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Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Section

Michigan’s Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Section (WIFFS) within the Finance
Division of the Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) assists
municipalities in their efforts to protect public health and the environment through the
administration of low interest loans and grants and by providing project support and outstanding
customer assistance. Information on Michigan’s CWSRF can be found at
Michigan.gov/CWSRF.
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The Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy does not discriminate on the basis of
race, sex, religion, age, national origin, color, marital status, disability, political beliefs, height, weight, genetic
information, or sexual orientation in the administration of any of its programs or activities, and prohibits
intimidation and retaliation, as required by applicable laws and regulations. Questions or concerns should be
directed to the Nondiscrimination Compliance Coordinator at EGLE-nondiscriminationCC@michigan.gov or
517-249-0906.

To request this material in an alternate format, contact EGLE-Accessiblity@Michigan.gov or 800-662-9278.
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Clean Water State Revolving Fund Overview

The CWSRF loan program was established under amendments to the 1987 Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, a.k.a., the Clean Water Act (CWA) to provide a revolving financing source
for statewide wastewater and stormwater infrastructure as well as nonpoint source (NPS)
pollution control needs while protecting the environmental health of surface and ground water
across the State.

Michigan’s CWSRF program has allocated over $7.2 billion in low interest loans to over 730
projects around the State since 1988. Of that amount, over $190 million has been awarded as
loan principal forgiveness since 2010.

The CWSRF owes its success largely to its revolving nature as loan repayments and investment
earnings are recycled to fund new projects. The ongoing commitment of federal program dollars,
WIFFS dedication to continually evolve the program to meet today’s needs and reduce
unnecessary barriers for applicants directly results in the CWSRF program continuing to operate
as one of the largest financing opportunities for communities addressing wastewater needs
across the state.

To improve the program, WIFFS undertook a lean process improvements approach to the
CWSRF and the companion, Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF), to increase
community participation and better understand what barriers existed for applicants. In July of
2022, after collaboration with stakeholder groups, PA 132 of 2022 was signed by the Governor.
This legislation amended the CWSRF scoring criteria, disadvantaged community criteria,
application process, and a handful of other items which better align the CWSRF program with
today’s needs and digital world. This Intended Use Plan represents the second year these
changes have been in place for the program.

The CWSRF continues to contribute to the protection of public health, improved water quality,
enhanced water recreational opportunities, and the economic viability of Michigan’s
communities and residents.

The intent of this IUP is to meet EPA requirements in applying for all FY24 federal fund sources
including, the annual capitalization grant, and all Bipartisan Infrastructure Law funds which are
included in the section below.

Fiscal Year 2025 Supplemental Funds

Bipartisan Infrastructure Law

On November 15, 2021, President Biden signed the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act into
law referred to as the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL). The BIL included an appropriation to
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to strengthen the nations drinking water and
wastewater systems. A sizable portion of the BIL dollars are managed through the CWSRF.
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The BIL provides two federal grants to Michigan through the CWSRF: Supplemental Clean
Water State Revolving Fund Grant and the Emerging Contaminants Grant. These grants began
in FY2022 and will be awarded to states annually through FY2025. For this funding cycle,
Michigan has received $97,784,000 for the Supplemental CWSRF Grant, $9,144,000 from the
Emerging Contaminates Grant and $83,000 from the reallotment of FY2022 Emerging
Contaminates Grant.

Table 1 CWSRF BIL Allocation

Appropriation FY2025*

CWSRF General Supplemental $97,784,000
CWSRF Emerging Contaminants $9,144,000
CWSRF Emerging Contaminant $83,000

FY22 Reallotment
*FY indicates year funds will be awarded to projects

Emerging Contaminants

The BIL emerging contaminants (EC) dollars must be used for eligible CWSRF projects that
address contaminants that pose a newly identified or re-emerging risk to human health, aquatic
life, or the environment. Categories can include Perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS) and other persistent organic pollutants, biological contaminants and microorganisms,
some compounds of pharmaceuticals and personal care products, Nanomaterials, and
Microplastics/ Nano plastics. One hundred percent of these funds must be provided to
applicants as additional subsidization.

As part of the federal BIL EC allotments in fiscal year 2024, Michigan was able to capture a
fiscal year 2022 reallotment from states that did not take their full awarded BIL EC dollars.
Therefore, an additional $83,000 in reallotted EC dollars is being awarded to Michigan for use in
fiscal year 2025.

General Supplemental

The BIL general supplemental dollars must be used for eligible CWSRF projects. Forty-nine
percent of these funds ($47,914,160) must be provided as additional subsidization.

Technical Assistance

The BIL also authorizes the CWSREF to take up to 2% of the CWSRF BIL grants to provide
technical assistance to potential borrowers by hiring staff, nonprofit organizations, or
regional/municipal entities to assist rural, small, and tribal publicly owned treatment works.
Michigan EGLE reserves the authority to utilize the 2% as needed.

Page 5 of 17



CWSREF - Intended Use Plan Fiscal Year 2025

Build America, Buy America (BABA) ACT

On November 15, 2021, the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), Pub. L. No. 117-58,
which includes the Build America, Buy America Act (BABA). Pub. L. No. 117-58, §§ 70901-52,
was signed into law strengthening Made in America Laws. The law requires that no later than
May 14, 2022, 180 days after the enactment of the IIJA, the head of each covered Federal
agency shall ensure that “none of the funds made available for a Federal financial assistance
program for infrastructure, including each deficient program, may be obligated for a project
unless all of the iron, steel, manufactured products, and construction materials used in the
project are produced in the United States.” This expands domestic sourcing requirements to
include all steel, iron, manufactured products, non-ferrous metals, plastic, and polymer-based
products (including polyvinylchloride, composite building materials, and polymers used in fiber
optic cables), glass (including optic glass), lumber, and drywall used in infrastructure projects for
federal financial assistance programs must be produced in the United States. The Made in
America Office at the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has developed implementation
guidance found here.

Michigan’s CWSRF Program
Multi-Step Application Process

The purpose of the multiple step application process is to first determine if the borrower qualifies
to receive funding under the CWSRF program and asses the eligibility of the proposed projects.
This process operates to assist applicants through any significant hurdles that may exist in
securing permits, environmental clearances, and understanding CWSRF laws and policies. The
first step in the process is to submit to EGLE an Intent to Apply (ITA) form found at
www.Michigan.gov/CWSRE. This ITA process allows for better tracking of applicant needs and
better processing and outreach by staff. Additionally, it allows for earlier coordination with the
Michigan Finance Authority (MFA) which operates as EGLE’s CWSRF partner in managing fund
dollars. The MFA requires a municipal obligation (bond note or evidence of debt issued) under
the Shared Credit Rating Act. The MFA then purchases the applicant’s local bond to effectuate
the CWSREF loan. The MFA requires all proposed loan and principal forgiveness amounts to be
included in the local municipal bond obligation.

Priority Ranking System

New state CWSREF legislation was enacted and the prioritization ranking system was new
beginning with FY2024 projects. EGLE has the authority to evaluate ranking criteria every 3
years for needed changes. Prioritization criteria can be found on EGLE's scoring criteria
website. EGLE’s Water Resource Division scores all CWSRF projects based on their scoring
criteria and guidance. Detailed project scores can be found on EGLE’s CWSRF homepage
under the Detailed Project Scoring Report link.
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The FY2025 Project Priority List (PPL) illustrated in Attachment 1 includes the following items:

e Project Number

e Applicant name

e Project scope

e Project county

e Total priority points

e Population served by project

e Cost per population (tiebreaker)

e Total Loan Amount Requested

e Total Project Pre- Legislative 30% Cutoff
e Emerging Contaminant Costs

e Overburdened Determination

e Amount of funds allocated per funding category
e Total principal forgiveness

The PPL will be updated as changes occur such as projects dropping or shifting funding years.
Applicants should not expect to increase their loan or forgiveness amounts if actual project costs
come in higher than estimated. EGLE understands the economic variables occurring and will
make every attempt possible to finance projects allowing flexibility in timing and cost overruns.
EGLE reserves the right to lock loan and forgiveness amounts into what is illustrated on the PPL
due to limited resources.

Project inclusion on the PPL indicates an applicant has submitted a final project plan with an
estimated dollar amount that was scored and ranked by EGLE. There is no actual or implied
guarantee that being listed on the PPL will constitute a commitment of financial assistance from
the CWSREF. All program requirements must be satisfied, and applicable permits issued before a
binding commitment can be offered and a loan issued.

For inclusion on the FY2025 PPL, final ITA’s were due to EGLE by November 1, 2023, with final
planning documents due by May 1, 2024.

Engineering Review

Projects that are considered for funding undergo programmatic and technical review of planning
and design documents such as engineering reports and plans and specifications to ensure they
follow state and federal regulations. Project alternatives are reviewed including the cost and
effectiveness of feasible options and operation and maintenance costs.

Environmental Review

An environmental review is required for all CWSRF treatment works projects. EGLE WIFFS staff
review every project for impacts to various water, land, and flora/fauna species. A Finding of No
Significant Impact should be determined on all CWSRF projects prior to any construction
activities taking place. Should a FNSI not be able to be issued, the Department may undertake
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further review through issuance of an Environmental Impact Statement. If project work is added
or changed during the project due to unforeseen conditions and was not included as part of the
original project scope additional environmental reviews and permits may be required.

Loan Issuance

An approvable loan application must include:

e Complete CWSRF application including Parts I-lIl.

e Detailed project description, cost breakdown, and schedule.

¢ Financial documentation demonstrating ability to repay the loan.

e Any necessary executed intermunicipal service agreements.

e An approved planning document.

e Set of approved plans and specifications including construction permit(s) if required.

¢ Resolution from the applicant designating a project representative and approving the
project scope.

¢ A fiscal sustainability plan.

