Quality Environmental Quality Department Health and Environmental Cantiol |
ECOS President ECOS Vice President ECOS Secretary-Treasurer ECQS Past President



Environmental Council of the States

States have serious concerns about proposed congressional committee actions that would
significantly reduce SRF capitalization grants and set a troubling precedent with significant
cascading consequences. Reductions through community project funding/congressionally
directed spending (CPF/CDS) erode both the short- and long-term buying power of established
state infrastructure programs, which leverage federal investments and grow public-private
partnerships to meet future needs. Proposed CPF/CDS projects create uncertainty for community
planning and unbalanced results on the ground. The proposed actions also would shift funding
from state management to federal management, which imposes additional paperwork on states
and locates project administration farther from the communities to be served.

SRF funding by design also provides resources to state public water system programs. Therefore,
a reduction of SRF dollars drives down state core program resources that support seasoned state
staff that work with communities to meet regulatory requirements to protect public health and the
environment. Moreover, the erosion of base capitalization awards dramatically reduces states’
ability to provide additional subsidy to communities seeking SRF support. Additional subsidy is
often essential to rural and economically disadvantaged communities to make whole the
financing of their projects and keep water and sewer rates affordable for users.

State Revolving 'und (SRF) Infrastructure Funding and Federally
Managed Community Project Iunding/Congressionally Directed
Spending (CPEF/CDS)
3,000,000,000
2,500,000,000
2.000,000,000
1,500,000,000
1,000,000,000

=,
ey,
"
e,

300,000,000

0

2021 2022 2024 House Proposed

Level

mmmmm Combined Clean Warter and Drinking Water SRF Annual Appropriations levels

@ SRF capitalization grants®
Federally-managed community project funding/congressionally dicected spending

--------- Linear (SRIY capitalization grants*)

e Sources: FY22 EPA Budget in Brief, pg. 34 (FY21); P.L 117-103, pg. 334 (FY22); P.L. 117-
328, pg. 335 (FY23); FY24 House Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Interior,
Environment, and Related Agencies - Bill Report, pg. 70

e *Includes a small amount of EPA administrative and other costs
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Environmental Council of the States

We, the undersigned states, urge you to restore funding for — and fully appropriate — authorized
funding levels for the SRFs, and to reexamine the way in which CPS/CDS are funded. ECOS
calls on Congress to build state capacity, not diminish it, and to support the established SRF
programs by not diverting federal SRF funding to pay for other priority projects. Thank you for
your consideration. Please reach out to ECOS Executive Director Ben Grumbles at
bgrumbles@ecos.org or (202) 266-4920 if you or your staff have any questions or wish to

discuss this issue further.

Sincerely,
Y,aj'w B

Elizabeth Biser

ECOS President

North Carolina Department of
Environmental Quality

O‘m (h i\

James C. Kenney
ECOS Secretary-Treasurer
New Mexico Environment Department

i f 7l

Lance R. LeFleur
Alabama Department of Environmental
Management

Fa'amao Asalele

American Samoa Environmental Protection
Agency

Oﬁﬁ/ﬂ@fd&&»

Trisha Oeth
Colorado Department of Public Health &
Environment

A A

Shawn M. Garvin
Delaware Department of Natural Resources
& Environmental Control

Jon Niermann

ECOS Vice President
Texas Commission on Environmental

Quality

Do o Ruer

Myra Reece

ECOS Past President

South Carolina Department of Health
& Environmental Control

@]24@

Emma Pokon
Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

V. D

Karen Peters
Arizona Department of Environmental

Quality

Litf—

Richard Jackson
DC Department of Energy & Environment

41/@ 4 (oo

Jeffrey W. Cown
Georgia Environmental Protection Division
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Environmental Council of the States

bt (4 forlo

Michelle C. R. Lastimoza
Guam Environmental Protection Agency

/w E i

Jess Byme
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Dp—

Brian Rockensuess
Indiana Department of Environmental
Management

Leo G. Henning
Kansas Department of Health &

Environment
7

2 e T
s

Roger W. Gingles
Louisiana Department of Environmental

Quality

N SNIBVRY

Bonnie Heiple
Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection

Katrina Kessler, P.E.
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Dru Buntin
Missouri Department of Natural Resources

el

Jim Macy
Nebraska Department of Environment &
Energy

Kathleen Ho
Hawaii State Department of Health

John J. Kim
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

Kogs S

Kayla Lyon
[owa Department of Natural Resources

A

Anthony R. Hatton
Kentucky Department for Environmental
Protection

Serena Mcllwain
Maryland Department of the Environment

Phillip Roos
Michigan Department of Environment,
Great Lakes, & Energy

Chris Wells
Mississippi Department of Environmental

Quality

sy

Christopher Dorrington
Montana Department of Environmental

Quality
%4—:—;’
S

James A Settelmeyer
Nevada Department Conservation & Natural
Resources
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FEnvironmental Council of the States

Robert R. Scott
New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services

B U

Basil Seggos
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation

Anne Vogel W

Ohio EPA

Sid i L as

Leah Feldon
Oregon Department of Environmental

Quality

Wiorgthe—"
Hunter Roberts

South Dakota Department of Agriculture &
Natural Resources

/{w'émzfcf/ (52 /téélc?

Kimberly Shelley
Utah Department of Environmental Quality

M

Laura Watson
Washington State Department of Ecology

—==(

Todd Parfitt

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality

P e

Shawn M. LaTourette
New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection

Daww

North Dakota Department of Environmental
Quality

ST

Scott Thompson
Oklahoma Department of Environmental

Quality

Richard Negrin

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection

G 2

Gregory T. Young
Tennessee Department of Environment &
Conservation

e s

Julie Moore
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources

&Mﬁ

Adam Payne
Wisconsin Departrnent of Natural Resources

cc: Bill McBride, National Governors Association
Jack Waldorf, Western Governors® Association
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State of Alabama
Alabama Department of Environmental Management
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Loan Program

SRF Section (334) 271-7796
Permits and Services Division (334) 271-7950 FAX
Alabama Department of Environmental Management

Post Office Box 301463

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463

DWSRF Set-Aside Workplan
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I. Introduction

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Amendments of 1996 authorized States to provide funding for
certain non-project activities, called Set-Asides, provided that the amount of that funding does not
exceed certain ceilings. States are required to provide documentation through work plans how they
intend to use the chosen set-asides. In the following sections, each set-aside chosen to be
implemented by the Alabama Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) will be described in
detail.

