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APPENDIX B: PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS OF 

29 STATE BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS 

Introduction 

The material presented in this appendix summarizes and documents the information collected from 
29 basic infrastructure programs administered by the Washington state departments of Community, 
Trade and Economic Development (CTED), Ecology (DOE), and Health (DOH) that are the focus 
of this legislative study. The information gathered from each program was structured to address the 
topics listed in Section 1022 of the 2008 Capital Budget (HB 2765). 

This appendix includes: 

 A narrative describing the data collection method; 

 A series of summary tables addressing topics specifically referenced in the proviso; and 

 Individual program descriptions for each of the 29 programs. 

The proviso identified specific information to be collected about each program. The table below 
summaries the information requested. 

Summary of Information Gathered About Each Basic Infrastructure Program 
Proviso Analysis 

Timeframe Reference Data Description Requirement 

2(b) 
 State policy goals (laws, administrative rules 

or program policies) which are primary 
considerations in determining awards 

 Actual funding decisions 

 Ranking criteria 

 Performance measures used to monitor the 
success of the program 

Compare goals 
with funding 
decisions, 
ranking criteria 
and performance 
measures 

Not specified 

2(c) 
 Total amount of assistance received by 

jurisdictions 
Compile Five biennia or 

ten years 

2(e) 
 Funds leveraged with state aid Identify Not specified 

3(a) 
 Types of infrastructure that need investment 

including those not currently authorized by 
statute 

 Amount of investment for each type 

 Estimates of state aid for existing programs 

 Recommended allocation of aid to each 
type of infrastructure need 

Identify Next three 
biennia (six 
years) 
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Methodology 

Each of the 29 state programs evaluated in this report submitted a data template which appears in 
full in this appendix. In addition, each program provided a list of five years of loan, grant or other 
types of state assistance by project along with specific information about each project; and, a ten-
year summary of state assistance by recipient type. The detailed project data is summarized by 
program in a map and pie charts presented with each program and aggregated in summary tables. 

The basic infrastructure legislative study proviso specifically required that information from prior 
studies be used as a base for this legislative study. Two studies conducted after 2004 formed the base 
for the material presented in this appendix. 

 Inventory and Evaluation of the State’s Public Infrastructure Programs and Funds, Berk and Associates 
for the Office of Financial Management, 2005. 
http://www.leg.wa.gov/documents/joint/PIPFS/infrastructurereport.pdf 

 Inventory of State Infrastructure Programs, Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee
 
(JLARC), 2006.
 

o	 Volume 1, Basic Infrastructure 
http://www.leg.wa.gov/documents/joint/PIPFS/volume_1_basic_infrastructure.pd 
f 

o	 Volume 2, Transportation Infrastructure Projects 
http://www.leg.wa.gov/documents/joint/PIPFS/volume_2_transportation_infrastr 
ucture.pdf 

o	 Volume 3, Other Infrastructure 
http://www.leg.wa.gov/documents/joint/PIPFS/volume_3_other_infrastructure.p 
df 

In order to minimize the amount of repetitive data collection, the data template developed by 
JLARC for their 2006 study, together with the JLARC study content, were used and modified to 
meet the data collection requirements of HB 2765. Unlike the JLARC study, this study relied on 
unaudited, self-reported information from the three departments and program staff. Due to time 
constraints, auditing of the information was not a part of the study scope. However, an effort was 
made to clarify apparent inconsistencies in reported data. 

Ten years of grant and loan award information was gathered using the 2005 Berk Report as a base. 
Programs were asked to correct any errors in the earlier years’ data and update the data summary for 
the years 2004 and forward. Again, due to time limitations, auditing of the information was not a 
part of the study scope. The Berk report data had several limitations, which included aggregating 
grant and loan numbers in a way that did not allow for separate reporting and the presentation of a 
mix of offered, committed and dispersed funding across programs. As a result, this study includes 
some of those limitations. 

Depending on the program, statistical information may be based on a “funding year” that began in 
January, July or October. In addition, there were four programs whose funding was reported in their 
ten-year summary on a biennial rather than annual basis. These variations were accepted as givens 
for this report and no attempt was made to adjust the statistical reporting to fit a standard time 
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frame. “Annual” results therefore all represent (unless noted) 12 months of program activity, 
however the beginning and end of the 12-month periods do not match across programs. 

Detailed information about the characteristics of grants, loans or other types of state assistance was 
gathered for five rather than ten years. Easily accessible automated information was available for 
many CTED programs for five but not ten years. Since CTED programs represented 22 of the 29 
programs, a decision was made to limit the collection of detailed information to five years across all 
programs. 

Finally, it should be noted that definitions of common terms varied, sometimes significantly, across 
programs. In some cases, these differences affected the validity of the data collected and reported. 
Where validity is an issue, it is noted, and in some cases the data summary has been modified, if 
possible, to account for some of the variation. For example, a common definition of “total project 
cost” is not shared across programs and data collected on total project cost, when collected, varied 
significantly. An applicant for state assistance may report “total project cost” as including just the 
cost of the project element that is being partially funded through state assistance, such as project 
design or construction, but not the full of cost of all elements or phases of the project. Some 
elements or phases of a project may not be known or may change as the scoping, design, property 
acquisition, bidding, and construction phases proceed, affecting what is reported as “total project 
cost.” In addition, many jurisdictions received grants or loans from more than one program or in 
more than one year for the same or different parts of a project. “Total project cost” may have been 
reported a number of times, in different ways over time for the same project which received several 
forms of state assistance. 
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Data Summaries 

This section of the appendix presents summaries of the data collected from 29 state assistance 
programs administered by the departments of Community, Trade and Economic Development 
(CTED), Ecology (DOE), and Health (DOH) that are the focus of this legislative study. Out of a 
total of 84 basic infrastructure state assistance programs, the 29 programs that are the focus of this 
study generally provide basic infrastructure assistance in the areas of water, sewer, storm water, solid 
waste and selected types of buildings or facilities. Programs provided site specific assistance, as well 
as assistance that provided improvements to public systems serving entire communities. 

Data summaries are arranged by proviso section and include: 

 Section 2(b). Compare policy goals with funding decisions, ranking criteria and performance 
measures. 

o	 Introduction: Programs Included, by 10-Year Funding Total 

o	 Table 1: Self-Reported Accountability Program Elements 

o	 Table 2: Relationship Between Award Criteria and Statewide Policy Considerations 

o	 Table 3: Relationship Between Statewide Policies and State Infrastructure Programs 

o	 Table 4: State Assistance Application Point Rating Systems 

o	 Table 5: Relationship Between Performance Measures and Statewide Policies 

o	 Table 6: Summary of Five-Year Grants and Loans by Purpose 

o	 Table 7: Summary of Five-Year Grants by Purpose 

o	 Table 8: Summary of Five-Year Loans by Purpose 

 Section 2(c). Total amount of assistance received by jurisdictions. 

o	 Table 9: 10-Year Grants and Loans by Infrastructure Type and Jurisdiction  

o	 Table 10: Five-Year Grants and Loans by Infrastructure Type 

o	 Table 11: Five-Year Grants and Loans by Jurisdiction 

o	 Table 12: Five-Year Grants and Loans by Project Type 

 Section 2(e). Funds leveraged with state aid. 

o	 Table 13: Five-Year Grants as a Percentage of Total Project Cost 

 Section 3(a) Estimates of state aid needs for next three biennia. 

o	 Table 14: Projections of Future Appropriations 

o	 Table 15: Projected Appropriations for Existing Grant and Loan Programs 

o	 Table 16: Projected Funding Needs Beyond Existing Programs by Infrastructure 
Type 

o	 Table 17: Unfunded Need of Qualified Applicants 
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Programs Included, by 10-Year Funding Total 

Program Department 

Primary Type of 
Assistance 

(Grants, Loans, 
or Other*) 

10-Year 
Funding Total 

G
ra

n
ts

1 Capital and Operating Budget Special Projects CTED Grant $333,297,199 
2 Centennial Clean Water Fund Ecology Grant $161,420,857 
3 Coordinated Prevention Grant Ecology Grant $92,599,406 
4 CDBG - General Purpose CTED Grant $82,394,775 
5 CERB - Job Development CTED Grant $49,501,000 
6 CDBG - Community Investment CTED Grant $42,305,412 
7 Community Service Facilities CTED Grant $30,376,341 
8 Building For the Arts CTED Grant $30,088,000 
9 Watershed Plan Implementation Ecology Grant $24,660,000 
10 Clean Water Act, Section 319 Ecology Grant $20,815,096 
11 Youth Recreational Facilities CTED Grant $12,170,877 
12 Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation Health Grant $8,795,426 
13 CDBG - Housing Enhancement CTED Grant $5,932,659 
14 Safe Drinking Water Action Grants Ecology Grant $4,456,034 
15 CDBG - Imminent Threat CTED Grant $2,431,318 
16 Building Communities Fund CTED Grant 2 

L
o

an
s

17 PWAA Construction CTED Loan $1,518,604,721 
18 Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Ecology Loan $661,602,398 
19 Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Health Loan $257,619,602 
20 PWAA Pre-construction CTED Loan $122,935,572 
21 CERB - Traditional CTED Loan $61,535,534 
22 CERB - Rural CTED Loan 3 

23 Energy Freedom CTED Loan $20,500,150 
24 PWAA Emergency CTED Loan $13,848,526 
25 CDBG - Interim Construction Financing CTED Loan $10,099,050 
26 Rural Washington Loan Fund CTED Loan $9,382,120 
27 PWAA Planning CTED Loan $5,577,654 

O
th

er
 

28 Bond Cap Allocation CTED Other $809,230,616 
29 Local Infrastructure Financing Tool**** CTED Other $11,000,000 

Total: $4,403,180,347 
1 Includes the face value of loans. Loans must be repaid, most with interest. "Other" includes taxing and tax exempt bond 

cap authority.
 
2 CERB reported combined 10-year totals for Rural and Traditional.
 
3 Building Communities Fund is a new program and will begin funding in 2009.
 

4 Taxing authority granted for 25 years.  $11,000,000 represents taxing authority during the 10-year study period ending in 2008.
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Table 1 - Self-Reported Accountability Program Elements 
Proviso Section 2(b) 

Program 

Program Elements 

Po
lic

ies
 th

at
 ar

e p
rim

ar
y 

co
ns

id
er

at
io

ns
 d

et
er

m
in

in
g 

aw
ar

ds

Ev
alu

at
io

n 
cr

ite
ria

Pe
rfo

rm
an

ce
 m

ea
su

re
s

Me
th

od
 fo

r a
ss

es
sin

g
pr

og
re

ss
 to

wa
rd

 p
ol

icy
 g

oa
ls

Me
th

od
 o

f a
ss

es
sin

g
in

fra
st

ru
ct

ur
e n

ee
ds

To
ta

ls   Programs that have elements  29 28 28 22 5 
Programs that partially have elements  13 

Programs that don't have elements 1 1 7 11 

Pr
og

ra
m

s 

Bond Cap Allocation • • • 
Building Communities Fund • • • • 
Building for the Arts • • • Partial 

Capital and Operating Budget • 
Centennial Clean Water Fund • • • • Full 

Clean Water Act, Section 319 • • • • Full 

CDBG Community Investment • • • • Partial 

CDBG General Purpose • • • • Partial 

CDBG Housing Enhancement • • • • Partial 

CDBG Imminent Threat • • • • 
CDBG Interim Construction Financing • • • • Partial 

CERB Job Development • • • • 
CERB Rural • • • • Partial 

CERB Traditional • • • • Partial 

Community Services Facilities • • • Partial 

Coordinated Prevention Grant • • • • Partial 

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Program • • • • Full 

Energy Freedom • • • 
PWAA Construction • • • • 
PWAA Emergency Loan • • • • 
PWAA Planning  • • • • 
PWAA Pre-construction • • • • 
Rural Washington Loan Fund • • • • Partial 

Safe Drinking Water Action Grant • • • • Partial 

Local Infrastructure Financing Tool • • • 
Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation • • • • Full 

Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund • • • • Full 

Watershed Plan Implementation • • • • Partial 

Youth Recreation Facilities • • • Partial 
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Table 2 - Relationship Between Award Cirteria and Statewide Policy Considerations1
 

Provison Section 2(b)
 

Program 

Over-arching State 
Policies 

Statutory Program Policy Goals 

Gr
ow

th
 M

an
ag

em
en

t A
ct

St
at

e E
co

no
m

ic 
De

ve
lo

pm
en

t
Pl

an

Pu
ge

t S
ou

nd
 P

ar
tn

er
sh

ip

Cl
im

at
e C

ha
ng

e I
ni

tia
tiv

es

Pu
bl

ic 
He

alt
h

Cl
ea

n 
W

at
er

2

Jo
b 

Cr
ea

tio
n

Be
ne

fit
s t

o 
Lo

w 
an

d 
Mo

de
ra

te
In

co
m

e H
ou

se
ho

ld
s

Fi
sc

al 
Ca

pa
cit

y o
r N

ee
d 

of
ap

pl
ica

nt

Ot
he

r M
ul

tip
le

Ot
he

r I
nd

ivi
du

al 

Bond Cap Allocation • • • • • • 
Building Communities Fund • • • • 
Building for the Arts • • 
Capital and Operating Budget • 
Centennial Clean Water Fund3 • • • • • 
Clean Water Act, Section 319 • • • 
CDBG Community Investment • • • • • 
CDBG General Purpose • • • • • 
CDBG Housing Enhancement • • • 
CDBG Imminent Threat • • • 
CDBG Interim Financing • • • 
CERB Job Development • • • 
CERB Rural 
CERB Traditional • • • • 
Community Services Facilities • • • 
Coordinated Prevention Grant • • • • • 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund • • • 
Energy Freedom • • • • • • 
PWAA Construction • • • • • • • 
PWAA Emergency Loan • • • • 
PWAA Planning  • • • 
PWAA Pre-construction • • • • 
Rural Washington Loan Fund • • • • 
Safe Drinking Water Action Grant • • • • 
Local Infrastructure Financing Tool • • • • • 
Water System Acquisition and& Rehabilitation • • • 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund • • • 
Watershed Plan Implementation • • • • • • 
Youth Recreation Facilities • • 

Totals: 9 9 7 7 13 7 8 10 15 23 2 
1 Policies are reflected in eligibility or rating criteria for awards.
 
2Clean water includes drinking water, wastewater, and non-point source projects.
 
3 Legislative proviso projects (11 out of 31) are not subject to award criteria.
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Table 3 - Relationship Between Statewide Policies and State Infrastructure Programs 
KEY 

Helps Implement 
Potentially Conflicts 

Both 
Neither 

l


-

Program 

G
ro

w
th

M
an

ag
em

en
t 

A
ct

P
u

g
et

 S
o

u
n

d
P

ar
tn

er
sh

ip

C
lim

at
e 

C
h

an
g

e

E
co

n
o

m
ic

D
ev

el
o

p
m

en
t

P
la

n
 

T
o

ta
ls

Helps Implement 11 12 13 12 
Potentially Conflicts 4 6 4 4 

Both 8 5 5 8 
Neither 6 6 7 5 

P
ro

g
ra

m
s 

Bond Cap Allocation    l
Building Communities Fund   l 
Building for the Arts - - - -
Capital and Operating Budget   l 
Centennial Clean Water Fund    
Clean Water Act, Section 319 -   
CDBG Community Investment l l l l
CDBG General Purpose l l l l
CDBG Housing Enhancement  l l l l
CDBG Imminent Threat - - - -
CDBG Interim Financing l l l l
CERB Job Development l l l 
CERB Rural l l l l
CERB Traditional l l l l
Community Services Facilities -   
Coordinated Prevention Grant l l l l
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund  - - -
Energy Freedom - - l l
PWAA Construction    
PWAA Emergency Loan    
PWAA Planning    
PWAA Pre-construction    
Rural Washington Loan Fund - - - l
Safe Drinking Water Action Grant l l - l
Local Infrastructure Financing Tool l l l 
Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation  - - -
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund    
Watershed Plan Implementation  l l l
Youth Recreation Facilities - - - -
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Table 4 - State Assistance Application Point Rating Systems 

Provise Section 2(b) 

Program 

No
 p

oi
nt

 ra
tin

g 
sy

st
em

No
 aw

ar
ds

 ye
t f

or
 20

08
 Awards 

To
ta

l n
um

be
r

>9
0%

(o
f p

os
sib

le 
po

in
ts

)

75
%

-8
9%

(o
f p

os
sib

le 
po

in
ts

)

50
%

-7
4%

(o
f p

os
sib

le 
po

in
ts

)

<5
0%

(o
f p

os
sib

le 
po

in
ts

)

No
t r

an
ke

d1 

T
o

ta
ls Totals 11 4 332 132 101 76 7 16 

Percent 38% 14% - 40% 30% 23% 2% 5% 

P
ro

g
ra

m
s 

Bond Cap Allocation • 
Building Communities Fund • 
Building for the Arts 23 0 10 11 2 0 
Capital and Operating Budget • 
Centennial Clean Water Fund 31 0 3 15 0 13 
Clean Water Act, Section 319 8 1 7 0 0 0 
CDBG Community Investment 8 0 5 3 0 0 
CDBG General Purpose 18 0 2 16 0 0 
CDBG Housing Enhancement 4 0 4 0 0 0 
CDBG Imminent Threat • 
CDBG Interim Financing 2 0 1 1 0 0 
CERB Job Development 12 0 1 11 0 0 
CERB Rural • 
CERB Traditional • 
Community Services Facilities • 
Coordinated Prevention Grant 111 111 0 0 0 0 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund • 
Energy Freedom • 
PWAA Construction 52 13 39 0 0 0 
PWAA Emergency Loan • 
PWAA Planning  • 
PWAA Pre-construction 24 6 18 0 0 0 
Rural Washington Loan Fund • 
Safe Drinking Water Action Grant • 
Local Infrastructure Financing Tool 5 0 0 4 1 0 
Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation • 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund 17 0 3 11 0 3 
Watershed Plan Implementation • 
Youth Recreation Facilities 17 1 8 4 4 0 
1 Carried forward from previous years or resulting from specific legislative provisos. 
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Table 5 - Relationship Between Performance Measures and Statewide Policies 
Proviso Section 2(b) 

Program 

Nu
m

be
r o

f P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 M
ea

su
re

s 
Re

po
rte

d 

Number of 
Performance Measures 

that Align with: 

Percent of Performance 
Measures that Align 

with: 

El
ig

ib
ilit

y a
nd

Ev
alu

at
io

n 
Cr

ite
ria

St
at

ut
or

y P
ol

icy

El
ig

ib
ilit

y a
nd

Ev
alu

at
io

n 
Cr

ite
ria

St
at

ut
or

y P
ol

icy
 

Bond Cap Allocation 2 2 1 100% 50% 
Building Communities Fund 4 2 1 50% 25% 
Building for the Arts 5 3 1 60% 20% 
Capital and Operating Budget 4 0 0 0% 0% 
CDBG Community Investment 4 2 2 50% 50% 
CDBG General Purpose 4 2 2 50% 50% 
CDBG Housing Enhancement 4 3 1 75% 25% 
CDBG Imminent Threat 3 2 1 67% 33% 
CDBG Interim Construction Financing 4 3 2 75% 50% 
Centennial Clean Water Fund 15 11 10 73% 67% 
CERB Job Development 5 3 4 60% 80% 
CERB Rural 5 4 4 80% 80% 
CERB Traditional 5 4 4 80% 80% 
Clean Water Act, Section 319 15 15 11 100% 73% 
Community Services Facilities 1 1 1 100% 100% 
Coordinated Prevention Grant 16 npd1 11 * 69% 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 4 4 3 100% 75% 
Energy Freedom2 

PWAA Construction 3 1 1 33% 33% 
PWAA Emergency Loan 5 1 1 20% 20% 
PWAA Planning  5 1 1 20% 20% 
PWAA Pre-construction 5 1 0 20% 0% 
Rural Washington Loan Fund 5 2 2 40% 40% 
Safe Drinking Water Action Grant 5 3 4 60% 80% 
Local Infrastructure Financing Tool 7 4 4 57% 57% 
Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation 4 4 4 100% 100% 
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund 15 10 13 67% 87% 
Watershed Plan Implementation 4 4 4 100% 100% 
Youth Recreation Facilities 5 3 1 60% 20%

1 npd = "Not possible to determine." 

  Eligibility and evaluation criteria are very broad and difficult to connect with detailed performance measures. 

2 None reported. 
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Table 10 - 5-Year Grants and Loans1 by Infrastructure Type 
Proviso Section 2(c) 

Infrastructure Type Total Percent 

Nu
m

be
r o

f G
ra

nt
s

Solid/Hazardous Waste 463 31% 
Buildings and Facilities 286 19% 
Community and Social Service Facilities 256 17% 
Drinking Water 97 7% 
Irrigation/Agriculture 64 4% 
Wastewater 53 4% 
Transportation Infrastructure 18 1% 
Stormwater 8 1% 
Biofuels 2 0% 
Other Categories2 219 15% 
Multiple 20 1% 

Am
ou

nt
 o

f G
ra

nt
s 

Community and Social Service Facilities $155,022,047 23% 
Buildings and Facilities $153,873,469 23% 
Wastewater $88,074,603 13% 
Solid/Hazardous Waste $60,824,558 9% 
Drinking Water $53,274,686 8% 
Irrigation/Agriculture $20,695,638 3% 
Transportation Infrastructure $19,843,742 3% 
Biofuels $6,497,000 1% 
Stormwater $2,630,200 0% 
Other Categories2 $104,748,085 16% 
Multiple $7,818,076 1% 

Infrastructure Type Total Percent 

Nu
m

be
r o

f L
oa

ns

Wastewater 370 41% 
Drinking Water 363 40% 
Transportation Infrastructure 59 7% 
Stormwater 20 2% 
Buildings and Facilities 15 2% 
Solid/Hazardous Waste 4 0% 
Biofuels 4 0% 
Irrigation/Agriculture 3 0% 
Other Categories2 54 6% 
Multiple 10 1% 

Am
ou

nt
 o

f L
oa

ns
 

Wastewater $1,005,275,846 61% 
Drinking Water $408,911,261 25% 
Transportation Infrastructure $157,007,811 10% 
Stormwater $21,096,535 1% 
Buildings and Facilities $11,319,250 1% 
Biofuels $11,030,150 1% 
Irrigation/Agriculture $7,485,914 0% 
Solid/Hazardous Waste $5,303,550 0% 
Other Categories2 $27,354,150 2% 
Multiple $8,521,442 1% 

1 Includes grants and the face value of loans.  Loans must be repaid, most with interest.
 
2 Includes some Capital and Operating Budget projects, some non-point source projects, and economic development projects.
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Table 11 - 5-Year Grants and Loans1 by Jursidiction 
Proviso Section 2(c) 

Jurisdiction 
Type of 

Assistance 
Number Amount Percent 

Cities and Towns 
Grant 407 $250,597,326 19% 
Loan 453 $1,050,756,226 80% 
Other 5 $9,000,000 1% 

Counties 
Grant 453 $120,397,927 43% 
Loan 62 $159,795,081 57% 
Other 1 $2,000,000 1% 

Tribes Grant 13 $3,827,699 100% 

Water and/or Sewer Districts 
Grant 15 $10,998,570 4% 
Loan 157 $239,876,097 96% 

Port Districts 
Grant 28 $12,576,484 26% 
Loan 28 $31,386,996 64% 
Other 1 $5,000,000 10% 

Public Utility Districts 
Grant 33 $20,101,484 11% 
Loan 47 $50,563,793 27% 
Other 6 $119,731,189 63% 

Conservation Districts 
Grant 86 $22,803,396 65% 
Loan 5 $12,091,785 35% 

Other Special Purpose Districts 
Grant 24 $9,857,266 19% 
Loan 30 $41,999,461 81% 

State Agencies Grant 5 $1,343,667 100% 

For-Profit Organizations 
Grant 2 $2,179,892 1% 
Loan 21 $6,460,220 2% 
Other 12 $260,360,000 97% 

Non-Profit Organizations 
Grant 382 $189,888,196 86% 
Loan 61 $30,433,756 14% 

Other2 Grant 38 $28,730,196 42% 
Loan 28 $39,939,495 58% 

Total Grants 1486 $673,302,103 25% 
Total Loans 892 $1,663,302,908 61% 
Total Other3 25 $396,091,189 14% 

Total 2403 $2,732,696,200 
Annual Average Grants 297 $134,660,421 25% 
Annual Average Loans 178 $332,660,582 61% 
Annual Average Other 5 $79,218,238 14% 
Annual Average Total 481 $546,539,240 

1 Includes grants and the face value of loans. Loans must be repaid, most with interest.
 

2 Includes some school districts, community colleges, inter-governmental entities, and funds provided to local governments to be loaned 

to private businesses.
 
3 Taxing and tax exempt bond cap authority.
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Table 12 - 5-Year Grants and Loans1 by Project Type 
Proviso Section 2(c)

Jurisdiction 

Co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

Pr
oj

ec
t

Pl
an

ni
ng

 o
r D

es
ig

n 
of

In
di

vid
ua

l C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
Pr

oj
ec

t

Pr
oj

ec
ts

 th
at

 re
du

ce
 th
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ne

ed
 fo

r, 
or

 si
ze

 o
f, 

fu
tu

re
in

fra
st

ru
ct

ur
e p

ro
jec

ts
 

Ot
he

r a
ct

ivi
tie

s 

Nu
m

be
r o

f G
ra

nt
s a

nd
 L

oa
ns

Cities and Towns 503 250 146 39 
Counties 88 67 318 71 
Tribes 5 2 0 6 
Water and/or Sewer District 112 58 0 2 
Port District 43 22 0 1 
Public Utility District 62 9 0 9 
Conservation District 13 2 0 76 
Other Special Purpose District 37 13 0 4 
State Agencies 3 1 0 1 
For-Profit Organizations 22 1 0 0 
Non-Profit Organizations 374 17 0 52 
Other 24 3 0 39 

Totals: 1286 445 464 300 
Percent2 53% 18% 19% 12% 

Am
ou

nt
 o

f G
ra

nt
s a

nd
 L

oa
ns

 

Cities and Towns $1,152,966,205 $143,851,462 $11,387,228 $35,776,021 
Counties $184,113,227 $35,579,689 $50,119,898 $27,492,794 
Tribes $2,238,912 $100,000 $0 $1,488,787 
Water and/or Sewer District $221,880,755 $22,161,060 $0 $6,832,852 
Port District $43,013,716 $768,763 $0 $181,000 
Public Utility District $66,717,000 $1,768,525 $0 $2,179,753 
Conservation District $9,457,178 $368,000 $0 $25,070,003 
Other Special Purpose District 45926281 $5,364,222 $0 $566,224 
State Agencies $877,000 $350,000 $0 $116,667 
For-Profit Organizations $8,590,112 $50,000 $0 $0 
Non-Profit Organizations $184,163,732 $9,980,000 $0 $26,178,220 
Other $56,524,061 $376,232 $0 $11,769,398 

Totals: $1,976,468,178 $220,717,952 $61,507,126 $137,651,718 
Percent2 87% 8% 2% 5% 

1 Includes grants and the face values of loans.  Loans must be repaid, most with interest. 
2 Percents sum to more than 100 because some awards funded projects with multiple types. This table does not include Bond Cap 

  Authority or Tax Increment Financing. 
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Table 13 - 5-Year Grants as Proportion of Total Project Costs1 

Proviso Section 2(e) 

Table A:  Programs Tracking Total Project Costs 

Grant Programs Tracks Total Project 
Costs 

Does Not Track Total 
Project Cost 

Building for the Arts • 
Capital and Operating Budget • 
Centennial Clean Water Fund2 

• 
Clean Water Act • 
CDBG - Community Investment • 
CDBG - General Purpose • 
CDBG - Housing Enhancement • 
CDBG - Imminent Threat • 
CERB - Job Development • 
CERB Rural2 

• 
Community Services Facilities • 
Coordinated Prevention Grant • 
Energy Freedom • 
Safe Drinking Water • 
Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation • 
Watershed Plan Implementation • 
Youth Recreational Facilities • 

Table B:  Grants for all Project Types 

Infrastructure Type Number of 
Grants Amount 

Percent of Total 
Project Cost 

Provided by State 
Grants**** 

Solid/Hazardous Waste 462 State Grants $60,474,558 75%Total Project Cost $80,632,744 

Stormwater 4 State Grants $1,292,200 71%Total Project Cost $1,823,146 

Transportation 7 State Grants $2,833,742 50%Total Project Cost $5,641,896 

Drinking Water 86 State Grants $40,261,686 46%Total Project Cost $87,918,304 
Community and Social Service 
Facilities 

26 State Grants $16,391,902 41%Total Project Cost $39,542,224 

Irrigation/Agriculture 57 State Grants $17,970,638 36%Total Project Cost $50,001,034 

Other Categories3 204 State Grants $95,558,085 35%Total Project Cost $273,893,611 

Wastewater 48 State Grants $73,904,603 34%Total Project Cost $217,845,045 

Multiple 20 State Grants $7,818,076 12%Total Project Cost $64,718,130 

Total: 914 
State Grants $316,505,489 

39%Total Project $822,016,133 
1 Programs did not share a common definition of total project costs. Figures may report costs for a phase or component of a 
project (for example, design) versus the cost including design through construction for all project phases. Due to the number of 
multiple awards over several years to some projects, total project costs reported may be overstated. 
2 Centennial Clean Water Fund and CERB Rural provides both grants and loans.  Only grants are included here. 