A project notice to proceed must be issued within 60 days of loan closing unless an extension
request has been approved by WIFFS. Project construction activities should be complete within
three years of loan award with project initiation occurring unless otherwise approved by WIFFS.

Construction Monitoring

Projects are required to be built according to the approved plans and specifications and that
they adhere to any covenants in their loan agreement including American Iron and Steel (AlS),
Davis Bacon, and where applicable Build America, Buy America (BABA) compliance.

Any changes from the original design need to be reviewed via Change Order or Amendment.
Once approved, the project budget is revised to reflect the change when applicable.

Program Marketing and Outreach

To increase collaboration with communities, WIFFS has increased the presence of staff around
the state. WIFFS has subject matter experts housed in nearly all EGLE’s district/field offices.
WIFFS presents at virtual and in person events in collaboration with Michigan chapters and
regional water organizations. Social media, website development and email blasts also serve to
market the CWSRF programs. In addition, EGLE meets with the regional Environmental
Finance Center, US Department of Agriculture — Rural Development, Rural Community
Assistance Program, American Council of Engineering Companies, and numerous other local
stakeholder Non-Governmental Organizations to collaborate funding sources and message
program updates.
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Long-Term Program Goals

The CWSRF continues to maintain long-term goals to ensure they assist the State in meeting
the Clean Water Act and State water quality goals:

Maintain the fiscal integrity of the fund to ensure it remains viable and self-perpetuating to
meet the long-range water quality needs of the State.

Promote the use of CWSRF to support climate resilient stormwater management and
wastewater systems.

Maintain and develop relationships with other funding and financing agencies and water
quality organizations to ensure resources are directed in a holistic approach.

Maintain and refine procedures to prevent fraud and ensure a system of checks and
balances.

Short-Term Program Goals

The CWSRF maintains short-term goals to continually improve and evolve the program and
better meet water quality needs around the state. Michigan’s short-term goals include:

Apply for all CWSRF federal grants (including BIL) and ensure requirements of the grant
terms and conditions are met including American Rescue Plan Act funding.

Assist borrowers listed on the annual PPL in meeting CWSRF requirements to
successfully close on a loan.

Procure and maintain a new data system for tracking CWSRF and related state grant
programs.

Assist disadvantaged communities through the allocation of principal forgiveness and any
future EGLE grant dollars related to CWSRF project planning.

Continue to maintain WIFFS online Dashboard for projects that are financed using SRF
dollars.

Support the use of green infrastructure for stormwater, traditional wastewater, and
climate resiliency projects across the state.

Programmatic Requirements

Green Project Reserve

As part of the FY2024 federal appropriations, WIFFS is required to provide a minimum of 10%
($3,510,200) of the base capitalization grant for project components that meet EPA’s Green
Project Reserve (GPR) requirements. This includes projects that incorporate green
infrastructure, energy, water efficiency, or are environmentally innovative. The BIL
implementation memo also incorporates that ‘if provided for in the annual appropriation, the
GPR is applicable to the BIL capitalization grants for the corresponding fiscal year.” GPR
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minimums for the BIL supplemental and BIL Emerging Contaminant grants are set at
$9,778,400 and $922,700 respectively.

GPR components are identified during the initial ITA, project plan submittal process, and project
design work. Additional GPR components may be identified as the project progresses through
the CWSREF process and will be included on applicable Order of Approval documents prior to
binding commitments being issued. EGLE will work with applicants to continue to identify GPR
components throughout the design process to meet the 10% minimums per funding categories.
Final GPR projects will be included in the FY25 Annual Report and year end.

Affordability Criteria

The Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states develop affordability criteria that assist with the
identification of applicants that would have difficulty financing projects. The affordability criteria
must include information regarding employment, income, population trends and may include
other information as dictated by the State.

Michigan’s affordability criteria were updated through the new SRF legislation that was enacted
in 2022. EGLE’s SRF disadvantaged criteria establishes and identifies communities that qualify
as Overburdened or Significantly Overburdened. Specific criteria can be located on EGLE's
SRF - Overburdened website. Applicants that meet Overburdened or Significantly
Overburdened criteria are awarded 20 or 25 prioritization points (20 or 25% of total available
points) respectively.

The attached Project Priority List (PPL) illustrates those projects that have been identified as
disadvantaged (overburdened and significantly overburdened) for the FY2025 financing cycle.

Seventy-five percent of projects within the fundable range (allocated CWSRF dollars) are
considered disadvantaged.

Additional Subsidization

The CWA includes the requirement for a CWSRF program to provide a minimum of 10% and a
maximum of 30% of its base capitalization grant from EPA as additional subsidization.
Additionally, as part of the FY2024 Appropriations Act, 10% of the base capitalization grant shall
be used by each state to provide additional subsidy to eligible recipients. These two separate
requirements for additional subsidization for the base program are additive. Therefore, Michigan
must provide 20% and can provide up to 40% of our base capitalization grant as additional
subsidy. Michigan has historically, and will continue this year, to provide additional subsidization
in the form of loan principal forgiveness.

Also, as mandated under the BIL, 49% of funds from the CWSRF General Supplemental grant
and 100% of funds from the Emerging Contaminant grant must be awarded as additional
subsidy.
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Michigan’s total CWSRF loan subsidy, which will be allocated as principal forgiveness, in
FY2025 is projected to be $71,181,960.

Table 2 Additional Subsidy in FY2025

FY 2024 Required 10% CWA 10- | BIL General BIL Total
Capitalization Subsidy 30% Subsidy Emerging FY2025

Grant (Appropriations)  Subsidy Contaminant CWSRF
Subsidy Subsidy

$35,102,000 $3,510,200 $10,530,600 $47,914,160 $9,227,000 $71,181,960

WIFFS is using a combination of traditional loan dollars, principal forgiveness, and CWSRF BIL,
to award a total of $676,554,000 to 42 projects. The projects were placed into 3 tiers and
allocated dollars in priority order until all dollars were allocated.

1. Significantly Overburdened applicants are awarded 20% of eligible project loan costs, up
to a maximum of $20,000,000 as principal forgiveness.

2. Overburdened applicants are awarded 12% of eligible project loan costs, up to a
maximum of $20,000,000 as principal forgiveness.

3. All other non-disadvantaged applicants within the fundable range will receive 100% loan
dollars as available.

BIL Emerging Contaminant dollars must be allocated to projects that address a qualifying
contaminant. The highest ranked project is being allocated these dollars. To assist the applicant
with fully funding this project, loan dollars are being awarded to cover the remaining project
costs above the available BIL EC amount.

Attachment 1 illustrates the allocation of loan and forgiveness amounts. EGLE reserves the right
to limit principal forgiveness and loan dollars to the amounts identified on the PPL.

All construction activities greater than $50,000 require an executed contract solicited using
competitive bidding unless otherwise approved by EGLE.

WIFFS will focus staff resources on awarded projects identified in the PPL. Limited resources
will not be dedicated to projects that fall outside the range of allocated dollars. If projects
allocated funds on the PPL are unable or choose not to enter into a milestone schedule for
project completion prior to December 13, 2024, the project will be considered ‘bypassed’ and
the funds originally allocated to it may be offered to the next available project, in priority order.
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In summary, EGLE's available funds for FY2025:
Table 3 Total FY2025 Funds for CWSRF Applicants

Award Amount

CWSREF Loan $565,000,000
Traditional Forgiveness $14,040,800
BIL EC Forgiveness $9,227,000
BIL CWSRF Supplemental $49,869,840
loan

BIL CWSRF Supplemental $47,914,160
Forgiveness

Total $686,051,800

Davis Bacon Act

The amended CWA applies the Davis Bacon provision to any project for treatment works that is
financed by CWSRF. Additionally, Davis Bacon is required for all ARP funded projects.
Therefore, all projects on the CWSREF list, regardless of funding source, are required to comply
with the Davis Bacon Act. Applicants are required to submit a certification of compliance with
each disbursement request.

American Iron and Steel

The CWA requires projects for construction, alteration, maintenance, or repair of treatment
works use iron and steel products that are produced in the US. All projects receiving CWSRF
Base and BIL dollars are required to comply with the American Iron and Steel provision unless a
waiver from EPA has been granted.

Fiscal Sustainability Plans
EPA requires Fiscal Sustainability Plans (FSP) to be developed for each wastewater treatment
works project. At a minimum, the FSP must include the following:

e Inventory of critical project assets.

e Evaluation of the condition of those assets.

e Plan to repair, maintain, and/or replace the components of the treatment works
overtime and how these activities will be funded.

e Certification that the applicant has evaluated and will be implementing water and
energy conservation efforts.
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The loan recipient will certify through their application process that an FSP meeting these
requirements has been developed and will be implemented. EGLE encourages the development
of asset management plans and allows FSP or asset management activities up to $2,000,000
per project to be included in a loan.

Equivalency Projects

Equivalency projects are defined within the SRF programs as a select group of loans whose
sum is equal to the amount of the capitalization grant which are required to meet certain federal
requirements. They must meet the federal crosscutter, single audit, Disadvantaged Business
Enterprise, Signage, A/E procurement (QBS), and FFATA reporting requirements. In addition,
Build America, Buy America (BABA) has also recently been included. States are required to
meet equivalency projects under both the base CWSRF and the BIL. Michigan plans to use the
following projects as equivalent. The final list of entities that comply with these requirements will
be included in the FFATA Reporting and FY2025 Annual Report as projects may drop as the
fiscal year moves forward.

Table 4 Equivalent Projects

Project Number Applicant Equivalency Category
5005-27 City of Lansing CWSRF, BIL
5999-01 City of Sault Ste Marie CWSREF, BIL
5872-01 Evergreen-Farmington CWSREF, BIL

SDDD
6001-01 Great Lakes Water Authority CWSREF, BIL
5799-01 City of Warren CWSREF, BIL

EPA Data System

WIFFS agrees to enter data into the EPA’s data system on a minimum quarterly basis as loans
are issued.