Il. Administration and Technical Assistance (4%)

A. Funding Amount

A state may reserve up to 4 percent of the DWSRF Capitalization Grant or 1/5 of the current position
of the fund for the administration and oversight of its DWSRF project loan fund and set-aside programs
to provide technical assistance to public water systems. The total amount allocated can be found below
in total and as a percentage of the total 2023 Capitalization Grant.

o $348,760
° 4% of $8,719,000

B. Projected Work Years for Implementation
This set-aside is projected to be fully expended within 2 years.

C. Goals and Objectives
The DWSRF's goals and objectives for this set-aside include those consistent with the intent of the
set-aside, including providing funding for administrative costs.

Administrative costs in accordance with the most recent guidance’ include actions and expenditures
associated with administration and implementation of the DWSRF program (including set-aside
programs) such as salaries for state program employees, travel, and office expenditures.

Ill. Small System Technical Assistance

A. Funding Amount

A State may reserve up to 2 percent of its Capitalization Grant to provide technical assistance to public
water systems serving 10,000 or fewer persons. The Department will not reserve any funding to
provide small systems technical assistance.

IV. State Program Management

A. Funding Amount

A State may reserve up to 10 percent of its Capitalization Grant to develop and implement its drinking
water protection, capacity development, operator certification and source water protection programs.
A total of $871,900 was allocated from the 2023 Capitalization Grant. This funding will be used to
provide support to the Public Drinking Water System branch of ADEM.



V. Local Assistance and Other State Programs Set-Aside

A. Funding Amount

A state may reserve up to 15 percent of a Capitalization Grant for capacity development and source
water protection activities using the Local Assistance and Other State Programs Set-Aside. A total of
$20,000 was allocated from the 2023 Capitalization Grant. This funding will be used to provide support
for water education through Water Festivals at local schools and conservation districts (non-profit
entities).

References

'Environmental Protection Agency (2017), Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Eligibility
Handbook, Office of Groundwater and Drinking \Water.



State Program Management
Public Water Supply Supervision Workplan

Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding
No. Supervision (PWSS) Workplan Workplan Task (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description Outcomes) (DWSRF Set-
aside/PWSS Grant)
1 Ensure compliance with Primary 40 CFR 14l Mutually funded
Drinking Water Regulations with both DWSRF
Implementation set-aside and PWSS
40 CFR 142 grant funds
EPA Strategic
Plan References:
2.1.1, SP-1 and
SPp-2
2 Revise current primacy programs Revise and/or | Within two | Mutually funded
to adopt newly promulgated 142.12 adopt years of rule | with both DWSRF
Federal Drinking Water rules and regulations in | promulgatio | get-aside and PWSS
regulations to implement the Safe | ppa Strategic accordance n effective grant funds
Drinking Water Act and the Plan References: | With SDWA. date or by
amendments of 1996. 2.1.1, SP-1 and gompllance
) B e
Follow requirements for Submit a splemﬁed i
submitting a primacy application primacy Ay
(EPA State Program Manager to application for Qe
ensure that the State is on track EPA review submit a
with the implementation of, and approval. two- year
compliance with, these extension
requirements) request.




Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding
No. Supervision (PWSS) Workplan Workplan Task (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description Qutcomes) (DWSRF Set-
aside/PWSS Grant)
3 Maintain a systematic sanitary Regional Priority | cgpduet Annually - | Mutually funded
survey program and follow up on sanitary September with both DWSRF
any discrepancies discovered 141.21(d) & surveys - based | 30. set-aside and PWSS
during sanitary surveys as required | 142, 16(b)(3) on the cycle for grant funds
by regulation. 142.16(0) vs_rater system
Size, source
water, and type.
EPA Strategic
Plan References:
2.1.1, SDW-01a
4 Ensure all Laboratories used by 141.28 State Annually - Mutually funded
Public Water Systems are EPA Str_ategic responsible for | September | with both DWSRF
approved or certified to conduct Plan References: | ensuring 30. set-aside and PWSS
sample analysis for regulated and | 2.1.1, SP-1 and compliance grant funds
unregulated contaminants SP-2
5 Maintain a State program for the 142.10 State Annually - | Mutually funded
certification of Labs in accordance | EPA Strategic responsible for | September with both DWSRF
with EPA Lab Certification Plan References: | ensuring 30. set-aside and PWSS
requirements 2.1.1. SP-1 and compliance grant funds
SP-2
6 Maintain a water system design 142.10(b)(5) State Annually - Mutually funded
and construction plan and EPA Strategic responsible for | September with both DWSRF
specification review program Plan References: | ensuring 30. set-aside and PWSS
2.1.1, SP-1 and compliance grant funds

SP-2




Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding
No. Supervision (PWSS) Workplan Workplan Task (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description Qutcomes) (DWSRF Set-
aside/PWSS Grant)
7 Ensure newly permitted public Program Priorities | State Annually - | Mutually funded
water systems have Guidance responsible for | September with both DWSRF
design/construction capable of ensuring 30. set-aside and PWSS
compliance with present and future | EPA Strategic compliance grant funds
SDWA regulations. Plan References:
2.1.1, SP-1 and
Sp-2
8 Maintain records for all 141 Subpart D & | State Annually - | Mutually funded
rules/policies; enforce reporting 142 Subpart B responsible for | September with both DWSRF
and record keeping as required. ensuring 30. set-aside and PWSS
EPA Str‘ateg‘ic compliancc gra_nt funds
Plan References:
2.1.1,SP-1 and
SP-2
9 Ensure analytical methods are 141 Subpart C State Annually - Mutually funded
being applied to demonstrate responsible for | September with both DWSRF
compliance with the regulations EPA Strategic ensuring 30. set-aside and PWSS
Plan References: | compliance grant funds