3 Includes some Capital and Operating Budget projects, some non-point source projects, and economic development projects. 
4 One program reported two grants in which the total project cost was less than the award amount. For those projects, the project 
recipient's actual project costs were less than anticipated when the contract was signed. Only the actual project cost was granted 
to the recipient. 

Table 13 - 5-Year Grants as Proportion of Total Project Costs1 

Proviso Section 2(e) 

Table C:  Grants for Construction Projects Only 

Infrastructure Type Number of 
Grants Amount 

Percent of Total 
Project Cost 

Provided by State 
Grants 

Stormwater 2 State Grants $957,300 64% 
Total Project Cost $1,488,246 

Transportation 7 State Grants $2,833,742 50% 
Total Project Cost $5,641,896 

Drinking Water 75 State Grants $37,212,345 45% 
Total Project Cost $83,121,625 

Community and Social Service 
Facilities 

23 State Grants $14,091,902 41% 
Total Project Cost $34,606,794 

Wastewater 44 State Grants $71,937,959 33% 
Total Project Cost $215,827,725 

Irrigation/Agriculture 32 State Grants $12,931,302 32% 
Total Project Cost $40,323,267 

Other Categories3 18 State Grants $51,457,298 24% 
Total Project Cost $214,607,231 

Multiple 18 State Grants $7,818,076 12% 
Total Project Cost $64,718,130 

Total: 219 
State Grants $199,239,923

30%j 
Cost $660,334,913 
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Bond Cap Allocation •
Building Communities Fund •
Building for the Arts •
Capital and Operating Budget •
Centennial Clean Water Fund • •
Clean Water Act, Section 319 • •
CDBG Community Investment •
CDBG General Purpose • •
CDBG Housing Enhancement  •
CDBG Imminent Threat •
CDBG Interim Construction Financing •
CERB Job Development •
CERB Rural • •
CERB Traditional • •
Community Services Facilities •
Coordinated Prevention Grant •
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund •
Energy Freedom •
PWAA Construction • •
PWAA Emergency Loan • •
PWAA Planning  • •
PWAA Pre-construction • •
Rural Washington Loan Fund •
Safe Drinking Water Action Grant •
Local Infrastructure Financing Tool •
Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation1 •
Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund • •
Watershed Plan Implementation • •
Youth Recreation Facilities •

Totals: 21 11 3 5

Table 14 - Projections of Future Appropriations
Proviso Section 3(a)

1 Assessment of need beyond existing programs currently underway.
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Administered By:
Centennial Clean Water Fund Program Department of Ecology

Water Quality Program

Program Purpose: The Centennial Clean Water Fund provides grants and some low-
interest loans to eligible governments for wastewater treatment facilities and for certain
activities that reduce nonpoint sources of water pollution. Facilities  refer to facilities or
systems for the control, collection, storage, treatment, disposal, or recycling of wastewater
or stormwater. Activities  include actions to control nonpoint sources of water pollution
and to prevent or correct the effects of water pollution. Ecology administers this program
jointly with two other programs; The Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund and the Clean
Water Act Section 319 (319) programs.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Water Quality Program is to protect and restore
Washington s waters.

Year Established:   1986

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 70.146 RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 173-95A WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
99.9% Grants
0.1% Loans

Legislative Intent:    RCW 70.146.010
It is the purpose of this chapter to provide financial assistance
to the state and to local governments for the planning, design,
acquisition, construction, and improvement of water pollution
control facilities and related activities in the achievement of
state and federal water pollution control requirements for the
protection of the state s waters.

Recent Biennial
Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $1,260,325 $1,674,363 $1,562,119 $1,997,907 $2,307,630

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $62,526,527 $50,094,769 $43,950,000 $46,250,000 $66,883,000

Expenditure for
Administration $1,200,309 $1,572,199 $1,240,859 $1,837,261

(estimated)
$2,307,630

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $54,654,710 $53,818,696 $44,061,039 $42,583,730

(estimated)
$56,755,000

G
e
n

e
ra

l 
In

fo
rm

a
ti

o
n

Note: Funds under this program are issued on a cost-reimbursement basis. Projects often
take three to four years to complete. The amount in the last line of the chart above
includes funds reimbursed for projects selected during the indicated biennium, as well as
funds reimbursed for projects selected in earlier biennia that have reimbursements crossing
biennia. The amounts include reappropriations.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
10.50

Fund Account(s):
130-1  Water Quality Account (State)
057-1  State Building Construction Acct
173-1  State Toxics Control Account

Fund Sources: Funds are deposited
into the Water Quality Account from:
· RCW 82.24.027: 4 mills per cigarette
· RCW 82.24.026: 1.7% of 30 mills per

cigarette
· RCW 82.26.020: 13% of the 75% tax

on the sale of tobacco products (from
7/1/2005 through 7/1/2021)

· RCW 82.32.390: Sales tax on
construction materials used to build
facilities funded by the Water Quality
Account

Note:  On 7/1/05, RCW 82.26.025,
providing 16.75% of the 129.42% tax
on the wholesale price of tobacco
products as a fund source, was
repealed.
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: Per statute, the Water Quality Account has a
guarantee of revenue of $90 million per biennium. When tobacco revenue is not sufficient to
reach $90 million, the State Treasurer transfers general fund dollars sufficient to reach the
guarantee. Ecology reports that, over the past few biennia, due to state budget cuts, portions
of the general fund transfer have been suspended. Today s programs are supported by a
combination of the tobacco tax dedicated to the Water Quality Account, general fund revenue,
State Building Construction Bonds, and transfers from the State Toxics Control Account.
Additionally, the Legislature has used Water Quality Account funds for other purposes. In the
2007-09 Biennium, $42.629 million is appropriated from the State Building Construction
Account, $5.417 million from the Water Quality Capital Account, and $18.837 million from the
State Toxics Control Account for a total of $66.883 million in Centennial grant appropriations.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 76

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 31 (some awards provide added
funds to existing projects through amendment and would not be reflected on the data table;
data table obtained from Contracts and Grants Payable database, Inventory numbers obtained
from Fiscal Year 2008 Applicant and Offer List document).

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $41,640,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 47
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Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $18,333,124



Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: By rule, Ecology allocates up to 2/3 of the funds available competitively to
facilities or activities projects, depending on project rating and the combined ranked list of
priority projects. The remaining 1/3 of these funds is awarded to the other category to ensure
funding of high priority projects in both the facility and activity categories. Facilities  refer to
facilities or systems for the control, collection, storage, treatment, disposal, or recycling of
wastewater and stormwater. Activities  include actions to control nonpoint sources of water
pollution and to prevent or mitigate pollution of groundwater.
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Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Per statute, a county, city, or town
planning under the state s Growth Management Act may not receive a grant or loan for facility
projects from this program unless the local government has adopted a comprehensive plan 
including a capital facilities plan  and accompanying development regulations. There may be
an exception to address a public health need or substantial environmental degradation. Per
rule, there are additional requirements that the local applicant must be in compliance with the
Growth Management Act.  State agencies are generally not eligible to apply in the competitive
process, though Ecology notes that the Legislature sometimes earmarks program funds for
state agency projects.

Applicants must also meet technical engineering prerequisites for facilities projects, with
approval by Ecology that the applicant is proceeding according to the agency s Step Process.
Projects such as nonpoint activities projects can be implemented on private land with an
easement or a landowner agreement, but the application must come from a qualifying eligible
government.



Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Per statute, eligible costs covered by
the Centennial Fund Program are for the portion of a water pollution control facility s capacity
that addresses 110 percent of the applicant s needs at the time the application is submitted.
Costs for capacity to address growth beyond 10 percent are not eligible for this program (note
that the companion Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Program can provide loans for up
to 20 years reserve capacity). WAC 173-95A-100 through 120 provides a more detailed list of
what project elements are eligible and not eligible for funding (e.g. legal and lobbying
expenses) and what project elements may be eligible for loans but not grants.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: The July 2007 revision
to WAC 173-95A, Uses and Limitation of the Centennial Clean Water Funds provided more of a
simplified sliding scale for hardship funding and included hardship grant eligibility for on-site
septic repair and replacement programs and stormwater projects, in addition to wastewater
construction.
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Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

Federal Clean Water Act: The objective of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, commonly
referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the nation's waters by preventing point and nonpoint pollution
sources, providing assistance to publicly owned treatment works for the improvement
of wastewater treatment, and maintaining the integrity of wetlands.

Clean Water Act Section 319: Congress amended the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1987 to
establish the section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Program because it recognized the
need for greater federal leadership to help focus state and local nonpoint source efforts. Under
section 319, state, territories, and Indian tribes receive grant money which support a wide
variety of activities including technical assistance, financial assistance, education, training,
technology transfer, demonstration projects, and monitoring to assess the success of specific
nonpoint source implementation projects.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Chapter 70.146 RCW, Water Pollution Control Facilities Financing: It is the purpose of this
chapter to provide financial assistance to the state and to local governments for the planning,
design, acquisition, construction, and improvement of water pollution control facilities and
related activities in the achievement of state and federal water pollution control requirements
for the protection of the state's waters. It is the intent of the legislature that distribution of
moneys for water pollution control facilities under this chapter be made on an equitable basis
taking into consideration legal mandates, local effort, ratepayer impacts, and past distributions
of state and federal funds for water pollution control facilities.

WAC 173-95A, Uses and Limitation of the Centennial Clean Water Fund: The purpose of this
chapter is to set forth requirements for the Department of Ecology's administration of the
centennial clean water program, as authorized by chapter 70.146 RCW, water pollution control
facilities financing. This fund provides financial assistance to public bodies for statewide, high-
priority water quality projects in the form of grants and loans through appropriation by the
Washington state legislature.

Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control: It is declared to be the public policy of the state
of Washington to maintain the highest possible standards to insure the purity of all waters of
the state consistent with public health and public enjoyment thereof, the propagation and
protection of wild life, birds, game, fish and other aquatic life, and the industrial development
of the state, and to that end require the use of all known available and reasonable methods by
industries and others to prevent and control the pollution of the waters of the state of
Washington.



Chapter 173.240, Submission of Plans and Reports for Construction of Wastewater Facilities:
The purpose of this chapter is to implement RCW 90.48.110. The department interprets "plans
and specifications" as mentioned in RCW 90.48.110 as including "engineering reports," "plans
and specifications," and "general sewer plans," all as defined in WAC 173-240-020. This
chapter also includes provisions for review and approval of proposed methods of operation and
maintenance.

Board Policies

Although Ecology does not have a board, it has an agency-established advisory council to
provide advice and guidance to the water quality funding programs. The Financial Assistance
Council (FAC) is made up of stakeholder representatives from local governments and state and
federal agencies.

In addition, Ecology has an Executive Oversight Team for the State Revolving Fund loan
program that has cross program influence on the Centennial program based on the integrated
funding approach. This team has an advisory role that does not supplant any program
management responsibilities established in statute, administrative rule, job performance
requirements, or other means. This oversight team s role is to advise Ecology s Senior
Management Team (SMT). It is limited to strengthening and clarifying Ecology s on-going
internal management of the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund program. It is intended to
complement the role of the Program s external advisory group and consultations with other
stakeholders.

Agency Strategic Plan

The mission of the Water Quality Program is to protect and restore Washington s waters.
Water Quality:

 Stabilize Ecology s core water quality programs.
 Reduce the bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound.
 Enhance implementation of water quality cleanup plans.
 Improve the control of nutrient pollution from wastewater treatment systems and
facilities.

 Broaden stormwater control through a comprehensive stormwater management strategy.
 Explore the implementation of a no-discharge  zone for vessels in Puget Sound.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:  The Growth Management Act (GMA) helps implement water quality objectives
through land use limitations and critical areas protection.

As with other programs, funding of a water quality improvement infrastructure project may be
delayed or denied due to a GMA non-compliance issue. The project may have been, at least
partially, planned and designed to address the problem.

Ecology handles GMA compliance differently than other state funding programs. For example,
the Public Works Trust Fund Program requires GMA compliance as a prerequisite for
submitting an application for funding consideration. Ecology uses Chapter 70-146RCW for the
Centennial Clean Water Program to guide the Revolving Fund Program on GMA compliance to
receive funding for water quality facility projects. This means that Ecology can allow
application submission without GMA compliance but requires compliance for a local
government to receive state funding.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The Partnership action agenda and programs to implement it are still being
developed, but there is a high potential that these priorities will help implement water quality
protection and the restoration objectives specific to the Puget Sound. There is also a potential
conflict with the geographic focus on Puget Sound verses the Revolving Fund focus on
statewide water quality objectives.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Climate change initiatives and programs to implement them are still in
development and how these initiatives will relate to water quality funding program goals is
unknown. However, there is a high potential that those actions that include reduction of
emissions and greenhouse gases and a move to alternative clean energy sources will generally
lead to cleaner air and water in the state.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The State Economic Development Plan has the potential to both help and conflict
with the goals of the water quality financial assistance programs. Washington s economic
strategy, with a focus on education and environmentally aware  economic development,
could potentially help implement water quality protection over time. At the same time
economic development initiatives that lead to increased land development and impervious
surfaces and promote industries that increase the production of emissions, wastewater, and
solid and hazardous waste conflict with the goals of the water quality funding programs.

The purpose of the Revolving Fund loans and Centennial hardship grants is to direct money to
municipal wastewater infrastructure projects that target the residential customer. From the
economic development perspective, it is helpful to note that studies show that money invested
in water quality infrastructure at the local level leads to an indirect benefit for the local
community and the overall state and national economy.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
In 2002, Ecology began implementation of recommendations from the Joint Legislative Audit
Review Committee (JLARC). The recommendations are included in the 2001 JLARC report
titled: Investing in the Environment, Environmental Quality Grant and Loan Programs
Performance Audit.  Ecology developed a process that includes project progress and
performance monitoring from the time of an award through post project status (three years
after project completion). Each project scope of work includes water quality goals and
outcomes in grant and loan applications and agreements and progress is measured
quantitatively and qualitatively against these goals and outcomes.  This information is
captured in Final Performance Evaluations for each project. The program continues to refine its
efforts in establishing some standard cross-agency performance measures for reporting water
quality outcomes achieved statewide.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
WAC
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The criteria below are the top five evaluation criteria used to rate and rank projects under the
single integrated application process for the three jointly-administered programs (the
Centennial Clean Water Fund Program, the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Program,
and the Clean Water Act Section 319 Program). The funding application was modified in July
2007 as part of the rule revision and application redevelopment process that simplified and
clarified program objectives and priority rating.

The new application was implemented for FY 2009 and thus both 2008 and 2009 data is
provided below. Applicants provide answers to the appropriate questions plus information on
how a proposed project fits within locally-derived priorities.

Question # Criteria Points Available
1 Project Scope of Work 250
2 Proposed Budget 150

3 Water Quality and Public Health
Improvements 250

4 State and Federal Requirements 100

5 Readiness to Proceed 100

Total Possible Points (includes added
criteria on project development, local support
and ratepayer impact)

1,000



Program Awards:
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How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90 percent or more of the maximum
points?

0. (There were 11 legislative provisos and 2 prior funding commitments placed at the top of
the list above rated and ranked projects.)

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89 percent of the maximum points?
   3 (1 facility, 2 activity)
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74 percent of the maximum points?
   15 (3 facility, 12 activity)

In addition, these are the FY 2009 numbers:
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 90 percent or more of the maximum
points?

1 (facility).  Note: There were also 11 legislative provisos and 2 prior funding
commitments placed at the top of the list above rated and ranked projects (all facility
projects).

How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 75-89 percent of the maximum points?
   10 (1 facility, 9 activity)
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 50-74 percent of the maximum points?
   6 (all activity)



Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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From Ecology Budget Measures:
· Protection of surface and groundwater is improved through community implementation of

the state s Water Quality Management Plan to Control Nonpoint Pollution and water
quality improvement reports. Local communities and groups get help from Ecology to
implement water quality improvement reports and other strategies to clean up polluted
waters. Best management practices necessary to address non-point pollution problems
are implemented.

· State and federal Loans are available, and used efficiently by, local governments. The
number of stream miles restored or protected is increased through work with local
communities and other agencies.

From Ecology Strategic Plan:
· Stabilize Ecology s core water quality programs.
· Reduce the bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound.
· Enhance implementation of water quality cleanup plans.
· Improve the control of nutrient pollution from wastewater treatment systems and

facilities.
· Broaden stormwater control through a comprehensive stormwater management strategy.

GMAP Measures:
· Ecology uses the OFM semi-annual performance measure, A043, to measure success for

its Puget Sound Septic Tank Repair and Elimination Program. The target for funded on-
site sewage system repairs or replacements completed in Puget Sound counties is 39
every 6 months.

Additional Performance Measures defined in statute, rule, and program policy and procedure
include:

· Integrate, to the greatest extent possible, the Revolving Fund with the Centennial
Clean Water Program (Centennial) and the federal Clean Water Act Section 319
Nonpoint Source Program (Section 319) to maximize limited state and federal grant
and loan funds to improve and protect the water quality of the state of Washington.

· Provide financial assistance to communities to achieve compliance with state and
federal water pollution control requirements, implement nonpoint source pollution
control programs, and develop and implement estuary conservation and management
programs.

· Protect public health and water quality and to achieve overall improvement and
protection of the environment.

· Encourage local governments to develop and implement projects, which will prevent
water quality degradation, including wetland protection projects.

· Assist communities with financial difficulties in meeting required public health and
water quality standards while maintaining the health and perpetuity of the Revolving
Fund according to federal law and guidance.

· Provide the type and amount of financial assistance most advantageous to
communities, consistent with the long-term health of the fund.

· Administer the Revolving Fund program to ensure that the financial integrity, viability,
and revolving nature are maintained.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $2,423,012 $2,544,162 $2,671,370

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $60,000,000 $60,000,000 $60,000,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized): See below.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. Wastewater Treatment Facilities -
(based on the 2004 Clean Watersheds
Needs Survey plus inflation factor =
$4,595,710,000, which roughly equates to 6
years of need)

$1,531,903,000 $1,531,903,000 $1,531,903,000

2. Stormwater Activities and Facilities
(based on recent demand and anticipated
increasing demand for stormwater
implementation funding)

$80,000,000 $160,000,000 $320,000,000

3. Other - Nonpoint Source Projects
(combined Centennial and 319) based on
rough projections of $3,559,412,948 over
the next six years

$1,186,470,982 $1,186,470,982 $1,186,470,982

P
ro

je
ct

e
d

 P
ro

g
ra

m
 B

u
d

g
e
ts

 a
n

d
 N

e
e
d

s

Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
The EPA sponsored Clean Watersheds Needs Survey is conducted every four years to
determine future needs statewide. The last survey was conducted in 2004 and data is
currently being collected and updated for the 2008 report, and thus the above figures for
wastewater are estimated. The survey requires that project and cost data be collected from
reliable and verifiable source documentation (comprehensive plans, facility plans, engineering
reports, etc.) in order to be captured as a state need for wastewater, stormwater, and
nonpoint source control. In the past, the capture of nonpoint and stormwater data has been
very limited due to the difficultly in meeting strict documentation requirements. The
documentation requirements have been eased some for the 2008 survey to allow better
capture of this need.

Clear needs data on stormwater and nonpoint source is difficult to quantify, but is likely a
large figure statewide as the impacts to water quality from these two sources are significant
and often difficult to address through implementation of best management practices.

· Ecology has made rough estimates of nonpoint pollution control and abatement project
needs based on watershed planning and Total Maximum Daily Load implementation
planning.  The estimated projected need for the next six years is approximately
$3,559,412,948.

· For stormwater, which is an emerging need statewide, estimates of future need are
difficult to project. Demand for funding under Ecology s recent one-time 2008
Stormwater Implementation Grant program was approximately $40 million, which
provides the basis for the above estimate. It is clear from current data on stormwater
implementation planning, design, and construction costs that the financial need is very
large statewide.



 

 
Centennial Clean Water Fund Competitive Grants and Loans, 2004-08 

Location of Grants and Loans by County

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 
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Pacific 

7 Projects 
$5,435,545 

1 Project 
$336,175 

7 Projects 

Some awards were made to multiple counties, and thus the number of projects per county may vary from the number provided in 
the data summaries. 
 

Conservation Districts, 
108

Cities and Towns , 91

Counties, 63

Tribes, 12

Public Utility Districts, 11

Water and/or Sewer 
Districts , 11

Other, 11

Other Special Purpose 
Districts, 5

Port Districts, 2

Non-Profit 
Organizations, 1

Grant and Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 

Wastewater, 
$111,202,361

Other, $52,040,147

Irrigation/Agricultu
re, $1,590,770

Stormwater, 
$384,478

$5,336,024 

4 Projects 
$5,518,834 

4 Projects 
$8,516,108 

3 Projects 
$778,871 

3 Projects 
$2,026,472 

6 Projects 
$11,256,835 

5 Projects 
$1,775,435 

7 Projects 
$1,127,168 

1 Project 
$109,553 

11 Projects 
$10,354,668 

13 Projects 
$8,210,295 

1 Project 
$250,000 

3 Projects 
$767,000 

1 Project 
$1,704,870 

2 Projects 

1 Project 
$124,707 

$285,211 

3 Projects 
$1,409,000 

3 Projects 
$1,052,072 

9 Projects 
$5,095,032 

1 Project 
$382,500 

10 Projects 
$2,521,642 

4 Projects 
$506,969 

3 Projects 
$474,750 

6 Projects 
$1,639,195 

2 Projects 
$1,830,000 

4 Projects 
$6,543,526 

2 Projects 
$310,258 

3 Projects 
$320,474 

2 Projects 
$2,240,467 

4 Projects 
$3,547,543 

1 Project 
$225,000 



Administered By:Clean Water Act Section 319
Grant Program

Department of Ecology
Water Quality Program

Program Purpose:  The Clean Water Act Section 319 Grant Program provides grants from
EPA awarded funds to eligible governments and 501(c)3 non-profit organizations for
implementation of activities that reduce nonpoint sources of water pollution. This is pollution
that enters the state s waters from dispersed rather than point sources, for example, surface
water run-off from agricultural lands, urban areas, or forest lands. Congress established this
program as part of the federal Clean Water Act amendments of 1987. The program provides a
federal funding source for states to use in nonpoint source pollution control programs.

Unlike the Centennial Clean Water Fund and Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund
programs, Section 319 grants may not be used for wastewater infrastructure facilities such as
wastewater treatment plants. Ecology administers this program jointly with two other
programs; The Centennial Clean Water (Centennial) and the Water Pollution Control Revolving
Fund programs.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Water Quality Program is to protect and restore
Washington s waters.

Year Established:  1987

Enabling State Statutes:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Administrative Rules:
None specifically, but
Ecology tries to manage
this consistently with the
Centennial Program rules,
Chapter 173-95A WAC.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:    (Congressional) 33 USC 1251
     (a) The objective of this chapter is to restore and maintain
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation s
waters. In order to achieve this objective it is hereby declared
that, consistent with the provisions of this chapter.

(7) It is the national policy that programs for the control of
nonpoint sources of pollution be developed and implemented in
an expeditious manner so as to enable the goals of this chapter
to be met through the control of both point and nonpoint sources
of pollution.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $161,463 $161,875 $162,287 $162,700 $239,252

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants1 $4,475,426 4,629,273 $4,640,349 $3,279,150 $3,770,838

Expenditure for
Administration $137,243 $110,359 $135,733 $97,950 (estimated)

$272,830

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans2 $4,475,426 $4,629,273 $4,640,349 $3,279,150 (estimated)

$3,770,838
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Notes:
(1) The federal Section 319 grant awarded to the state is divided 40 percent for
administration and 60 percent for pass-through funding. Of the designated pass-through
funds, 83 percent is available for competitive awards. The appropriation for grants
represented here only includes competitive awards.
(2) This amount represents the amount of money awarded, not disbursed. In addition to the
funds for the grant program, Ecology also receives Section 319 funds that are used by
Ecology staff for projects that directly support the state s nonpoint program and funds that
are used by other state agencies to assist in implementing other actions identified in the
state s Nonpoint Work Plan.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
1.5

Fund Account(s):
001-2  General Fund - Federal

Fund Sources: Funds originate with a
federal appropriation to the EPA, which
passes it to states as block grants.
States are required to provide 40
percent non-federal matching. Ecology
has permission to provide the match by
counting qualifying activities projects
funded by the Centennial Clean Water
Fund Program.

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: Ecology reports that appropriations from Congress
have been declining in recent years. FY 07 appropriations were reduced by 1 percent. The
amount awarded to the state in FY 08 remained the same. It is expected that the current
trend in funding amounts will continue.
Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 59 - This includes all eligible 319 and
Centennial nonpoint grant applications submitted in the SFY 2008 funding cycle. Funding of
nonpoint source projects can be through Section 319 or Centennial and project funding and
fund source determinations are made once a ranked list of eligible projects is finalized.

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 7

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $1,885,419

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 52  See note above

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $6,203,397 - This
represents the amount of grant money requested but not awarded through either the Section
319 Grant or Centennial programs. This figure does not include grants awarded in conjunction
with loans for facilities projects that fall into the hardship category.
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Eligible projects include implementation of best management practices on
public and private property (for example, riparian restoration, streambank restoration, and
farm planning), public information and education, watershed planning, non-permit related
stormwater activities, water quality monitoring, and groundwater protection efforts.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Local public bodies and certain other
groups are eligible: counties, cities, towns, conservation districts, municipal or quasi-municipal
corporations, federally recognized tribes, and (in some instances) state colleges and
universities. Section 319 also allows 501(c)3 non-profit organizations to apply for funding.

Other state agencies, federal agencies, and local school districts are ineligible. Projects can be
implemented on private land with an easement or a landowner agreement, but the application
must come from an eligible public body

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Section 319 funds are limited to
implementing provisions found in the State Nonpoint Plan to, directly or indirectly, protect and
improve water quality from nonpoint sources of pollution. Water pollution control facilities
projects are not eligible.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Federal Clean Water Act: The objective of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, commonly
referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the nation's waters by preventing point and nonpoint pollution
sources, providing assistance to publicly owned treatment works for the improvement
of wastewater treatment, and maintaining the integrity of wetlands.

Clean Water Act Section 319: Congress amended the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1987 to
establish the section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Program because it recognized the
need for greater federal leadership to help focus state and local nonpoint source efforts. Under
section 319, states, territories, and Indian Tribes receive grant money which support a wide
variety of activities including technical assistance, financial assistance, education, training,
technology transfer, demonstration projects, and monitoring to assess the success of specific
nonpoint source implementation projects.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Ecology manages the Section 319 fund in concert with the Centennial program and thus
maintains some cross-program consistency with the Centennial rule in order to maintain
effective and efficient use of funds.

WAC 173-95A, Uses and Limitation of the Centennial Clean Water Fund: The purpose of this
chapter is to set forth requirements for Ecology's administration of the centennial clean water
program, as authorized by chapter 70.146 RCW, Water pollution control facilities financing.
This fund provides financial assistance to public bodies for statewide, high-priority water
quality projects in the form of grants and loans through appropriation by the Washington state
legislature.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Although Ecology does not have a board, it has an agency-established advisory council to
provide advice and guidance to the water quality funding programs. The Financial Assistance
Council (FAC) is made up of stakeholder representatives from local governments and state and
federal agencies.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

The mission of the Water Quality Program is to protect and restore Washington s waters.
Water Quality:
 Stabilize Ecology s core water quality programs.
 Reduce the bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound.
 Enhance implementation of water quality cleanup plans.
 Improve the control of nutrient pollution from wastewater treatment systems and facilities.
 Broaden stormwater control through a comprehensive stormwater management strategy.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Because Section 319 grants cannot be used to fund infrastructure, the GMA does not impact
projects funded through this program.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Partnership priorities are still being developed, but there is a high potential that these
priorities will help implement water quality protection and the restoration objectives of the
program specific to the Puget Sound.

There is also potential conflict with the geographic focus on Puget Sound versus the Centennial
focus on statewide water quality objectives.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Climate change initiatives and programs to implement them are still in development and how
these initiatives will relate to water quality funding program goals is unknown. However, there
is a high potential that those actions that include reduction of emissions and greenhouse gases
and a move to alternative clean energy sources will generally lead to cleaner air and water in
the state

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state Economic Development Plan has the potential to both help and conflict with the
goals of the water quality financial assistance programs. Washington s economic strategy, with
a focus on education and environmentally aware  economic development, could potentially
help implement water quality protection over time. At the same time, economic development
initiatives that lead to increased land development and impervious surfaces and promote
industries that increase the production of emissions, wastewater, and solid and hazardous
waste conflict with the goals of the water quality funding programs.
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Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No



If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
The EPA requires states to report on program and individual project progress annually. This
report includes progress toward goals that have been established by the state when applying
for the award. Also, the state is required to enter progress reports from external recipients in
EPA s Grants Reporting and Tracking System (GRTS) database semi-annually, report nutrient
and sediment load reductions from best management practices (BMPs) that have been
installed annually, and submit final project reports, after external projects have been closed,
summarizing what the project accomplished.

In 2002, Ecology began implementation of recommendations from the Joint Legislative Audit
Review Committee (JLARC).  The recommendations are included in the 2001 JLARC report
titled: Investing in the Environment, Environmental Quality Grant & Loan Programs
Performance Audit.   Ecology developed a process that includes project progress and
performance monitoring from the time of an award through post project status (three years
after project completion).  Each project scope of work includes water quality goals and
outcomes in grant and loan applications and agreements and progress is measured
quantitatively and qualitatively against these goals and outcomes.