Fund Financial Management

Source and Allocation

From 1989 through 1992, Michigan’s CWSRF operated as a direct loan program. Municipalities
requested reimbursement for project costs and draws were processed directly upon federal and
state funds as they were requested. Since 1993, the state has sold State Revolving Fund
Revenue Bonds that are secured by federal and state assets (i.e., federal capitalization grant,
required state match, loan repayments, and interest earnings). State funds can include general
fund or state match revenue bonds. Bond issuance costs are covered by the bonds sold and,
thus, are not identified as direct administrative expenses of the CWSRF. Historically, the bond
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issuance costs are approximately one percent of the total bond issue. Applicant costs are then
reimbursed from the bond issues. The state match contribution is not available from the
Michigan’s General Fund, necessitating the generation of state match needs from within the
fund via the issuance of a state match bond. Michigan plans to sell SRF Revenue Bonds in early
2025. The BIL General Supplemental dollars require a 20% state match. General fund dollars
were allocated to EGLE for this purpose.

The CWSRF can be used to fund qualified Non-Point Source (NPS) projects. At least two
percent of available CWSRF lending capacity must be allocated to NPS projects that are
consistent with Section 319 of the Federal Clean Water Act. There are zero NPS or stormwater
projects seeking assistance in FY2025.

EGLE uses a process to prescribe how available funds will be allocated between eligible
recipients as follows:

e |dentify borrowers ready to proceed with projects in FY2025.

e Determine amount of financing needed by applicants.

e |dentify sources and amount of funds available to provide the requested assistance.

e Allocate dollars in priority order consistent with the terms of applicable funding sources.

e Negotiate a milestone schedule with fundable applicants.

e Determine final loan amounts based on as-bid dollars regardless of the specific project
delivery method selected by the applicant.

e Redistribute any remaining funds in future years if projects drop or costs come in lower
than estimates. Determine if funds are available for any projects that may come in higher
than PPL estimates.

CWSREF financial assistance to municipalities during FY 2025 will consist of loans, and principal
forgiveness. Beginning with the FY 2019 capitalization grant, Michigan switched to a 100%
federal cash draw ratio, with the entire amount of the state match expended prior to making an
initial draw on the capitalization grant.

WIFFS will offer seven loan closing dates throughout the calendar year. There will be two
closings per quarter, with the exception of the last quarter in the fiscal year, in which there will
only be one closing date offered in August.

Final loan award amounts will be included in the CWSRF Annual Report.

Sources and uses of funds as provided by Michigan Finance Authority are included in the table
below.
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Table 5 Sources and Uses

Sources as of Sept 30, Amount
2024
Federal grants $151,965,919
(FY24 cap grant + BIL)
State Match $8,962,500
CWSRF Bond Proceeds $0
Principal Repayments $170,123,806
Interest Repayments $38,811,957
Investment Earnings $65,220,507
Other Sources $72,561,383
Future Bonds TBD
Total Sources $507,646,072
Uses for FY24
e T
Loan Assistance $250,712,714
Disbursed
Leveraged Bond Debt $120,387,219
Service
State Match Bond Debt $13,000,000
Service
Administrative Expenses $3,052,631
Total Uses $387,152,563

Transfer Authority

In accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act and the SRF funds transfer provisions, Michigan
is able to transfer an amount up to 33 percent of the DWSRF program capitalization grant to the
CWSRF program or an equivalent amount from the CWSRF program to the DWSRF program.
No funds were transferred from either program during this reporting period.

Interest Rates

Along with the potential for principal forgiveness, low interest rates remain an advantage to
municipalities when seeking assistance from the CWSREF. Interest rates are established
annually by EGLE’s Director and based on the demand for financing in the coming year,
anticipated future demand, consideration of market rates, and evaluation of additional costs to
borrowers for program participation. FY2025 interest rates have been established as follows:
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Table 6 Interest Rates

Term Applicant Type Rate
20-year N/A 2.50 %
30-year N/A 2.75 %
20-

0-year Overburdened 2.00 %
30-year
20-year Significantly Overburdened 1.00 %
30-year g y e

Stormwater projects scored
20-year
solely under the stormwater 0.00% up to $5M
30-year .
criteria

Administrative Costs

To administer the program, WIFFS has historically utilized the 4% set-aside from the federal
capitalization grant as authorized by the CWA Amendments of 1987. With the reauthorization of
the CWA, options regarding the amount of funds available to administer the CWSRF program
have changed. The maximum amount of CWSRF funds allowable for covering the reasonable
costs of administering the fund is the greatest of the following:

¢ An amount equal to four percent (4%) of all grant awards received by a State CWSRF
less any amounts used in previous years.

e $400,000; or

e One-fifth percent (1/5 %) of the current valuation of the fund.

Over the past few years, WIFFS has seen a substantial increase in applicants into the CWSRF
program in addition to new regulations and program funding sources such as BIL. For these
reasons, WIFFS began following the third bullet option above on October 1, 2023. Total
available for administrative costs is $4,801,022.

Public Review

A public hearing on the FY2025 draft IUP was held September 17, 2024. Written comments
received are included as attachments to this IUP document. Due to a significant value of
projects that declined funds illustrated on the draft Project Priority List, this final PPL looks vastly
different. These changes address some of the public comments that were received regarding
allocating large dollars to only few systems.
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ORIGINATION OF DOCUMENTS

The Finance Division of EGLE is responsible for issuing the CWSRF IUP and its accompanying
information.

Questions about the IUP may be directed to:

Kelly Green, Administrator

Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Section

Finance Division

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy
Telephone: 517-284-5433 | E-Mail: GreenK1@Michigan.gov

Questions about Treasury related items may be directed to:

Alyson Hayden, Executive Director

Michigan Finance Authority

Michigan Department of Treasury

Telephone: 517-241-2432 | E-Mail: TreasMFA@michigan.gov

Questions about scoring and prioritization of projects may be directed to:

Phil Argiroff, Acting Division Director

Water Resources Division

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy
Telephone: 517-290-3039 | E-Mail ArgiroffP@Michigan.gov
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Attachment #1 Fiscal Year 2025 CWSRF Project Priority List