2.1.1,SP-1and
SP-2




Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding
No. Supervision (PWSS) Workplan | Workplan Task (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description Outcomes) (DWSRF Set-
aside/PWSS Grant)
10 Provide a summary of the status of | 142-15(b)(2) State Annually - | Mutually funded
each Effective Variance and responsible for | November with both DWSRF
Exemption to EPA ensuring L& set-aside and PWSS
Provide a summary of New 142.15(a)(3) compliance Quarterly grant funds
Variance or Exemption to EPA Jenuary 15,
EPA Strategic My, -
Plan References: At Ly -
November 15
2.1.1, SP-1 and
SP-2
11 Report the State’s PWSS inventory 141 and 142 State to update | Annually - Mutually funded
at least annually to SDWIS/FED, from ADEM September with both DWSRFE
according to the Revised EPA Strategic SDWIS/STAT | 30. set-aside and PWSS
SDWIS/FED Inventory Reporting | Plan References: | E & upload via grant funds
Requirements for SDWIS/FED. % CDX to
2.1.1, SP-1 and SDWIS/FED
The inventory will be used to Sp-2
calculate the next fiscal year’s
grant allotment and will be frozen
as of January 1* annually.
12| Establish and follow quality EPA Strategic Ongoing Ongoing Mutually funded
assurance procedures to ensure that | Plan References: with both DWSRF
data entered into SDWIS/FED is of | 2.1.1, SP-1 and set-aside and PWSS
the highest reliability and Sp-2

maximum value to the public.
Work with EPA Region 4 staff on
trouble shooting errors.

grant funds




Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding
No. Supervision (PWSS) Workplan Workplan Task (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description Qutcomes) (DWSRF Set-
aside/PWSS Grant)
13 Participate in Priority Reviews, EPA Strategic Attend Mutually funded
attend the State Directors Meetings Plan References: meetings to with both DWSRF
as scheduled, the Data 2.1.1,SP-land | stay current set-aside and PWSS
Management Users Conference, SP-2 with PWSS grant funds
ASDWA meetings, Area Wide program
Optimization meetings and priorities and
training, new rules and/or program revisions
training and other meetings as
needed.
14 Develop and implement a Cgpacity SDWA §1420 (c) | Develop CD Mutually funded
Development strategy to assist Strategy with both DWSRF
public water systems in acquiring .
and maintaining technical, set-asge ;md PWSS
managerial, and financial capacity. grant funds
'Subrm't a report to EP,A on EPA Strategic :\nlg;;l Report 90dda¥s after
implementation of the Capacity Plan References: | @ \:n O?t_m
Development Strategy. 2.1.1, SP-1and eporting
SP-2 o period
Submit the triennial Capacity Triennial September
Development Report to the Report to the 30, 2020
Governor. Governor.
15 Assist EPA with UCMR 141 Subpart E If applicable, Annually - | Mutually funded
complete September | with both DWSRF
voluntary 30. set-aside and PWSS

EPA Strategic
Plan References:

2.1.1, optional
participation

commitments
specified in
Partnership
Agreement.

grant funds




Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding
No. Supervision (PWSS) Workplan | Workplan Task (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description Qutcomes) (DWSRF Set-
aside/PWSS Grant)
16 Operator Certification Program F.R. Vol. 64, Submit Annually — | Mutually funded
Sbimtt Number 24 'approprii.lte May 1 with both DWSRF
mformatéﬂn ;i set-aside and PWSS
) requested under ant funds
Perform an Internal Program EPA Strategic this program Once every =
Review Plan References: 3 years
2.1.1, SP-1, SP-2
Perform an External Program Once every
Review 3 years
17 Quality Assurance: Quality EI;A Order5360.1 | Reconfirm As needed, | Mutually funded
Management Plan (QMP) The f{‘e— fff ?A - Suitability of | allowing | with both DWSRF
State commits to maintaining an QﬂgPs eEle or existing QMP. | gufficient set-aside and PWSS
up-to-date and approved Quality ’ Update QMP if | time for grant funds
Management Plan _(QMP). The QA/R-2. “significant WE—
State shall review its QMP at least e
3 st =4 - | acceptance
annually to reconfirm its suitability ) :
and effectiveness. When No measure Resubmit QMP (f:.g_. ety
significant changes occur the State | associated with | as nceded to expl.r_at;on ak
shall revise and resubmit the QMP | this activity prevent existing
to EPA for review and approval. expiration. QMP).
18 The State commits to maintaining | EPA Order 5360.1 | Annual QA Annually - | Mutually funded
an up-to-date and approved Quality | Al certification October [ with both DWSRF
Assurance Project Plan. 40 CFR §31.45 letter (by grant set-aside and PWSS
approval rant funds
date) B

No measure
associated with
this activity




Task | Public Water Supply Basis for PWSS Commitments | Date Due Funding

No. | Supervision (PWSS) Workplan | Workplan Task | (Outputs & Implementation
Task Description QOutcomes) (DWSRF Set-

aside/PWSS Grant)

19 The State commits to maintaining | Agency Policy Competency Annually — | Mutually funded
up-to-date documentation that Directive #FEM- Demonstration | October 1 with both DWSRF
demonstrates their competency to | 2012-02 documentation | (by grant set-aside and PWSS
generate and use environmental package. approval grant funds
data. date)

No measure
associated with
this activity.

20 The State will strive to provide its | EPA National Protection of Annually - Mutually funded
surface water assessment program Program Guidance | Public Health September with both DWSRF
a_hst of public water systems Coordinates with 30. set-aside and PWSS
(mcl‘udmg location) that monitor CWA 106 grant funds
ambient/raw water so that the Workplan Task
monitoring data may be considered 5.

in assessing water quality and
determining impairment.