The program continues to refine its efforts to improve and enhance the establishment of
standard cross-agency performance measures for reporting water quality outcomes achieved
statewide.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
WAC

The criteria below are the top five evaluation criteria used to rate and rank projects under the
single integrated application process for the three jointly-administered programs (the
Centennial Clean Water Fund Program, the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Program,
and the Clean Water Act Section 319 Program). The funding application was modified in July
2007 as part of the rule revision and application redevelopment process that simplified and
clarified program objectives and priority rating. The new application was implemented for FY
2009. Applicants provide answers to the appropriate questions plus information on how a
proposed project fits within locally-derived priorities.

Question # Criteria Points Available
1 Project Scope of Work 250
2 Proposed Budget 150

3 Water Quality and Public Health
Improvements 250

4 State and Federal Requirements 100

5 Readiness to Proceed 100

Total Possible Points (includes added
criteria on project development, local support
and ratepayer impact)

1,000
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How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
   1
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
   7
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
   0



Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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From Ecology Budget Measures:
· Protection of surface and groundwater is improved through community implementation of

the state s Water Quality Management Plan to Control Nonpoint Pollution and water quality
improvement reports. Local communities and groups get help from Ecology to implement
water quality improvement reports and other strategies to clean up polluted waters. Best
management practices necessary to address non-point pollution problems are
implemented.

· State and federal loans are available and used efficiently by local governments. The
number of stream miles restored or protected is increased through work with local
communities and other agencies.

From Ecology Strategic Plan:
· Stabilize Ecology s core water quality programs.
· Reduce the bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound.
· Enhance implementation of water quality cleanup plans.
· Improve the control of nutrient pollution from wastewater treatment systems and

facilities.
· Broaden stormwater control through a comprehensive stormwater management strategy.

GMAP Measures:
· Ecology uses the OFM semi-annual performance measure, A043, to measure success for

its Puget Sound Septic Tank Repair and Elimination Program. The target for funded onsite
sewage system repairs or replacements completed in Puget Sound counties is 39 every 6
months.

Additional Performance Measures used by the Program include:
· Integrate, to the greatest extent possible, the Revolving Fund with the Centennial Clean

Water Program (Centennial) and the federal Clean Water Act Section 319 Nonpoint Source
Program (Section 319) to maximize limited state and federal grant and loan funds to
improve and protect the water quality of the state of Washington.

· Provide financial assistance to communities to achieve compliance with state and federal
water pollution control requirements, implement nonpoint source pollution control
programs, and develop and implement estuary conservation and management programs.

· Protect public health and water quality and to achieve overall improvement and protection
of the environment.

· Encourage local governments to develop and implement projects, which will prevent water
quality degradation, including wetland protection projects.

· Assist communities with financial difficulties in meeting required public health and water
quality standards while maintaining the health and perpetuity of the Revolving Fund
according to federal law and guidance.

· Provide the type and amount of financial assistance most advantageous to communities,
consistent with the long-term health of the fund.

· Administer the Revolving Fund program to ensure that the financial integrity, viability, and
revolving nature are maintained.

Performance measures are indicated in Washington s Water Quality Management Plan to
Control Nonpoint Sources of Pollution: Volume 3. This document is used as a starting point to
help track progress toward meeting Ecology s priorities and goals to improve water quality that
is affected by nonpoint source pollution.

Progress on annual activities is described in the Annual Report on Activities to Implement
Washington s Water Quality Management Plan to Control Nonpoint Source Pollution Appendix:
Nonpoint Plan Action Table.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration (based on 3%
inflation) $239,252 $239,252 $239,252

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $3,800,000 $3,500,000 $3,500,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):
Ecology has made rough estimates of nonpoint pollution control and abatement project needs
based on watershed planning and Total Maximum Daily Load implementation planning. The
estimated projected need for the next six years is $3,559,412,948.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. Other - Nonpoint Source Projects
(combined Centennial and 319)

$1,186,470,982 $1,186,470,982 $1,186,470,982

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
As noted in the beginning of this document there is always more demand for grant funding to
address nonpoint source pollution in the state than is awarded from year-to-year. However,
money requested to fund projects does not sufficiently reflect the actual need to address all of
the nonpoint source problems throughout the state.

The EPA-sponsored Clean Watersheds Needs Survey is conducted every four years to
determine future needs statewide. The last survey was conducted in 2004 and data is
currently being collected and updated for the 2008 report. The survey requires that project
and cost data be collected from reliable and verifiable source documentation (i.e.
comprehensive plans, facility plans, engineering reports, etc.) in order to be captured as a
state need for wastewater, stormwater, and nonpoint source control. The program is
considering having this effort be a yearly process to keep needs data more up to date.

The state could also use needs that are documented in Total Maximum Daily Load reports and
assessing the 303(d) list of impaired waters to determine what type of work needs to be
accomplished in order to improve impaired surface waters of the state. However, because of
growth throughout the state and our ever-changing needs, it is hard to determine the amount
of money needed to clean the state waters. Nonpoint source run-off from impermeable
surface will continue to increase as the population of Washington increases. To make the
impact needed to reduce nonpoint source pollution from urban and rural sources and improve
water quality through the state, the need is potentially in the billions of dollars.

Ecology has made rough estimates of nonpoint pollution control and abatement project needs
based on watershed planning documents and Total Maximum Daily Load implementation
planning. The estimated projected need for the next six years is approximately
$3,559,412,948.



 

 
Clean Water Act, Section 319 Grants, 2004-08 

Location of Grants by County

1 Project 
$434,646 

1 Project 
$203,387 

Whatcom 
5 Projects 
$1,262,553 

Skagit 
2 Projects 
$495,692 

 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 

6 Projects 
$602,710 

 

Kitsap 

2 Projects 
$188,550 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

1 Project 
$106,565 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

1 Project 
$1,704,870 

4 Projects 
$900,700 

Skamania 
 

1 Project 
$64,125 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 
1 Project 
$86,432 

3 Projects 
$585,782 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

1 Project 
$201,862 

8 Projects 
$2,020,247 

5 Projects 
$760,096 

Thurston 
3 Projects 
$418,650 

 

Pacific 1 Project 
$106,565 

Okanogan 

2 Projects 
$586,175 

 

1 Project 
$75,000 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

1 Project 
$84,915 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

1 Project 
$250,000 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

2 Projects 
$332,168 

3 Projects 
$467,963 

1 Project 
$236,250 

Ferry Stevens Pend 

2 Projects 
$298,322 

2 Projects 
$330,000 

Oreille 
 

Spokane 

Conservation 
Districts, 47

Other, 24

Counties, 21

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 13

Tribes, 7

Public Utility 
Districts, 4

Cities and 
Tow ns , 3

Non-Prof it 
Organizations, 

28

Port Districts, 1

Water and/or 
Sew er Districts, 

1

State Agencies,1

Other, $19,508,667

Stormw ater, 
$77,275

Irrigation/Agriculture 
$1,180,832

Wastew ater, 
$48,322

Some awards were made to multiple counties, and thus the number of projects per county may vary from the number provided in 
the data summaries. 

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 



Administered By:Coordinated Prevention Grant
Program

Department of Ecology, Solid Waste and
Financial Assistance Program

Program Purpose: The Coordinated Prevention Grant Program (CPG) helps local
governments to develop and implement their hazardous and solid waste management plans.
Two types of grants are available: (1) solid and hazardous waste planning and
implementation grants, and (2) solid waste enforcement grants.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Solid Waste and Financial Assistance Program is to
reduce waste and to safely manage the remaining hazardous and solid waste.

Year Established: 1988

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 70.105D.070

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 173-312 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:  From RCW 70.105D.070(3)(a)
Monies deposited in the Local Toxics Control Account shall be
used by the Department of Ecology for grants or loans to local
governments for the following purposes in descending order of
priority:
(i) Remedial actions; (ii) hazardous waste plans and programs;
(iii) solid waste plans and programs [and additional specified
uses].

Recent Biennial Budgets
1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $1,230,000 $1,251,200 $1,153,200 $1,122,000 $1,248,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $16,821,684 $19,500,000 $18,070,000 $22,200,000 $25,500,000

Expenditure for
Administration $1,193,100 $1,213,664 $1,037,880 $1,009,800

$517,000
(Through

June, 2008)

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $16,704,259 $19,468,502 $18,045,001 $22,036,686

$20,970,404
*
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Note: The remainder of funds for the 2007-09 Biennium will be awarded by October 2008
through the competitive off set cycle.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09: 5

Fund Account(s):
174  Local Toxics Control Account

Fund Sources:

RCW 82.21.030 Hazardous Substance
Tax

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: In 2005, CPG started awarding funds in two grant
cycles, the regular (starts every even year) and offset (starts every odd year). The off set
cycle was created to maximize the use of any unrequested and unspent funds from the
previous regular cycle. In the 2005 and 2007 Capital Budgets, the legislature included $4
million for the program for grants to local governments for local projects that implement the
state s Beyond Waste  plan. Grant funds were to emphasize additional organics composting
and diversion, green building, and moderate risk waste projects described in the plan. These
funds were made available in the offset cycle. In the 2007 Capital Budget, the legislature
included $2 million for the program to provide funding to increase alternatives to burning
options in communities affected by the Clean Air act s burn ban. Because these funds needed
to be used right away, they were made available during the regular cycle through a separate
competitive process. If any funds remained, applicants could apply during the offset cycle.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 111

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 250 (some applicants have multiple
projects and so the number of projects exceeds the number of awards).

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $20,970,404 (as of August
2008)

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: The program funds required local solid waste and hazardous waste
planning, and implementation of some projects and programs contained in those plans.
Implementation projects might include backyard composting and other organics management
projects, recycling programs, household hazardous waste collection, technical assistance to
small businesses to reduce their hazardous and solid wastes, collection events for specific
materials like electronics, and supporting green building programs around the state. Twenty
percent of the base funds, fund enforcement of the solid waste laws which includes permitting,
inspections and ensuring compliance of solid waste facilities.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: For solid waste planning grants, eligible
counties are those that are required to adopt or update local solid waste plans. Eligibility
extends to cities that have submitted an independent city plan, a joint city plan, or a joint city-
county plan. For solid waste implementation grants, counties and cities are eligible if their
solid waste plans are adopted and approved by Ecology.

For hazardous waste planning grants, eligible counties and cities are those that are required to
adopt or update local hazardous waste plans. For hazardous waste implementation grants,
those counties and cities with Ecology-approved hazardous waste plans are eligible to apply
for grants to help pay for implementation of projects in those plans. (Jurisdictional health
departments/districts are eligible to apply for coordinated prevention grants to pay for
enforcement of rules adopted under Chapter 70.95 RCW.)

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: The following projects are not eligible
for grant funding under this program: solid waste incinerator projects, new landfill
construction or expansion, landfill closure, garbage collection and disposal, and solid and
hazardous waste expenses not directly related to compliance with state solid and hazardous
waste laws and rules.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: The scope of this
program is expanding. In the 2005 and 2007 Capital Budget, the legislature included $4
million for the program for grants to local governments for local projects that implement the
state s Beyond Waste  plan. Grant funds were to emphasize additional organics composting
and conversion, green building, and moderate risk waste projects described in the plan. In the
2007 Capital Budget, the legislature included $2 million for the program to provide funding to
increase alternatives to burning options in communities affected by the Clean Air Act s burn
ban.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
RCW 70.105D To prevent or minimize environmental contamination. Financial assistance for
local programs in accordance with chapters 70.95, 70.95C, 70.95I and 70.105.

RCW 70.95 To implement local solid waste management plans. To provide financial
assistance to local governments in the planning, development and conduct of solid waste
handling programs.

RCW 70.105 To implement local hazardous waste management plans. To promote waste
reduction and to encourage other improvements in waste management practices. To promote
cooperation between state and local governments by assigning responsibilities for planning for
hazardous waste to the state and planning for moderate-risk waste to local government.

WAC 173-312 Prevent or minimize environmental contamination by providing financial
assistance to local governments to help them comply with state solid and hazardous waste
laws and rules. Provide funding assistance for local solid and hazardous waste planning and for
implementation of some programs and projects in those plans. Requires that 20 percent of the
funds go to enforcement of solid waste laws.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Policy decisions are made in consultation with a group of local government stakeholders, such
as the selection criteria for the offset (competitive) cycle.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

For the Beyond Waste Proviso awards, the projects must be consistant with the state s solid
waste management plan, Beyond Waste.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Growth Management Act works to concentrate populations of people which create the
opportunity for the creation of more efficient, cost-effective infrastructure and services such as
curbside recycling, organics collection, and household hazardous waste collection. CPG
supports Green Building initiatives that encourage Smart Growth and Development.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The goal of the Puget Sound Partnership Initiative is to reduce pollution in Puget Sound. To
the extent that the initiatives address solid and hazardous wastes they help implement the
CPG program. CPG funds projects to reduce groundwater pollution through education and
collection and proper disposal of household and small business hazardous waste.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The goal of the Climate Change Initiative is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Through
organic diversion and waste reduction programs, CPG reduces disposal of solid waste,
reducing the greenhouse gas emissions from landfills, incinerators and backyard burning. To
the extent that subsequent actions address emissions from landfills and stimulate waste
reduction, they could help implement CPG. Conversely, CPG reduces disposal of solid waste,
reducing the greenhouse gas emissions from landfills, incinerators and backyard burning. CPG
focuses on closed loop recycling, which diminishes the need to create new products from
energy- intensive mining and manufacturing processes.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: If you assume that economic development means more businesses and more
waste, there could be conflicting goals. However, Ecology and CPG programs encourage
businesses to reduce their waste and incorporate "lean manufacturing" which can help them
reduce costs and their impact on the environment.

CPG encourages alternatives to disposal which leads to market development and the
development of green businesses. Through education and outreach, CPG helps to encourage
the development of green businesses. Green building programs have increased demand for
green builders. King County s Link up  program promotes and encourages businesses that
make recycled content products.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
In 2004, with the help of our local government recipients, CPG developed 5 and 10 year goals
that are consistent with the state s Solid Waste Management plan, Beyond Waste. The CPG
coordinator is tracking the progress toward those goals and will reevaluate them as needed.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy
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CPG has two grant cycles: Regular (Base-plus population formula) and off set (Competitive).

The regular grant cycle funds are distributed based on a base-plus population formula.
Counties can choose to apply for all or some of the funds. Applicants submit applications,
applications are scored for a possible 18 points, if the applicant receives 16 points are lower,
they are given an opportunity to rewrite the application. They are scored again and the award
is given.

Grant officers ensure that the applications meet the minimum requirements of: (1) The
activity is consistent with the local solid and hazardous waste management plan; and (2) The
project is ready to proceed.

The CPG Coordinator and grant officer score (0-3 points) the application based on the
following elements:

· Project title;
· Goal statement;
· Outcome statement;
· Target audience;
· Work plan and timeline; and
· Method of evaluation.

The offset cycle funds are distributed through a competitive process. Funds come from
unrequested/unspent funds from the regular cycle and special proviso funds awarded by the
legislature.  An awards committee is formed of grant officers and local government
representatives who score the applications. A project ranking list is created and as many
projects are funded as funds allow.

Grant officers ensure that the applications meet the minimum requirements of: (1) The
activity is consistent with the local solid and hazardous waste management plan; and (2) The
project is ready to proceed.

Applications are scored (1-5) based on the following criteria:
· Defined outcome;
· Potential for lessons learned;
· Return on investment;
· Partnership/coordination; and
· Meets a local or statewide need.



Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
   111
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
  0
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
  0

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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Ecology Strategic Plan and Budget Measures:
· Tons of Household Hazardous Waste and Small Quantity Generator Waste Diverted.
· Tons of Solid Waste Generated.
· Tons of Solid Waste Disposed.
· Tons of Solid Waste Reused or Recycled.

Performance Measures Used by the Coordinated Prevention Grant Program:
· Tons of Organics Diverted.
· Tons of Moderate Risk Waste Diverted.
· Tons Recycled.
· # of Residential Participants and Contacts.
· # of Business Participants and Contacts.

Additional Performance Measures Used by the Solid Waste Program:
· Washington Lawn and Garden Pesticide Consumption.
· Ecosystem Toxicity Index for Lawn and Garden Pesticide used in Washington.
· Percent of Reused and Recycled Paint in Washington.
· Economic Value of Recyclables Disposed in Washington.
· Commercial and Residential Green Building Market Share.
· Electronics Recycling Rate.
· WA Consumer Climate Change Index.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $1,597,000 $1,617,000 $1,639,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $27,060,000 $28,730,000 $30,500,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Projects will be funded from appropriation received each biennium as authorized by the
legislature and if needed under a supplemental request. Figures above include costs
estimated for 1.5 new FTEs in grant staff resources lining up with a budget package Ecology
is submitting for consideration during the 2009-11 legislative session in FY09.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. For the past two offset grant cycles, local
governments have applied for $10 million worth of
projects for around $5 million available.  This
indicates there is a need for additional money to
implement Beyond Waste initiatives and local solid
and hazardous waste management plans

See note
below.

See note
below.

See note
below.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:

Pursuant to HB 1761 which passed in 2008, Ecology is required to submit a comprehensive
10-year MTCA financing report to the legislature in coordination with local governments that
have having cleanup responsibilities. The report is due by December 20 in even numbered
years and December 2008 will be the first report. It is intended to provide more planning
certainty for the state, local jurisdictions, and ports regarding future hazardous waste
cleanup, toxics release, and waste prevention needs. Coordinated Prevention Grant funding
is newly requested each biennium and is calculated by applying the appropriate rate of
combined personal consumption and population growth to the previous biennium s
appropriation levels.



 

 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Grants Funded, 1999-2008 

Coordinated Prevention Grant Program Grants, 2004-08 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

34 Projects 
$4,758,970 

King 
98 Projects 
$10,949,626 

Pierce 

Mason Gra
 

Kitsap 

12 Projects 
$995,338 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 

7 Projects 
$1,240,224 

10 Projects 
$2,143,492 

7 Projects 
$619,984 

7 Projects 
$1,055,875 

15 Projects 
$1,235,282 

 

Jefferson 

ys  

11 Projects 
$792,147 

Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

12 Projects 
$1,379,114 

8 Projects 
$884,111 

Douglas 

9 Projects 
$1,154,402 5 Projects 

$673,361 

Grant 

Benton 

11 Projects 
$1,411,529 

Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry 

9 Projects 
$564,122 

Spokane 

12 Projects 
$3,305,177 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 8 Projects 
$780,330 

11 Projects 
$1,002,896 

6 Projects 
$1,355,796 

7 Projects 
$743,894 

12 Projects 
$1,027,636 

7 Projects 
$964,914 

10 Projects 
$3,154,934 

10 Projects 
$931,584 

4 Projects 
$434,755 

8 Projects 
$920,668 

6 Projects 
$144,613 

6 Projects 
$456,643 

9 Projects 
$1,262,095 

9 Projects 
$1,139,066 

15 Projects 
$5,016,446 14 Projects 

$2,071,154 
8 Projects 
$1,960,002 

6 Projects 
$424,493 

5 Projects 
$190,575 

15 Projects 
$1,607,797 

Some awards were made to multiple counties, and thus the number of projects per county may vary from the number provided in 
the data summaries. 
 

Counties, 
494

Cities and 
Towns, 235

Solid/Hazardous 
Waste, 

$92,599,406

Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

6 Projects 
$409,132 

10 Projects 
$790,366 

7 Projects 
$522,016 

 

Location of Grants by County 



Administered By:
Safe Drinking Water Action
Grant Program

Department of Ecology
Solid Waste and Financial Assistance Program
Also a role by Department of Health

Program Purpose: Safe Drinking Water Action Grants supplement local government efforts
to provide safe drinking water to residents living in an area where a hazardous waste site has
contaminated a public water system.

Mission Statement:  The mission of the Solid Waste and Financial Assistance Program is to
reduce waste and to safely manage the remainder.

Year Established:  1993

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 70.105D.070

Administrative Rules:
WAC 173-322-100

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008: (new
data)
100 % Grants
0 % Loans

Legislative Intent:  RCW 70.105D.070(3)(a)
     Monies deposited in the Local Toxics Control Account shall
be used by the Department of Ecology for grants or loans to
local governments for the following purposes in descending
order of priority:
(i) Remedial actions; (ii) hazardous waste plans and programs;
(iii) solid waste plans and programs [and additional specified
uses].

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09
(New Data)

New Appropriation for
Administration

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $92,850,000

Expenditure for
Administration

Note:  Ecology receives appropriations for the
Remedial Action Grant Programs as a whole rather
than for individual programs such as the Safe
Drinking Water Action Grants Program  the
appropriations data posted for 2007-09 is for the
entire Remedial Action Grant Program.

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $1,639,500 $972,234 $844,300 $1,000,000 -0-
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To date, Department of Ecology (Ecology) has not received any Safe Drinking Water grant
applications for the 2007-2009 Biennium.

*NOTE:  These award figures are for Safe Drinking Water grants only. The Safe Drinking
Water Action Grant program is one of 10 programs funded by the Remedial Action Grants
and Loans Program in Ecology. The program is intended to assist local governments in the
cleanup of contaminated sites. There are 8 grant programs and 2 loan programs for local
governments that are financed from the Remedial Action Grant program.



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
2.75 FTE for all of the Remedial Action
Grant programs combined.

Fund Account(s):
174-1  Local Toxics Control Account

Fund Sources:
RCW 82.21.030  Hazardous
Substances Tax

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: Ecology reports that the funding provided to the
Remedial Action Grant/Loan Programs as a whole has increased significantly from biennium to
biennium. However, the Safe Drinking Water Action Grants make up only a small part of all
Remedial Action Grants awarded.
Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

E
li

g
ib

le
 A

p
p

li
ca

n
ts

 A
n

d
 P

ro
je

ct
s

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: Eligible projects include water supply source development and
replacement, transmission lines, treatment equipment and facilities, distribution lines, bottled
water (as an interim action), individual service connections, and well abandonment for wells
identified by Ecology as an environmental safety or health hazard. Ecology s guidelines for the
program indicate that the solutions to a water contamination problem generally fall into three
categories: (1) treatment; (2) extension of an existing water system; or (3) providing a new
water source. Ecology s preferred solution is treating the water and eliminating the source of
the contamination.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Per rule, an applicant/project must
meet the following qualifications:
· The applicant must be a local government that owns or operates a public drinking water

system or a local government applying on behalf of an entity that owns or operates a public
drinking water system;

· The Department of Health has certified that a contaminant threatens the safety and
reliability of the public water system and that the threat cannot be remedied by operational
solutions, and the contaminants must include at least one hazardous substance;

· The Department of Health has determined that the applicant is in substantial compliance
with applicable rules pertaining to public water supplies, water works operator certification,
the Water System Coordination Act, and drinking water operating permits;

· The Department of Ecology has determined that the subject water system is in an area that
is a hazardous waste site or threatened by contamination from a hazardous waste site; and

· The water system shows maximum contaminant levels exceeding either the standards for
public water supplies, EPA standards as determined by the Department of Health, or
Ecology standards set pursuant to the Model Toxics Control Act.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility:  Ecology s rules describe some costs
that are not eligible for grant funding under this program.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Chapter 70.105D RCW Model Toxics Control Act and Chapter 173-322 WAC Remedial Action
Grants/Loans  safe drinking water for public health is of the highest priority within the
Remedial Action Grant Program and therefore any requests for grant funding that meet the
eligibility requirements in Chapter 173-322-100 WAC, will receive funding.

· Provides safe drinking water meeting the standards for public water supplies (WAC
246-290-310)

· Eliminates the threat of or  source(s) of contamination (WAC 173-340)
· Compliance with Model Toxics Control Act cleanup regulations (WAC 173-340-700

through 173-340-760)Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Reduces the number of contaminated water systems statewide. Provides environmental and
public health benefits.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Growth Management Act potentially helps implement and advance program goals by
defining zoning and associated land uses. These efforts could potentially help define areas in
need of cleanup in order to restore access to safe drinking water.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Puget Sound Partnership helps implement program goals by advancing the clean up of
sites that are contaminating Puget Sound and that may, in some places, have contributed to
the contamination of drinking water.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Neutral  no clear direct impacts.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state economic development plan helps support the Safe Drinking Water Grant Program
in that in that clean air, water and land are essential to the economic success of Washington.
Promoting economic development through the cleanup of contaminated property and putting
it back in to a useful state can result in a net increase in local government revenue or job
creation.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Project progress and performance are monitored from the time of award through post
project/on-going monitoring.  Performance measures are met when a water supply source is
developed and/or an alternative water supply is established providing a public health benefit.
Ecology assigns a site manager to provide technical oversight to each safe drinking water
project.

Other assessments include the extent to which: a) the project advances policy goal of both the
Toxics Cleanup and the Solid Waste & Financial Assistance Program; and b) the grant funding
will result in designated beneficial uses that will be restored or protected and a public health
emergency will be eliminated.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:  WAC

 Requests for grant funding are always awarded provided they meet the eligibility
requirements of the WAC. The Remedial Action Grant/Loan Program and the subset Safe
Drinking Water Program is non-competitive and criteria are non-weighted.

Program Awards:
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How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
None  have not received any requests for funding for the year 2008. The safe drinking
water program is a non-competitive program and no points are awarded.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
N/A



Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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Ecology Strategic Plan:
· Supports Ecology s strategic plan objective to cleanup toxic sites  and strategic

priority reduce toxic threats .  Cleaning contaminated sites promotes a healthful
environment for Washington s citizens and protects groundwater, which services half of
the state s population.

Ecology Budget Measures:
· Cleanup of the most contaminated sites first, number of known toxics-contaminated

sites with cleanup actions completed
· Protection of public health and environment
· Preserve, maintain and restore natural resources, providing safe drinking water
· Economic development by making land available for beneficial uses

Additional Performance Measures Used by the Program:
· Remedy water contamination problems caused by hazardous substances
· Provides safe drinking water to communities
· Eliminates a public health threat
· Eliminates an environmental threat
· Provides beneficial uses

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $134,000,000 $301,479,214 $265,826,696

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized): Projects will be funded from appropriation received each
biennium as authorized by the legislature and if needed under a supplemental request.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. Drinking Water  under the 10 year plan we do
not have any drinking water projects identified.  If
one is identified in the future we will fund the
project from current appropriation due to the risk
to human health (highest priority).

0 0 0

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
We are required to develop a 10 year funding plan identifying hazardous waste sites slated for
cleanup activities.



 

 
 

Safe Drinking Water Action Grant Program 2004-05 
Location of Grants by County 

Whitman 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens 

Spokane 

Pend 
Oreille 

 

Adams 
 

Okanogan 
 

San Juan 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Island 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Grant 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

2 Projects 
$1,075,750 

1 Project 
$844,300 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Franklin 

Klickitat 
 

 

Whatcom 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Counties, 3
Cit ies and 
Towns , 3

Drinking Water , 
$4,456,034



Administered By:Water Pollution Control
Revolving Fund

Department of Ecology
Water Quality Program

Program Purpose:  The Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund (Revolving Fund) provides
low-interest loans to eligible governments for projects that improve and protect the state s
water quality. Loans may be used for wastewater treatment facilities and for certain
activities that reduce nonpoint sources of water pollution. Facilities  refer to facilities or
systems for the control, collection, storage, treatment, disposal, or recycling of wastewater
or stormwater. Activities  include actions to control nonpoint sources of water pollution
and to prevent or correct the effects of water pollution.

The United States Congress established the Revolving Fund as part of the Clean Water Act
amendments of 1987. The amendments authorized the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to offer yearly capitalization grants to states for establishing sustaining loan
programs. In response, Washington s legislature created this state program as a
mechanism to receive this federal funding for water pollution control.

Ecology administers this program jointly with two other programs; The Centennial Clean
Water (Centennial) and the Clean Water Act Section 319 (319) programs.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Water Quality Program is to protect and restore
Washington s waters.

Year Established: 1988

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 90.50A RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 173-98 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Loans

Legislative Intent: RCW 90.50A.005
It is the purpose of this chapter to provide an account to
receive federal capitalization grants to provide financial
assistance to the state and to local governments for the
planning, design, acquisition, construction, and improvement of
water pollution control facilities and related activities in the
achievement of state and federal water pollution control
requirements for the protection of the state s waters.

The Revolving Fund is a loan-only program established under
the Clean Water Act Amendments of 1987.

Recent Biennial
Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

$2,639,000 $3,338,000 $2,309,511 $2,842,000 $2,971,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $100,600,000 $202,412,802 $147,081,409 $239,616,286 $140,000,000

Expenditure for
Administration

$2,079,914 $2,784,717 $1,974,255 $1,996,435
(estimated)
$2,056,328

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans

$79,435,911 $155,484,384 $202,792,887 $177,202,450
(estimated)

$93,667,957
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Notes:
The 2007-09 appropriation includes a special appropriation of $700,000 from the Water
Quality Account.

Funds awarded under this program are issued on a cost-reimbursement basis. Projects
often take three-to-four years to complete. The amount in the last line of the chart above
includes funds reimbursed for projects selected during the indicated biennium, as well as
funds reimbursed for projects selected in earlier biennia that have reimbursements crossing
biennia. The amounts include reappropriations.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
14.49

Fund Account(s):
727-1 Water Pollution Control Revolving
Account  State
727-2 Water Pollution Control
Revolving Account  Federal

Fund Sources:

· Federal Capitalization Grant from EPA
· 20% state match from the Water

Quality Account

· Loan principal and interest
repayments and investment interest

Funds Awarded for Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern:
As a result of the President s budget, as approved by Congress, the capitalization grants from
the EPA have decreased in recent years. Capitalization grants are scheduled to be phased out
in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011. At that time, the program will be self-sustaining.