. . . Project T.o t*?' Population Cost per Total Loan Amount Total F.’roje.ct Emerg_ing Overburdened CWSRF CWSRF BIL Eme.rging BIL CWSRF BIL CWSRF
Project Number Applicant Project Scope Priority Served by . Pre-Legislative| Contaminant ... e io Contaminant | Supplemental Supplemental Total PF
County . . Population Requested Determination | Traditional Loan | Traditional PF
Points Project 30% Cutoff Costs PF Loan PF
5005-27 City of Lansing CSO and PS EQB Improvements Ingham 86 21,000| $ 1,667 | $ 35,000,000 Overburdened $ 30,800,000 [ $ 3,500,000 $ 700,000 | $ 4,200,000
5999-01 Sault Ste. Marie WWTP and CS Improvements Chippewa 85 14,689| $ 1,940 | $ 28,500,000 Overburdened $ 25,080,000 $ 3,420,000 | $ 3,420,000
5997-01 City of Monroe WWTP and CS Improvements Monroe 75 55,649| $ 162 | $ 9,000,000 $ 9,000,000 $ -
5971-01 Southgate-Wyandotte Wayne
Relief DDD WWTP and CSO Improvements 75 49,000| $ 1,020 | $ 50,000,000 Overburdened $ 44,000,000 | $§ 4,714,100 $ 1,285,900 | $ 6,000,000
5866-01 City of Gladstone CS and Lift Station Improvements Delta 75 5,400| $ 2963 | $ 16,000,000 Overburdened $ 14,080,000 $ 1,920,000 | $ 1,920,000
5826-01 Village of Sparta WWTP Improvements Kent 75 5,699| $ 3,327 | $ 18,960,000 Overburdened $ 16,684,800 $ 2,275,200 | $ 2,275,200
5825-01 City of Grand Ledge WWTP and PS Improvements Eaton 75 8,231 $ 6,366 | $ 52,400,000 $ 52,400,000 $ -
Evergreen-Farmington
5872-01 SDD% ° PS Improvements Oakland 66 310,685 $ 70 | $ 21,700,000 $ 21,700,000 $ -
GLWA (CSO facilities
6001-01 impr - Oakwood, Leib, Wayne
Conner/Baby Creek) CSO Improvements 60 1,160,000( $ 49 $ 57,100,000 Overburdened $ 22,078,160 $ 28,169,840 | $ 6,852,000 | $ 6,852,000
5782-01 City of Burton CS Improvements Genesee 60 6,946| $ 469 | $ 3,255,000 Overburdened $ 2,864,400 | $ 390,600 $ 390,600
5844-01 City of East Lansing CSO Improvements Ingham 60 47,741 $ 884 1% 42,220,000 $ 42,220,000 $ -
6007-01 WWTP and Lift Station Branch Significantly
City of Bronson Improvements 60 2,313| $ 1,092 | $ 2,525,000 Overburdened $ 2,020,000 $ 505,000 | $ 505,000
6008-01 City of Kingsford CSO Separation, LS Rem, MH Rep Dickinson 60 5,139| $ 2626 | $ 13,495,000 Overburdened $ 11,875,600 $ 1,619,400 | $ 1,619,400
5918-01 McMillan Twp. CS Improvements Ontonagon 60 295( $ 3,763 [ $ 1,110,000 Overburdened $ 976,800 | $ 133,200 $ 133,200
5870-01 Bessemer Area Sewer Gogebic
Authority WWTP improvements 60 2,545| $ 7,544 | $ 19,200,000 Overburdened $ 16,896,000 $ 2,304,000 | $ 2,304,000
5995-01 City of Caspian CS Improvements Iron 60 805| $ 7,863 | $ 6,330,000 Overburdened $ 5,570,400 $ 759,600 | $ 759,600
5928-01 Village of Ellsworth CS Improvements Antrim 60 349| $ 11,777 | $ 4,110,000 Overburdened $ 3,616,800 $ 493,200 | $ 493,200
5920-01 . . Saginaw Significantly
City of Saginaw WWTP and RTB Improvements 55 44.202| $ 426 | § 18,820,000 Overburdened $ 15,056,000 $ 3,764,000 | $ 3,764,000
5793-01 Grand
City of Traverse City WWTP and CS Improvements Traverse 55 30,492| $ 1,022 | $ 31,175,000 $ 31,175,000 $ -
5785-01 Delta Charter Twp. WRRR Improvements Eaton 55 33,002| $ 1,364 | $ 45,000,000 $ 45,000,000 $ -
5815-01 Sanilac Significantly
City of Marlette WWTP Improvements 55 1,763 $ 1,395 | $ 2,460,000 Overburdened $ 1,968,000 $ 492,000 | $ 492,000
5922-01 City of Iron River FM, MH, and Siphon Improvements Iron 55 2,796 $ 27419 7,665,000 Overburdened $ 6,745,200 $ 919,800 | $ 919,800
5862-01 City of Hudson CS Improvements Lenawee 55 180( $ 30,972 [ $ 5,575,000 Overburdened $ 4,906,000 $ 669,000 | $ 669,000
5889-01 Village of Beulah New WWTP Benzie 55 313| $ 38,738 | $ 12,125,000 $ 12,125,000 $ -
6015-01 Genesee CDC Interceptor-Phase 3 Genesee 51 4.900( $ 1,236 | $ 6,055,000 $ 6,055,000 $ -
5936-01 | | Oceana Significantly
Village of Hesperia WWTP Improvements 50 1,058( $ 5,860 | $ 6,200,000 Overburdened $ 4,960,000 $ 1,240,000 | $ 1,240,000
5998-01 Section 32 Sewer Gogebic
Authority CS Improvements 50 250( $ 6,000 | $ 1,500,000 Overburdened $ 1,320,000 $ 180,000 | $ 180,000
6002-01 City of Detroit (District 1 & Wayne Significantly
District 2, 4, 5, 6, 7) CS Improvements 45 620,376| $ 28 $ 17,080,000 Overburdened $ 13,664,000 $ 3,416,000 | $ 3,416,000
5952-01 Portage Lake Water and Houghton Significantly
Sewer Authority WWTP Improvements 45 14,900( $ 336 (% 5,000,000 Overburdened $ 4,000,000 $ 1,000,000 | $ 1,000,000
Significantl
5937-01 City of Big Rapids WWTP Improvements Mecosta 45 8,076| $ 875 | $ 7,850,000 Overburdencd $ 6,280,000 $ 1,570,000 | $ 1,570,000
5976-01 Wayne Significantly
City of Highland Park CS and MH Improvements 45 3,300 $ 909 | $ 3,000,000 Overburdened $ 2,400,000 $ 600,000 | $ 600,000
5932-01 Clare Significantly
City of Harrison WWTP Improvements 45 2,150| $ 1,560 | $ 3,355,000 Overburdened $ 2,684,000 $ 671,000 | $ 671,000
Significantly
5877-01 Charter Twp. of Royal Oak|CS Improvements Oakland 45 594| $ 1684 | $ 1,000,000 Overburdened $ 800,000 $ 200,000 | $ 200,000
5905-01 CS Rep, LS and WWTP Baraga Significantly
Baraga Improvements 45 2,302| $ 1,955 | $ 4,500,000 Overburdened $ 3,600,000 $ 900,000 | $ 900,000
5934-01 lonia Significantly
Village of Muir WWTP and CS Improvements 45 1,604 $ 2126 | $ 3,410,000 Overburdened $ 2,728,000 $ 682,000 | $ 682,000
Significantl
5951-01 City of Houghton CS Rep Houghton 45 258| $ 3,876 | $ 1,000,000 O\?erburder?ed $ 800,000 $ 200,000 | $ 200,000
Significantly
5716-01 City of Harrisville PS Rep Alcona 45 437| $ 5149 | $ 2,250,000 Overburdened $ 1,800,000 $ 450,000 | $ 450,000
. Significantl
5949-01 Benton Charter Township |LS Rep Berrien 45 673 $ 5929 | $ 3,990,000 Overburdencd $ 3,192,000 $ 798,000 | $ 798,000
5958-01 Gladwin Significantly
City of Beaverton WWTP, CS, and LS Improvements 45 1,145( $ 6,484 | $ 7,424,000 Overburdened $ 5,939,200 $ 1,484,800 | $ 1,484,800
5930-01 Osceola Significantly
City of Evart WWTP and CS Improvements 45 1,309( $ 9,102 | $ 11,915,000 Overburdened $ 9,532,000 $ 2,383,000 | $ 2,383,000
Significantly
5939-01 Village of Barryton Lagoon and LS Improvements Muskegon 45 389| $ 18,509 | $ 7,200,000 O\?erburdened $ 5,760,000 $ 1,440,000 | $ 1,440,000
5950-01 Iron Significantly
Village Alpha WWTP, CS, and PS Improvements 45 127 $ 40,945 | $ 5,200,000 Overburdened $ 4,160,000 $ 1,040,000 | $ 1,040,000
5859-01 GLWA (WRRF PS#2 Wayne
VFD) WRRF PS Improvements 40 1,125,000( $ 1219 13,000,000 Overburdened $ -
GLWA (SFE Pump Station
5839-01 rehab) ( P WRRF Improvements Wayne 40 3,000,000| $ 34 |3 101,000,000 Overburdened $ _
GLWA (7-Mile Sewer
6003-01 System(Rehab.) CS Improvements Wayne 40 639,212 $ 47 | $ 30,000,000 Overburdened $ -
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. . . Project T.ota.l Population Cost per Total Loan Amount Total F?roje.ct Emerg_ing Overburdened CWSRF CWSRF BIL Eme.rging BIL CWSRF BIL CWSRF
Project Number Applicant Project Scope Priority Served by . Pre-Legislative| Contaminant L e c0 Contaminant Supplemental Supplemental Total PF
County . . Population Requested Determination | Traditional Loan | Traditional PF
Points Project 30% Cutoff Costs PF Loan PF
GLWA (PS - 2 rehab &
°837-01 screenir(lg impr.) WRRF Improvements Wayne 40 3,000,000 $ 67 | $ 201,578,400 | $ 244,000,000 Overburdened $ -
GLWA (CSO Outfall
6004-01 Rehab.(Phase VI) CSO Improvements Wayne 40 74,763| $ 134 [ § 10,000,000 Overburdened $ -
5944-01 City of Kalamazoo WWTP Improvements Kalamazoo 40 261,670( $ 139 | $ 36,400,000 Overburdened $ -
5916-01 Benton Harbor St. Berrien
Joseph WWTP WWTP and CS Improvements 40 56,170| $ 220 | $ 12,335,000 Overburdened $ -
Ishpeming Area Joint
6000-01 Wastewater Treatment Marquette
Facility WWTP Improvements 40 13,266| $ 282 $ 3,740,000 Overburdened $ -
5956-01 County of Genesee PS Improvements Genesee 40 96,431| $ 503 (9% 48,505,000 Overburdened $ -
5913-01 Union Charter Twp. WWTP and PS Improvements Isabella 40 11,699( $ 530 (% 6,195,000 Overburdened $ -
Incinerator Improvements - thermal
5799-01 City of Warren dryer and energy recovery system Macomb 40 139,387| $ 537 | $ 74,900,000 $35,336,600.00 |Overburdened $ 65,673,000 $ 9,227,000 $ 9,227,000
for purpose of destroying PFAs and
PFAs-contaminated solids
Kalamazoo Lake Sewer &
5907-01 Water Authority WWTP Improvements Allegan 40 6,128| $ 910 | $ 5,575,000
5819-01 City of Gladwin CS and PS Improvements Gladwin 40 3,069| $ 1,256 | $ 3,855,000 Overburdened
5961-01 Village of Holly WWTP Improvements Oakland 40 5,997( % 1,696 | $ 10,170,000 Overburdened
5860-01 City of Southgate Relief Sewer Installation Wayne 40 20,010 $ 1,726 [ $ 34,535,000
5906-01 City of Alma WWTP Improvements Gratiot 40 9,400| $ 1,819 | $ 17,100,000 Overburdened
5806-01 City of St. Ignace CS Rep Mackinac 40 2,452 $ 1,835 | % 4,500,000 Overburdened
6013-01 Crystal Township WWTP, MH, and PS Improvements Montcalm 40 2,800 $ 2,218 | $ 6,210,000 Overburdened
5851-01 Village of Quincy LS Improvements Branch 40 512 § 2,441 1 $ 1,250,000 Overburdened
5880-01 Newberry WWTP and CS Improvements Luce 40 5,785| $ 2,497 | $ 14,445,000 Overburdened
5933-01 Village of Howard City WWTP Improvements Montcalm 40 1,835| $ 3,433 $ 6,300,000 Overburdened
5960-01 Village of Maple Rapids |WWTP, CS, and PS Improvements Clinton 40 573| $ 3613 (% 2,070,000 Overburdened
5953-01 Village of South Range WWTP and LS Improvements Houghton 40 563| $ 6,217 | $ 3,500,000 Overburdened
5943-01 City of Clio CS Improvements Genesee 40 538| $ 7509 (9% 4,040,000 Overburdened
5734-01 Gerrish-Lyon UA WWTP and CS Improvements Roscommon 40 11385 $ 10,101 | $ 115,000,000
6016-01 City of Brown City Footing Drain Disconnect Sanilac/Lapeer 40 56[ $ 17,589 | $ 985,000 Overburdened
5828-01 Village of Owendale Lagoon Improvements Huron 35 241 § 1,867 | $ 450,000
5954-01 City of Ithaca CS Improvements Gratiot 35 548] $ 9,827 | $ 5,385,000 Overburdened
5972-01 Southeast Macomb SD CSO Separation Macomb 31 104,636( $ 306 | $ 32,000,000
5861-01 City of St. Clair Shores CSO Separation Macomb 31 8,500| $ 2,711 | $ 23,040,000
CS Improvements and CSO
S974-01 City of Grosse Pointe Separation Wayne 31 4.415| $ 3,191 | $ 14,090,000
5735-01 GRSD Sewer Authority WWTP Improvements Berrien 30 22218| $ 700 | $ 15,550,000
6010-01 City of Riverview PFAS Treatment Wayne 20 4,300,000{ $ 319 11,615,000 $11,615,000.00
5875-01 City of Walled Lake CS and MH Improvements Oakland 20 4,835( $ 164 | $ 795,000
5864-01 Charter Twp. of Oakland |[CS and LS Improvements Oakland 20 8,007| $ 199 [ $ 1,590,000
5909-01 City of Farmington WWTP and CS Improvements Oakland 20 11,373| $ 519 | § 5,905,000
5891-01 East Bay Charter Grand
Township FS Rep Traverse 20 16,045 $ 686 | $ 11,000,000
5931-01 City of Roseville FS and PS Rep Macomb 20 11,953] $ 717 1 $ 8,570,000 Overburdened
5926-01 City of Grosse Pointe Park|CS Improvements Wayne 20 2.500| $ 800 | $ 2,000,000
5855-01 Muskegon County FM and PS Rep Muskegon 20 38,237| $ 829 | § 31,700,000
5876-01 City of Keego Harbor CS and MH Improvements Oakland 20 2,223| § 963 | $ 2,140,000
WWTP and PS Improvements, FM
5977-01 Almont Rep i Lapeer 20 2,846| $ 968 | $ 2,755,000
5829-01 Bath Charter Township CS Improvements Clinton 20 8,915| $ 1,089 | $ 9,710,000
6012-01 Pentwater Township PS Improvements, CS Cleaning Oceana 20 400| $ 1,375 | § 550,000
City of Orchard Lake
5874-01 Villilge CS, MH, and LS Improvements Oakland 20 1,495 $ 1,485 | $ 2,220,000
5945-01 Village of Sunfield FM and LS Improvements Eaton 20 538| $ 1,859 [ § 1,000,000 Overburdened
5929-01 City of Iron Mountain CS Rep Dickinson 20 7,462[ $ 2211 $ 16,500,000
5893-01 City of Brighton WWTP Improvements Livingston 20 7,446| $ 2219 $ 16,520,000
Village of Grosse Pointe
5853-01 Shorges PS Rep Wayne 20 2,647 $ 3,073 | $ 8,135,000
5948-01 City of Ovid WWTP and FM Improvements Clinton 20 1,481 $ 3,251 $ 4,815,000 Overburdened
5959-01 Denmark Township Lagoon and LS Improvements Tuscola 20 434 $ 5530 (% 2,400,000
5925-01 Bergland Township WWTP, CS, and LS Improvements Ontonagon 20 366| $ 8,880 | $ 3,250,000 Overburdened
5902-01 Rockland Township Lagoon Improvements, New AMP Ontonagon 20 126| $ 11,111 $ 1,400,000 Overburdened
5978-01 Village of Clifford Lagoon and PS Improvements Lapeer 20 300( $ 16,167 | $ 4,850,000 Overburdened
5915-01 City of McBain WWTP and PS Improvements Missaukee 20 637| $ 32229 (% 20,530,000 Overburdened
5938-01 Village of Pentwater CS and EQB Rep Oceana 15 890| $ 1,955 [ 1,740,000
5967-01 City of Eastpointe CS Improvements Macomb 0 12,840| $ 380 $ 4,875,000
6011-01 Pinconning Twp. Lagoon Expansion Bay 0 2,299 $ 1,718 | $ 3,950,000
Totals $ 1,639,872,400 $ 562,485,360 | $ 8,737,900 | $ 9,227,000 | $ 49,869,840 [ $ 46,233,900 | $ 64,198,800
Legend