State Program Management
Public Water Supply Supervision Enforcement Workplan

Task | Enforcement Workplan Task Basis for Commitments - | Date Due Funding
No. Description PWSS Outputs & Implementation
Workplan Outcomes (DWSRF Set-
Task aside/PWSS Grant)
1 Report State violations and enforcement | 40 C.F.R. f;am Outputs: Quarterly Mutually funded with
actions at least quarterly to 141 and _M“ Uploads of February 15 both DWSRF set-
SDWIS/FED, but no later than 45 days | EPA Guidance | violations and May 15% ’ aside and PWSS
following the end of the quarter. “Consolidated enforcement August 1’5"1 & | grant funds
Summary of actions in y ﬂ
Reporting SDWIS/FED November 1 5%
Requirements Cenr
for SDWIS/FED | Outcomes: Safe
drinking water
EPA Strategic
Plan
References:
2.1.1, SP1, SP2
5.1.3 SWD 02
2 Provide required information when SDWA Outputs: Mutually funded with
referring enforcement cases to EPA. 1414(b)(2) Appropriate and iieeda both DWSRF set-
See Attachment - Section 1 _requlred. aside and PWSS
EPA Strategic | information grant funds
Plan Reference: | Quicomes: Safe
5.1.3 SWD 02 drinking water




Task | Enforcement Workplan Task Basis for Commitments - | Date Due Funding

No. Description PWSS Outputs & Implementation
Workplan Outcomes (DWSRF Set-
Task aside/PWSS Grant)

3 Address with a formal enforcement National Priority Outputs: Within two Mutually funded with
action or return to compliance the ACS ; ‘ Enforcement quarters for both DWSRF set-
number of priority systems equal to the Commitment actions/activities | those systems aside and PWSS
number_ of PWS’s that have a score of (t?.gq potices of being id_e_ntiﬁed grant funds
L1 or higher on the July ETT report. EPA Strategic | violation, as priorities

Plan Reference: | administrative

5.3 sDW-p2 | orders, ctc))
Qutcomes: Safe
drinking water.

4 Take immediate action to address 100% | National Priority Outputs: Within two Mutually funded with
of health based and major Enforcement quarters of those | both DWSRF set-
monitoring/reporting violations for Regional actions/activities | systems being aside and PWSS
acute contaminants for PWSs with an Priority (Ef.g,, polices of id&lfntif?led as grant funds
ETT score of > 11. violation, priorities

administrative
orders, etc.)
Outcomes: Safe
EPA Strategic drinking water
Plan Reference:
5.1.3 SWD 02




Task | Enforcement Workplan Task Basis for Commitments - | Date Due Funding
No. Description PWSS Outputs & Implementation
Workplan Outcomes (DWSRF Set-
Task aside/PWSS Grant)
5 Address PWSs with an ETT score of < Nﬂti‘onal Priority Outputs: As appropriate | Mutually funded with
11 on an ongoing/rolling basis. Re.glt_ma] Enforcement both DWSRF set-
Priority actions/activities aside and PWSS
(eg., fmtices of grant funds
EPA Strategic “01?“9”’ .
Plan Reference: ad;unlstratlve
513SWpo2 | OTdemete)
Outcomes: Safe
drinking water
6 The State will escalate its response to Nﬂti‘o“al Priority Outputs: As appropriate | Mutually funded with
violations in accordance with its R§E19“a] Enforcement both DWSRF set-
enforcement manageiment system to Priority actions/activities aside and PWSS
ensure return to compliance. {c.g.: ) ) grant funds
EPA Strategic administrative
Plan Reference: orders, referrals
s13swpoz2 |10 EPA.etc)
Qutcomes: Safe
drinking water
o Provide a quarterly written response to Nati.cmal Priority Outputs: Status | Quarterly; Mutually funded with
EPA ‘regarding‘th? status of PWSs ggglgnai report within 30 days both DWSRF set-
identified as priorities by the . 4 Outcomes: Safe | of State’s receipt | aside and PWSS
Enfprcement Response Policy's drinking water | of list from EPA | grant funds
Enforcement Targeting Tool (ETT). EPA Strategic
Plan Reference:
5.1.3 SWD 02




ATTACHMENT -~ ENFORCEMENT SECTION 1

SECTION 1: Referring Enforcement Cases to EPA — please provide the following information: 1414 (b)(2)

Public Water System Name and Identification Number

Public Water System Owner/Operator Name

Ownership Information — The State will submit available evidence/documentation on ownership and whether ownership has ever
been contested or even raised as an issue at the State level.

Public Water System Current Address

Public Water System Telephone Number

Public Water System Population and Type of System

Number of Service Connections

Actual Count

Factoring Method

Evidence of Violations — At the time of referral, the State shall submit to EPA the entire file (or a copy of that file) that is pertinent to
the case. EPA will work with the State to achieve the most efficient method for securing a copy of the file. Before and enforcement
action is issued, EPA needs to ensure that there is evidence in the Region 4 office to support every violation listed — either hard copy
evidence or a tabular summary from the State of its violation information.

Copies of all State enforcement actions

Date Case Referred by State Drinking Water Program (complete package with letter of referral by the State)

Date of most recent Sanitary Survey (please provide a copy to EPA)



Lance R. LEFLEUR

DirecToR

Birmingham Branch

110 Vulcan Road

Birmingham, AL 35209-4702

(205)942-6168

(205)941-1603 (FAX)

ADEM

Alabama Department of Environmental Management

adem.alabama.gov

1400 Coliseum Blvd. 36110-2400 a Post Office Box 301463
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463
(334) 271-7700 = FAX (334) 271-7950

September 12, 2023

The Honorable Coach Tommy Tuberville
U.S. Senate

455 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Katie Britt

U.S. Senate

502 Harl Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

The Honorable Jerry Carl — District 1
U.S. House of Representatives

1330 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20513

The Honorable Barry Moore — District 2
U.S. House of Representatives

1504 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Robert Aderholt — District 4

U.S. House of Representatives
266 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 205135

The Honorable Dale Strong — District 5
U.S. House of Representatives

1337 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Gary Palmer — District 6
U.S. House of Representatives

170 Cannen House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Terri Sewell — District 7
U.S. House of Representatives

1035 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Kay Ivey
GOVERNOR

The Honorable Mile Rogers — District 3
U.S. House of Representatives

2469 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Subject: Funding for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds

Dear Members of the Alabama Congressional Delegation:

['write to alert you to a significant threat to Alabama’s Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs)
and request your assistance protecting the long-term viability of vital water and sewer infrastructure programs in the
state. .