Although the capitalization grants to the states may be phased out, the program portfolio
continues to increase in value. Due to its revolving nature (repayment of principal and
interest), the fund value has increased over 100 percent since State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2004,
with a current value of over $960 million.

The federal Clean Water Act allows states to use a maximum of 4 percent of the federal
capitalization grant for the administration of the program. In the 2005-07 state biennial
budget, the legislature approved additional funding of $700,000 from the Water Quality
Account to supplement administration costs to meet federal requirements. Language in the
Clean Water Act prevents Ecology from using principal or interest repayments for
administration costs.

In response to a Clean Water Act mandate which requires states to manage the fund in
perpetuity, Ecology, in cooperation with financial consultant, conducted an interest rate study.
To ensure perpetuity, Ecology raised its interest rates in SFY 2007, on new loans. Ecology
restored its interest rates structure that had been set at .5 percent for a five-year term and
1.5 percent for a 20-year term from SFY 2000-06 to 30 and 60 percent of the market rate
respectively for tax exempt municipal bonds.

This change resulted in immediate positive results on the fund balance. For example, loan
interest rates in SFY 2008 were 1.5 percent for a five-year term and 2.7 percent for a 20-year
term.

Ecology also amended the Revolving Fund rules, Chapter 173-98 WAC, to update the method
used to fund construction costs for wastewater and stormwater projects for financially
distressed communities.

Instead of one interest rate for all hardship construction projects, Ecology developed a new
sliding scale and bases its interest rate subsidies on the local median household income (MHI)
in relation to the sewer user fees associated with the project. A reduced interest rate for
stormwater projects is based on an average statewide MHI.

New features of the on-site septic repair and replacement local loan program include possible
grants from the Centennial Program to leverage the Revolving Fund dollars, as well as
reduced interest rates for those local governments when money is passed through low-income
residents.



Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year:  23

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year:  17 (three awards provide added
funds to existing projects through amendment, and thus there are 14 new projects)

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year:  $70.6 million

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year:  6

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008:  $63 million

Who Is Eligible To Apply?

Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities
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Eligible Projects:

Consistent with the Clean Water Act, 80 percent of the competitive funds are allocated for
facilities projects and 20 percent for activities projects; however Ecology can modify this
allocation if demand in one category is limited. Facilities  refer to facilities or systems for the
control, collection, storage, treatment, disposal, or recycling of wastewater or stormwater.
Activities  include actions to control nonpoint sources of water pollution, including work in

national estuaries. Historically, 93.2 percent of the funds available have been offered for
water pollution control facilities projects.



Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply:
Eligible public bodies can apply, including a city, town, county, tribe, and special purpose
districts.

Depending on the project type, applicants and recipients must meet technical engineering and
environmental compliance prerequisites for facilities projects, including the requirements
found in Chapter 90.48 RCW, Chapter 173-240 WAC, and the stormwater management
manuals for Eastern and Western Washington.

Although an applicant can apply and be placed on the funding list, by rule they cannot receive
the funds unless they are in compliance with the Growth Management Act.  This requirement
applies to facility projects.  GMA compliance is determined by CTED.  There may be an
exception to address a public health need or substantial environmental degradation while the
applicant pursues GMA compliance.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility:
Proposed projects must be consistent with adopted water quality plans, such as the Puget
Sound Water Quality Management Plan, and city or county comprehensive sewer plans. WAC
173-98-100 and WAC 173-98-110 include a more detailed list identifying eligible and ineligible
project costs.

Projects must be consistent with state and federal environmental review requirements
including the State Environmental Policy Act and the Revolving Fund State Environmental
Review Process (SERP). SERP is a process designed to identify and mitigate, if necessary,
project impacts on the environment e.g., Threatened and Endangered Species Act,
Archaeological Historic Preservation Act.
The fund can be used to pay for up to 20 years of reserve capacity for growth for water
pollution control facilities. Loan recipients can implement nonpoint projects on private land
with a conservation easement or a landowner agreement.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Federal Clean Water Act: The objective of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, commonly
referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA), is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the nation's waters by preventing point and nonpoint pollution
sources, providing assistance to publicly owned treatment works for the improvement
of wastewater treatment, and maintaining the integrity of wetlands.

Clean Water Act Section 319: Congress amended the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1987 to
establish the section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Program because it recognized the
need for greater federal leadership to help focus state and local nonpoint source efforts. Under
section 319, state, territories, and Indian tribes receive grant money which support a wide
variety of activities including technical assistance, financial assistance, education, training,
technology transfer, demonstration projects, and monitoring to assess the success of specific
nonpoint source implementation projects.
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State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Chapter 90.50A RCW, Water pollution control facilities  federal capitalization grant:
It is the purpose of this chapter to provide an account to receive federal capitalization grants
to provide financial assistance to the state and local governments for the planning, design,
acquisition, construction, and improvement of water pollution control facilities and related
activities in the achievement of state and federal water pollution control requirements for the
protection of the state's waters.

Chapter 173-98 WAC, Uses and Limitation of the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund: The
purpose of this chapter is to set forth requirements for the Department of Ecology's
administration of the Washington state water pollution control revolving fund, as authorized by
Chapter 70.146 RCW, Water pollution control facilities financing. This fund provides financial
assistance to public bodies for statewide, high-priority water quality projects in the form of
low-interest loans through appropriation by the Washington state legislature.

Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control: It is declared to be the public policy of the state
of Washington to maintain the highest possible standards to insure the purity of all waters of
the state consistent with public health and public enjoyment thereof, the propagation and
protection of wild life, birds, game, fish and other aquatic life, and the industrial development
of the state, and to that end require the use of all known available and reasonable methods by
industries and others to prevent and control the pollution of the waters of the state of
Washington.

Chapter 173.240 WAC, Submission of Plans and Reports for Construction of Wastewater
Facilities: The purpose of this chapter is to implement RCW 90.48.110. The department
interprets "plans and specifications" as mentioned in RCW 90.48.110 as including "engineering
reports," "plans and specifications," and "general sewer plans," all as defined in WAC 173-240-
020. This chapter also includes provisions for review and approval of proposed methods of
operation and maintenance.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Although Ecology does not have a board, it has an agency-established advisory council to
provide advice and guidance on rule making, policies and procedures to the water quality
funding programs. The Financial Assistance Council (FAC) is made up of stakeholder
representatives from local governments and state and federal agencies.

In addition, Ecology has an Executive Oversight Team for the State Revolving Fund loan
program that has cross program influence on the Centennial program based on the integrated
funding approach. This team has an advisory role that does not supplant any program
management responsibilities established in statute, administrative rule, job performance
requirements, or other means. This oversight team s role is to advise Ecology s Senior
Management Team (SMT). It is limited to strengthening and clarifying Ecology s on-going
internal management of the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund program. It is intended to
complement the role of the program s external advisory group and consultations with other
external stakeholders.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
 Stabilize Ecology s core water quality programs.
 Reduce the bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound.
 Enhance implementation of water quality cleanup plans.
 Improve the control of nutrient pollution from wastewater treatment systems and facilities.
 Broaden stormwater control through a comprehensive stormwater management strategy.
 Explore the implementation of a no-discharge  zone for vessels in Puget Sound.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Growth Management Act (GMA) helps implement water quality objectives through land-
use limitations and critical areas protection. As with other programs, funding of a water quality
improvement infrastructure project may be delayed or denied due to a GMA non-compliance
issue. The project may have been, at least partially, planned and designed to address the
problem.

Ecology handles GMA compliance differently than other state funding programs. For example,
the Public Works Board requires GMA compliance as a prerequisite for submitting an
application for funding consideration. Ecology uses Chapter 70-146RCW for the Centennial
Clean Water Program to guide the Revolving Fund Program on GMA compliance to receive
funding for water quality facility projects. This means that Ecology can allow application
submission without GMA compliance but requires compliance for a local government to receive
state funding.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Partnership action agenda and programs to implement it are still being developed, but
there is a high potential that these priorities will help implement water quality protection and
the restoration objectives specific to the Puget Sound. There is also a potential conflict with
the geographic focus on Puget Sound verses the Revolving Fund focus on statewide water
quality objectives.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Climate change initiatives and programs to implement them are still in development and how
these initiatives will relate to water quality funding program goals is unknown. However, there
is a high potential that those actions that include reduction of emissions and greenhouse gases
and a move to alternative clean energy sources will generally lead to cleaner air and water in
the state.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The State Economic Development Plan has the potential to both help and conflict with the
goals of the water quality financial assistance programs. Washington s economic strategy, with
a focus on education and environmentally aware  economic development, could potentially
help implement water quality protection over time. At the same time, economic development
initiatives that lead to increased land development and impervious surfaces and promote
industries that increase the production of emissions, wastewater, and solid and hazardous
waste conflict with the goals of the water quality funding programs.

The purpose of the Revolving Fund loans and Centennial hardship grants is to direct money to
municipal wastewater infrastructure projects that target the residential customer.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used: The EPA requires states to
report on overall program progress annually in an Intended Use Plan and an annual report.
These reports include progress toward goals that have been established by the EPA and the
state. The state is required to enter progress reports from external recipients in two national
EPA reporting and tracking system databases. The program is also audited by the EPA and the
Office of the State Auditor at least annually.

In 2002, Ecology began implementation of recommendations from the Joint Legislative Audit
Review Committee (JLARC). The recommendations are included in the 2001 JLARC report
titled: Investing in the Environment, Environmental Quality Grant & Loan Programs
Performance Audit.  Ecology developed a process that includes project progress and
performance monitoring from the time of an award through post project status (three years
after project completion). Each project scope of work includes water quality goals and
outcomes in grant and loan applications and agreements and progress is measured
quantitatively and qualitatively against these goals and outcomes.

The program continues to refine its efforts improve and enhance the establishment of standard
cross-agency performance measures for reporting water quality outcomes achieved statewide.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
WAC
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The criteria below are the top five evaluation criteria used to rate and rank projects under the
single integrated application process for the three jointly-administered programs (the
Centennial Clean Water Fund Program, the Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Program,
and the Clean Water Act Section 319 Program). The funding application was modified in July
2007 as part of the rule revision and application redevelopment process that simplified and
clarified program objectives and priority rating. The new application was implemented for FY
2009. Applicants provide answers to the appropriate questions plus information on how a
proposed project fits within locally derived priorities.

Question # Criteria Points Available
1 Project Scope of Work 250
2 Proposed Budget 150

3 Water Quality and Public Health
Improvements 250

4 State and Federal Requirements 100

5 Readiness to Proceed 100

Total Possible Points (includes added
criteria on project development, local support
and ratepayer impact)

1,000



Program Awards:
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How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
   0  Note: two projects reflecting previous ongoing funding commitments were offered
  Revolving Funds at the top of the FY 2008 list  these project are not re-scored.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
   3
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
   11
In addition, these are the FY 2009 numbers:
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    2
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
    2
How many of the 2009 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
    2

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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From Ecology Budget Measures:
· Protection of surface and groundwater is improved through community implementation of

the state s Water Quality Management Plan to Control Nonpoint Pollution and water
quality improvement reports. Local communities and groups get help from Ecology to
implement water quality improvement reports and other strategies to clean up polluted
waters. Best management practices necessary to address non-point pollution problems
are implemented.

· State and federal loans are available and used by local governments. The number of
stream miles restored or protected is increased through work with local communities and
other agencies.

From Ecology Strategic Plan:
The state and federal water quality financial assistance programs help to directly implement
the mission and key objectives of the Agency and Water Quality Program:
· Stabilize Ecology s core water quality programs.
· Reduce the bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in Puget Sound.
· Enhance implementation of water quality cleanup plans.
· Improve the control of nutrient pollution from wastewater treatment systems and

facilities.
· Broaden stormwater control through a comprehensive stormwater management strategy.

GMAP Measures:
· Ecology uses the OFM semi-annual performance measure, A043, to measure success for

its Puget Sound Septic Tank Repair and Elimination Program. The target for funded on-
site sewage system repairs or replacements completed in Puget Sound counties is 39
every 6 months.

Additional Performance Measures defined in statute, rule, and program policy and procedure
include:

· Integrate, to the greatest extent possible, the Revolving Fund with the Centennial
Clean Water Program (Centennial) and the federal Clean Water Act Section 319
Nonpoint Source Program (Section 319) to maximize limited state and federal grant
and loan funds to improve and protect the water quality of the state of Washington.

· Provide financial assistance to communities to achieve compliance with state and
federal water pollution control requirements, implement nonpoint source pollution
control programs, and develop and implement estuary conservation and management
programs.



· Protect public health and water quality and to achieve overall improvement and
protection of the environment.

· Encourage local governments to develop and implement projects, which will prevent
water quality degradation, including wetland protection projects.

· Assist communities with financial difficulties in meeting required public health and
water quality standards while maintaining the health and perpetuity of the Revolving
Fund according to federal law and guidance.

· Provide the type and amount of financial assistance most advantageous to
communities, consistent with the long-term health of the fund.

· Administer the Revolving Fund program to ensure that the financial integrity, viability,
and revolving nature are maintained.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $3,060,130 $3,151,934 $3,246,492

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $116,202,937 $110,348,718 $106,169,469

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):  169,687,773

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. Wastewater Treatment Facilities -
(based on the 2004 Clean Watersheds Needs
Survey plus inflation factor = $4,595,710,000,
which roughly equates to 6 years of need)

$1,531,903,000 $1,531,903,000 $1,531,903,000

2. Stormwater Activities and Facilities (based on
recent demand and anticipated increasing
demand for stormwater implementation
funding)

$80,000,000 $160,000,000 $320,000,000

3. Other - Nonpoint Source Projects (combined
Centennial and 319) based on rough projections
of $3,559,412,948 over the next six years

$1,186,470,982 $1,186,470,982 $1,186,470,982
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:

The EPA-sponsored Clean Watersheds Needs Survey is conducted every four years to
determine future needs statewide. The last survey was conducted in 2004 and data is currently
being collected and updated for the 2008 report, and thus the above figures for wastewater
are estimated. The survey requires that project and cost data be collected from reliable and
verifiable source documentation (i.e. comprehensive plans, facility plans, engineering reports,
etc.) to be captured as a state need for wastewater, stormwater, and nonpoint source control.
In the past, the capture of nonpoint and stormwater data has been very limited due to the
difficultly in meeting strict documentation requirements. The documentation requirements
have been eased some for the 2008 survey to allow better capture of this need.



Clear needs data on stormwater and nonpoint source is difficult to quantify, but is likely a large
figure statewide as the impacts to water quality from these two sources is significant and often
difficult to address through implementation of best management practices.

· Ecology has made rough estimates of nonpoint pollution control and abatement project
needs based on watershed planning and total maximum daily load implementation
planning. The estimated projected need for the next six years is approximately
$3,559,412,948.

· For stormwater, which is an emerging need statewide, estimates of future need are
difficult to project. Demand for funding under Ecology s recent one-time 2008
Stormwater Implementation Grant program was approximately $40 million, which
provides the basis for the above estimate. It is clear from current data on stormwater
implementation planning, design, and construction costs that the financial need is very
large statewide.



 

 

Water Pollution Control Revolving Fund Program Loans, 2004-08 
Location of Loans by County

Lincoln 

Ferry 
Stevens 

Pend 

2 Projects 
$6,047,395 

1 Project 
$500,000 

Oreille 
 

Spokane 

5 Projects 
$23,753,757 

3 Projects 
$748,777 

Whatcom 

Skagit 

5 Projects 
$25,741,303 

 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

5 Projects 
$14,217,093 

2 Projects 
$500,000 

 

 San Juan 

2 Projects 
$2,704,353 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

2 Projects 
$1,273,500 

7 Projects 
$9,361,789 

Grays  
   Harbor 

Lewis 

  Thurston 
 

Pacific 4 Projects 
$30,752,299 

3 Projects 
$3,112,071 

1 Project 
$641,393 

Skamania 
 

4 Projects 
$42,456,073 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

2 Projects 
$418,123 

Okanogan 

2 Projects 
$1,353,731 

 

Grant 

4 Projects 
$9,235,714 

5 Projects 
$20,059,465 

2 Projects 
$12,694,854 15 Projects 

$52,250,110 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

2 Projects 
$1,760,000 

6 Projects 
$30,446,502 

1 Project 
$1,200,000 

2 Projects 
$837,121 

1 Project 
$800,000 

2 Projects 
$2,840,000 2 Projects 

$73,487,895 

2 Projects 
$1,219,181 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

1 Project 
$342,935 Clark 

 

1 Project 
$5,762,167 

4 Projects 
$1,276,646 

Cities and Towns 
, 140

Counties, 52

Water and/or 
Sewer Districts , 

15

Public Utility 
Districts, 10

Conservation 
Districts, 8

Other, 3

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 5

Port Districts, 1

Wastewater, 
$615,754,258

Irrigat ion/Agriculture, 
$22,484,505

Other, $20,352,536
Stormwater, 
$3,011,099

Some awards were made to multiple counties, and thus the number of projects per county may vary from the number 
provided in the data summaries. 
 

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 



Administered By:Watershed Plan Implementation
and Flow Achievement Program

Department of Ecology
Water Resources Program

Program Purpose: The Capital Budget includes an appropriation to be used in part for
infrastructure improvement projects and other water management actions that benefit
stream flows and enhance water supply. Unlike other grant or loan programs where the end
goal is to fund an infrastructure project, here the funding of a water infrastructure project is
a means to an end goal of increasing instream flows.

This program is a component of implementation of watershed plans authorized under
Chapter 90.82 RCW. In addition to funding infrastructure projects, the funding is also to be
used for water storage projects, metering, completion of some effort for agricultural water
supply initiated under Referendum 38, water or water right acquisition, and small grants to
watershed councils so that they can monitor watershed plan implementation. The
competitive grant program is for construction-type capital projects for infrastructure
improvement, metering and water acquisition and for water storage feasibility studies. The
small grants to watershed councils have been provided through legislative proviso.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Water Resources Program is to support sustainable
water resources management to meet the present and future water needs of people and the
natural environment, in partnership with Washington communities.

Year Established:   Some
earmarked projects were
included in the Capital
Budget in 2004.

Enabling State Statutes:
Capital Budget proviso
only

Administrative Rules:
None.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:   From ESSB 6094, Section 330
                                (2005 Capital Budget)
The appropriation is to support infrastructure improvement
projects and other water management actions that benefit
stream flows and enhance water supply to resolve conflicts
among water needs for municipal water supply, agriculture
water supply, and fish restoration. The stream flow
improvements and other public benefits secured from these
projects should be commensurate with the investment of state
funds. The funding is to provide capital funding needs for those
jurisdictions that have a watershed planning authorized through
Chapter 90.82 RCW.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

0 0 $25,000 $50,000 $250,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

0 0 $5,800,000 $11,500,000 $11,704000

Expenditure for
Administration

0 0 $25,000 $43,000 $26,000

Funds Awarded for Grants* 0 0 $5,800,000 $10,256,000    $ 8,604,000
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Amount of awards shown is the amount appropriated for the funding categories less the
amount provisoed by the legislature for special projects.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
2.0 for administering all of the
categories under the proviso, not just
infrastructure

Fund Account(s):
Fund, 057-1  State Building
Construction Account

Fund Sources:
Fund 057-1  State Building
Construction Account

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: In the 2004 Supplemental Capital Budget, additional
fund sources were the State and Local Improvements Revolving Account (Water Supply
Facilities  Referendum 38) and the Water Quality Account.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 62

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 28

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $8,604,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 34

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $5,703,000

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: While other categories of projects are likely eligible, the projects are
primarily related to water conveyance or to public water systems. Examples of eligible
projects are the conversion of open ditches or channels to piped systems, use of wells to
replace surface water withdrawals, and development of systems to distribute reclaimed water
to use for irrigation.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Ecology notes that this program is
designed for local governments, districts, tribes, or private entities implementing approved
watershed plans.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Projects are to be selected such that
the stream flow improvements and other public benefits secured from these infrastructure
projects are commensurate with the investment of state funds.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Funding is to provide implementation funds to local jurisdictions that have a watershed plan
authorized through Chapter 90.82 RCW.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

The purpose of the Watershed Plan Implementation and Flow Achievement funding is to find
solutions to water conflicts, improve water supply delivery systems, and to improve flow and
habitat conditions for healthy watershed. In the majority of the watershed there is insufficient
water available to meet both instream and out-of-stream needs. The projects funded improve
instream flow and instream habitat conditions necessary to meet the program compliance
requirements for out of stream uses.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Growth Management Act is useful in determining where future out-of-stream needs are
required to meet growth projections. Improvement to flows will lessen the impacts caused by
growth. Where the river system is below established flows, future population goals set by
growth management may not be achievable.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Puget Sound Partnership Initiative is helpful in determining which basins have water
supply issues and instream flows that need improvement. Improvement to flows in the Puget
Sound Partnership is one of the stated goals.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Climate Change is helpful in determining where future water supplies and instream flows are
limited. More accurate water use and improvements to flows will help offset the impacts
caused by climate change.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state Economic Development Plan is useful in determining where new water supply is
needed. Investment in these projects helps local economic development by providing
temporary construction jobs.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:

Ecology closely monitors the success of the program by requiring the projects improve
instream flows and measures the volume of water acquired for instream flow (statewide).
Data is accumulated through Ecology s biennial planning process as part of the strategic plan.
Instream flow monitoring is one of Ecology s water resources performance measures and is
updated on a quarterly basis through the planning process.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other

1. Improvement to instream flows and the stream habitat conditions.
2. Implements the goals of local watershed plan.
3. Resolve water conflicts among various stakeholder groups.
4. Provides additional water quantity data.
5. Readiness to proceed.

Note: Ecology currently doesn t have a rating point system. Each application must show that
there is improvement to instream flow and helps implement watershed plan. The other criteria
are used to establish the priority for funding. There is both a technical review and a regional
priority for implementation of watershed plans. Capital construction projects funding is limited
to the value of net water savings and other instream habitat benefits of the projects.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
 Not applicable.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
Not applicable.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
Not applicable.

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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Ecology Strategic Plan:
The performance measure is to Support Water Use Efficiencies by measuring the volume of
water acquired for instream flows (statewide).

Ecology Budget Measures:
Activity Inventory A061 Support Water Use Efficiencies by measuring the amount of water
acquired for instream flows, A003 Instream Flow Achievement, and A059 Support Watershed
Management of Water Resources.

GMAP:
Amount of new water availability in Eastern Washington.

Additional Performance Measures Used by the Program:
· Amount of additional habitat available for fish.

Ecology s performance measures are the volume of water (number of acre-feet of water)
protected for instream flow purposes, and the additional habitat available for fish.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $250,000 $250,000 $250,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $15,750,000 $15,750,000 $15,750,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Ecology does not have a dedicated funding source for Watershed Plan Implementation and
Flow Achievement. We request a new appropriation for each biennium based on the
assessment of needs to implement the local watershed plans. The assessment is done by
reviewing the preliminary project proposals requested from the local watershed planning units.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. Construction $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000

2. Planning and Design $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000

3. Other (Metering and Water Acquisition) $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
Every biennium we request preliminary project proposals from local governments and use this
input to estimate the future funding needs.



 

 
Watershed Plan Implementation and Flow Achievement Grants, 2004-08 

Location of Grants by County

1 Project 
$44,300 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
  Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

2 Projects 
$2,469,892 

5 Projects 
$2,238,400 

Pend 
Oreille 

 

1 Project 
$1,500,000 

Stevens Ferry 
5 Projects 
$1,943,120 8 Projects 

$1,122,820 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 
Spokane 

5 Projects 
$1,306,300 1 Project 

$27,390 4 Projects 
$834,900 1 Project 

$165,807 2 Projects 
$265,460 5 Projects 

$760,096 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

4 Projects 
$325,800 

2 Projects 
$1,121,000 

8 Projects 
$1,362,252 

1 Project 
$82,500 

1 Project 
$236,250 

10 Projects 
$2,550,559 3 Projects 

$1,703,064 

2 Projects 
$95,500 

2 Projects 
$202,380 1 Project 

$82,500 
2 Projects 
$298,300 

3 Projects 
$401,232 10 Projects 

$4,205,669 
2 Projects 
$170,800 1 Project 

$27,390 

Some awards were made to multiple counties, and thus the number of projects per county may vary from the number 
provided in the data summaries. 
 

Counties, 19

Conser vation 

Distr icts, 19Other  Special  

Pur pose Distr icts, 

17

Ci ties and Towns , 

10

Other , 9

Tr ibes, 3

Publ ic Uti l i ty 

Distr icts, 2

Irrigat ion/Agriculture 
, $15,058,000

Drinking Water, 
$7,872,000

Other, $1,730,000

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 



Administered By:
Bond Cap Allocation Program Department of Community, Trade and Economic

Development, Local Government Division
Program Purpose: Support affordable housing, industrial development, exempt
facilities projects, and student loans by authorizing the issuance of tax-exempt private
activity bond financing. Tax exempt financing allows the borrower to receive a lower
interest rate and thus helps reduce overall project costs.

Mission Statement:  The mission of the Bond Cap Allocation Program is to allocate the
authority to issue tax-exempt private activity bonds in accordance with federal and state
law.

Year Established:  1987

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 39.86

Administrative Rules:
WAC 365-135

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
Grants  0%
Loans  0%
Other  Bond issuance
authority 100%

Legislative Intent: To provide a flexible and efficient
method of allocating the annual state ceiling in
Washington in a manner that recognizes the need of the
state and its political subdivisions to finance activities or
projects that satisfy a substantial public purpose.

Recent Biennial
Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration No appropriation  program is self-supporting through fee revenue.

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Expenditure for
Administration

No state expenditures for program administration;
all expenditures are from program revenue.
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Bond Cap Approval for
infrastructure-type
projects only (Exempt
Facility and PUD
categories).

Calendar years
1999 and 2000

total:
$132,354,000

Calendar
years 2001

and 2002
total:

$228,740,000

Calendar
years 2003

and 2004
total:

$93,980,000

Calendar years
2005 and 2006

total:
$207,813,853

Allocated in
2007:

$111,342,336
Projected for

2008:
$35,000,000



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
1.4

Fund Account(s):
Private Local

Fund Sources:
Bond Cap application fees.

Tax Exempt Bond Authority

$0

$50,000,000

$100,000,000

$150,000,000

$200,000,000

$250,000,000

1999 & 2000 2001 & 2002 2003 & 2004 2005 & 2006 2007 & 2008
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Recent Changes to Allocation of Bond Issuance Authority (No funding takes place in
this program) Pattern: Sunsetting of the PUD category in 2007, when the category
reached its federally-mandated cap on tax-exempt private activity bond issuances. This
reduced the amount of the cap available for infrastructure-type projects in the initial
allocation (beginning of the calendar year) from 29 to 20 percent under state law. Actual
allocation percentages vary from year to year, depending on market factors.
Number of Infrastructure-type Applicants in 2007 Calendar Year:   5

Number of Infrastructure-type Projects Selected in 2007 Calendar Year: 5

Total Bond Issuance Authority Allocated in 2007 Calendar Year for infrastructure-
type projects:  $111,342,336

Number of Qualified Applicants not allocated bond issuance authority in 2007
Calendar Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not allocated bond issuance authority
in 2008: N/A
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

End users could be any of these kinds of
entities, depending on the project type; but
they must apply through a public entity
authorized to issue bonds in WA state.

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

Within these categories there are limitations
imposed by federal law, depending on the nature
of the project.  For example, a building for a solid
waste processing facility would be eligible, but
buildings for recreation or arts would not.



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities
Other activities  might include equipment for an eligible exempt facility project.

Eligible Projects: Facilities for the furnishing of water; sewage facilities; solid waste disposal
facilities; facilities for the local furnishing of electric energy or gas; local district heating or
cooling facilities; qualified hazardous waste facilities (per federal law). Note: unless these
projects have a sufficiently high private component, they DO NOT NEED to apply to the Bond
Cap Allocation Program in order to issue a tax-exempt bond. Under federal law, if 10 percent
or greater of the bond proceeds are for a private purpose, or if 5 percent or more of the bond
proceeds finance loans to private entities, the bond is considered a private activity bond.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Any entity, including private
businesses, may use a bond cap allocation depending on the nature of the project, but the
bond itself must be issued by a public entity authorized to issue bonds in WA state.  The bond
issuer is the direct applicant to CTED on behalf of the user.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: From WAC 365-135-070: Until
September 1st of each year, any one exempt facility project may not receive more than 30
percent of the initial allocation amount available in the exempt facility category; the size of
the allocation relative to the total project cost is limited by state law; and in making allocation
decisions, the Bond Cap Allocation Program may consider the community s level of
unemployment, the number of direct and secondary jobs produced by the project, the number
of persons who benefit from the project in relationship to the size of the community, the
degree to which the project provides an economic boost to an economically distressed
community, the degree to which the project retains or expands the local tax base, the degree
to which the project reduces environmental pollution, the degree to which the project diverts
solid waste from disposal and manufactures it into value-added products, the degree to which
the project produces energy at a lower cost, the environmental benefit, the timing and need
of the project to issue bonds.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: As of 2007, the PUD
category  defined as enhancements to hydroelectric facilities in the jurisdictions of the
Chelan, Douglas, and Grant county PUDs  is no longer eligible, having used up that
category s lifetime cap of $750 million in tax-exempt private activity bond authority.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Housing category assists in the purchase of single family homes for first-time home owners
and the retention or creation of multifamily housing. These projects are more than likely to be
consistent with GMA, but some may be outside urban growth areas.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Projects in the Puget Sound region may increase sewerage flows, while others may enhance
sewerage treatment.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Projects are not directly related to climate change initiatives and may be in conflict or help in
implementing this policy.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Small Issue category supports the creation and retention of manufacturing jobs.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Section 142 of the Internal Revenue Code defines eligible exempt facilities: Facilities for the
furnishing of water; sewage facilities; solid waste disposal facilities; facilities for the local
furnishing of electric energy or gas; local district heating or cooling facilities; and qualified
hazardous waste facilities.  Section 146 of the Internal Revenue Code further defines the bond
volume cap and exempts some types of exempt facilities from having to apply for bond cap
authority.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

RCW 39.86 divides the total amount of bond cap authority among the different types of
eligible projects at the beginning of the calendar year (initial allocation).
WAC 365-135 provides criteria for prioritizing the allocation of cap authority as described
above under Special qualifications regarding project eligibility.