PF - Principal Forgiveness

BIL - Bipartisan Infrastructure Law
AMP - Asset Management Plan
CS - Collection System

CSO - Combined Sewer Overflow
EQB - Equalization Basin

FM - Force Main
LS- Lift Station
MH - Man Hole
PS - Pump Station
Rem - Removal
Rep - Replace

RTB - Retention Basin
WRRF - Water Resource Recovery Facility
WWTP - Waste Water Treatment Plant
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Attachment #2 Public Comments

Hello,

We represent a lot of the communities on the draft IUP list for the CWSRF program and |
felt it was necessary to respond and share some of the frustrations that they have with the
draft list.  understand that some of these issues may not be fixed this year, although | hope
they can be.

EGLE talks about equity and affordability of systems in the state a lot, but this draft listis
the opposite of that. How can one community get $201,578,400 of funding? The first two
pages are filled with significantly overburdened and overburdened communities, many
with Administrative Consent Orders or problems EGLE has mandated to fix, that won’t get
funding because of one community taking it all away. Below are some facts that | believe
EGLE needs to take into account for the final list, or at least correct for next year:

Percentage of CWSRF Loan Funds

City of Dearborn - $181,578,400 - 32.14%

GLWA (with DWSD) - $73,485,400 - 13.01%

City of Warren - $65,673,000 - 11.62%

Total between three systems - $320,736,800 — 56.77%

Percentage of BIL CWSRF Loan Funds
GLWA - $28,169,840 — 56.49%

Percentage of BIL CWSRF Principal Forgiveness
City of Dearborn - $20,000,000 - 41.74%

GLWA - $13,443,060 - 28.06%

Total between two systems - $33,443,060 — 69.80%

Percentage of all available funds

City of Dearborn - $201,578,400 — 29.38%
GLWA-$118,075,000-17.21%

City of Warren - $74,900,000 - 10.92%

Total between three systems - $394,553,400 - 57.51%

There are 106 applicants this year. Three applicants are getting 56.77% of all the available
CWSREF loan funds, let alone one community getting 32.14% themselves. On top of that,
GLWA is 56.49% of the available BIL CWSRF loan funds. On top of that, the City of
Dearborn and GLWA are getting 69.80% of the available BIL CWSRF principal forgiveness
funds. These same three applicants are getting 57.51% of all available funding! Giving
select systems that much of the funding flies directly in the face of the equity and
affordability push by EGLE on all communities in the state.
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How are the loan funds not capped like the principal forgiveness is? How can three
systems take up all that funding, instead of equitably distributing the funds to more
communities in the state?

At some point, EGLE has to look at the first page of the funding and see that giving $1
million here, $2 million there, $5 million over there makes a whole lot more sense than
giving $320,736,800 to three systems. Capping the loan funds and forcing the big systems
to seek outside funding for the gap, which they are fully capable of doing, makes sense.
These smaller systems on the first page of the funding list are significantly overburdened,
overburdened, have ACO'’s, etc. Itis much harder for them to get outside funding than the
three communities taking all the funds. The small communities are asking for reasonable
amounts of funding to fix their issues, what amounts to rounding or contingency on the
three big system applications.

If EGLE caps CWSRF loan funding at $50 million per applicant, $149,651,400 would be
equitably distributed to other systems to help with their needs. This would fund 10 more
projects! Why not cap each pot of available funds at a reasonable amount of funding to
help other communities in the state? The City of Dearborn and other systems could easily
obtain outside funding to fill the gap. Instead, the smaller communities that were left out
will now have to seek outside funding with higher interest rates, no principal forgiveness or
grants, raise user rates even higher, and cause more affordability issues for their residents.

| strongly hope that EGLE considers making changes. Please enter this email into the
written comments record. | will be attending the public hearing to voice these concerns as
well.

Thank you for your consideration.

Andy Campbell, CPA
Office: 313-961-8222
Direct: 517-580-0277
acampbell@bendzinski.com

Bendzinski & Co.
‘ MUNICIPAL FINANCE ADVI?OI.?S

N FIRM, WORKING FOR MICHIGAN
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The

Village ()t"‘(ﬂ
Sparta

What a neighborhoad should be.

September 23, 2024

Kelly Green, Administrator

Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Section Finance Division
Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy

P.O. Box 30457

Lansing, Michigan 48909-7957

Dear Kelly Green,

On behalf of the Village of Sparta, | would like to extend our heartfelt thanks to the Michigan Department
of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) for awarding the Village a significant grant as part of the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) program. The news that our Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP) improvement project was chosen for funding, along with a generous grant/principal forgiveness
of $2,275,200, has been received with immense gratitude by our community.

This funding, combined with access to a low-cost 2% loan over 30 years, will significantly alleviate the
financial burden on our residents while ensuring the necessary upgrades to our wastewater treatment
facilities are implemented. These improvements are not just crucial, but life-changing, as they will
accommodate both current growth within the Village and the acceptance of high-strength wastewater
from Old Orchard. The project will not only improve our infrastructure's efficiency and reliability, but also
prepare us for future expansion, and ensure continued environmental compliance.

We would also like to acknowledge the efforts of Fleis & VandenBrink, our engineering team, for their
assistance in guiding us through the application process and for helping secure the necessary points to be
selected for this funding.

Looking ahead, we are eager to continue our partnership with EGLE and our other stakeholders to finalize
the project details and ensure its successful execution. Your support will undoubtedly leave a lasting
positive impact on the Village of Sparta for years to come.

Thank you once again for your trust and investment in our community.