Congress established the Clean Water SRF in 1987 and the Drinking Water SRF in 1996 as federally subsidized, state-
run loan programs. Alabama established its programs in 1989 and 1999 respectively. The funding allows the SRFs
to provide utilities with affordable financing for water infrastructure projects that protect and provide clean, safe
drinking water and address sewer needs. Over lime, because these are revolving loan programs, the funding allows
SRTs to build a source of recurring revenue to meet the angoing needs of rehabilitating, replacing, and building
resilient water infrastructure.

For more than a quarter of a century, Congress has understood the vital importance and everyday impact these
programs have on the health, well-being, and safety of families and communities across Alabama and the entire nation.
However, since 2022, Congress has diverted more than $2.3 billien away from the programs’ base funding to pay for
congressionally directed spending (aka. congressional earmarks). The House’s 2024 budget proposes even stecper
cuts, slashing SRF funding by 96% compared to 2021 levels. Included in this cut is $880 million dollars in the form
of earmarks.

Decatur Branch

2715 Sandlin Road, S.W.
Decatur, AL 35603-1333
(256) 353-1713

(256) 340-9359 (FAX)

Mobile Branch

2204 Perimeter Road
Mobile, AL 36615-1131
(251) 450-3400

(251) 479-2593 (FAX)

Mobile-Coastal

(251) 304-1176

3664 Dauphin Street, Suite B
Mobile, AL 36608

(251) 304-11.89 (FAX)



Below is a table based on the draft 2024 budget demonstrating the devastating effects congressional earmarks are
having on the nation’s SRF programs in the current year:

ST S0S6II000T T E U G Si6a 062000
| MinusEarmarks [T RYCRITY s -8588,764,000
| Available for SRFs _ [SRSREE S E5 (3 k) B S © $2,176,198,000

These cuts will deeply impact Alabama’s SRF programs. The earmarks have diverted the funds away from the state.
Alabama is concerned about Congress® efforts to replace a fiscally responsible, state-run SRF subsidized loan program
with a massive new federal grant program run by the USEPA. In addition, every dollar diverted from the state’s SRF
subsidized loan program to USEPA’s new grant program permanently eliminates a recurring source of funding to
meet water and wastewater infrastructure needs in Alabama. Unlike grants that fund a single project, SRF subsidized
loans generate [oan repayments that can be used, and reused, in perpetuity to fund many projects, alleviating the cost
of construction and compliance on future generations. By using the SRF capitalization grants to pay for con gressional
earmarks, Congress is creating new inequities in the distribution of federal funding for water and wastewater
infrastructure. Funding congressional earmarks instead of the prioritized and ranked state projects jeopardizes public
health, especially in communities that cannot afford to repay a loan and depend on annual federal funding for loan
principal forgiveness.

Using the SRF capitalization grant to pay for congressional earmarks is also a huge redistribution of federal funding
from a majority of states to a few states. If 2024 appropriations remain level and the SRF capitalization grants are
used to pay for congressional earmarks, Congress will, again, redirect funding for water infrastructure from 36 states
to cover the cost of congressional earmarks in 14 states.

Belaw are tables demonstrating the effects earmarks have had on Alabama’s SRF programs since earmarks returned
in 2022. The 2024 data is based on the House draft budget:

Federal Funding for Clean Water SRF Projects
Cut by $31.2 Million

$17,767,000

$12,938,000

2021 2022 2023 2024
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Federal Funding for Drinking Water SRF Projects
Cut by $46.6 Million

$23,714,000

$15,106,000

$8,719,000

2021 2022 2023 2024

Based on the current 2024 House budget, Alabama will receive only $707,522 to support the Clean Water SRF
Program and only $644,577 to support the Drinking Water SRF Program. As part of my introduction, 1 used the
phrase “significant threat” — this is the threat which adversely impacts the long-term viability of vital water and sewer
infrastructure programs in the Alabama.

I'urge Congress to build state capacity, not diminish it, and to support the established SRF programs by not diverting
federal SRF funding to pay for other priority projects. A further reduction of SRF dollars in 2024 also reduces state
core program resources. ADEM manages the program by drawing a percentage of the capitalization grant to support
the administration of the SRF and the drinking water programs. The Department requires at least $4.5 million dollars
to support these programs. The earmarks reduce the amount of funding available to support the operating budget
necessary to administer these programs. These “set asides” support seasoned state staff who work with communities
to meet regulatory requirements to protect public health and the environment. If these funds are not available, the
Department will not have the resources to retain these staff.

I ask you to act quickly, work with the other 49 states and restore funding for and fully appropriate authorized funding
levels for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds and to reexamine how congressionally directed
spending (earmarks} are funded. Thank you for your consideration, Please reach out to me if you have any questions
at llefleur@adem.alabama.gov, 334-271-7710 or wish to discuss this issue further.