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of awards of
bond issuance authority?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Note:  Once an allocation of bond issuance authority is made and the bond issued, CTED is
finished. No contract is written, and no monitoring of projects takes place aside from IRS
audits for tax purposes. CTED does not administer the projects in any way.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
WAC

1. Is the project eligible under federal and state law?
2. Is there sufficient bond cap authority available?
3. Does the project serve a clear public purpose (e.g. job creation, environmental

enhancement, other criteria as cited above)?
4. Is all required documentation in place (including list of permits, copies of environmental

studies if applicable, copies of architect s certification if applicable, certification from bond
counsel, certification of bond underwriter, etc.)?

5. Is the project sufficiently ready as to be likely to issue bonds within the statutory
deadline?

Note:  These criteria are not ranked or weighted.  If all criteria are met, then the project
receives an allocation.  If there are more applications than cap authority available, the
exempt facilities criteria in WAC 365-135-070 are considered to prioritize applications (rarely
happens in the case of infrastructure-type projects).

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
    N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

     N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015)
· The average number of days to process applications.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals
· Expected Results: Administer the bond cap allocation ensuring 100 percent of the

available cap is utilized within federal and state statutory limitations.
GMAP:

· The average number of days to process applications.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $0 $0 $0

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $0 $0 $0

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):
All funds needed to operate the Bond Cap Allocation Program are provided through
application fee revenues. No appropriation of state funds is necessary, and no new funds are
anticipated to be needed. Program is expected to continue to operate within current FTE
levels.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.  Not applicable

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No



 

Recipients of Bond Authority, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Bond Cap Allocation Tax Exempt Bond Authority, 2004-08 
Location by County

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

1 Project 
$10,000,000 4 Projects 

$114,760,000 

 

1 Project 
$43,232,988 1 Project 

$23,610,000 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

1 Project 
$4,200,000 

3 Projects 
$11,915,000 

1 Project 
$11,785,000 

3 Projects 
$83,445,865 Grays 

1 Project 
$8,142,336 

Harbor 

Lewis 
 

Wahkiakum 
 

An additional three awards totaling $74,000,000 for bond cap allocation tax granting authority were made to statewide projects. 
 

Other, 35

Public Utility 
Districts, 9

Cities and 
Towns , 2

Solid/Hazardous 
Waste , 

$463,095,000

Buildings and 
Facilities, 

$270,865,616

Other, $52,375,000

Wastewater, 
$22,895,000
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Administered By:
Building Communities Fund Department of Community, Trade and Economic

Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose:  The Building Communities Fund is a new program that makes capital
and technical assistance grants to nonprofit organizations for acquiring, constructing, or
rehabilitating facilities used for the delivery of nonresidential community or social services.
The projects funded under this program must be located in a geographically defined
distressed area, or serve a substantial number of low-income or disadvantaged persons.

Mission Statement:  The Local Government Division assists local governments as they
make decisions on how they want to grow, then provides help by strategically funding
infrastructure improvements and promoting vital public safety and cultural features that
make Washington communities safe and satisfying places to live and work.

Year Established:  2008

Enabling State Statutes:
 RCW 43.63A.125

Administrative Rules:
 N/A

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:
See program purpose. Section 12 of SSSB 6855 (legislative
intent) was vetoed by the Governor.

Recent Biennial
Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $250,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

Expenditure for
Administration

$200,000
(estimate)
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Funds Awarded for
Loans/Grants
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FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
1.5 (2009)

Fund Account(s): 057 (State Building
Construction Account)

Fund Sources: 2008 Supplemental
Capital Budget (Section 1021) provides
$250,000 in administrative start up
costs for the Building Communities
Fund.

New Program  No Funding History
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: This is a new program. Other than the funding
reference directly above, no funds have been appropriated for capital projects or technical
assistance. The Governor and 2009 Legislature may choose to provide funding for technical
assistance and capital projects in the 2009-2011 Biennium. The Legislature has set a target
level of up to $3 million for technical assistance, and up to $32 million for projects in 2009
2011.
Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year:  N/A

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year:   N/A

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year:   N/A

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: N/A

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: N/A

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities
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Eligible Projects:

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Applicants must: have current IRS
501(c)(3) registration or advance ruling; be registered in the state of Washington as a
nonprofit organization; and have a legally constituted board of directors.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility:  Eligible projects must: be a
nonresidential facility; be located in a geographically defined distressed area or serve a
substantial number of low-income or disadvantaged persons; offer a diverse set of activities
that meet multiple community service objectives; meet all ten evaluation benchmarks set
forth in the enabling legislation.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: N/A

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

RCW 43.63A.125  recognizes the role of non-profit organizations in providing community
services, the need for such services in areas that have been defined as distressed or that
serve a substantial number of low-income or disadvantaged persons.

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan

Goal 1; Build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic, environmental, and social
needs of citizens.
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Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:  This program funds community service facilities and is not a traditional
infrastructure  type program of pipes in the ground or transportation. Applicants are non-

profit organizations and aren t part of any local government comprehensive plans.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Depending on the location and type of project, projects may increase sewage and
stormwater flows in the Puget Sound region.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Starting with the 2009-11 Biennium, all projects are required to meet the LEED
silver standards or higher. Exemptions are allowed for facilities less than 5,000 square feet.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: These projects are intended to assist with the delivery of community services and
are not economic development type projects.
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Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used: The enabling legislation
directs the Department to monitor project expenditures and grantee performance, report
project and contract information, and exercise due diligence and other contract management
responsibilities.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria (with weights or points, and with maximum defined):

As defined by:
RCW

  (Drop-down menu)

The Department does not evaluate project proposals, but is responsible only for coordinating
the RFP process and screening project proposals for eligibility - with the assistance of a
citizen advisory committee. The enabling legislation directs the Department to submit an
unranked list of eligible projects to the Governor and Legislature; they will make all funding
decisions.

Eligibility is based on whether the project:
1. Will increase the range, efficiency, or quality of the services provided to citizens;
2. Will be located in a distressed community or will serve a substantial number of low-

income or disadvantaged persons;
3. Will offer a diverse set of activities that meet multiple community service objectives,

including but not limited to: providing social services, expanding employment
opportunities for or increasing the employability of community residents, or offering
educational or recreational opportunities separate from the public school system or
private schools, as long as recreation is not the sole purpose of the facility;

4. Reflects a long-term vision for the development of the community, shared by residents,
businesses, leaders, and partners;

5. Requires state funding to accomplish a discrete and usable phase;
6. Is ready to proceed and will make timely use of the funds;
7.   Is sponsored by one or more entities that have the organizational and financial capacity

to fulfill the terms of the grant agreement and to maintain the project into the future;
8. Fills an unmet need for community services;
9. Will achieve its stated objectives; and
10. Is a community priority as shown through tangible commitments of existing or future

assets made to the project by community residents, leaders, businesses, and
government partners.

Program Awards:P
ro

g
ra

m
 P

o
li

cy
 G

u
id

a
n

ce
, A

w
a
rd

 C
ri

te
ri

a
 a

n
d

 P
e
rf

o
rm

a
n

ce
 M

e
a
s
u

re
s

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
   N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
   N/A



5

Performance Measures and Program Performance:

CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015)
· The average number of days to process applications.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance
· Expected Results: To provide funding to local governments, nonprofit organizations, and

private enterprise to address a variety of community, environmental, economic
enhancement, and recreational needs throughout the state.

GMAP
· Private investment leveraged by CTED investment
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $400,000
(estimate)

$400,000
(estimate)

$400,000
(estimate)

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $31,600,000
(estimate)

$31,600,000
(estimate)

$31,600,000
(estimate)

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

The above data are estimates only for grants to recipient organizations and program
administration. The enabling legislation also stipulates that up to $3 million from the operating
budget can be made for technical assistance grants.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



 
 

Building Communities Fund Program Awards  
 
 
 
 
The Building Communities Fund is a new program. Other than administrative start up costs (see 
template), no funds have been appropriated for capital projects or technical assistance. The 
Governor and 2009 Legislature may choose to provide funding for technical assistance and capital 
projects in the 2009 – 2011 Biennium. The Legislature has set a target level of up to $3 million 
for technical assistance, and up to $32 million for projects in 2009 – 2011. 



Administered By:

Building for the Arts Program Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development,
Local Government Division

Program Purpose: The Building for the Arts Program awards grants to nonprofit
performing arts, art museum, and cultural organizations to defray up to 20 percent of
eligible costs for the acquisition, construction, or major renovation of capital facilities.

Mission Statement: The Local Government Division assists local governments as they
make decisions on how they want to grow, then provides help by strategically funding
infrastructure improvements and promoting vital public safety and cultural features that
make Washington communities safe and satisfying places to live and work.

Year Established:
Project funding through
Capital Budget provisos
began in 1991; program
was codified in 1999

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 43.63A.750

Administrative Rules:
None

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:

(This program was codified via SHB 1222 in the 1999
Legislative Session. The bill did not include an intent section.)

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $96,770 $82,000 $90,000 $93,800 $143,120

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $5,432,954 $4,018,000 $4,410,000 $4,596,200 $11,856,880

Expenditure for
Administration $98,000 $71,301 $147,718 $93,800 (estimated)

$143,120
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Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $5,432,954 $4,018,000 $4,410,000 $4,596,200 (estimated)

$11,856,880



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
8.0 FTEs administer four division capital
programs, including this one.

Fund Account(s):
057  State Building Construction
Account

Fund Sources:
The State Building Construction Account
is primarily funded through the sale of
bonds. Program administration is
funded by retaining a percentage of the
appropriation (2 percent from each
project in 2005-07, 1.25 percent in
2007-2009).

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: The program s enabling statute places a limit on the
total amount of funding that the Department may request in each biennial budget. From the
program s inception to the current biennium, the amount was $4 million. The 2006
Supplemental Capital Budget contains a provision that increases this amount to $12 million,
beginning in the 2007-09 Biennium.
Number of Applicants in 2007-09 Biennium: 25

Number of Projects Selected in 2007-09 Biennium: 23

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007-09 Biennium: $12,000,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2007-09 Biennium: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2007-09 Biennium: 0

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects:  Acquisition, construction, or major renovation of qualifying arts-related
facilities. Recent examples of projects receiving awards include theatres, symphony and ballet
facilities, longhouses, museums, and a sculpture park.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: In general, applicants must be a
501(c)3 nonprofit organization dedicated primarily to an arts-related or cultural purpose. For
projects in under-represented areas (geographically isolated or economically disadvantaged),
program guidelines indicate that the advisory board will consider applications from nonprofit
foundations qualified to raise funds for an otherwise ineligible organization; for example, a
foundation working in partnership with a school district.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Program guidelines indicate that an
arts-related project  must involve facilities that focus on the active interpretation,

performance, or exhibition of aesthetic traditions, practices, or works of art that characterize
cultural values.E
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:  Neither

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neither

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neither

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neither

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
that has been made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result
of aid awards?

Yes No
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If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:



Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy

The advisory board s funding recommendations are based upon the numerical rankings
summarized below and qualitative factors that may include, but are not limited to, geographic
distribution of funds and the degree to which applicants have access to other funding sources.

Points Assigned by Formula (up to 40 points out of a total of 100 points)
· Percent of project funds raised  multiply percentage by .25 (up to 25 points);
· Design work started  if yes, add 5 points;
· Fundraising feasibility plan provided?  If yes, add 5 points;
· Project feasibility study provided?  If yes, add 5 points.

Points Assigned by Board Reviewers (up to 60 points out of a total of 100 points)
· Project readiness: Financial and managerial ability to complete the proposed project by

the end of the biennium  up to 15 points;
· Organizational capacity: Financial and managerial ability to successfully run the

completed facility  up to 15 points;
· Project results: The degree the project will increase the efficiency and/or quality of

services provided  up to 15 points;
· Community need: Evidence of a clear need and credibility of documentation  up to 10

points;
· Stakeholder participation: Evidence of building partnerships with relevant stakeholders

 up to 5 points.

Program Awards:
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?

0
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

10
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

11 (two below 50%)

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· The estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged with CTED funding

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: To provide funding to local governments, nonprofit organizations,

and private enterprise to address a variety of community, environmental, economic
enhancement, and recreational needs throughout the state.

GMAP:
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed

Additional performance measures developed by the program:
· How quickly funds are fully disbursed from the date of the award letter to the final

payment date.
· Where funds are awarded by county.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $143,120 $143,120 $143,120

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $11,856,880 $11,856,880 $11,856,880

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized): None.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
Demand from previous funding cycles.



 

 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Building for the Arts Program Grants, 2003-08 
Location of Grants by County

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

  San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens 
Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

25 Projects 
$12,217,736 

1 Project 
$147,000 

1 Project 
$73,500 4 Projects 

$1,762,200 

Grays 
Harbor 

Lewis 
 

2 Projects 
$1,308,438 

1 Project 
$260,362 

1 Project 
$740,625 

1 Project 
$142,100 

3 Projects 
$456,652 

1 Project 
$73,500 

2 Projects 
$81,918 

1 Project 
$112,700 

2 Projects 
$467,063 

3 Projects 
$274,450 

2 Projects 
$451,075 

4 Projects 
$185,673 

Non-Profit 
Organizations, 

105

Non-Profit 
Organizations, 

105

Buildings and 
Facilities, 

$30,088,000 



Administered By:Capital and Operating Budget
Special Projects

Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose:   Funding capital and operating costs of various projects selected by
the Governor and the Legislature.

Mission Statement:   None.

Year Established:  N/A

Enabling State Statutes:
 N/A

Administrative Rules:
 None.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants
0% Loans

Legislative Intent:

None.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $35,000 $371,210 $574,206 $901,063 $1,953,272

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

$3,165,000 $36,753,790 $45,983,294 $69,393,500 $203,382,728

Expenditure for
Administration $26,250 $263,634 $611,083 $611,012

$1,170,000
(estimate)
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Funds Disbursed for
Loans/Grants $3,047,546 $21,326,368 $44,687,446 $47,213,036

  $127,950,000
(estimate)



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
8.0 FTEs administer four division capital
programs, including this one

Fund Account(s):
001, 057

Fund Sources:
State Operating and Capital Budgets

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern:
From the 1999-01 biennium to 2007-2009 the direct appropriations for capital and operating
budget special projects have increased by $200,217,728 or 6,300 percent.

Number of Applicants in 2007-2009 Biennium:  N/A

Number of Projects Selected in 2007-2009 Biennium: N/A

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007-2009 Biennium: N/A

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: N/A

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: N/A

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?

Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects:

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Must be a nonprofit or local
government.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility:  None.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan

Goal 1:  Build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic, environmental, and social
needs of citizens.

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: This program funds capital facilities and other projects appropriated by the
Governor and Legislature, and is not a traditional infrastructure  type program of pipes in the
ground or transportation.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Depending on the location and type of project, projects may increase sewage flows
and stormwater in the Puget Sound region.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Starting with the 2009-11 Biennium, all projects are required to meet the LEED
silver standards or higher. Exemptions are allowed for facilities less than 5,000 square feet.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: These projects are capital facilities and other projects appropriated by the Governor
and Legislature, and are not economic development type projects.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other

Projects selected by the Governor and the Legislature.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    N/A.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

    N/A.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

    N/A.

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· The average number of days to process applications.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: To provide funding to local governments, nonprofit organizations, and

private enterprise to address a variety of community, environmental, economic
enhancement, and recreational needs throughout the state.

GMAP
· Private investment leveraged by CTED investment.
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years:

N/A

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



Buildings and 
Facilities, 

$200,087,600

Other, 
$148,631,500

 
Service/Social 

Service 
Facilities , 
$6,583,000

 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Capital and Operating Budget Special Projects Grants, 2004-08 
Location of Grants by County 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

King 

Pierce 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Ferry 

Stevens 
Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

6 Projects 
$2,084,205 

2 Projects 
$146,000 

3 Projects 
$4,350,000 

5 Projects 
$3,250,000 

9 Projects 
$4,485,000 

2 Projects 
$1,200,000 

2 Projects 
$4,900,000 

4 Projects 
$6,386,500 

18 Projects 
$9,231,000 

4 Projects 
$3,031,500 

7 Projects 
$2,407,000 

10 Projects 
$2,257,000 

1 Project 
$160,000 

3 Projects 
$1,030,000 

1 Project 
$150,000 

5 Projects 
$3,066,000 

1 Project 
$150,000 

6 Projects 
$6,328,100 

3 Projects 
$560,000 

7 Projects 
$1,106,666 

Lincoln 

1 Project 
$765,000 

5 Projects 
$2,512,000 

2 Projects 
$450,000 

2 Projects 
$100,000 

4 Projects 
$676,667 

5 Projects 
$3,920,000 

13 Projects 
$8,617,000 

1 Project 
$75,000 

2 Projects 
$158,000 

146 Projects 
$106,228,310 

13 Projects 
$14,175,000 

Mason 

6 Projects 
$15,935,000 

65 Projects 
$41,723,825 

Snohomish 
 

22 Projects 
$15,373,325 25 Projects 

$21,842,803 

4 Projects 
$1,953,000 

Non-Profit, 265

City, 147

Other Special 
Purpose Districts, 

34

County, 33

Indian Tribe, 6

Public Utility 
District, 3

 
An additional 10 awards totaling $10,269,000 were made to statewide projects. 



Administered By:Community Development Block
Grant Community Investment
Fund Grant Program

Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development
Local Government Division

Program Purpose: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Community Investment
Fund grants assisted small cities, towns, and counties in carrying out significant
community and economic development projects that principally benefit low- and
moderate-income persons. As with all of the state s CDBG grant programs, the Community
Investment Fund Grant Program was funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD).

Mission Statement:  The mission of all of the state s CDBG grant programs is to improve
and maintain the economic and physical environment of eligible cities and counties in
order to enhance the quality of life for low- and moderate-income residents and, as a
result, benefit the entire community.

Year Established:
1982

Enabling State
Statutes:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Administrative Rules:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-
2008: 100% Grants

Legislative Intent:

(Congressional) 42 USC 5301(c)
The primary objective . . . of the community development
program of each grantee is the development of viable urban
communities, by providing decent housing and a suitable living
environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally
for persons of low and moderate income.

Recent Biennial
Budgets CY 1999-00 CY 2001-02 CY 2003-04 CY 2005-06 CY 2007-08

New Appropriation for
Administration  State
Match for all CDBG
Programs

$276,762 $318,596 $295,044 $292,732 $458,240

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $7,000,000 $8,000,000 $9,345,000 $9,285,758

2007:
$3,222,593

Expenditure for
Administration - For all
CDBG Programs /
includes fed admin

$1,377,528 $1,638,410 $2,022,361 $2,187,261 $1,922,751

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans $5,179,656 $10,065,406 13,234,200 $9,127,187

2007:
$4,262,767
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Notes:
1) CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED does
not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the six
individual CDBG grant programs.
2) CTED is sometimes able to award more in funding than the original allocation in the
action plan, for example through the inclusion of contingency funds. Also, the Action Plan
allocation is based on an anticipated, not the final federal award.
3) Because the CDGB programs use calendar years instead of biennial timeframes, the
amounts in the categories above reflect the combination of two calendar years  amounts.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
9.2 FTEs administer all six CDBG
programs

Fund Account(s):
001-2  General Fund  Federal
001-1  General Fund  State

Fund Sources:
Annual grant from the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development;
very small portion from General Fund
State is intended to provide a required
match to administer the federal grant.

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: (1) At the federal level, recent budget proposals have
called for reductions in funding for all states  CDBG programs - other administration proposals
would eliminate or revamp the programs; and (2) At the state level, CTED program
restructuring has split administrative duties and available administrative funds between two
units.
Number of Applicants in 2007 Funding Year: 9

Number of Projects Selected in 2007 Funding Year: 8

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007 Funding Year: $4,262,767

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2007 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2007: 0

Who Is Eligible To Apply?

Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: While the majority of funds in this grant program went to water and sewer
projects, a wide range of projects were eligible, including community centers, health care
facilities, child care facilities, economic development projects, and streets. Project eligibility for
the Community Investment Fund grant program was the same as for the General Purpose
Grant program; however the General Purpose Grant application process is an annual,
competitive one while the Community Investment Fund application process was open year-
round.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Eligible applicants are cities and towns
with less than 50,000 population or counties with less than 200,000 population that are non-
entitlement  jurisdictions, meaning that they do not receive CDBG funds from HUD directly.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Projects must principally benefit low-
and moderate-income people. Principally benefit  means that at least 51 percent of the
benefit is to low- and moderate-income people. Low- and moderate-income  is defined as 80
percent of county median income. In addition, the project must rank in the top three of the
county project priority list, and the county legislative authority must submit a letter verifying
the regional priority status of the project.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: The Community
Investment Fund program ended in 2007 and the funds were allocated into the General
Purpose Grant program beginning in 2008.
Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Title 1 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (as amended), HUD s Goals:
1. Decent housing;
2. A suitable living environment; and
3. Expanded economic opportunity.

HUD s CDBG national objectives:
1. Principally benefits persons with low- to moderate-income;
2. Prevents or eliminates slums or blight;
3. Addresses an urgent community development need, which poses a serious and

immediate threat to health and safety; and
4. A project s readiness to proceed to comply with HUD s timeliness standards per 24

CFR Part 570.494, that 95 percent of funds should be obligated within 12 months of
the state signing its grant agreement with HUD and expended in a timely manner.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan

Projects support CTED s goal to build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic,
environmental and social needs of their citizens.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
GMA compliance is not a requirement, but a project must be identified in the local
government s plans.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state CDBG serves the non-entitlement areas, excluding most of the Puget Sound area.
However, we have funded and can fund projects in these areas that benefit low- and
moderate-income persons and support the health of the Puget Sound.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Potentially an indirect benefit.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
CDBG can fund job creation/retention activities for low- and moderate-income persons.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Close contract management through project completion milestones: environmental review,
procurement and construction contracting, construction start/review of payrolls, on-site
monitoring, payment requests, and close out process. Outcome data linked to HUD goals are
collected and input into HUD s Integrated Disbursement Information System.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria (with weights or points, and with maximum defined):

As defined by:
Other

  (Drop-down menu)
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As established by the state CDBG Program:
· Need of the community (25 possible points)
· Readiness to proceed with the project (25 possible points)
· Capacity of the jurisdiction to complete the project (25 possible points)
· Results of the project (25 possible points)
Applicants must receive a score of at least 65 points to receive funding.



Program Awards:

How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    0
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

    5
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

    3

Performance Measures and Program Performance:

A
w

a
rd

 C
ri

te
ri

a
 a

n
d

 P
e
rf

o
rm

a
n

ce
 M

e
a
s
u

re
s

CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· The percent of projects completed on time (within the biennium appropriated).

CTED Budget Measures:
· Percent of projects completed on time, as per contracts.

Priority of Government:
· Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.

Program specific performance measures:
Application processing time, Contract processing time

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration N/A N/A N/A

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants N/A N/A N/A

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years:
         N/A, since fund ended in 2007

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type: N/A

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
· Trend data on applications received, including types of projects and amounts of

requests.

· Annual public hearing on community development and housing needs.
· Review of assessments on local government needs, including AWC, PWB, etc.



CDBG Community Investment Fund Program Grants, 2004-07 
Location of Grants by County
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King 
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San Juan 
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Klickitat 
 

Yakima 
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Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

1 Project 
$700,000 

3 Projects 
$1,589,913 

3 Projects 
$1,570,268 

1 Project 
$850,000 

2 Projects 
$1,144,100 

2 Projects 
$931,307 

1 Project 
$327,000 

2 Projects 
$1,176,000 

1 Project 
$362,000 

2 Projects 
$2,000,000 

64 Projects 
$221,686,600 

2 Projects 
$593,803 

1 Project 
$1,000,000 

1 Project 
$700,000 

1 Project 
$650,000 

1 Project 
$795,000 

2 Projects 
$951,000 

1 Project 
$318,381 Grays 

Harbor 

Lewis 
 

1 Project 
$693,583 

1 Project 
$905,000 

1 Project 

3 Projects 
$956,300 

$600,000 
1 Project 
$90,741 

3 Projects 
$1,300,836 

1 Project 
$335,118 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 

Drinking Water, 
$14,732,304

Wasterwater, 
$13,753,538

Other, $6,153,008

Transportat ion 
Infrastructure, 

$200,000

Community Service 
and Social Service 

Facilit ies, $7,466,562

Count ies, 34

Cit ies and 
Towns , 44

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 



Administered By:Community Development Block Grant
General Purpose Grant Program

Dept of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) General Purpose Grants
assist small cities, towns, and counties in carrying out significant community and economic
development projects that principally benefit low- and moderate-income persons. As with
all of the state s CDBG grant programs, the General Purpose Grant Program is funded by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Mission Statement: The mission of all of the state s CDBG grant programs is to improve
and maintain the economic and physical environment of eligible cities and counties in order
to enhance the quality of life for low- and moderate-income residents and, as a result,
benefit the entire community.

Year Established:  1982

Enabling State
Statutes:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Administrative Rules:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:
(Congressional) 42 USC 5301(c)
The primary objective . . . of the community development
program of each grantee is the development of viable urban
communities, by providing decent housing and a suitable living
environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally
for persons of low and moderate income.

Recent Biennial
Budgets CY 1999-00 CY 2001-02 CY 2003-04 CY 2005-06 CY 2007-08

New Appropriation for
Administration  State
Match for all CDBG
Programs

$276,762 $318,596 $295,044 $292,732 $458,240

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $15,640,000  15,740,000 $15,000,000 $14,500,000 $19,500,000

Expenditure for
Administration - For all
CDBG Programs /
includes fed admin

$1,377,528 $1,638,410 $2,022,361 $2,187,261 $1,922,751

Funds Awarded for
Loans/Grants $16,513,439 $15,209,809 $17,671,389 $15,369,000 $19,500,000
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Notes:
(1) CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED
does not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the six
individual CDBG grant programs.

(2) CTED is sometimes able to award more in funding than the original allocation in the
action plan, for example through the inclusion of contingency funds. Also, the Action Plan
allocation is based on an anticipated, not the final federal award.

[Because the CDGB programs use calendar years instead of biennial timeframes, the
amounts in the categories above reflect the combination of two calendar years  amounts]



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
9.2 FTEs administer all six CDBG
programs

Fund Account(s):
001-2  General Fund  Federal
001-1  General Fund  State

Fund Sources:
Annual grant from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development; very small portion from
General Fund State is intended to
provide a required match to administer
the federal grant.

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: (1) At the federal level, recent budget proposals have
called for reductions in funding for all states  CDBG programs; other administration proposals
would eliminate or revamp the programs; and (2) At the state level, CTED program
restructuring has split administrative duties and available administrative funds between two
units.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 29

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 18

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $10,309,901

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 11

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $7,677,830

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs



Other Activities

Eligible Projects: While the majority of funds in this grant program currently go to water
and sewer projects, a wide range of projects are eligible, including community centers, health
care facilities, child care facilities, economic development projects, housing rehabilitation, and
streets. The General Purpose Grant has an annual, competitive application process.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Eligible applicants are cities and towns
with less than 50,000 population or counties with less than 200,000 population that are non-
entitlement  jurisdictions, meaning that they do not receive CDBG funds from HUD directly.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Projects must principally benefit low-
and moderate-income people. Principally benefit  means that at least 51 percent of the
benefit is to low- and moderate-income people. Low- and moderate-income  is defined as 80
percent of county median income.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: The Community
Investment Fund and Housing Rehabilitation Grant programs ended in 2007 and the funds
were allocated into the General Purpose Grant program beginning in 2008.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Title 1 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (as amended), HUD s Goals:
1. Decent housing;
2. A suitable living environment; and
3. Expanded economic opportunity.

HUD s CDBG national objectives:
1. Principally benefits persons with low- to moderate-income;
2. Prevents or eliminates slums or blight;
3. Addresses an urgent community development need, which poses a serious and

immediate threat to health and safety; and
4. A project s readiness to proceed to comply with HUD s timeliness standards per 24 CFR

Part 570.494, that 95 percent of funds should be obligated within 12 months of the
State signing its grant agreement with HUD and expended in a timely manner.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan

Projects support CTED s goal to build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic,
environmental and social needs of their citizens.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Cities and counties planning under GMA are required to define zoning and associated housing
and infrastructure needs. As a result, GMA helps advance the goals of this program. GMA
compliance is not a requirement of this program, but a project must be identified in the local
government s GMA plan in order to be eligible.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state CDBG serves the non-entitlement areas, excluding most of the Puget Sound area.
However, we can fund projects in these areas that benefit low- and moderate-income persons
and support the health of the Puget Sound.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Potentially an indirect benefit.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
CDBG can fund job creation/retention activities for low- and moderate-income persons.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Close contract management through project completion milestones: environmental review,
procurement and construction contracting, construction start/review of payrolls, on-site
monitoring, payment requests, and close out process. Outcome data linked to HUD goals are
collected and input into HUD s Integrated Disbursement Information System.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other
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As established by the state CDBG Program:
· Need of the community (25 possible points);
· Capacity of the jurisdiction to complete the project (25 possible points);
· Readiness to proceed with the project (25 possible points); and
· Results of the project (25 possible points).