Sincerely,

4

James A. Lower
Village Manager
Village of Sparta



Attachment #2 Public Comments

September 27, 2024

Kelly Green, Administrator

Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Section

Finance Division

Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy
Via email Greenk |l (@michigan.gov

RE: Comments on the Draft Clean Water State Revolving Fund Intended Use Plan for
Fiscal Year 2025

Dear Administrator Green,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft FY2025 Intended Use Plan (“IUP”)
published on August 28, 2024, by the Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and
Energy (“EGLE”) for the Michigan Clean Water State Revolving Fund (“Clean Water SRF”).
These comments are submitted on behalf of Alliance for the Great Lakes, American Rivers,
Environmental Policy Innovation Center, and People’s Water Board Coalition. We appreciate
EGLE’s efforts to create a transparent and inclusive process for this critical program that
provides funding support for stormwater and wastewater projects as well as nonpoint source
pollution control needs in Michigan.

Our organizations appreciate EGLE’s willingness to discuss the SRF program outside of the [UP
comment period and over the past year. We encourage EGLE to continue an open dialogue with
us throughout the annual SRF cycle and welcome input on how best to engage from the agency’s
perspective. In addition, some of our organizations are tracking and/or are active in other states
facing similar challenges, so can serve as a resource to EGLE on approaches being developed
and tested elsewhere. We collectively are working at local and federal levels on water
infrastructure issues and can help identify shared interests and raise them with decision-makers.

We also recognize that the Clean Water SRF is a loan-based program by design and thus
will/cannot meet all Michigan communities' water infrastructure needs. We encourage EGLE to
explore the use of the 2% administrative set aside to enhance connections between the SRF and
other grant or loan programs that serve a more comprehensive set of community needs, as well
as explore avenues for providing non-SRF state grants. We welcome ongoing engagement with
EGLE on such analysis to help ensure that the state has stormwater and wastewater funding
programs that cover the range of community needs, especially those of disadvantaged
communities.

We look forward to continuing discussions with EGLE on how we might move forward with the
agency along these lines. Our comments below are divided between topics that EGLE can


mailto:Greenk1@michigan.gov

Attachment #2 Public Comments

address in the final IUP or otherwise throughout the year without facing statutory restrictions and
topics that are time-restricted by state legislation.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
In sum, we request that EGLE do the following by section.
In The Final TUP:

e Improve transparency by publishing and retaining SRF materials online in accessible
formats and improving the type of information collected and presented from applicants.

e (larify the language posted on its website regarding the first criterion in the
overburdened (i.e., (1)(a)) and significantly overburdened (i.e., (3)(a)) definitions. The
current wording suggests an assessment at project-specific boundaries, whereas the
definition appears to apply to the utility level.!

e Include a section in the IUP outlining the changes made in the current [UP relative to the
final IUP from the prior year. Wisconsin is one example that summarizes changes in the

IUP’s appendix.

Beyond The Final IUP:

e Adopt practices to improve public engagement, including developing a Technical
Assistance plan.

e Analyze the outcomes of administrative policies and definitions relating to the scoring
criteria and definitions of disadvantaged communities.

e Enhance additional subsidization provisions for projects serving disadvantaged
communities and projects advancing green infrastructure or nature-based solutions.

e Engage interested parties like our organizations in an ongoing dialogue on ways to further
maximize the usability and usefulness of EGLE’s portals for SRF awards and other
aligned funding programs.

Changes Limited By State Statute:

e Account for the full set of considerations outlined in the statute in its revisions to the
affordability criteria.

e Revise the project scoring criteria to facilitate awarding additional subsidization
provisions proportionate to the level of disadvantage and need.

e Increase the prioritization of projects that deliver health and environmental benefits to the
communities served by the utility/applicant.

! ' We suggest the following language: “All users in the utility area of service are directly assessed for the costs of
construction of a proposed drinking water project, sewage treatment works project, or stormwater treatment project.”


https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/Aid/loans/intendedUsePlan/CWFP_SFY2025_IUP.pdf
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CHANGES THAT CAN BE MADE WITHOUT LEGISLATIVE RESTRICTIONS

The following comments offer recommendations that EGLE can implement without
encountering legislative restrictions. We separated the comments into items that can be addressed
in the final IUP and items that require a longer timeline for planning and implementation.

In the Final IUP

This section outlines recommendations to improve transparency and data accessibility in the
advocacy and administration of the SRF program. Improving transparency would bolster the
public’s understanding of the program and inform future advocacy. Improving data accessibility
would facilitate inquiries from advocates and utilities/future applicants, including understanding
where the state and EGLE provide technical assistance opportunities.

Access to Public Comments and Responses to Comments

We thank EGLE for improving transparency in advocacy by summarizing in the final [UP public
comments received under the Public Review section of the prior [UP and for publishing the
actual public comments received on its SRF program for fiscal year 2024. Notably, those
comments are no longer accessible on EGLE’s website.

For fiscal year 2025, we again request that EGLE publish public comments received. To ensure
continued data accessibility, we recommend that EGLE publish public comments into a
searchable and downloadable file(s) housed in EGLE’s CWSRF Fiscal Year Reports database.> A
record of public comments received acknowledges receipt and increases transparency and data
accessibility for all stakeholders regarding who is engaging and championing an idea. At the
same time, it serves as a library for EGLE to reference in its efforts to balance the administration
of the program and the interests of the public, including utilities and community advocates. We
furthermore request that EGLE post past comments received in a similar fashion, and commit to
posting future comments along these lines, to support year-to-year tracking by the public.

For fiscal year 2025, we request that EGLE complement its summary of comments received with
responses.’ In fiscal year 2024, under the Public Review section of the final IUP, EGLE indicates
that comments relating to scoring would be shared with the Water Resources Division and that
other comments would be addressed by the Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Section
(WIFFS). However, whether the Water Resources Division provided responses or how WIFFS
addressed public comments is unclear. To reduce the potential burden from individualized

2 Following the established naming convention, we recommend as a title “2025 Public Comments” for the
downlodable file of compiled public comments. We encourage EGLE to continue linking the database in the IUP.
? Ohio’s final TUP is one example of providing short but substantive responses to comments. See Appendix M.


https://www.michigan.gov/egle/regulatory-assistance/grants-and-financing/clean-water-state-revolving-fund/reports
https://dam.assets.ohio.gov/image/upload/epa.ohio.gov/Portals/29/documents/ofa/DWAF-PMP-2025.pdf
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responses to all public comments received, EGLE could group like comments together and
provide responses to the groupings in the final IUP for fiscal year 2025.*

Project Priority List

We commend EGLE for providing and linking in the IUP a breakdown of project priority scores.
However, the data accessibility of the project priority list and the transparency of its substance
are constrained by the file format in which EGLE provides the information, insufficient detail on
the project scoring summary report, and limited project descriptions.

For fiscal year 2025 and on, we recommend that EGLE provide the project priority list in a live
spreadsheet format housed in EGLE’s CWSRF Fiscal Year Reports database.” A live spreadsheet
would help the public analyze the project list without the additional burden of costly file
conversions.® Moreover, we recommend that EGLE provide additional details in the project
scoring summary report to help the public understand which subcategories within the criteria are
driving a project’s score. For example, the Public Health category of the Clean Water SRF
scoring criteria includes seven subcategories for an applicant to add points to the maximum of
20, while the Improving Infrastructure category includes three subcategories for an applicant to
add points to its maximum. Yet the project scoring report only displays the total score for each
category. We request that EGLE clarify whether the points listed in the scoring criteria are indeed
the maximum points a project may garner for any one category.

To further support transparent and accessible analyses, we recommend EGLE take steps to
improve project details with more complete descriptions by requiring a qualitative statement on
anticipated outcomes and their beneficiaries, including any secondary or tertiary benefits arising
from Green Project Reserve (GPR) qualifying elements.” Moreover, we recommend that EGLE
review its outreach practices, given that no GPR-qualifying projects were readily identified in the
draft IUP. As a program priority, EGLE should proactively reach out to and engage agencies and
municipalities around the availability of these funds to encourage more project submittals that
qualify for this set-aside. Robust project descriptions are especially important to understand and
promote equity in Clean Water SRF projects, including GPR qualifying components. Such a
description can be informed by application materials in fiscal year 2025 and required by EGLE
of the applicant in the first instance of soliciting support in future years, such as through the
Intent to Apply form.

4 In Wisconsin, a summary of public coments and responses can be found adjacent to published IUPs. Notably,
responses are published after the final IUP. Still, the practice is a welcomed development.

’ Following the established naming convention, we recommend a title of “2025 PPL Live Spreadsheet”.

% Free file converters are often inadequate in producing legible spreadsheets, while pay-for-service options like
Adobe can range up to $240 per annual subscription.

" One example of detailed project descriptions include Illinois. Albeit, with some inconsistencies, descriptions in
Ilinois” IUP often provide more detail than those found in Michigan.


https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Funding/CWSRF/FY25-CWSRF-Detailed-Scoring-Draft.pdf?rev=64cceb7f82454207bc67e6348279f918&hash=6BA85A09E505D59C4254E4264E28BF77
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/regulatory-assistance/grants-and-financing/clean-water-state-revolving-fund/reports
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Funding/Scoring-Criteria-FY24-CWSRF.pdf?rev=465f9329ce1a4f249a16e0e96d713762&hash=0495B532596420F4C98993B5C1F194D9
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Funding/Scoring-Criteria-FY24-CWSRF.pdf?rev=465f9329ce1a4f249a16e0e96d713762&hash=0495B532596420F4C98993B5C1F194D9
https://epa.illinois.gov/content/dam/soi/en/web/epa/topics/grants-loans/state-revolving-fund/documents/WPCLP-2025-IUP-Final.pdf
https://epa.illinois.gov/content/dam/soi/en/web/epa/topics/grants-loans/state-revolving-fund/documents/WPCLP-2025-IUP-Final.pdf
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/aid/projectListsIUPs.html
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Further, we recommend that EGLE group projects in categories, such as those relating to
wastewater treatment plants versus those aimed at collection system improvements, to improve
the public’s ability to compare across types and understand which projects are being funded.
Recognizing the interest in retaining the project list in priority order, this grouping can be done in
a separate table reorganized by project types rather than by priority score. Such sorting would
help the public weigh in on potential policy shifts, such as through point system adjustments, to
increase the selection of certain types of projects. Grouping projects in such bins would also help
promote equity, as disparities in stormwater and wastewater service often arise due to differences
in collection system performance within the same system, and collection system improvement
projects are often more likely to benefit specific, identifiable system users than larger treatment
plant projects.