=R

Lance R. LeFleur, Directot
Alabama Department of Environmental Management

cc: Governor Kay Ivey
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= : : ’ = Priority ; . Appliod for Groon Greon
Projoct # Applicant Name Project Description CitylTown  County o a0 Fovscy £ Populat ot Eininplaljpisadvantaged Ranking CVUBIL Amotnt e o Ef'L Projoct Componant Component Geann
Map Covarage Rato employmant an Consus Rank Rank Granted Amountof PF PF% Componeont %
Points Amount Amount Catogory
CS010981-01 Samson, City of Sewar Rehab Samson Genava Yen 1 1 1.567 3 1 5 175 $1,250,795 50 0% $5,003,179 $125,000 Energy Efficlant 10%
CS010871-02 Gurley, Town of Gurley WWTP Improvements Guriey | Madison Yes 0 0 801 1 1 3 170 52,200,000 $2,200,000 | 100% | $2,200,000 | $180,000 | EnergyEfficient 7%
" r Marion Wastewaler Treatment Plant
CS010982-01 Marion, City of St Bt Marlen Perry Yan 1 1 3,273 3 0 4 100 $725,000 $725,000 26% | $3,200,000
Ashland, The Waterworks | Provide Sanitary Sewers lo Southern Energy Efficiant
CS010006-01 | and Sewer Board of the | part of Ashland and Expand/Upgrade |  Ashland Clay Yes 1 1 1,741 3 0 4 130 $3,557,320 $1,778,860 50% | $11,500,000 | $2,800,000 | Environmentally 25%
Town of WWTP Innovative
CS010957-01 | Livingsion Uity Board Sewer Syslem improvements Livingston | Sumter Yas 1 [ 3.227 z 0 3 130 51,182,250 $1,182,250 | 100% | 55,364,500 | $100,000 | EnergyEfficient 8%
Selma, The Watarworks
©S010879-04 | and Sewer Board of the Waslewater Traatmant Plant Selma Dallas Yes 1 1 18,420 3 s 5 120 s2865085 | 51787320 | 87% | 54.988,312 | 5350500 | Energy Efficient 13%
Cityol Improvements
? Waslewaler Treatment Plant
CS010356-04 . Fayette, City of Rehabiltaion Project Fayelte Faystte Yes 1 1 427 3 1 5 110 $2,013,515 50 0% $3,013,615 $75,000 Energy Efficlant 4%
allas County Waler & 3
CS010889-02 prebimape ey Sewer System Improvements Seima Dallas. Yes 1 1 18,429 3 1 5 10 $4,213,850 $4.213850 | 100% | $4.213,850 | $115000 | Energy Efficient 3%
C8010384-04 Snead, Town of Snead Sewer Systams Improvements Snead Blaunt Yau o 0 1,211 1 ] 2 10 $541,000 30 $1,002,000
CS010808-02 Sumiton, City of Sewer Syslem Improvements Sumitan Walker Yes [ 1 2,676 2 0 3 105 $611,225 50 $1,222,450
©S011047-02 Headland. City of Saniary Sewer Uulial & Callscion Headland | Henry Yas 0 [ 4,841 o 0 1 00 $328,400 50 0% $1,313.800
C5010250-02 Om"“l:“'j"g;; ?r"a’“ of Sewer Rehab Ozark Dala 1 1 14,398 3 1 a 85 $950,000 s0 0% $1,000,000
CS010023-01 Columblana, City of Wastewater Improvements Columbiana | Shelby Yaa o 0 4,197 o 1 2 a0 $2,762,500 50 0% $5,526.000
i Dadaville Watar Works = o
CS010867-03 and Sewer Board, Ciy of Sewer System Improvements Dadeville | Tallapoosal Yas 1 1 3,051 3 ] 4 80 $1,238,500 S0 0% $2,477,000 £80.000 Energy Efficient 6%
CWSRF BIL 14 $24.230,320 511,867,080 __ 48% $3,605,500




Justice 40 Map Financial Disadvantaged

Priority
Ranking
Points

DW SRF Amount DWSRF Amount DW SRF Applied for

Project # Applicant Name Praject Description City/Town Granted of PE PF % Fiit

Coverage mopiste Rank DI Batc Score

Huntsville Utiliies Water System
Huntsville Utilies (2023  Improvements - 2022 Hunlsville i
x N 10081 i PP S S
FS010153-05 Supplemental) Ulities Water System Huntsvils | Madison o 21008 o NA supp Sui $8,595,000 $10,595.000
-2023
FS010322-01 Dora, Town of Suppiementsl Dora Lawrence 231 1 N/A supp suPp $260,000 $280,000
Gibertown, The Uitiities | ‘Water Storage Improvements and = . = SuPP =
F5010227-03 o T | hei o Backup Giberiomn | Choctaw Yes 665 1 NiA supp Ui $500,000 $2.451,000
Mabiie, AL {MAWSS),
Board of Waterand | Master Plan SRF Water Projects
FS010096-04 | oo o mmissicners Phase Il - Yaars 2024.2028 Mokile Motile Yes 187445 0 N/A N/A Supp $7,557,810 $11,936,000
of the ity of
{Supplemental) 2019 Water
Selma, The Waterworks ] 5
F3010258-05 | = Boand of e Pmd‘l:cﬂan‘,:wamnl andStorage|  Selma Dallas Yes 18429 o NiA SupF Supp $540,000 $540,000
g
F5010248-03 Marion, City of M QVERE Ol s Marion Perry Yes 373 o 147 347 385 $750,000 52,030,000

Water Infraginuctyrs imormvemants

Citronelle, Utililies Board|
FS010089-08 of the Town of {dba Captal improvements Cironele Mobse Yes 3540 o as7 257 330 $1,700,000 $8.415320
South Alabama Utilities)

T Watstire
FS010488-01 | Hi . Town of phitmaiatd Harpersiila | Shelby 1588 1 161 as1 305 $1,755,000 55,265,000
FS010226-02 | Cherokee, Town of Waler System [mprovemants | Cherckes | Colbert Yes o1t 1 217 517 295 $2434217 51,000,000 a1% | s7302850
Fs010230-04 | MNorh Marshall Ulillies |\ oo ciem improvements Grant Marshall Yes 1524 1 120 420 240 $2,500,000 $20,227,650
FS010247-02 | While Hall Town of | Waler System While Hal_| Lowndss Yes 603 1 228 528 210 $716.894 716,604 100% S716.854
FS010133-04 | Warrior River Autherity | #1 of 4 WTP Improvements Bessemer | Jeffersn No 28171 0 190 180 220 52,375,000 59,500,000
FSoiosdg | Sngudoun Water Watar Main Extsnsion Montgomery | Mantgomery 1 L 298 215 51,200,000 $1.800,000