Applicants must receive a score of at least 65 points to receive funding.



Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
  0
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
 2
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
16

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
The percent of projects completed on time (within the biennium appropriated).

CTED Budget Measures:
Percent of projects completed on time, as per contracts.

Priority of Government:
Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.

Program specific performance measures:
Application processing time, contract processing time.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $24,000,000 $24,000,000 $24,000,000

Note: CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED does
not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the individual
CDBG grant programs.

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Approximately $60,000,000 would fund anticipated infrastructure applications for the next six
years, based on the recent rate of unfunded infrastructure applications. Approximately 19
applications at an average requested amount of $600,000 were not funded annually.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.  Sewer $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000

2. Water $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000

3. Community Facilities $8,000,000 $8,000,000 $8,000,000
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
· Trend data on applications received, including types of projects, amounts of requests.
· Annual public hearing on community development and housing needs.
· Review of assessments on local government needs, including AWC, PWB, etc.



 

   

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

CDBG General Purpose Grant Program, 2004-08 

Cit ies and 
Towns, 103

Counties, 46

Communit y Service and 

Social Service 

Facilit ies, $24,192,012

Drinking Wat er, 

$23,383,110

Wast ewat er, 

$17,999,315

Building and Facilit ies, 

$10,354,266

Ot her, $6,466,072

4 Projects 
$1,561,276 

1 Project 
$894,100 

Whatcom 

2 Projects 
$1,039,283 

Skagit 
 

King 

Pierce 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 

1 Project 
$350,000 

4 Projects 
$2,927,553 

 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

2 Projects 
$1,250,000 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

1 Project 
$250,000 Clark 

 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 

2 Projects 
$1,220,000 

 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 

5 Projects 
$3,306,002 

 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Ferry Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

7 Projects 
$3,355,445 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 

1 Project 
$800,000 

3 Projects 
$1,837,500 1 Project 

$949,497 
2 Projects 
$992,300 

 

Pacific 

7 Projects 
$3,604,706 

2 Projects 
$824,036 

4 Projects 
$2,123,400 

2 Projects 
$1,553,440 

6 Projects 
$4,101,303 

4 Projects 
$2,849,992 1 Project 

$750,000 

2 Projects 
$1,635,000 

2 Projects 
$1,708,240 

3 Projects 
$560,000 

4 Projects 
$2,367,353 

Lincoln 

1 Project 
$256,435 

Location by County 



Administered By:Community Development Block
Grant Housing Enhancement
Program

Dept of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Housing Enhancement
Grants provide eligible cities and counties with companion grants in coordination with
funding from the Housing Trust Fund, allowing these local jurisdictions to partner with non-
profit, low-income housing developers to assist in the development or preservation of
housing projects. The Housing Enhancement Grant funds are available to cover project
costs that cannot be paid for using Housing Trust Fund dollars but that are essential to the
project s overall success, such as offsite water and sewer infrastructure. As with all of the
state s CDBG grant programs, the Housing Enhancement Grant Program is funded by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Mission Statement:  The mission of all of the state s CDBG grant programs is to improve
and maintain the economic and physical environment of eligible cities and counties in order
to enhance the quality of life for low- and moderate-income residents and, as a result,
benefit the entire community.

Year Established: 1982

Enabling State Statutes:
Not applicable (federal law)

Administrative Rules:
Not applicable (federal law)

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:    (Congressional) 42 USC 5301(c)
The primary objective of the community development
program of each grantee is the development of viable
urban communities, by providing decent housing and a
suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate
income.

Recent Biennial
Budgets CY 1999-00 CY 2001-02 CY 2003-04 CY 2005-06 CY 2007-08

New Appropriation for
Administration (State
Match for all CDBG
Programs)

$276,762 $318,596 $295,044 $292,732 $458,240

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,185,000 $1,800,000  $1,900,000

Expenditure for
Administration (For all
CDBG Programs /
includes federal
administration)

$1,377,528 $1,638,410 $2,022,361 $2,187,261 $1,922,751

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans $308,229 $595,726 $1,366,918 $1,596,307 $1,900,000
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Notes:
(1) CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED
does not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the six
individual CDBG grant programs.

(2) CTED is sometimes able to award more in funding than the original allocation in the
action plan, for example through the inclusion of contingency funds. Also, the Action Plan
allocation is based on an anticipated, not the final federal award.

[Because the CDGB programs use calendar years instead of biennial timeframes, the
amounts in the categories above reflect the combination of two calendar years  amounts]



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
9.2 FTEs administer all six CDBG
programs

Fund Account(s):
001-2  General Fund  Federal
001-1  General Fund  State

Fund Sources:
Annual grant from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development; very small portion
from General Fund State is intended
to provide a required match to
administer the federal grant.

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: (1) At the federal level, recent budget proposals
have called for reductions in funding for all states  CDBG programs; other administration
proposals would eliminate or revamp the programs; and (2) At the state level, CTED program
restructuring has split administrative duties and available administrative funds between two
units.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 4

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 4

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $1,900,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: Eligible projects must be directly related to the housing project but
ineligible for funds from the Housing Trust Fund. Examples include water or sewer lines for a
housing project, with the lines running on the public domain, or a day-care facility that has
been incorporated into the design of a larger housing project.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Eligible applicants are cities and towns
with less than 50,000 population or counties with less than 200,000 population that are non-
entitlement  jurisdictions, meaning that they do not receive CDBG funds from HUD directly.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Projects must principally benefit low-
and moderate-income people. Principally benefit  means that at least 51 percent of the
benefit is to low- and moderate-income people. Low- and moderate-income  is defined as 80
percent of county median income. Additionally, only projects receiving Housing Trust Fund
dollars may apply for Housing Enhancement Grants. A proposed project must be necessary
and appropriate within the scope and the proposed use of a Housing Trust Fund project.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

P
ro

g
ra

m
 P

o
li

cy
 G

u
id

a
n

ce

Federal

Title 1 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (as amended), HUD s Goals:
1. Decent housing;
2. A suitable living environment; and
3. Expanded economic opportunity.

HUD s CDBG national objectives:
1. Principally benefits persons with low- to moderate-income;
2. Prevents or eliminates slums or blight;
3. Addresses an urgent community development need, which poses a serious and

immediate threat to health and safety; and
4. A project s readiness to proceed to comply with HUD s timeliness standards per 24 CFR

Part 570.494, that 95 percent of funds should be obligated within 12 months of the
State signing its grant agreement with HUD and expended in a timely manner.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan

Projects support CTED s goal to build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic,
environmental and social needs of their citizens.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Cities and counties planning under GMA are required to define zoning and associated housing
and infrastructure needs. As a result, GMA helps advance the goals of this program. GMA
compliance is not a requirement of this program, but a project must be identified in the local
government s GMA plan in order to be eligible.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state CDBG serves the non-entitlement areas, excluding most of the Puget Sound area.
However, we can fund projects in these areas that benefit low- and moderate-income persons
and support the health of the Puget Sound. The focus of these grants is affordable housing.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Potentially an indirect benefit.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
While the CDBG program can fund job creation/retention activities for low- and moderate-
income persons, this fund s focus is affordable housing.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Close contract management through project completion milestones:  environmental review,
procurement and construction contracting, construction start/review of payrolls, on-site
monitoring, payment requests, and close out process. Outcome data linked to HUD goals are
collected and input into HUD s Integrated Disbursement Information System.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria (with weights or points, and with maximum defined):

As defined by:
Other

  (Drop-down menu)
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Follows the Housing Trust Fund application criteria. Maximum score is 120.
· Project Design 30 points;
· Needs of Target Population 30 points;
· Financial Feasibility 30 points; and
· Organizational Capacity 30 points.

Additional threshold criteria:
· The project activity is not eligible for funding from the Housing Trust Fund;
· The CDBG dollars appear to fill a funding and/or affordability gap; and
· The project meets a HUD national objective.



Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    0
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

    4
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

    0

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
The percent of projects completed on time (within the biennium appropriated).

CTED Budget Measures:
Percent of projects completed on time, as per contracts.

Priority of Government:
Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000

Note: CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED
does not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the
individual CDBG grant programs.

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Funding levels seem to be adequate based on application trends.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. 0 0 0

2. 0 0 0

3. 0 0 0
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
· Trend data on applications received, including types of projects and amounts of

requests.

· Annual public hearing on community development and housing needs.
· Review of assessments on local government needs, including AWC, Housing Division,

etc.



Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

CDBG Housing Enhancement Program Grants, 2004-08 

Buildings and 
Facilit ies, $4,895,120

Community Service 
and Social Service 

Facilit ies, $888,090

Other, $149,449

Cit ies and
Towns, 13

County, 10

1 Project 
$86,779 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 

1 Project 
$825,000 

 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

2 Projects 
$776,459 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific Lewis 
 

1 Project 
$437,423 

2 Projects 
$663,834 

1 Project 
$250,000 

Grays 

1 Project 
$428,678 

1 Project 
$75,000 

Harbor 

3 Projects 
$743,194 

Pend 
Oreille 

 

Stevens 

Location of Grants by County



Administered By:Community Development Block
Grant Imminent Threat Program

Dept of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Imminent Threat
Grants assist eligible communities in meeting unique, emergency needs that pose a
serious, immediate threat to public health and safety. As with all of the state s CDBG grant
programs, the Imminent Threat Grant Program is funded by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Mission Statement:  The mission of all of the state s CDBG grant programs is to improve
and maintain the economic and physical environment of eligible cities and counties in order
to enhance the quality of life for low- and moderate-income residents and, as a result,
benefit the entire community.

Year Established: 1982

Enabling State Statutes:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Administrative Rules:
Not applicable (federal
law)

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:    (Congressional) 42 USC 5301(c)
The primary objective . . . of the community development
program of each grantee is the development of viable urban
communities, by providing decent housing and a suitable living
environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally
for persons of low and moderate income.

Recent Biennial
Budgets CY 1999-00 CY 2001-02 CY 2003-04 CY 2005-06 CY 2007-08

New Appropriation for
Administration (State
Match for all CDBG
Programs)

$276,762 $318,596 $295,044 $292,732 $458,240

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants 400,000 400,000 800,000 466,000 400,000

Expenditure for
Administration (For all
CDBG Programs / includes
federal administration)

$1,377,528 $1,638,410 $2,022,361 $2,187,261 $1,922,751

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* 550,000 572,959 46,612 24,000 258,000
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Notes:
(1) CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED
does not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the six
individual CDBG grant programs.
(2) CTED is sometimes able to award more in funding than the original allocation in the
action plan, for example through the inclusion of contingency funds. Due to the emergency
nature of these grants, more may be issued in the duration of the biennium.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
9.2 FTEs administer all nine CDBG
programs

Fund Account(s):
001-2  General Fund  Federal
001-1  General Fund  State

Fund Sources:
Annual grant from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development; very small portion from
General Fund State is intended to
provide a required match to administer
the federal grant.

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: (1) At the federal level, recent budget proposals have
called for reductions in funding for all states  CDBG programs; other administration proposals
would eliminate or revamp the programs; and (2) At the state level, CTED indicates that
current policy does not allow for consideration of in-kind services by other CTED programs to
count toward the state match required for administrative funding, and the 2008 state
Legislature increased the state match appropriation by $150,000 annually.
Number of Applicants in 2007 Funding Year: 1

Number of Projects Selected in 2007 Funding Year: 1

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007 Funding Year: $258,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2007 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2007: $0
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are Eligible?
Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Projects must be compatible with CDBG eligible activities that include, but
are not limited to, improvements to water, sewer, and drainage facilities. Recent examples are
repair of a collapsed city well and repair of a broken sewer line.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Eligible applicants are cities and towns
with less than 50,000 population or counties with less than 200,000 population that are non-
entitlement  jurisdictions, meaning that they do not receive CDBG funds from HUD directly.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Project must be about addressing an
immediate and urgent threat to public health or safety, as verified by an independent source
and supported by a formal declaration of emergency. A project is not eligible for an Imminent
Threat Grant until it is first determined that the jurisdiction cannot secure financing from other
sources.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
· All local projects must meet the national objectives of the program (Title 1 Housing and

Community Development Act of 1974, as amended).
· Meet urgent needs which pose a serious and immediate threat to public health or

safety. Verified by and independent source and supported by the requesting
jurisdiction s formal declaration of emergency. (24 CFR Part 570(d))

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: N/A

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: N/A

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: N/A

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: N/A

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No
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If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
After award, contract assigned to Contracts Administration Project Manager to provide
technical assistance to grantee jurisdiction during project life cycle. Compliance with federal
and state requirements is monitored by Project Manager at end of project using an extensive
checklist. Outcomes from the project are reported in the annual Performance Evaluation
Report (PER) to the funding agency HUD.



Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other

The criteria for selection and award of funding is based on:
Scope
Severity
History
Costs
Impact of the Imminent Threat to public health and safety.

A point system is not used.

The Imminent Threat application asks applicant to provide information about the severity,
validity, history and impact of the problem; a project summary form; and evidence of an
independent verification of the problem. After CDBG reviews the submissions and determines
the problem is an imminent threat and verifies the PWTF Emergency Loan program is not a
viable funding source, the jurisdiction is asked to complete and submit various threshold
certifications, resolutions and forms required by federal regulation prior to IT grant award.
Upon receipt of the certifications, award is made.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
   N/A
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
  N/A
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· The percent of projects completed on time (within scope).

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: CDBG resources are used timely by funding projects ready to proceed

and providing technical assistance to low-capacity jurisdictions to help them comply
with federal regulations and complete projects on time within scope.

· Measured by: Percent of projects completed on time, as per contracts.
GMAP:
Percent of projects completed on time, within scope.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $400,000 $400,000 $400,000

Note: CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED
does not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the
individual CDBG grant programs.

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Note: if additional funds are needed on a case by case basis, additional funds may be used
from the CDBG Contingency Fund.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.  Not known if additional funds would be needed,
nature of program is to address emergent and
unforeseen threats to public health and safety.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Community Development Block Grant Imminent Threat Program Grants, 
2003-07 

Location of Grants by County 
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$24,000 
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Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 
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Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 

1 Project 
$24,000 

 
Pacific 

1 Project 
$46,612 

1 Project 
$258,000 

Grays 
Harbor 

Lewis 
 

Count ies, 6

Cit ies and 

Towns, 4

Other,  $1,332,200 

Buildings and 
Facilities,  $672,962 

Wastewater,  
$258,000 

Drinking Water,  
$118,156 

Stormwater,  
$50,000 



Administered By:Community Development Block
Grant Interim Construction
Financing Program

Dept of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Interim Construction
Financing provides short-term financing to small cities, towns, and counties implementing
CDBG eligible community and economic development projects that principally benefit low-
and moderate-income persons. As with all of the state s CDBG programs, the Interim
Construction Financing Program is funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD).

Mission Statement: The mission of all of the state s CDBG programs is to improve and
maintain the economic and physical environment of eligible cities and counties in order to
enhance the quality of life for low- and moderate-income residents and, as a result, benefit
the entire community.

Year Established:  1982

Enabling State Statutes:
Not applicable (federal law)

Administrative Rules:
Not applicable (federal law)

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants *repaid

Legislative Intent:
(Congressional) 42 USC 5301(c)
 The primary objective . . . of the community development
program of each grantee is the development of viable urban
communities, by providing decent housing and a suitable
living environment and expanding economic opportunities,
principally for persons of low and moderate income.

Recent Biennial Budgets CY 1999-00 CY 2001-02 CY 2003-04 CY 2005-06 CY 2007-08

New Appropriation for
Administration  State
Match for all CDBG
Programs

$276,762 $318,596 $295,044 $292,732 $458,240

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $16,400,000 $23,000,000 $40,000,000 $38,000,000 $32,000,000

Expenditure for
Administration - For all
CDBG Programs / includes
fed admin

$1,377,528 $1,638,410 $2,022,361 $2,187,261 $1,922,751

Funds Awarded for
Loans/Grants 0 0 $969,850 $4,087,200 $5,042,000
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Notes:
(1) CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED does
not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the six individual
CDBG grant programs.

(2) The amount available (new appropriations) is to cover both economic development float
loans and interim construction financing for community development activities. The
allocation is based on the annual grant award from HUD and is the amount CTED feels it can
float  on a short-term basis, before grant recipients needs to draw down grant funds. Only

interim construction financing assists infrastructure activities and is listed under Funds
Awarded.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
9.2 FTEs administer all six CDBG
programs

Fund Account(s):
001-2  General Fund  Federal
001-1  General Fund  State

Fund Sources: Annual grant from the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development; very small portion from
General Fund State is intended to
provide a required match to administer
the federal grant.

Funds Awarded for Grants

0

1000000

2000000

3000000

4000000

5000000

6000000

CY 1999-00 CY 2001-02 CY 2003-04 CY 2005-06 CY 2007-08

 G
e
n

e
ra

l 
In

fo
rm

a
ti

o
n

Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: (1) At the federal level, recent budget proposals have
called for reductions in funding for all states  CDBG programs; other administration proposals
would eliminate or revamp the programs; (2) At the state level, CTED program restructuring
has split administrative duties and available administrative funds between two units; and (3) A
recent HUD determination excluded USDA as an acceptable permanent source, so the future
interim financing awards cannot be made until another acceptable permanent source is
identified and established.
Number of Applicants in 2007 Funding Year: 2

Number of Projects Selected in 2007 Funding Year: 2

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007 Funding Year: $5,042,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2007 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2007: 0

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: While the majority of funds in this interim financing program currently go
for water and sewer projects, a wide range of projects are eligible, including community
centers, health care facilities, child care facilities, economic development projects, housing
rehabilitation, and streets.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Eligible applicants are cities and towns
with less than 50,000 population or counties with less than 200,000 population that are non-
entitlement  jurisdictions, meaning that they do not receive CDBG funds from HUD directly.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility:
1. Projects must principally benefit low- and moderate-income people. Principally benefit

means that at least 51 percent of the benefit is to low- and moderate-income people.
Low- and moderate-income  is defined as 80 percent of county median income.

2. Projects must have a commitment letter from an acceptable take-out funding source.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Title 1 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (as amended), HUD s Goals:

1. Decent housing;
2. A suitable living environment; and
3. Expanded economic opportunity.

HUD s CDBG national objectives:
1. Principally benefits persons with low- to moderate-income;
2. Prevents or eliminates slums or blight; or
3. Addresses an urgent community development need, which poses a serious and

immediate threat to health and safety.
A project s readiness to proceed to comply with HUD s timeliness standards per 24 CFR Part
570.494, that 95 percent of funds should be obligated within 12 months of the state signing
its grant agreement with HUD and expended in a timely manner.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Projects support CTED s goal to build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic,
environmental and social needs of their citizens.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
GMA compliance is not a requirement, but a project must be identified in the local
government s plans.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The state CDBG serves the non-entitlement areas, excluding most of the Puget Sound area.
However, we have funded and can fund projects in these areas that benefit low- and
moderate-income persons and support the health of the Puget Sound.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Potentially an indirect benefit.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
CDBG can fund job creation/retention activities for low- and moderate-income persons.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Close contract management through project completion milestones: environmental review,
procurement and construction contracting, construction start/review of payrolls, on-site
monitoring, payment requests, and close out process. Outcome data linked to HUD goals are
collected and input into HUD s Integrated Disbursement Information System.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other
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As established by the state CDBG Program:
· Need of the community (25 possible points)
· Capacity of the jurisdiction to complete the project (25 possible points)
· Readiness to proceed with the project (25 possible points)
· Results of the project (25 possible points)

Applicants must receive a score of at least 65 points to receive funding.



Program Awards:

How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
     0
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
   1
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
   1

Performance Measures and Program Performance:

CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
The percent of projects completed on time (within the biennium appropriated).

CTED Budget Measures:
Percent of projects completed on time, as per contracts.

Priority of Government:
Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $24,000,000 $24,000,000 $24,000,000

Note: CTED receives administrative funding based on the total CDBG federal grant. CTED does
not allocate a specific portion of this total administrative funding to each of the individual
CDBG grant programs.

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

       A recent HUD determination excluded USDA as an acceptable take-out source, so the
future interim financing awards cannot be made until another acceptable take-out source is
identified and established.
       Based on trend data, our current funding levels have been sufficient for the demand of
interim construction financing.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.  Sewer

2. Water

3. Community Facilities
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
· Trend data on applications received, including types of projects and amounts of

requests.
· Annual public hearing on community development and housing needs.
· Review of assessments on local government needs, including AWC, PWB, etc.



Grant (repaid) Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

CDBG Interim Financing Program Grants (repaid), 2004-08 
Location of Grants by County 
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5Cities and Towns, 5 



Administered By:
Job Development
Fund Program

Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development
Community Economic Revitalization Board and
Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The purpose of the Job Development Fund Program is to provide
grants for public infrastructure projects that directly stimulate community and economic
development by supporting the creation of new jobs or the retention of existing jobs. This
new (2005) program is administered primarily by the Community Economic Revitalization
Board (CERB); the Public Works Board (PWB) also plays a role in project selection.

Mission Statement:  CERB s mission is to help communities create and retain jobs in
partnership with business and industry, providing low-interest loans and grants to local
governments to help finance construction of public facility projects supporting private
sector development.

Year Established:  2005

Enabling State
Statutes:
RCW 43.160.230-240
RCW 43.155.050

Administrative Rules:
No rules; there are
program guidelines.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent:  From ESHB 1903 (2005), Section 1
The Legislature finds that current economic development
programs and funding, which are primarily low-interest loan
programs, can be enhanced by creating a grant program to
assist with public infrastructure projects that directly stimulate
community and economic development by supporting the
creation of new jobs or the retention of existing jobs.

Recent Biennial
Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $430,000 $429,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $49,501,000

Expenditure for
Administration $430,000 $429,000
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Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $49,501,000



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
2.0

Fund Account(s):
10-H  Job Development Account

Fund Sources: Transfer of up to $50
million each biennium from the Public
Works Assistance Account to the Job
Development Account.

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: None (program new in 2005).

Number of Applicants in 2007 Funding Year: 64

Number of Projects Selected in 2007 Funding Year: 12

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007 Funding Year: $49.501 million

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2007 Funding Year: 52

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2007: $179.123 million

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: The Job Development Fund Program can fund a wide range of projects.
These include projects in Basic Infrastructure systems such as domestic and industrial water,
sanitary sewer, and storm sewer, as well as utilities such as electricity, natural gas, and
telecommunications. The program can also fund Transportation Infrastructure such as roads,
bridges, and rail spurs, and Other Infrastructure projects such as general purpose industrial
buildings and port facilities. In the column on who is eligible to apply, the Other  box is
checked to highlight that Public Development Authorities apply for project funding through
CERB s programs.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Applicants must be able to supply a
certification of compliance with the state s Growth Management Act. Applicants must also be
able to demonstrate that they have provided notice to the area s Associate Development
Organization of the applicant s intent to apply to the program.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Per statute, the proposed public
sector project must be linked to a current or prospective private development project that will
result in the creation or retention of jobs upon completion of the public project. More
specifically per the CERB guidelines, the public infrastructure investment must be linked to
results in specific private developments or expansions in the following business types:
manufacturing, production, food processing, assembly, warehousing, advanced technology,
research and development, industrial distribution, processing of recyclable materials,
manufacturing facilities that rely on recyclable materials, businesses that substantially support
the trading of goods or services outside of the state s borders, high-priority tourism facilities
that create year-round jobs, or other business developments that are competitive in terms of
the creation or retention of higher wage jobs and/or other comparative economic development
outcomes. Since the statute did not specify specific business types as it does for CERB s other
two programs, this offered an opportunity for CERB to consider applications for retail,
commercial, and mixed uses.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None (program new in
2005).

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

43.160.230
· Comparative level of economic activity;
· Comparative level of existing financial capacity to increase economic activity in the

community;
· Jobs;
· Return on the state s investment;
· Ability of the project to improve the viability of existing businesses in the project area;
· Local commitment; and
· Readiness to proceed.

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The GMA potentially helps implement CERB programs because it requires
jurisdictions to define zoning and associated infrastructure and finance needs. As a result,
jurisdictions are able to define their need for public facilities that could potentially be assisted
by CERB.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The partnership could potentially influence local priorities for constructing public
facilities. CERB projects in Puget Sound could potentially increase stormwater and wastewater
flows. Conversely, other projects could enhance drainage and other public facilities that reduce
pollution.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: To the extent that the Climate Change Initiative advances more living-wage clean
energy jobs, it could help implement the CERB program and associated job development and
retention goals. Conversely, the Climate Change Initiative could potentially conflict
with projects that create jobs but are not related to clean energy or considered to be green
jobs.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Projects may or may not implement the plan.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
As part of the biennial report, program staff collects data regarding the outcomes of the
projects such as jobs created and retained and level of private investment. Effective July 1,
2009, an expanded list of requirements in the biennial report will be measured pursuant to
RCW 43.160.900.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy
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Need
· Comparative level of economic activity  10%
· Jobs  25%
· Return on the state s investment  30%
· Local commitment  12.5%
· Readiness to proceed  12.5%



Program Awards:

How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    0
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
   1
How many of the 2007 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
   11

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of investments in publicly-

owned economic development infrastructure projects.
· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: Project outcomes are tracked for a period of five years after

construction is completed. By statute, CERB reports biennially to the legislature on the
number of applications for CERB assistance; number and types of projects approved;
grant or loan amount awarded to each project; projected number of jobs created or
retained by each project; actual number of jobs created or retained by each project;
number of delinquent loans; number of project terminations; and any additional
measures and recommendations for programmatic changes deemed appropriate by
CERB.

· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of infrastructure

investments.
GMAP

· Estimated number of jobs created or maintained.
· Private investment leveraged by CTED.
· Number of contracts received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration 0 0 0

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants 0 0 0

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Program expires July 1, 2009 per 2SSB 6855 (C231, L 2008)

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

CERB Job Development Program Grants, 2007 

Cit ies and 
Towns, 8

Port  
Districts, 2

Count ies, 1

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 1

Other, $49,030,000

Transportation 
Infrastructure, 

$471,000

San Juan Whatcom 
2 Projects 
$7,887,000 

Skagit 
 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Wahkiakum Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

1 Project 
$1,982,000 

Skamania 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 
1 Project 

$9,912,000 

2 Projects 
$7,946,000 

Lewis 
 

2 Projects 
$5,250,000 

1 Project 
$5,053,000 

2 Projects 
$1,471,000 

Grays 

1 Project 
$10,000,000 

Harbor 

Pend 
Oreille 

 

Stevens 

 
Klickitat 

 

Location of Grants by County



Administered By:Community Economic
Revitalization Board Rural
Program

Department of Community, Trade
and Economic Development
Community Economic Revitalization Board

Program Purpose: The Community Economic Revitalization Board (CERB) Rural Natural
Resources/Rural Counties Program expands assistance opportunities for targeted areas
across the state to achieve more stable and diversified local economies. The Rural Program
funds infrastructure for prospective economic development projects to support specific
higher-wage business types in rural counties and rural natural resources areas that have
been affected by downturns in the timber and commercial salmon industries. The program
also funds tourism development projects in rural areas, project-specific feasibility studies,
and pre-development planning activities to help evaluate high-priority economic
development projects that will assist these communities in meeting their economic
development goals.

Mission Statement:  CERB s mission is to help communities create and retain jobs in
partnership with business and industry, providing low-interest loans and grants to local
governments to help finance construction of public facility projects supporting private
sector development.

Year Established:   1991

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 43.160 RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 133-40 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008
(For Traditional and
Rural Programs):
34% Grants
66% Loans

Legislative Intent: RCW 43.160.010(5)
The legislature finds that sharing economic growth statewide is
important to the welfare of the state. Rural counties and rural
natural resources impact areas do not share in the economic
vitality of the Puget Sound region . . .  It is therefore the intent
of the legislature to increase the amount of funding available
through CERB for rural counties and rural natural resources
impact areas, and to authorize flexibility for available
resources in these areas to help fund planning,
predevelopment, and construction costs of infrastructure and
facilities and sites that foster economic vitality and
diversification.

Recent Biennial
Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

Expenditure for
Administration

CERB provided budget information for its
Traditional and Rural Programs

combined.  See the profile for the CERB
Traditional Program for this combined

information.