Program Administration

We commend EGLE for explaining, including in Tables 1 and 2, the available funds that support
the Clean Water SRF program’s administration. Likewise, we appreciate Table 3, which outlines
the proposed uses of total funds by type of award in the fiscal year. The WIFFS organizational
chart is yet another item that promotes transparency in program administration.

Technical Assistance

We invite EGLE to complement current tables and visuals with narrative explanations of
administrative costs, which would improve the transparency of and accessibility to program data
and features such as technical assistance and other touch points with EGLE staff. For example,
page 5 of the IUP outlines that EGLE reserves the authority to utilize 2 percent of the Clean
Water SRF BIL grant as needed for technical assistance. Eligible uses for that 2 percent include
hiring staff and/or funding nonprofits or regional/municipal entities to assist rural, small, and
tribal systems. As-presented, however, the IUP is unclear regarding how EGLE is directing these
resources to technical assistance opportunities. Moreover, we understand that in recent years,
EGLE has increased the presence of staff around the state across district and field offices, as
outlined on page 8 of the IUP. It is unclear how such staffing costs draw down from the funds
available to administer the Clean Water SRF program.

To improve the transparency and data accessibility of program administration, including
technical assistance opportunities and other touch-points with EGLE staff, we recommend that
EGLE provide a complete and plain-language breakdown of administrative costs in the final and
future ITUPs. We recommend narrative explanations of critical dates, locations, and eligibility
requirements to help the public understand how EGLE is investing these resources and entry
points for future applicants. Chiefly, explanations should outline the process by which feedback
from the public, including future applicants, informs potential administrative changes. Overall,
that information would also help the public understand where EGLE might need more resources,
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and we can use that information to help EGLE advocate for such resources. Technical assistance
is taken up in more detail below.

Additional Subsidization, Principal Forgiveness Formula

We thank EGLE for making changes in the principal forgiveness formulas to make principal
forgiveness awards available exclusively to overburdened and significantly overburdened
applicants. At the same time, we are concerned that, as taken up in more detail below, the
principal forgiveness percentage caps declined substantially from 100 percent to 20 percent for
significantly overburdened applicants and from 50 percent to 12 percent for overburdened
applicants. From conversations between the Alliance and EGLE staff, we understand that
EGLE’s choice to reduce the principal forgiveness percentage caps is driven by a decline in the
overall amount of Clean Water SRF dollars available for Michigan to disburse in FY2025 and
EGLE’s prioritization of broadly awarding additional subsidization. More specifically, EGLE
staff cited the exhaustion of the American Rescue Plan grant and congressional “earmarks” as
primary drivers of the reductions to Michigan. However, these reasons for the percentage cap
reductions are not stated in the [UP itself.

We request that, as a transparency measure, EGLE discuss in the final [UP whether it expects to
make further similar changes to the principal forgiveness percentage caps next year and beyond,
along with the reasons driving such anticipated changes. This can include a breakdown of federal
and state-sourced funds, including those stemming from the state-match, loan repayments, and
bonds. The latter can be achieved by breaking down the CWSRF Loan amount in Table 3 into
the three plain-language categories of state-match, loan repayments, and bond sales. This would
help the public understand trends in the valuation of the fund as well as the implications of
leveraging the fund and its impact on principal forgiveness percentage cap determinations. We
provide additional substantive comments on the distribution of principal forgiveness below.

Moreover, because principal forgiveness awards are dependent on the affordability criteria, we
request that EGLE clarify the language posted on its website regarding the criteria for qualifying
as an overburdened (i.e., (1)(a)) or significantly overburdened (i.e., (3)(a)) community.
Specifically, we request clarification as to whether EGLE uses the project’s beneficiary area for
these definitions, as opposed to the service area of the utility on the whole. To put it another way,
can overburdened areas within non-overburdened communities qualify for subsidy?

Currently, EGLE’s definitions use the phrase “area served by a proposed project” in multiple
places, indicating that EGLE does assess factors like median annual household income (MAHI)
and taxable value per capita on the project-beneficiary level. However, the MAHI and taxable
value per capita table that EGLE presents on the same webpage provides these values only at the
municipality level, indicating that EGLE in fact assesses these factors at the municipal level
(which is not necessarily synonymous/coterminous with the project beneficiary area). Further


https://www.michigan.gov/egle/regulatory-assistance/grants-and-financing/state-revolving-fund/affordability-criteria
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explanation from EGLE would aid community members and utilities in understanding this
critical issue.

Changes in the Final [UP

The Final IUP should provide a narrative explaining the differences between the draft and final
versions, complemented by a section outlining substantive changes from prior years’ IUPs. This
comparison should include changes informed by public comment recommendations, like the
ones outlined above, or other advocacy, such as changes informed by feedback in the SRF public
hearing on September 17 and other touchpoints with EGLE staff.

Beyond the Final IUP

This section outlines recommendations for future fiscal years to improve public engagement,
evaluate and enhance the additional subsidization provisions for disadvantaged communities
(i.e., overburdened and significantly overburdened), and bolster incentives to facilitate green
stormwater infrastructure (GSI) and nature-based solutions (NSB).

Public Engagement

We commend EGLE’s efforts to bolster staff presence across the state. As stated above, including
related details in the IUP would improve data accessibility and transparency of such efforts. We
recommend that EGLE complement those ideas by adopting practices to improve public
engagement with the SRF program, including the IUP and EGLE staff. For example, we
recommend that EGLE publish schedules for engaging staff throughout field and regional
offices, the release of SRF materials, public hearings, and the public comment period. Notably,
we thank EGLE for extending the public comment period for the Clean Water SRF in fiscal year
2025, and we support continuing to provide at least 30 days for comment.® However, we are
concerned that EGLE has little time to meaningfully review and respond to comments, given that
comments close so near to the October statutory deadline, as well as the abbreviated time period
for the Drinking Water comments. Lastly, we recommend that EGLE develop standardized
guidance for the public to engage utilities to alleviate pressure on EGLE staff and to facilitate
relationship building in support of Clean Water SRF goals.’

A Technical Assistance plan can and should lay out the process and provide resources for
developing such recommendations. We recommend that EGLE use administrative and technical
assistance set-asides to develop a community-informed technical assistance plan to support

8 Other Midwest/Great Lakes states providing 30 days for comment include Wisconsin and Ohio.

® Our organizations and colleague organizations have developed and/or help disseminate information about the
SRFs, which may be of use to EGLE in onboarding new staff and/or communicating about the programs to other
stakeholders and/or decisionmakers. We can assist EGLE in navigating these materials if useful. Resources can be
found at the https://srfadvocatesforum.org/ (see advocacy tools for a template to engage utilities and
community-based organizations).



https://srfadvocatesforum.org/
https://srfadvocatesforum.org/home/advocacy-tools/
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EGLE in meeting Justice40 goals and targets. Development of the technical assistance plan
should involve proactively identifying and incorporating input from community leaders in
accordance with the Jemez principles for Democratic Organizing, recognized by Environmental
Justice advocates as a model for community power-building with equity and justice at its
center.'® Lastly, we recommend that EGLE explore opportunities to onboard or train current staff
in environmental justice competencies.

Analyze Outcomes of Overburdened and Significantly Overburdened Definitions and Project
Priority Scoring Criteria

Recognizing the limitations on revising the definitions of overburdened and significantly
overburdened communities as well as the project priority scoring criteria imposed by state
statute, we recommend that EGLE, in the next year, publish an analysis of the outcomes from the
definitions and scoring criteria that the agency adopted following Public Act 132 of 2022. EGLE
should then leverage findings to support data-informed revisions to the definitions and scoring
criteria in the next iteration.

Analyzing outcomes of the scoring criteria would help EGLE identify any trends in the types of
projects that tend to score too low to secure SRF support and assess whether those types of
projects also tend to be the ones that would specifically help significantly overburdened
communities. For instance, in our experience, significantly overburdened communities served by
combined sewer systems often face serious basement backup issues. Solutions for these
basement backups are not always in alignment with solutions for discharges to waterbodies, and
in some systems, we have heard that focusing on reducing discharges to waterbodies for Clean
Water Act compliance purposes is in tension/competes with preventing or reducing basement
backups. For example, EGLE’s Public Health category in the scoring criteria provides various
opportunities to garner points for reducing CSOs, SSOs, and stormwater runoff. At the same
time, the scoring criteria provide just one opportunity to garner points under the Infrastructure

Improvement category for “basement backup protection.” In sum, we are interested in
understanding whether projects to address in-system capacity impacts (like basement backups)
have received awards — garnering points under the Public Health category or Improving
Infrastructure category — and how they tend to fare relative to projects that focus primarily on
reductions in CSOs, SSOs, and/or stormwater runoff.

Evaluating outcomes is especially important considering that the current definitions for the
affordability criteria only account for a subset (i.e., median household income, taxable values per
capita, and annual user costs) of the considerations outlined in the state legislation. However,
Section 5303a. (3) states:

1% See Jemez Principles for Democratic Organizing.


https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2021-2022/publicact/htm/2022-PA-0132.htm
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Funding/Scoring-Criteria-FY24-CWSRF.pdf?rev=465f9329ce1a4f249a16e0e96d713762&hash=0495B532596420F4C98993B5C1F194D9
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/regulatory-assistance/grants-and-financing/state-revolving-fund/affordability-criteria#:~:text=State%20Revolving%20Fund:%20Priority%20Scoring%20Criteria%20page.%20A%20new%20Overburdened
https://www.ejnet.org/ej/jemez.pdf#:~:text=The%20Jemez%20meeting%20was%20hosted%20by%20the%20Southwest%20Network%20for
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“The definitions of overburdened community and significantly overburdened community
developed under subsection (1) must address the following:

(a) Income and unemployment data.