Fro '
FS010522-02 Yerk, Gity of '_"I';f:s“’_f f"::;ifhm Yark Sumler Yes o 208 408 215 $1,124,000 52248000
FE01020002 Astvile Citv of Water Sv Asvle | St Cor Yes o 107 307 188 Sigs37as 707570
FS010530-01 | Clavion WWASE Water Supcly Wel Ciavin Barbour 1 183 353 180 51230000 $2.450 000
F5010488-01 Kinston, Town of o ’:""'ma Kinsen Coffes Yes 1 191 481 180 s1.123812 02247224
FS01003303 | Lavel Pians Citv o SREWel Tank andMans | LevelPians | Dae 1 050 FE] a0 1873000 S.750000
Precais Water, Sewer

FS01038501 |  and Fira Protecton Elevated Water Storags Tank Asvie | stcwr Yes 2005 1 220 sz 180 1,320,000 $1,320,000 100% | $1320000

Autnonty

AN Misier Repiacement, General
Main/S=nics Lina Rehabilitation,
Bessemer Water
F5010425-01 & Stes! Tank Rehabilltation, and | Bassemer | Jaffersen Yes 26171 0 183 283 175 $2,000,000 42,223,750
FEss Lakeshors Secondary Supply Lina
and Booster Staion

FSO10544.01 | | odega County Water Syslem Imrpovements Talladega | Talladsga 15782 1 070 .70 155 $3,301,075 $.782,150
FS010356-02 | Pell Cily, Gity of Well A to Woodnil Tank PallCity | SLGClar 12823 0 128 126 140 52,205,072 §3,405,072
Fs010045-02 | Sumitan, City of Sumiton Water improvements | Sumitn Wakker 2578 o 122 2z 140 75,000 $600,000
F$010322-01 |  Tallassee, City of WP Filler Gallery Upgrades | Talassea |  Elmora ¥ES 5150 1 107 407 125 $586,025 $1,172,050
< o | Seima, The Waterworks| Wil and Water Treatment Plant 5 = = <
Fsoozse0a | S, T8 isanfiLion Salma Dalias Yes 18429 o 272 a2 110 §2891,042 $5783.825
FS010132.03 | Gnafiahooches Valley | o\ oy ciom Improvements Valley Chambers 8037 a 0.20 1.20 105 $1,100,000 $12,072,600
Water Suooly Distric : 1100, 072,
FS010485-01 | _ Flomaton, Town of Waler Main f Flomabon | _Escambin 1728 [0 128 228 0 1072600 $1.072.600
F5010332-01 2:;:\;; f'f"’ B-ctiy Ford's Valley & Huwy 278 Piedmont Etowah Yas 4837 o 1.78 3.78 a0 2,237,000 $3,487.000
Albertvile, Municipal
FS010080-03 | Uiilbes Boardof the |  Abertvile WTP Improvements | Aierivile | Marshal Yes 22288 1 108 308 85 52,000,000 $5,790.000
ciyot
Cordova, Gity of. Water
ki . i
Fsaioza0-0z | Sper S OLWAET  water System improvamants Cordova Walker 1709 1 248 448 85 1,050,000 $1,400,000
F5010365-02 mg"“’";::i’:s Boam,|  yater Storags Tank Painting Odenvile | St Clar No 4850 1 099 208 85 51,583,074 52,183,074
FS010378-01 F“E':foﬁvwaw System Improvements Ralph Gresns Yes ENAME? [ 129 3.20 80 $1,822,000 $2,555,500
Oakman, Water Worke Cakman Walsr Supply —
s Walk Y 1 ; ] 82 525, 80
Fsatoaator | onmen. b o i Oakman ar es 814 0 177 am $1,525,400 $3,050,800
Childersburg Watsr =
Feowazo0n | ooteEn Waler System Impravements | Childersburg | Talladaga Yes. 4788 1 135 435 50 5360,500 $739,000
FS010168-05 | Florenca Citvof Supplemental 2023 Fiorence | Lauderdale 3o708 [ 150 150 55 5333764 7,500,000
F5010448-01 | Montsvallo WWASE | Water Systam Line Replacement | Monte Shelby No [ [ 131 237 55 51,500,000 6,000,000
F5010275-03 Tawn of Elovated Slorage Tank Summerdale | Baldwin Yes 1512 [ 104 304 55 51,045,425 2,080,850
. Raw Watar Pump Upgrade and
F5010426-01 B"M"“"':'i?:fc ot el {igh Senics Pump Gontrol Valve | Bessemer | defferson Yes 26171 [ 193 293 50 $1,199,501 $2,380,002
Replacement
FSoi014102 | Daeville Waler and SRF Wall, Tank, and Mains Dalevita Dals ag12 0 ast 187 0 51,635,000 53,270,000
Sewer Board
FS0i0053-02 | VWP HousaWaler |\ Syciem Improvements | BayMinets |  Baidwin 7824 o 178 178 " 53,208,000 $4.944,000
Systam

DWSRF 40 $78.629.506 $3.035.894 $214,693.941




02|
% £ Master Plan SRF Water Projects " ¥, 4 P P pp i
FS010096-04 Waterand Sower | Moper 0 SRF W POl $11,636,000 Mablle Mabile s 187,445 15 supp su su Supp $4,378,160.00 $0.00 0%
Red Bay, Water Works and Red Bay Waler Systam Proposed .

Fs010195-04 | Red Bay, Water Works ar P e $2.400,000 RedBay | Frankiin Yes 3187 a0s SupP SUPP supP SUPP §1,200,000,00 $0.00 0%

Fs0104ga-g1 | Cokalb-dackson Waler SuplY [ coniaet ciarifirs for the DUWSD $3,602,274 \dar Jackson Yes 804 2.1 an 177 775,44 105 $3,602,274,00 $3,602,274.00 100%

FS010392-01 Oid Line Waler Authority New Water Supply Well $2.442.645 Jackson Clarke Yes 4,774 0.96 4.25 1.25 540.48 250 $2 442 645.00 $2.442,645.00 100%

. Water Treatment Plant And

FS010055-03 | Oneonta Wtilities Board, City of Diatribution Sysism Uparades $10,500,000 Oneonta Blount Ne 6,778 1.51 242 142 750 100 §7,875,000.00 $0,00 0%

FSO010068-02_| Hale County Waler Autharity Waler Syslem | mprovemants $5.184,375 Groansboro Hale Yes 3484 768 4,08 200 57162 165 §5,104,076.00 §4,321,739.00 83%