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans*

G
e
n

e
ra

l 
In

fo
rm

a
ti

o
n

*Note: The FTE number below does not include the work of CTED s Business and Project
Development Unit staff in support of the work of CERB.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
2.8 for combined Traditional and Rural

Fund Account(s):
887-1  Public Facilities Construction
Loan Revolving Account
057  State Building Construction
Account
355  State Taxable Building
Construction Account

Fund Sources:
· CERB loan repayments;
· Interest earnings on the Public

Facilities Construction Loan Revolving
Account and the Public Works
Assistance Account

· Bond sales

Funds Awarded for Grants and Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: CERB was originally funded by state bond sales in
1982. Since then, funding has come from the repayment of CERB loans plus amounts from a
variety of other sources. CERB staff report that this has resulted in major fluctuations from
biennium to biennium in the amount of funding CERB has available for grants and loans.
Using current projections for loan repayments and interest earnings, CERB staff estimate
available revenues of approximately $6.3 million in 2009-11 for its Traditional and Rural
programs, down from $20 million in 2007-09.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 13

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 13

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $4,441,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: CERB s Rural Program can fund a wide range of projects. These include
projects in basic infrastructure systems such as domestic and industrial water, sanitary sewer,
and storm sewer, as well as utilities such as electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications.
The program can fund transportation infrastructure projects such as roads, bridges, and rail
spurs, and other infrastructure projects such as general purpose industrial buildings and port
facilities. The Rural Program can also fund feasibility studies and other planning efforts for
these projects. In the column on who is eligible to apply, the Other  box is checked to
highlight that Public Development Authorities apply for project funding through CERB s
programs.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Applicants must meet statutory
definitions of being a rural county or a rural natural resources impact area. CERB also reviews
whether local jurisdictions applying for funds are in compliance with the state s Growth
Management Act. If a jurisdiction is not in compliance, CERB will consider how the non-
compliance issues affect the proposed project site.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Projects must have a connection to
job creation or job retention. Unlike CERB s Traditional Program, which requires a commitment
to a project by a private sector company, CERB s Rural Program can fund prospective
development construction projects. An applicant for a prospective development project must
demonstrate a high likelihood that the project will provide long-term economic opportunity
through a feasibility threshold analysis submitted with the application. Rural Program
prospective development construction projects are targeted to the same private business
types as the Traditional Program, with the addition of tourism projects that fall into other
business types such as hotel/motel.

For Rural Program projects that are submitted with an eligible private sector business, the
application must provide convincing evidence that a specific private development or expansion
is ready to occur and will occur only if the public facility improvement is made, which is the
same as the Traditional Program. Such applications are limited to the following eligible
business types:  manufacturing, production, food processing, assembly, warehousing,
industrial distribution, advanced technology, research and development, recycling facilities, or
businesses that substantially support the trading of goods and services beyond state borders.
Additionally, the applicant must demonstrate that no other timely source of funding is
available to it at costs reasonably similar to financing available from CERB.

CERB is prohibited by statute from funding projects that have the primary purpose of
facilitating retail shopping developments that would displace existing jobs in any other
community in the state, that are for the acquisition of real property, or that have the primary
purpose of facilitating or promoting gambling.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: Effective July 1, 2009,
awards will need to result in the creation of significant private sector jobs or significant private
sector capital investment as determined by the board and be consistent with the state
comprehensive economic development plan developed by the Washington economic
development commission pursuant to chapter 43.162 RCW, once the plan is adopted.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Per RCW 43.160.060, effective July 1, 2009:
· Job created;
· Unemployment rate in project area;
· Private sector investment leveraged;
· Health insurance provided for employees and families;
· Whether project will support population and job growth; and
· Whether applicant has created and abided by permitting guidelines.

Board Policies

Per CERB Policies 07-09: Whether an appropriate level of match is being provided.

Agency Strategic Plan

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The GMA potentially helps implement CERB programs because it requires
jurisdictions to define zoning and associated infrastructure and finance needs. As a result,
jurisdictions are able to define their need for public facilities that could potentially be assisted
by CERB. However, most local governments that are eligible for Rural CERB are not required
to plan under GMA.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The partnership could potentially influence local priorities for constructing public
facilities. CERB projects in rural areas of Puget Sound could potentially increase stormwater
and wastewater flows. Conversely, other projects could enhance drainage and other public
facilities that reduce pollution.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: To the extent that the Climate Change Initiative advances more living-wage clean
energy jobs, it could help implement the CERB program and associated job development and
retention goals. Conversely, the Climate Change Initiative could potentially conflict
with projects that create jobs but are not related to clean energy or considered to be green
jobs.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Effective July 1, 2009, CERB can only fund projects that are consistent with the
State Economic Development Plan. This could help advance public facility projects that are
consistent with the State Economic Development Plan and could potentially conflict with
projects that are not.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
As part of the biennial report, program staff collects data regarding the outcomes of the
projects such as jobs created and retained and level of private investment. Effective July 1,
2009, an expanded list of requirements in the biennial report will be measured pursuant to
RCW 43.160.900.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria (with weights or points, and with maximum defined):

As defined by:
Other

No weighting is assigned to criteria. Board members evaluate the projects on their own
merits and make a decision based on their personal evaluation of how the project met the
following criteria:

· Jobs created;
· Unemployment rate in project area;
· Private sector investment leveraged;
· Health insurance provided for employees and families;
· Whether project will support population and job growth; and
· Whether applicant has created and abided by permitting guidelines.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
  N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

    N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of investments in publicly-

owned economic development infrastructure projects.
· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: Project outcomes are tracked for a period of five years after

construction is completed. By statute, CERB reports biennially to the legislature on the
number of applications for CERB assistance; number and types of projects approved;
grant or loan amount awarded to each project; projected number of jobs created or
retained by each project; actual number of jobs created or retained by each project;
number of delinquent loans; number of project terminations; and any additional
measures and recommendations for programmatic changes deemed appropriate by
CERB.

· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of infrastructure

investments.



GMAP
· Estimated number of jobs created or maintained.
· Private investment leveraged by CTED.
· Number of contracts received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs (for both Traditional and Rural
programs):

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $1,144,254 $1,144,254 $1,144,254

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $30,000,000 $30,000,000 $30,000,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Additional funding needed for awards as loans and grants:
FY 09-11: $23,747,000
FY 11-13: $21,498,000
FY 13-15: $18,325,000

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.Mixed (See Note) $23,747,000 $21,498,000 $18,325,000

2.
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Note: CERB cannot determine infrastructure need by type of infrastructure because demands
are driven by specific businesses' need for infrastructure to locate in a specific location.

Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
Need is estimated from the amount of funding being awarded in the current biennium and the
projected numbers of projects in development by ITED Regional Services staff.



 

Community Economic Revitalization Board Rural Program  
Grants and Loans, 2003-08 

Location of Grants and Loans by County 
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Skamania 
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Chelan 
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Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
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Ferry 

Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

1 Project 
$50,000 

5 Projects 
$195,000 

2 Projects 
$100,000 

3 Projects 
$1,095,000 

2 Projects 
$56,222 

2 Projects 
$60,000 

2 Projects 
$81,000 2 Projects 

$74,280 

5 Projects 
$536,597 

1 Project 
$12,500 

1 Project 
$1,000,000 

2 Projects 
$855,000 

Kitsap 

1 Project 
$50,000 

3 Projects 
$1,075,000 

1 Project 
$44,332 

3 Projects 
$372,750 

4 Projects 

1 Project 
$465,000 

Spokane 
 

$165,261 1 Project 
$1,000,000 

Lincoln 
 

1 Project 
$30,000 

1 Project 
$50,000 

1 Project 
$50,000 

1 Project 
$250,000 

Grant and Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Port  
Districts, 71Other Special 

Purpose 
Districts, 26

Cit ies and 
Towns, 19

Count ies, 9

Other, $24,501,318

Buildings and 
Facilities, 

$21,727,076

Wastewater, 
$9,444,211

Transportation 
Infrastructure, 

$5,862,929



Administered By:Community Economic
Revitalization Board Traditional
Program

Department of Community, Trade
and Economic Development;
Community Economic Revitalization Board

Program Purpose: The Community Economic Revitalization Board (CERB) Traditional
Program provides funding assistance statewide for public facilities to foster business/job
development and retention for specific higher wage business types (identified later in this
profile). Public facilities  include bridges, roads, domestic and industrial water, sanitary and
storm sewer, railroad, electricity, telecommunications, natural gas, buildings and structures,
and port facilities  all for the purpose of job creation, job retention, or job expansion.

Mission Statement: CERB s mission is to help communities create and retain jobs in
partnership with business and industry, providing low-interest loans and grants to local
governments to help finance construction of public facility projects supporting private sector
development.

Year Established: 1982

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 43.160 RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 133-40 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
(for combined
Traditional and Rural
programs)
34% Grants
66% Loans

Legislative Intent: RCW 43.160.010
The Legislature finds that it is the public policy of the state of
Washington to direct financial resources toward the fostering of
economic development through the stimulation of investment
and job opportunities and the retention of sustainable existing
employment for the general welfare of the inhabitants of the
state . . . A valuable means of fostering economic development
is the construction of public facilities which contribute to the
stability and growth of the state s economic base.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $537,056 $594,463 $627,000 $616,000 $630,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $17,000,000 $7,475,000 $11,380,000 $20,448,000 $20,000,000

Expenditure for
Administration $537,056 $435,972 $570,554 $627,141

$630,000
(estimated)

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $11,900,000 $8,600,000 $12,900,000 $15,688,798

$32,021,090
(estimated)
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Note: The budget information above is a combined total for CERB s Traditional and Rural
programs. The administrative budget information above and the FTE number below do not
include the work of CTED s Business and Project Development Unit staff in support of the
work of CERB.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
2.8 for combined Traditional and Rural

Fund Account(s):
887-1  Public Facilities Construction
Loan Revolving Account
057  State Building Construction
Account
355  State Taxable Building
Construction Account

Fund Sources:
· CERB loan repayments;
· Interest earnings on the Public

Facilities Construction Loan Revolving
Account and the Public Works
Assistance Account

· Bond sales

Funds Awarded
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: CERB was originally funded by state bond sales in
1982. Since then, funding has come from the repayment of CERB loans plus amounts from a
variety of other sources. CERB staff report that this has resulted in major fluctuations from
biennium to biennium in the amount of funding CERB has available for grants and loans.
Using current projections for loan repayments and interest earnings, CERB staff estimate
available revenues of approximately $6.3 million in 2009-11 for its Traditional and Rural
programs, down from $20 million in 2007-09.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 8

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 7

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $7,150,256

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0 (1 withdrew)

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: CERB s Traditional Program can fund a wide range of projects. These
include projects in Basic Infrastructure systems such as domestic and industrial water,
sanitary sewer, and storm sewer, as well as utilities such as electricity, natural gas, and
telecommunications. The program can also fund Transportation Infrastructure projects such as
roads, bridges, and rail spurs, and Other Infrastructure projects such as general purpose
industrial buildings and port facilities. In the column on who is eligible to apply, the Other
box is checked to highlight that Public Development Authorities apply for project funding
through CERB s programs.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Per statute, CERB reviews whether
local jurisdictions applying for funds are in compliance with the state s Growth Management
Act. If a jurisdiction is not in compliance, CERB will consider how the non-compliance issues
affect the proposed project site.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: The major qualification for projects in
this program is a proposed project s direct and specific connection to job creation or retention.
Per statute, CERB may only provide financial assistance:

· For projects which would result in specific private developments or expansions in
manufacturing, production, food processes, assembly, warehousing, advanced technology,
research and development, industrial distribution, processing of recycling materials,
manufacturing facilities that rely on recyclable materials, which support the relocation of
businesses from non-distressed urban areas to rural counties or rural natural resources
impact areas, or which substantially support the trading of goods or services outside of
the state s borders;

· For projects that improve opportunities for the successful maintenance, establishment, or
expansion of industrial or commercial plants or will otherwise assist in the creation or
retention of long-term economic opportunities; and

· When the application includes convincing evidence that a specific private development or
expansion is ready to occur and will occur only if the public facility improvement is made.

Additionally, the applicant must demonstrate that no other timely source of funding is
available to it at costs reasonably similar to financing available from CERB.

CERB is prohibited by statute from funding projects that have the primary purpose of
facilitating retail shopping developments that would displace existing jobs in any other
community in the state, that are for the acquisition of real property, or that have the primary
purpose of facilitating or promoting gambling.

E
li

g
ib

le
 A

p
p

li
ca

n
ts

 A
n

d
 P

ro
je

ct
s

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: Effective July 1, 2009,
awards will need to result in the creation of significant private sector jobs or significant private
sector capital investment as determined by the board and be consistent with the state
comprehensive economic development plan developed by the Washington economic
development commission pursuant to chapter 43.162 RCW, once the plan is adopted.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

RCW 43.160.060

Effective July 1, 2009:
· Jobs created;
· Unemployment rate in project area;
· Private sector investment leveraged;
· Health insurance provided for employees and families;
· Whether project will support population and job growth; and
· Whether applicant has created and abided by permitting guidelines.

Board Policies

CERB Policies 07-09

Whether an appropriate level of match is being provided.

Agency Strategic Plan

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The GMA potentially helps implement CERB programs because it requires
jurisdictions to define zoning and associated infrastructure and finance needs. As a result,
jurisdictions are able to define their need for public facilities that could potentially be assisted
by CERB.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The partnership could potentially influence local priorities for constructing public
facilities. CERB projects in Puget Sound could potentially increase stormwater and wastewater
flows. Conversely, other projects could enhance drainage and other public facilities that reduce
pollution.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: To the extent that the Climate Change Initiative advances more living-wage clean
energy jobs, it could help implement the CERB program and associated job development and
retention goals. Conversely, the Climate Change Initiative could potentially conflict
with projects that create jobs but are not related to clean energy or considered to be green
jobs.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Effective July 1, 2009, CERB can only fund projects that are consistent with the
State Economic Development Plan. This could help advance public facility projects that are
consistent with the State Economic Development Plan and could potentially conflict with
projects that are not.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:

As part of the biennial report, program staff collects data regarding the outcomes of the
projects such as jobs created and retained and level of private investment. Effective July 1,
2009, an expanded list of requirements in the biennial report will be measured pursuant to
RCW 43.160.900.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other

No weighting is assigned to criteria. Board members evaluate the projects on their own
merits and make a decision based on their personal evaluation of how the project met the
following criteria:

· Jobs created;
· Unemployment rate in project area;
· Private sector investment leveraged;
· Health insurance provided for employees and families;
· Whether project will support population and job growth; and
· Whether applicant has abided by permitting guidelines.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    n/a
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
   n/a
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
   n/a

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of investments in publicly-

owned economic development infrastructure projects.
· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.



· Expected Results: Project outcomes are tracked for a period of five years after
construction is completed. By statute, CERB reports biennially to the legislature on the
number of applications for CERB assistance; number and types of projects approved;
grant or loan amount awarded to each project; projected number of jobs created or
retained by each project; actual number of jobs created or retained by each project;
number of delinquent loans; number of project terminations; and any additional
measures and recommendations for programmatic changes deemed appropriate by
CERB.

· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of infrastructure

investments.
GMAP:

· Estimated number of jobs created or maintained.
· Private investment leveraged by CTED.
· Number of contracts received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs (for both Traditional and Rural
programs):

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $1,144,254 $1,144,254 $1,144,254

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $30,000,000 $30,000,000 $30,000,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Additional funding needed for awards as loans and grants:
FY 09-11: $23,747,000
FY 11-13: $21,498,000
FY 13-15: $18,325,000

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.Mixed (see note) $23,747,000 $21,498,000 $18,325,000

2.

3.
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Note: CERB cannot determine infrastructure need by type of infrastructure because demands
are driven by specific businesses' need for infrastructure to locate in a specific location. Does
your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:

Need is estimated from the amount of funding being awarded in the current biennium and the
projected numbers of projects in development by ITED Regional Services staff.



 

CERB Traditional Program Grants and Loans, 2003-08 
Location of Grants and Loans by County 

1 Project 
$394,000 Whatcom 

1 Project 
$400,856 

2 Projects 
$1,071,839 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 

Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Ferry 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

1 Project 
$963,000 

1 Project 
$250,000 

2 Projects 
$1,999,966 

2 Projects 
$1,800,000 

6 Projects 
$4,012,550 

1 Project 
$1,000,000 

1 Project 
$500,000 

Kitsap 

5 Projects 
$4,300,000 

3 Projects 
$2,348,000 

Lincoln 
 

1 Project 
$945,803 

1 Project 
$87,085 

3 Projects 
$2,045,000 

3 Projects 
$4,000,000 

Spokane 
 

Cowlitz 

1 Project 
$1,000,000 

3 Projects 
$4,000,000 

King 
 

1 Project 
$555,400 

Stevens Pend 

1 Project 
$529,800 

Oreille 
 

Grant and Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Port 
Districts, 71

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 26

Cities and 
Towns, 19

Counties, 9

Buildings and 
Facilities, 

$21,727,076

Wastewater, 
$9,444,211

Transportation 
Infrastructure, 

$5,862,929

Other, 
$24,501,318

 



Administered By:Community Services Facilities
Program

Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose: The Community Services Facilities Program awarded state grants to
nonprofit, community-based organizations to defray up to 25 percent of eligible capital costs
for the acquisition and/or major construction or renovation of community-based
nonresidential social service projects. Project examples include children s centers, youth
services facilities, senior services facilities, and food bank/family support centers. Pursuant
to 2SSB 685, the program was eliminated in 2008 and a new program, with an emphasis on
distressed communities and co-located facilities, was created.

Mission Statement: The Local Government Division assists local governments as they
make decisions on how they want to grow, then provides help by strategically funding
infrastructure improvements and promoting vital public safety and cultural features that
make Washington communities safe and satisfying places to live and work.

Year Established: First
Capital Budget funding in
1995; codification in 1997.

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 43.63A.125

Administrative Rules:
None.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent: SHB 1325 (1997), Section 1
The Legislature finds that nonprofit organizations provide a
variety of social services that serve the needs of the citizens of
Washington, including many services implemented under
contract with state agencies. The Legislature also finds that the
efficiency and quality of these services may be enhanced by the
provision of safe, reliable, and sound facilities, and that, in
certain cases, it may be appropriate for the state to assist in
the development of these facilities.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $79,486 $88,220 $118,620 $106,900 $115,584

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $4,462,575 $4,322,780 $5,812,380 $5,238,100 $10,031,416

Expenditure for
Administration $30,202 $97,391 $65,502 $181,900 (estimated)

$115,584
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Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans $4,462,575 $4,322,780 $5,812,380 $5,238,100 (estimated)

$10,031,416



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
5.0 FTEs administer four division capital
programs, including this one.

Fund Account(s):
057  State Building Construction
Account

Fund Sources:
The State Building Construction Account
is primarily funded through the sale of
bonds. Program administration is
funded by retaining a percentage of the
appropriation (2 percent from each
project in 2005-07).

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: The program s enabling statute places a limit on the
total amount of funding that the department may request in each biennial budget. From the
program s inception to the current biennium, the amount was $6 million. The 2006
Supplemental Capital Budget contained a provision to increase this amount to $10 million,
beginning in the 2007-09 Biennium. Pursuant to 2SSB 685, the program was eliminated in
2008 and a new program, with an emphasis on distressed communities and co-located
facilities, was created ( Building Communities ).

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: N/A (program terminated)

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: N/A

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: N/A

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: N/A

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: N/A

E
li

g
ib

le
 A

p
p

li
ca

n
ts

 A
n

d
 P

ro
je

ct
s

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Acquisition, construction, or major renovation of qualifying nonresidential
social service facilities. Project examples include children s centers, youth services facilities,
senior services facilities, and food bank/family support centers

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Applicants must be 501(c) 3 non-profit
organizations. Organizations with multiple facilities can apply for up to three program grants
per funding round.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: The project site must either be
owned by or under long-term lease by the applicant. Ineligible projects include medical
facilities, inpatient mental health facilities, homeless shelters, transitional housing, retail
operations such as thrift stores, and libraries.E
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Board Policies

See evaluation criteria below.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Goal 1: Build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic, environmental, and social
needs of citizens.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: This program funded community service facilities and was not a traditional
infrastructure  type program of pipes in the ground or transportation. Applicants were non-

profit organizations and aren t part of any local government comprehensive plans.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Depending on the location and type of project, it may generate increased sewage
flows and stormwater in the Puget Sound region.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Starting with the 2009-11 Biennium, all projects are required to meet the LEED
silver standards or higher. Exemptions are allowed for facilities less than 5,000 square feet.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: These projects were intended to assist with the delivery of community services and
are not economic development type projects.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy

P
ro

g
ra

m
 P

o
li

cy
 G

u
id

a
n

ce
, A

w
a
rd

 C
ri

te
ri

a
 a

n
d

 P
e
rf

o
rm

a
n

ce
 M

e
a
s
u

re
s

The advisory board s funding recommendations are based upon the numerical rankings
summarized below and qualitative factors that may include, but are not limited to,
geographic distribution of funds and the degree to which applicants have access to other
funding sources.
Points Assigned by Formula (up to 40 pts. out of a total of 100 pts.):

· Percent of project funds raised  multiply percentage by .25 (up to 25 pts.);
· Design work started  if yes, add 5 pts.;
· Fundraising feasibility plan provided?  If yes, add 5 pts.; and
· Project feasibility study provided?  If yes, add 5 pts.

Points Assigned by Board Reviewers (up to 60 pts. out of a total of 100 pts.):
· Project readiness: Financial and managerial ability to complete the proposed project by

the end of the biennium  up to 15 pts.;
· Organizational capacity: Financial and managerial ability to successfully run the

completed facility  up to 15 pts.;
· Project results: The degree the project will increase the efficiency and/or quality of

services provided  up to 15 pts.;
· Community need: Evidence of clear need and credible documentation  up to 10 pts;
· Stakeholder participation: Evidence of building partnerships with relevant stakeholders 

up to 5 pts.



Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
     N/A (program terminated)
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

     N/A (program terminated)
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

     N/A (program terminated)

Performance Measures and Program Performance:

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: To provide funding to local governments, nonprofit organizations,

and private enterprise to address a variety of community, environmental, economic
enhancement, and recreational needs throughout the state.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration N/A N/A N/A

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants N/A N/A N/A

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):  N/A

Not Applicable. Pursuant to 2SSB 685, the program was eliminated in 2008 and a new
program, with an emphasis on distressed communities and co-located facilities, was created.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. N/A N/A N/A

2. N/A N/A N/A

3. N/A N/A N/A
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs? Program no longer exists.

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



 

 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Community Service Facilities Grants, 2004-08 
Location of Grants by County

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

1 Project 
$641,875 

1 Project 
$171,937 

8 Projects 
$2,365,875 

29 Projects 
$9,293,281 

2 Projects 
$663,188 

1 Project 
$17,685 

1 Project 
$44,100 

3 Projects 
$1,103,756 

2 Projects 
$417,500 

5 Projects 
$1,544,825 

3 Projects 
$685,019 

2 Projects 
$51,090 

1 Project 
$216,150 

2 Projects 
$664,563 

Non-Prof it  
Organizat ions 

109

Community 
Service/Social 

Service Facilit ies , 
$30,376,341

Nonprofit Organizations, 109 Community Service/Social Service Facilities, 
$30,376,341 



Administered By:
Energy Freedom Program Department of Community, Trade & Economic

Development

Program Purpose: The purpose of the Energy Freedom Program is to promote bioenergy
development in Washington state by stimulating construction of facilities to generate power
and produce fuels from farm sources or other organic matter. The program provides loans
and grants to political subdivisions of the state, tribes and research institutions, which then
contract with private partners. Competitively awarded funds require a 50 percent or higher
match. The program also provides technical assistance to fund recipients. In 2007, the
Green Energy Incentive subaccount was established to stimulate alternative fuel refueling
infrastructure. However, no funds were appropriated for this purpose.

Mission Statement: The Department of Community, Trade & Economic Development
invests in Washington's communities, businesses and families to build a healthy and
prosperous future.

Year Established: 2006

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 15.110 RCW

Administrative Rules:
None

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
11.5% Grants
88.5% Loans

Legislative Intent: See RCW 43.325.001 and 43.325.005:
it is in the public interest to encourage the rapid adoption

and use of bioenergy, to develop a viable bioenergy industry
within Washington State, to promote public research and
development in bioenergy sources and markets, and to
support a viable agriculture industry to grow bioenergy crops.
To accomplish this, the Energy Freedom Program is
established to promote public research and development in
bioenergy, and to stimulate the construction of facilities in
Washington to generate energy from farm sources or convert
organic matter into fuels.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

Up to
$510,000

$28,000

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $22,999,960 (-$2,499,584)

Expenditure for
Administration 0 $23,000

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $22,999,960 (-$2,499,584)
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Notes:
1. The 2006 Supplemental Capital Budget contained two loan appropriations that totaled

$10,250,000 for five targeted projects and $6,750,000 for six competitive awards.
2. The 2007 Capital Budget defunded two projects, reappropriated $2.5 million as a loan

through CTED Local & Community Projects, and reallocated some funds amongst the
remaining projects.

3. The 2008 Supplemental Capital Budget reappropriated $1.5 million in loan funds from
 a third defunded project to two specific grants.
4. There has been no new appropriation of funds since 2006 and the total amount of funds
 in circulation as loans has dropped to roughly $13,000,000.
5. With regard to program administration, the competitive loan appropriation authorized
 the initial administrator, Department of Agriculture, to expend no more than $202,000

for administrative costs. The policy bill included a provision that the administrative costs
 could not exceed 3 percent of the total funds available (3 percent of $17 million =
 $510,000). WSDA opted to not tap the program for administrative costs.
6. The 2007 Legislature transferred future administration to CTED, established and funded
 a Bioenergy Coordinator position, and struck the 3 percent administrative cost
 language. Currently, one-fifth of the Bioenergy Coordinator position is dedicated to
 program administration.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
0.2 (as of October 2007)

Fund Account(s):
10R  Energy Freedom Account (new)

Fund Sources:
10R - Energy Freedom Account. This
new account will also receive loan
repayments and interest.

Funds Awarded
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: This program was established in 2006. See page 1
for a summary of funding patterns to date.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: N/A (no competitive round)

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 2 (grants targeted by Legislature)

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: 2

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: N/A

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: N/A

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are Eligible?
Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: Construction of facilities, including the purchase of equipment, to convert
farm products or wastes into electricity or gaseous or liquid fuels or other co-products
associated with such conversion. Also, the construction of related distribution and storage
facilities, and research and development relating to bioenergy sources and development of
markets for bioenergy co-products. Awards can be loans, leases, product purchases, or other
forms of financial or technical assistance.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: This program is limited to public
subdivisions of the state in conjunction with an industry partner. These include port districts,
conservation districts, and public development authorities. Tribes and state institutions of
higher education are also eligible applicants. Participants must provide business and feasibility
plans as part of the application. The public entity is awarded the loan, and in turn makes a
loan to the business. Because of 2006 s rapid application and award cycle, the Department of
Agriculture reported that the primary responsibility for due-diligence was placed on the
applying public entities, particularly for the five awards made by proviso.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: See RCW 43.325.020(3):
When reviewing applications, the director shall consult with those agencies and other public
entities having expertise and knowledge to assess the technical and business feasibility of the
project and probability of success. These agencies may include, but are not limited to, WSU,
UW, Ecology, DNR, WSDA, GA, local clean air authorities, and the Washington State
Conservation Commission.

The director, in cooperation with WSDA, may approve an application only if they find:
(a) The project will convert farm products, wastes, cellulose, or biogas directly into

electricity or biofuel or other coproducts associated with such conversion;

(b) The project demonstrates technical feasibility and directly assists in moving a
commercially viable project into the marketplace for use by state citizens;

(c) The facility will produce long-term economic benefits to the state, a region of the
state, or a particular community in the state;

(d) The project does not require continuing state support;

(e) The assistance will result in new jobs, job retention, or higher incomes for citizens
of the state;

(f) The state is provided an option under the assistance agreement to purchase a
portion of the fuel or feedstock to be produced by the project, exercisable by the
Department of General Administration;

(g) The project will increase energy independence or diversity for the state;

(h) The project will use feedstocks produced in the state, if feasible, except this
criterion does not apply to the construction of facilities used to distribute and store
fuels that are produced from farm products or wastes;

(i) Any product produced by the project will be suitable for its intended use, will meet
accepted national or state standards, and will be stored and distributed in a safe
and environmentally sound manner;

(j) The application provides for adequate reporting or disclosure of financial and
employment data to the director, and permits the director to require an annual or
other periodic audit of the project books; and

(k) For research and development projects, the application has been independently
reviewed by a peer review committee.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

See RCW 43.325.070(1):
(a) Reduced dependence on petroleum fuels and imported energy;
(b) Reduced air and water pollution;
(c) Establishment of a viable bioenergy or biofuel production capacity in Washington;
(d) Benefits to Washington's agricultural producers;
(e) Benefits to the health of Washington's forests;
(f) Beneficial uses of biogas; and
(g) Number and quality of jobs and economic benefits.

Board Policies

Agency Strategic Plan

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: N/A

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: N/A

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Biofuels and biopower offer the most direct means of displacing fossil fuel use
within current transportation and electricity platforms. Bioenergy is also a primary focus of
organic waste stream utilization, providing a wide variety of carbon offset projects to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. The role of the Energy Freedom Program in stimulating bioenergy
facility development is often cited in Climate Action Team discussions and publications.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Bioenergy production is inherently local and distributed due to feedstock costs. By
promoting use of instate crops and organic waste streams, bioenergy provides construction
and O&M employment, as well as new, ongoing revenue sources for rural economies. The
importance of public sector stimulation of private sector investment in bioenergy is mentioned
numerous times in Washington s Workforce and Economic Development Strategy.  Two
examples directly reference the Energy Freedom Program:

The public sector should lay the foundation for private sector success: Washington s biofuel
strategy, particularly the recently created loan fund, is another key example of leveraging
significant private activity with relatively modest public investment.

Government should actively support vital sectors of our economy: Agricultural crop  research
may hold the key to Washington s agricultural future. The state Energy Freedom Fund, the
Alternative Fuel Standards relating to biodiesel and ethanol and the national interest in
reducing our dependence on foreign oil are creating significant opportunities to link
agricultural innovation and energy options.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used: Although there are no
routine criteria for assessing progress, a report on program implementation is due to the
legislature by December 1 of each year.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria (with weights or points, and with maximum defined):

As defined by:
Other

No funds awarded in 2008.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
   N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
  N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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Funding under the Energy Freedom Program is subject to legislative appropriation. CTED does
not have fiscal authority for competitive awards, and therefore the issue of performance
measures relative to other agency goals has yet to be addressed.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $56,000 $750,000 $750,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants 0 $25,000,000 $25,000,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years: There is substantial interest and
need for additional funding. However, no new appropriation is anticipated for 2009-11 given
current macroeconomic conditions. Appropriations beyond the next biennium will be driven in
part by future policy decisions regarding utilization of public waste streams (e.g. municipal solid
waste, wastewater treatment facilities) for bioenergy, and the role of bioenergy in carbon offset
projects.