(b) Population Trends.

(c) Housing costs and values.

(d) Annual user costs, allocation of costs across customer classes, and historical and
projected trends in user costs.

(e) Existing public health, environmental, and affordability impacts.

(f) Other data considered relevant by the department.”

EGLE's analysis should include an evaluation of how the outcomes would have differed had
EGLE in fact included public health, environmental, and other relevant factors in its definition,
as the legislature directed. We recommend that EGLE’s analysis quantify outcomes to the extent
feasible, complemented with qualitative explanations and narratives, particularly assessing
impacts by race. Moreover, we recommend that the analysis identify any perceived limitations
identified by EGLE staff in implementing the full set of criteria outlined in Section 5303a, (3).
Lastly, such an outcomes analysis could help EGLE affirmatively assess compliance of its Clean
Water SRF with state and federal civil rights obligations, including Title VI of the Federal Civil
Rights Act.

Additional Subsidization Provisions

Overburdened and Significantly Overburdened

We recommend that EGLE explore opportunities to provide more additional subsidization to
overburdened and significantly overburdened communities by way of awarding more principal
forgiveness as a percentage of costs to fewer recipients. We are deeply concerned with the
reduction in the principal forgiveness percentage cap in this year’s proposed formula and are
worried about this low percentage cap being used in future years as well. For example, the
principal forgiveness percentage cap declined substantially from 100 percent to 20 percent for
significantly overburdened applicants and from 50 percent to 12 percent for overburdened
applicants in fiscal year 2025. Specifically, we are concerned that overburdened communities
will not take on this level of loan obligation and will drop out, resulting in principal forgiveness
awards going towards less truly overburdened communities.

We also recommend that, to the extent possible, EGLE provide grant funding instead of principal
forgiveness to applicants who are unable to meet the requirements of the Michigan Shared Credit

Rating Act. This is especially important for communities hindered by a legacy of emergency
management interventions or other systemic racism and disinvestment."' By only allocating

' Research on emergency management in Michigan show a trend towards interventions in majority-Black

municipalities.



https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=MCL-ACT-227-OF-1985
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=MCL-ACT-227-OF-1985
https://www.propublica.org/article/michigan-emergency-takeovers-flint-detroit#:~:text=Under%20emergency%20management,%20Flint%20faced%20problems%20that%20turned%20catastrophic%20while
https://www.propublica.org/article/michigan-emergency-takeovers-flint-detroit#:~:text=Under%20emergency%20management,%20Flint%20faced%20problems%20that%20turned%20catastrophic%20while
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additional subsidization as principal forgiveness, applicants are still required to abide by the
credit rating law. The effect is that the very communities that the SRF program and supplemental
resources from the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law are intended to serve are barred from accessing
funds.

Lastly, we recommend that EGLE implement 0% loan terms for the remainder of the project cost
not covered by principal forgiveness for significantly overburdened applicants.

Green Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI) & Nature-Based Solutions (NBS)

We commend EGLE for its new development of providing a 0% interest rate for the first $5
million loan to support stormwater projects. While that may help start some projects, it doesn’t
go far enough, considering that most municipalities lack a revenue-generating mechanism to
support related loans. We recommend that EGLE consider providing grant-based subsidies up to
the Green Project Reserve (GPR) amount. Alternatively, we recommend that EGLE provide GSI-
or NBS-specific principal forgiveness for GPR-eligible projects identified throughout the design
process. Moreover, we recommend that EGLE leverage GPR funds and other resources to renew
grants for the prior Stormwater Asset Management and Wastewater Program, for which its last
awards were disbursed in 2020.

We recognize that EPA requires strict evaluation of water quality cost-benefit analysis of funded
Clean Water SRF projects.'? However, with GSI, the additional co-benefits (reduced extreme
heat days, aesthetics, addressing localized flooding, renewing business areas, etc.) can be
significant and, in many cases, be the motivating reason behind a community undertaking such a
project. As referenced above, we suggest that EGLE request a summary of co-benefits associated
with a GSI project, even if the exact methodology has not been formalized.

Moreover, we suggest that EGLE, on top of the current provisions, offer generous terms, i.e.,
50% in principal forgiveness, for the one or two projects serving significantly overburdened
communities that present the greatest co-benefits and opening up these awards for projects
serving overburdened communities if there aren’t any qualifying projects in the former. Offering
such an incentive would greatly increase the likelihood of EGLE receiving applications for these
types of projects. It would also spur communities to think about how to best design these projects
to meet their specific needs. Overall, these recommendations, taken in part or in whole, would
provide additional incentives to advance GSI and NSB projects.

Improving Infrastructure Funding Dashboards

With respect to the State’s water infrastructure funding programs as a whole, EGLE’s online
Grants and Financing summary and Grants and Loans dashboard provide useful insights into

12 The Federal Water Pollution Control Act was amended in 2014 to add this requirement. See page 9 for EPA

guidance.
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https://www.michigan.gov/egle/regulatory-assistance/funding/fd/saw
https://19january2021snapshot.epa.gov/sites/static/files/2015-04/documents/water_resources_reform_and_development_act_guidance.pdf
https://19january2021snapshot.epa.gov/sites/static/files/2015-04/documents/water_resources_reform_and_development_act_guidance.pdf
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water infrastructure funding programs and prior allocations, including the SRFs and
complimentary grant programs. We commend EGLE for centralizing and making expenditure
data publicly available in a sortable geospatial database. However, this resource could better
serve Michigan communities in a few respects.

First, several grants listed in the database have expired — offered as one-time funding streams
through the MI Clean Water Grants program announced in 2021. We request that EGLE update
the dashboard to ensure that it is current to the greatest degree feasible. Second, the companion
geospatial database does not include a search function for jurisdiction/agency or county like the
Michigan Water Infrastructure Funding and Financing Dashboard hosted for the Clean Water and
Drinking Water SRF programs. This level of granularity is necessary to understand which
communities have most or least benefitted from water infrastructure improvement supplemental
funds. We encourage EGLE to strategically review the functionality of these databases as part of
a broader water infrastructure gap analysis of where the Clean Water SRF program falls short of
funding wastewater and stormwater needs and where additional funding programs could fill
these gaps.

CHANGES TIME-RESTRICTED BY STATE LEGISLATION

The following comments offer recommendations for revisions to the definition of disadvantaged
communities (i.e., overburdened and significantly overburdened communities) and their
treatment in the project priority scoring list, including the targeting of additional subsidization
provisions. We understand that state legislation limits such revisions to once every three years.
We encourage EGLE to proactively engage communities and solicit input on these issues
throughout regional and field offices, public hearings, and additional touchpoints with EGLE
staff.

Revisions To Definitions Of Overburdened And Significantly Overburdened Communities

In addition to tracking outcomes, we recommend that EGLE incorporate the full extent of
considerations outlined in Public Act 132 of 2022 in its next iteration of definitions. As stated
above, the current definitions account for only a subset of the considerations mandated in the
law. Specifically, the statute requires EGLE to also incorporate:

Unemployment data.

Population Trends.

The cost of housing, which is a distinct metric from taxable values.

Allocation of user costs across customer class and historical and projected trends in user
costs.

Existing public health, environmental, and affordability impacts.

Other data considered relevant by the department

11


https://www.michigan.gov/egle/regulatory-assistance/grants-and-financing
https://www.michigan.gov/whitmer/news/press-releases/2021/06/01/gov--whitmer-announces-new-mi-clean-water-grants-to-upgrade-water-systems-throughout-michigan
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2021-2022/publicact/htm/2022-PA-0132.htm
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Accounting for such metrics is not only statutorily required, but would in fact result in EGLE
more accurately defining and targeting additional subsidization to disadvantaged communities
(i.e., overburdened and significantly overburdened applicants). We note that MiEJScreen — which
EGLE finalized this August — incorporates data going to many of these statutorily-required
factors or categories, and strongly recommend that EGLE incorporate MiEJScreen into its SRFs
and other water infrastructure funding programs. We also request that EGLE apply the revised
definitions at the census tract level for the area that would benefit from the project, rather than at
the full utility service-area level. In the development of revisions, we recommend that EGLE

staff identify any perceived challenges in implementing the full set of criteria outlined in Section
5303a. (3).

Revisions To The Scoring Criteria For The Project Priority List

We commend EGLE for reserving 25% and 20% of available priority points for significantly
overburdened and overburdened communities, respectively. However, the current in-or-out effect
of the scoring leaves ample room for improvement. For example, the scoring criteria treat
Kalamazoo as similarly overburdened as Benton Harbor in the project priority list; notably,
Benton Harbor’s Median Annual Household Income and Taxable Value per Capita are about half
of Kalamazoo’s.

We recommend that EGLE revise the scoring criteria to facilitate awarding additional
subsidization, i.e., principal forgiveness, proportional to the level of disadvantage by
incorporating the agency’s MiEJScreen index and other adjustments to the scores. Many projects
fell out of the fundable range by 10 points in the project priority list for fiscal year 2025. The
inclusion of 5-10 points proportional to need could make projects more competitive in securing
support.

CONCLUSION

In closing, we appreciate the progress made toward ensuring a more equitable distribution of SRF
assistance in Michigan. We appreciate EGLE’s time and attention to our recommendations, and
we look forward to further discussion and collaboration on the issues highlighted.

Respectfully submitted,

Meleah Geertsma, Director of Clean Water and Equity
Alliance for the Great Lakes

Shanyn Viars, Associate Director, Water Economics and Policy

. ) 12
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Pete Hill, Senior Policy Advisor, Green Infrastructure
Environmental Policy Innovation Center

Sylvia Ordufio, Director
People’s Water Board Coalition
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