FS010206-02 | Heflin Water W"’:“ and Sewef | \yaiar System Improvements $9,00,200 Hefln | Cleburne Yes 3418 1.5 207 087 470 130 $7,680,200.00 $5,602,650.00 75%

FS010364-01 N“‘“"”éf:if'n"i' et Waler System Upgrades $1,251,000 Steele | SL Clair Yes 1,208 117 ag7 087 566.4 125 $1,251,000.00 $612,950.00 as%

F5010168-05 Flarence, Cil! of SuEnIamantel 2023 $7,600,000 Florance Lauderdale 39,700 1.88 1,07 1.07 533.18 55 $2,166,236,00 $0.00 0%
DWSRF BIL $53,806,484 $35‘EBB,B-’.U 00 $16,672,298 .00 47%




CS010260-16 Cullman, City of 2023 Supplemental Cullman Cullman 17,802 0 1 1 Supp $5,500,000 $5,500,000
£5010412-08 Florence; ity of Wastewater System Florence | Lauderdate 708 2 1.88 2 Supp 7,500,000 $14,500,000
(Supplemental) Improvements
Mabile, AL (MAWSS), Board of | Master Plan SRF Wastewater
CS010281-23 Water and Sewer Projects Phase |l - Years 2024 - Mabile Mobile Yes 187,445 3 2 4 Supp $12,000,000 $12,000,000
Commissionars of the City of 2028
€S010995-01 Tallassee, City of 2023 Supplemental Tallasses Elmare 15,782 1 0 2 SUPP $815,000 $815,000
CS010835-05 Tuscaloasa, Clty of 2023 Supplemental Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa 99,252 2 2 2 Supp $2,645,000 $11,500,000
C5011089-01 Tuscumbia, City of 2023 CWSRF Loan Portion Tuscumbia Colbert 8,977 1 1 2 175 $5,700,000 $20,820,000
C5010959-03 Glenwood, Town of Package Plant for Sewar System|  Glanwood Crenshaw Yes 221 3 0 5 150 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 100% $1,500,000
CsS010337-05 Flomaton, Town of Flomaton Sewer Improvements Flomaton Escambia Yes 1,728 o 109 4 140 $355,800 $88,950 25% $1,423,200
csotoaea-os | Albertville, The Municipal Eastslde WWTP Imp. Albertvilla | Marshal Yos 22268| 1 2 2 135 53,000,000 $6,900,000
Utilities Board of
©S010995-01 | Talladega, Alabama, Cily of W""“'e“*’a‘ﬁg;g:;";"‘ BRI iaaee | Taidega Yes 5109 | 3 0 5 135 $3,500,000 $875,000 25% $8,500,000
g Pravide Sanitary Sewars ta
csa10a06.01 | Ashiand, The Watarworks and | ) o' o) Chtand and Ashland Clay Yes 1,741 3 1.76 4 130 1,002,680 §11,500,000
Sewar Board of the Town of
Expand/Upgrade WWTP
Ccs010390-g7 | Hanceville Waler Worls and | 2022 CWSRF Sewer System | e | cyliman Yes 3174| 2 1.57 3 130 $1,500,000 54,210,307
Sewer Board Improvements
CS8010957-01 Livingston Utility Board Sewer System Improvements Livingston Sumter Yes 3227 2 1.84 3 130 $1,182,250 $713,650 60% $6,3684,500
Point "A" Lake Decenlralized
CS010925-01 | Cavington County Commission|  Wastewater Collection and Andalusia Covington Yes 8,764 3 1 5 125 $1,869,125 $5,607,375
Treatment System
CS010202-33 |  Dothan, Alabama, Cityof | Tk Line and Sewer Sasin Dothan Houston 7038 1 4.03 1 126 $10,000,000 $41,330,930
cs010847.03 | Odenville, Hillies Board oftha | ww 1P Improvements Odsnville St. Clair 4800| 0 2 0 125 52,434,407 54,868,813
cso10873-02 | Arab. Sewer Board of the City Wiestawatan Sysiem Arab Marshall Yes pas2| 0 2 1 120 $1,500,000 539,620,000
of Improvements
CS011044.01 |  Gadsden Water Works & Sanitary Sewar System Gadsden Etowah Yes 37| 3 216 4 120 $1,893,750 5,050,000
Sewer Board Improvements
CS010270-11 | Guntersvills Water Board Sarikary Sovier Systam Guntersvills | Marshal Yos a5 | 1 1.64 2 120 $2,900,000 $12,928,000
Improvements
i " Opelika Westside WWTF "
C8011011-01 Opelika, City of Storasa L agoon Sollds Ramogal| | DD Les Yes 30,810 1 537 ;- 120 $2.503,224 $7,500,671
Selma, The W, ks and Wastewater Tr Plant & 4
CS010878-01 | S0 e T e Coty of e Selma Dallas Yes 18429 3 i 5 120 $2,322,347 $4,088,312
£5010621-07 Narthport, City of Highvay 82 Pump Station and | northpart | Tuscaloosa 30334| 0 173 0 110 52,666,162 $8.,867.207
©S010867-03 S““““‘"“"é:‘;aé‘:gf'm’- and | gower Main Replacements |  Scotisboro | Jackaan Yes 15446 | 1 247 2 10 $1,500,000 §3,000,690
C010847-04 | Oorvilie Utlites Board of the | g i Road Force Main Odenvile | St Clair 4800 © 2 0 108 $1,052,340 $2,804,679
CS010239-08 Pell City, City of Edan Lift Station and Forca Main Pell City St, Clair 12,823 1 217 1 a5 $2,200,492 $5,867,978
€S010835-04 Troy, City of New WWTP Troy Pike 17,765 1 307 1 90 $3.718,864 $18,594,320
CS010312-08 Hartaelle, City of 2023 CWSRF Loan Portlon Hartselle Morgan 15308 0 0 0 90 1,853,000 $3,708,000
CWSRE, 77 $65,304,440 $3,177,600 §247,061,982