The original intent of legislators advocating for the program was to provide $25 million a year
over four years into a revolving loan fund. During the 2006 legislative session, a total of $23
million was appropriated for bioenergy capital facilities projects ($17 million for Energy
Freedom, and $6 million for a biomass energy project in Grays Harbor County). This number is
shown here as an indication of both legislative intent and as a reasonable reflection of interest
and need.

Regarding administrative costs, the 3 percent ceiling on overhead will likely be restored. CTED
is only responsible for administering the most recent $1.5 million in grants, and contract
agreements for these projects will likely be in place prior to the next biennium. Presuming no
new appropriation in project funds and continued funding of the Bioenergy Coordinator position
(with 20 percent time allocation and an annual FTE cost of $140,000), the staff time available
for program administration would be valued at $56,000 for the biennium. Future administrative
funding would depend upon new appropriations for the program and/or staff.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



Energy Freedom Grants and Loans, 2003-07 
Location of Awards by County
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Administered By:
Local Infrastructure
Financing Tool (LIFT)

Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development;
Community Economic Revitalization Board

Program Purpose: The purpose of this program is to create a new funding tool for local
governments to develop and redevelop land in a manner that promotes efficient land use
through mixed use and transit oriented development and to foster economic growth as
measured by jobs created and new tax revenue generated. The intent is that permanent jobs
created through LIFT infrastructure investments will be well paying jobs.

Mission Statement:  CERB s mission is to help communities create and retain jobs in
partnership with business and industry, providing low-interest loans and grants to local
governments to help finance construction of public facility projects supporting private sector
development.

Year Established:  2006

Enabling State Statutes:
 RCW 39.102, pursuant to
Engrossed Second
Substitute House Bill 2673
(C 181, L 2006)

Administrative Rules:
 N/A

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Granted Taxing
Authority  there are no
grants or loans associated
with this program.

Legislative Intent:

The legislature recognizes that the state as a whole benefits
from investment in public infrastructure because it promotes
community and economic development. Public investment
stimulates business activity and helps create jobs; stimulates
the redevelopment of brownfields and blighted areas in the
inner city; lowers the cost of housing; and promotes efficient
land use. The legislature finds that these activities generate
revenue for the state and that it is in the public interest to
invest in these projects through a credit against the state sales
and use tax and an allocation of property tax revenue to those
sponsoring local governments that can demonstrate the
expected returns to the state.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration 0

0

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants 0 0

New Taxing Authority to
award $5,000,000 $2,500,000

Expenditure for
Administration Not tracked

$30,356
(estimate)

Funds Awarded for
Loans/Grants 0 0

New Taxing Authority
awarded $1,000,000

$6,500,000
(estimate)
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Note: Pursuant to RCW 39.102.050, LIFT solicitations end September 18, 2008.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
0.03

Fund Account(s):
887-1  Public Facilities Construction
Loan Revolving Account

Fund Sources:
· CERB loan repayments;
· Interest earnings on the Public

Facilities Construction Loan Revolving
Account and the Public Works
Assistance Account Bond sales

Taxing Authority
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: In 2006, the program was authorized with $5 million
in annual taxing authority to award. Program requirements were amended in 2007 by Second
Substitute House Bill 1277 (C 229, L 2007). In 2007, and additional selection round and $2.5
million in annual taxing authority we given to the program.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 7

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 5

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $4,000,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 2

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $1,400,000 in
annual taxing authority

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: Infrastructure improvements within the revenue development area that
include:

· Street, bridge, and road construction and maintenance, including highway interchange
construction;

· Water and sewer system construction and improvements, including wastewater reuse
facilities;

· Sidewalks, traffic controls, and streetlights;
· Parking, terminal, and dock facilities;
· Park and ride facilities of a transit authority;
· Park facilities and recreational areas, including trails;
· Stormwater and drainage management systems; and
· Expenditures for facilities and improvements that support affordable housing as

defined in RCW 43.63A.510.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Only cities, towns, counties, and
federally recognized Indian tribes may apply.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Projects must be located within a
locally designated revenue development area.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

RCW 39.102.040: The project's potential to enhance the sponsoring local government's
regional and/or international competitiveness; the project's ability to encourage mixed-use
and transit-oriented development and the redevelopment of a geographic area; achieving an
overall distribution of projects statewide that reflect geographic diversity; the estimated wages
and benefits for the project is greater than the average labor market area; the estimated state
and local net employment change over the life of the project; the current economic health and
vitality of the proposed revenue development area and the contiguous community and the
estimated impact of the proposed project on the proposed revenue development area and
contiguous community; the estimated state and local net property tax change over the life of
the project; the estimated state and local sales and use tax increase over the life of the
project; an analysis that shows that, over the life of the project, neither the local excise tax
allocation revenues nor the local property tax allocation revenues will constitute more than
eighty percent of the total local funds as described in RCW 39.102.020(29)(c); and
if a project is located within an urban growth area, evidence that the project utilizes existing
urban infrastructure and that the transportation needs of the project will be adequately met
through the use of local infrastructure financing or other sources.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The GMA potentially helps implement LIFT because it requires jurisdictions to
define zoning and associated infrastructure and finance needs. As a result, jurisdictions are
able to define their need for public facilities that could potentially be assisted by LIFT.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The Partnership could potentially influence local priorities for constructing public
facilities. LIFT projects in Puget Sound could potentially increase storm water and wastewater
flows. Conversely, other projects could enhance drainage and other public facilities that reduce
pollution.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: To the extent that the Climate Change Initiative advances more living-wage clean
energy jobs, it could help implement the LIFT program and associated job development and
retention goals. Conversely, the Climate Change Initiative could potentially conflict with
projects that create jobs but are not related to clean energy or considered to be green jobs.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Projects may or may not implement the plan.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
that has been made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result
of aid awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Recipients are required to file annual reports documenting the tax revenues and jobs
generated as a result of the award.
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Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy

The current economic health and vitality of the proposed revenue development area and the
contiguous community and the estimated impact of the proposed project on the proposed revenue
development area and contiguous community (30 percent).

The estimated state and local net employment change over the life of the project (15 percent).

The project's ability to encourage mixed use and transit-oriented development and the
redevelopment of a geographic area (15 percent).

The project's potential to enhance the sponsoring local government's regional and/or international
competitiveness (10 percent).

The estimated wages and benefits for the project are greater than the average labor market area
(10 percent).

The estimated state and local net property tax change over the life of the project (10 percent).
 The estimated state and local sales and use tax increase over the life of the project (10 percent).



Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
      0
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
    0
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
    4

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of investments in publicly

owned economic development infrastructure projects.
· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: Project outcomes are tracked for a period of five years after

construction is completed. By statute, CERB reports biennially to the legislature on the
number of applications for CERB assistance; number and types of projects approved;
grant or loan amount awarded to each project; projected number of jobs created or
retained by each project; actual number of jobs created or retained by each project;
number of delinquent loans; number of project terminations; and any additional
measures and recommendations for programmatic changes deemed appropriate by
CERB.

· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged by CERB funding.
· Estimated number of jobs created and retained as a result of infrastructure

investments.
GMAP:

· Estimated number of jobs created or maintained.
· Private investment leveraged by CTED.
· Number of contracts received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.

Other program specific performance measures:
     (a) The amount of local excise tax allocation revenues, local property tax allocation
 revenues, other revenues from local public sources, and taxes under RCW 82.14.475
 received by the sponsoring local government during the preceding calendar year that
 were dedicated to pay the public improvements financed in whole or in part with local
 infrastructure financing;
     (b) The number of  businesses locating within the revenue development area as a result of
 the public improvements undertaken by the sponsoring local government and financed
 in whole or in part with local infrastructure financing;
     (c) The total number of permanent jobs created in the revenue development area as a
 result of the public improvements undertaken by the sponsoring local government and
 financed in whole or in part with local infrastructure financing; and
     (d) The average wages and benefits received by all employees of businesses locating
 within the revenue development area as a result of the public improvements
 undertaken by the sponsoring local government and financed in whole or in part with
 local infrastructure financing.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration 0 0 0

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants 0 0 0

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Note: Pursuant to RCW 39.102.050, LIFT solicitations end September 18, 2008, thus no
projected biennial budgets or additional program funding has been identified.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:



Local Infrastructure Financing Tool Program Projects, 2006-07 
Location of Projects by County 

Projects, 1999-2008 
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Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Cities and Towns , 

5

Counties, 1

Other, 
$11,000,000

* Taxing authority granted for 25 years.  $11,000,000 represents taxing authority during the 10-year study period ending in 2008 



Administered By:Public Works Assistance
Account Construction Loan
Program

Dept of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The Public Works Assistance Account (PWAA) Construction Loan
Program is a revolving low- or no-interest loan fund that helps eligible jurisdictions finance
critical public works needs. Eligible activities include repair, replacement, rehabilitation,
new construction, reconstruction, or improvement of drinking water, wastewater,
stormwater, road, bridge, and solid waste/recycling public works systems to meet current
standards for existing users and to meet needs for reasonable 20-year population growth.

Mission Statement:  The mission of the Public Works Board is to provide financial and
technical assistance to Washington communities for critical public health, safety, and
environmental infrastructure that supports community and economic vitality.

Year Established:  1985

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 43.155 RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 399-30 WAC

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Loans

Legislative Intent:   RCW 43.155.010
It is the policy of the state of Washington to encourage self-
reliance by local governments in meeting their public works
needs and to assist in the financing of critical public works
projects by making loans, financing guarantees, and technical
assistance available to local governments for these projects.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

$2,124,000 $1,911,000 $2,103,100 $2,128,444 $2,696,242

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

$296,743,000 $308,373,000 $416,200,000 $288,900,000 $327,000,000

Expenditure for
Administration

$1,979,992 $1,565,400 $2,103,100 $2,128,444 $2,696,242

Funds Awarded for
Loans/Grants

$290,520,707 $277,685,000 $394,800,473 $252,781,253 $277,950,000
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Notes:

1. The information regarding administration in the table above represents the combined
 figures for all four of the Public Works Assistance Account programs described in this
and the next three program profiles.

2. The new appropriation for loans amount is the amount available to the board for all
 four PWAA loan programs in that biennium. The funds awarded for loans amount is the
 amount awarded for construction loans only. The balance between the two amounts is
 the amount the board put toward the other three loan programs and can be found in
 the following loan program profiles.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
8.8  FTEs administer all four of the
Public Works Assistance Account loan
programs

Fund Account(s):
058-1 Public Works Assistance Account
(also known as Public Works Trust
Fund)

Fund Sources:
· Initially established with bond

proceeds
· Loan repayments and interest
· RCW 82.18.040: 100% of the Solid

Waste Collection Tax
· RCW 82.16.020: 60% of the Public

Utility Tax on sewerage collection and
20% of the Public Utility Tax on water
distribution

· RCW 82.45.060: 6.1% of the state
portion of the Real Estate Excise Tax

· Use of the Accelerated Loan
Commitment Model

Funds Awarded for Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern:
In 2008, the legislature approved Section 1004 of the Supplemental Capital budget, setting
aside $10 million of PWAA funds to create a pilot grant program. The grant program offsets
higher interest rates on debt acquired by jurisdictions with projects in the PWAA 2008
construction loan list that were not recommended for funding. Despite receiving high scores,
these jurisdictions were not recommended for funding due to lack of resources. The board is
currently in the process of working with jurisdictions to implement this pilot program.

Three new elements were added to the board s selection criteria [RCW 43.155.070(4)]:
· RCW 43.155.070(4)(b), and RCW 43.155.070(4)(c): Address the Puget Sound

Partnership and their action agenda;
· RCW 43.155.070(4)(e): Ensures that jurisdictions are adhering to section 1(2), chapter

231, Laws of 2007, regarding permitting process; and
· RCW 43.155.070(4) (j): Whether the jurisdiction receiving assistance has been

recognized, and what gradation of recognition was received, in the evergreen
community recognition program created in RCW 35.105.030.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 103

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 52

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $277,950,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 34 Applicants
received the minimum threshold score but were not funded due to lack of resources.

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $176,064,122
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture
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Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects:
Eligible projects include repair, replacement, rehabilitation, new construction, reconstruction,
or improvements of drinking water, wastewater, stormwater, road, bridge, and solid
waste/recycling public works systems to meet current standards for existing users and to
meet needs for reasonable 20-year population growth.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply:
To qualify for loans from this program, statute requires that a local government meet all the
following conditions: (a) the city or county must be imposing a real estate excise tax at a rate
of at least ¼ of 1%; (b) the local government must have developed a capital facility plan; and
(c) the local government must be using all local revenue sources which are reasonably
available for funding public works, taking into account local employment and economic
factors.

Additionally, except where necessary to address a public health need or substantial
environmental degradation, statute requires a city, town, or county planning under the
Growth Management Act to have adopted a comprehensive plan, including a capital facilities
plan and development regulations.

Per rule, applicants must be in full compliance with the Growth Management Act. Full
compliance includes adoption of the required planning components, no invalidity orders, and
no unresolved findings by a growth management hearings board that the local government is
out of compliance.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: WAC 399-30-030(3) provides detail
on which project costs are eligible for public works loans.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

To encourage self-reliance by local governments in meeting their public works needs and to
assist in the financing of critical public works projects (RCW 43.155.010). The board is
required to take into consideration eleven elements when awarding funds (RCW
43.155.070(4)).  These range from:

· projects that are critical in nature, and would affect the health and safety of a great
number of citizens,

· unemployment rate,
· geographical balance,
· applicants experiencing severe fiscal distress.

The intent of the priority process is to maximize the value of public works projects
accomplished with assistance under this chapter (WAC 399).

Board Policies

Board policies interpret and implement RCW 43.155 and WAC 399.

Agency Strategic Plan

The board's programs and policy goals fit into two major categories on a macro level within
the agency strategic plan: improve the health and safety of communities and families, and
provide bold leadership and exceptional service.



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Applicants who are not in conformance with the Growth Management Act (GMA)
are ineligible for PWAA funding. Applicants who are not in conformance with GMA, but can
demonstrate that the project (which the proposed loan s proceeds will fund) will address public
health need or substantial environmental degradation are eligible for PWAA. WAC 399-30-033
details how a client can receive a waiver from complying with the GMA thus becoming eligible
for PWAA.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The Puget Sound Partnership has yet to finalize the Puget Sound Action Agenda.
Therefore, we do not know to what extend this will impact the program, projects, and the
clients. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are Public Health and Safety,
Environmental Health, and System Performance - in that order. Any action that would change
these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with board statutory direction.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public
health and safety, environmental health, and system performance in that order. Any action
that would change these priorities or the order of these priorities would conflict with board
statutory direction.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public
health and safety, environmental health, and system performance in that order. Any action
that would change these priorities or the order of these priorities would conflict with board
statutory direction.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Loan recipients are required to submit quarterly progress reports describing the project s
progress and whether or not project benchmarks (as outlined in the contract) are being met.
At project closeout, loan recipients are required to report on the project s performance
measure(s) as agreed to within the contract. Due to the nature of some projects, some
performance measures are not measurable for several years. After the agreed upon reporting
period is reached, loan recipients are contacted to determine the status of the performance
measures. This information is reported to the legislature in the Public Works Board s Annual
Legislative Report.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
RCW

The point structure is developed by interpreting the RCW, WAC, and Board Policy.
Project Scale: 12 points.
Project Need/Solution: 48 points.
Project Ready to Proceed Status: 20 points.
Applicant Fiscal Capacity: 15 points.
Local Management Effort: 5 Points.
Total points: 100 Points.

Program Awards:
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How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
  13 of 52 projects
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
  39 of 52 projects
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
  0 projects.

The board has a minimum threshold score of 75 out of 100. Projects receiving a score lower
than this will not be funded. Twelve projects did not receive funding because they did not
meet the threshold score.



Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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· The percent of project funding provided by the Public Works Assistance Account
(remaining funding is from other sources such as local, other state, and federal).

· The number of construction-related jobs sustained through CTED and Public Works
capital and infrastructure investments.

· The percent of projects completed on time, as per contract.

The Public Works Board goals and priorities are clearly laid out in statute (RCW
43.155.070(4) The Board shall consider  (d) Whether a project is critical in nature and
would affect the health and safety of a great number of citizens), and are linked with the
Governor s priority of Protecting public health and safety .

The Public Works Board is currently developing standardized performance measures for our
clients  projects. These measures may be valuable to the legislature (for the purposes of this
report) at a later date.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $2,994,000 $3,084,000 $3,176,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $421,000,000 $456,000,000 $494,000,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):
The projections listed below for the next three biennia funding requests by system type are
in addition to the anticipated funding levels listed above. The assumptions are based on
applications received during 2000-2008 (past five biennia). The amounts identified are
derived by extrapolating projected data based on the past five biennia data.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. Sanitary/Storm Sewer   $233,618,878 $ 256,816,331   $280,013,784

2. Domestic Water $120,780,170 $132,773,175 $144,766,180

3. Transportation    $ 61,895,804    $ 68,041,819     $74,187,833
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
The Public Works Assistance Account does not currently have the capacity to identify need at
the local level. Because all applications are based on local decisions, the method of
estimating future needs must come from that level. The PWAA can only measure program
demand based on historical application submission volume.



Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

PWAA Construction Loan Program, 2003-08 

Cities and 
Tow ns , 306

Water and/or 
Sew er 

Districts , 147

Counties, 38

Public Utility 
Districts   , 28

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 10

Wastew ater, 
$780,585,110

Drinking Water, 
$444,893,268

Stormw ater, 
$40,620,071

Solid/Hazardous 
Waste , 

$26,425,500
Transportation 
Infrastructure, 
$226,080,772

11 Projects 
$39,530,425 

3 Projects 
$8,324,500 

1 Project 
$2,600,000 

Pend 
Oreille 

 

Stevens Ferry 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

6 Projects 
$40,156,950 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 

2 Projects 
$6,378,000 

3 Projects 
$14,075,000 

18 Projects 
$36,302,750 

6 Projects 
$5,415,896 

10 Projects 
$35,247,535 

 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

7 Projects 
$16,498,510 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln Spokane 

Whitman 

5 Projects 
$4,871,115 

 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

3 Projects 
$14,541,926 

8 Projects 
$39,300,000 1 Project 

$827,316 
21 Projects 
$99,712,570 

5 Projects 
$11,330,411 

4 Projects 
$2,893,957 

2 Projects 
$2,948,924 

34 Projects 
$154,030,205 

5 Projects 
$9,760,812 

3 Projects 
$1,697,500 8 Projects 

$11,970,972 24 Projects 
$101,397,600 

64 Projects 
$221,686,600 

14 Projects 
$34,802,479 

4 Projects 
$17,090,586 

1 Project 
$795,000 

1 Project 
$4,500,000 

1 Project 

3 Projects 
$3,356,390 

Lewis 
 

1 Project 
$1,000,000 $6,717,575 

Grays 
Harbor 

7 Projects 
$8,799,615 

Location of Loans by County



Administered By:Public Works Board
Pre-Construction Loan Program

Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development, Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The Public Works Board Pre-Construction Loan Program is a revolving
low-interest loan fund that helps eligible jurisdictions pay for pre-construction activities on
public works projects. Pre-construction activities are activities such as project design,
engineering, bid-document preparation, environmental studies, right of way acquisition,
and other preliminary phases of public works projects. Projects may address drinking
water, wastewater, stormwater, road, bridge, or solid waste/recycling public works
systems.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Public Works Board is to provide financial and
technical assistance to Washington communities for critical public health, safety, and
environmental infrastructure that support community and economic vitality.

Year Established: 1995

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 43.155.068

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 399-30 WAC

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Loans

Legislative Intent: RCW 43.155.068(1)
The Board may make low-interest or interest-free loans to
local governments for preconstruction activities on public
works projects before the Legislature approves the
construction phase of the project  . . . The purpose of the
loans authorized in this section is to accelerate the completion
of public works projects by allowing preconstruction activities
to be performed before the approval of the construction
phase of the project by the Legislature.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration *Note: See Construction Loan Program profile for more information

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

Up to 15 percent of the total Capital Budget biennial
appropriation may be spent on Non-Construction (Pre-
Construction, Planning, and Emergency) loans.

Expenditure for
Administration *Note: See Construction Loan Program profile for more information
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Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $18,044,925 $30,540,621 $29,929,848 $37,977,507

$29,240,000
estimated



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
8.8 FTEs administer all four of the Public
Works Board loan programs

Fund Account(s):
058-1  Public Works Assistance
Account (also known as Public Works
Trust Fund)

Fund Sources:
· Initially established with bond

proceeds
· Loan repayments and interest
· RCW 82.18.040: 100% of the Solid

Waste Collection Tax
· RCW 82.16.020: 60% of the Public

Utility Tax on sewerage collection and
20% of the Public Utility Tax on water
distribution

· RCW 82.45.060: 6.1% of the state
portion of the Real Estate Excise Tax

· Use of the Accelerated Loan
Commitment Model

Funds Awarded for Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: In 2005, the legislature earmarked dollars in the
Public Works Assistance Account for purposes other than trust fund loans: $50 million for
specific Job/Economic Development Grants projects in 2005-07; up to $50 million for the
2007-09 Biennium for a new Job Development Fund Program; and a percentage (1 and 6/10
percent) of the Real Estate Excise Tax previously deposited into the Public Works Assistance
Account was redirected to a new City-County Assistance Account. The Public Works Board
estimates that the transfer to the City-County Assistance Account averages about $25 million
per biennium that is no longer available for funding through the Public Works Board programs.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 27 eligible applicants

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 24

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $26,260,083

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $0
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities



Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

Biofuel Facilities

Other

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Eligible preconstruction activities include project design, engineering, bid
document preparation, environmental studies, and right of way acquisition. Projects may
address drinking water, wastewater, stormwater, road, bridge, or solid waste/recycling public
works systems.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply:

To qualify for loans from this program, statute requires that a local government meet all the
following conditions:  (a) the city or county must be imposing a real estate excise tax at a rate
of at least ¼ of 1 percent; (b) the local government must have developed a capital facility
plan; and (c) the local government must be using all local revenue sources which are
reasonably available for funding public works, taking into account local employment and
economic factors. Additionally, except where necessary to address a public health need or
substantial environmental degradation, statute requires a city, town, or county planning under
the Growth Management Act to have adopted a comprehensive plan, including a capital
facilities plan and development regulations.
Per rule, applicants must be in full compliance with the Growth Management Act. Full
compliance includes adoption of the required planning components, no invalidity orders, and
no unresolved findings by a growth management hearings board that the local government is
out of compliance.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: WAC 399-30-030(3) provides detail
on which project costs are eligible for public works loans.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
RCW 43.155.068
(1) The Board may make low-interest or interest-free loans to local governments for
preconstruction activities on public works projects before the legislature approves the
construction phase of the project. Preconstruction activities include design, engineering, bid-
document preparation, environmental studies, right-of-way acquisition, and other preliminary
phases of public works projects as determined by the board. The purpose of the loans
authorized in this section is to accelerate the completion of public works projects by allowing
preconstruction activities to be performed before the approval of the construction phase of the
project by the legislature.
(2) Projects receiving loans for preconstruction activities under this section must be evaluated
using the priority process and factors in *RCW 43.155.070(4). The receipt of a loan for
preconstruction activities does not ensure the receipt of a construction loan for the project
under this chapter. Construction loans for projects receiving a loan for preconstruction
activities under this section are subject to legislative approval under *RCW 43.155.070(6) and
(7). The board shall adopt a single application process for local governments seeking both a
loan for preconstruction activities under this section and a construction loan for the project.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Eligible preconstruction activities include design, engineering, bid-document preparation,
environmental studies, right-of-way acquisition, and other preliminary phases of public works
projects.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Applicants that are not in conformance with the Growth Management Act (GMA) are
considered ineligible for PWAA funding. Applicants who are not in conformance with GMA, but
can demonstrate that the project (which the proposed loan s proceeds will fund) will address
public health need or substantial environmental degradation can still be eligible for PWAA.
WAC 399-30-033 details the how a client can receive a waiver from complying with the GMA
and be eligible for PWAA.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Puget Sound Partnership has yet to finalize the Puget Sound Action Agenda, therefore, we
do not know to what extend this will impact the program, projects, and the clients. The Public
Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and safety, environmental health, and
system performance - in that order. Any action that would change these priorities or the order
of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory direction.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and
safety, environmental health, and system performance - in that order. Any action that would
change these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory
direction.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and
safety, environmental health, and system performance - in that order. Any action that would
change these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory
direction.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes NoP
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If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Loan recipients are required to submit quarterly progress reports describing the project s
progress and whether or not project benchmarks (as outlined in the contract) are being met.



Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
RCW

The point structure is developed by interpreting the RCW, WAC, and Board Policy
Project Scale: 12 points.
Project Need/Solution: 48 points.
Project Ready to Proceed Status: 20 points.
Applicant Fiscal Capacity: 15 points.
Local Management Effort: 5 Points.
Total points: 100 Points.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
    6 applications
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
  18 applications
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

    The Board has a minimum threshold score of 75 out of 100. Projects receiving a score lower
than this will not be funded.

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan:
·  The percent of project funding provided by the Public Works Assistance Account.
·  The number of construction-related jobs sustained through Community, Trade, and

 Economic Development/Public Works capital and infrastructure investments.
·  The percent of projects completed on time as per contract (within scope of work).
CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
·  Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

 infrastructure and assistance.
·  Expected Results: The successful execution of 80 contracts will assist local governments

 implement their capital facility plans and ensure that their systems comply with
 regulations, meet standards, and respond to the demands of local residents. The Board's

     investment will be matched by an equal amount of local funds, bringing the total annual
 investment to approximately $350 million. That will generate approximately $820 billion in
 economic activity and sustain 8,000 construction jobs each year.
  GMAP:

·  Number of applications received and number of contracts managed.
·  Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.
·  Percent of project funding provided by the Public Works Board.
·  Program specific performance measures (add if applicable).



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration See Construction Loan Program profile for
more information

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $63,150,000* $68,400,000* $74,100,000*

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):
RCW 43.155.050 Not more than 15 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation to the
public works board from this account may be expended or obligated for preconstruction loans,
emergency loans, or loans for capital facility planning under this chapter; of this amount, not
more than 10 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation may be expended for
emergency loans and not more than 1 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation
may be expended for capital facility planning loans.

The amounts shown in the above table represent 15 percent of the anticipated biennial
appropriation from the capital budget. The Board has historically used all non-construction
resources, and this 2007-09 Biennium, the will utilize all resources at least 6 months prior to
the end of the biennium.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
Public Works Assistance Account does not currently have the capacity to identify need at the
local level. Because all applications are based on local decisions, the method of estimating
future needs must come from that level. The PWAA can only measure program demand based
on historical application submission volume.

The resources available have historically kept pace with the demand for pre-construction
loans.  This biennium (2007-09), that has not been the case. The Board will have obligated all
its resources at least six months prior to the end of the biennium, and won t be accepting any
applications after that. It is hard to anticipate future need, when this is the first biennium we
will have not had enough resource to fund all applications for pre-construction activities.



Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

PWAA Pre-Construction Loans, 2003-07 

Cities and Towns , 

172

Water  and/ or  Sewer  

Distr icts , 52

Counties, 14

Publ ic Uti l i ty 

Distr icts   , 8

Other  Special  

Pur pose Distr icts, 7

Wastewater, 
$73,365,470

Drinking Water, 
$28,924,256

Transportation 
Infrastructure, 
$17,184,370

Stormwater, 
$1,873,426

Solid/Hazardous 
Waste , $1,588,050

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

3 Projects 
$1,815,000 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 

1 Project 
$400,000 

2 Projects 
$1,475,000 

6 Projects 
$1,847,745 

3 Projects 
$463,147 

7 Projects 
$5,411,880 

 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 

1 Project 
$767,975 

 

2 Projects 
$586,750 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry 

1 Project 
$475,000 

Stevens 

Pend 
Oreille 

3 Projects 
$2,522,475 

 3 Projects 
$266,100 

Spokane 

7 Projects 
$3,441,685 

Whitman 

3 Projects 
$900,141 

 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 

1 Project 
$222,500 

 
Pacific 

2 Projects 
$1,320,678 

4 Projects 
$2,208,000 2 Projects 

$151,440 
16 Projects 
$9,919,775 

8 Projects 
$6,291,435 

1 Project 
$65,000 

19 Projects 
$14,350,210 

7 Projects 
$1,393,583 

3 Projects 
$527,600 

3 Projects 
$921,175 10 Projects 

$8,952,688 

22 Projects 
$11,061,510 

7 Projects 
$2,460,746 

5 Projects 
$3,334,858 

1 Project 
$131,000 

2 Projects 

3 Projects 
$904,769 

Lewis 
 

2 Projects 
$423,200 $339,300 

Grays 
Harbor 

9 Projects 
$2,789,328 

2 Projects 
$1,510,000 

Location of Loans by County



Administered By:Public Works Board Planning
Loan Program

Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development, Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The Public Works Board Planning Loan Program is a revolving, no-
interest loan program that provides funds to eligible jurisdictions for updating their long-
term Capital Facilities Plans or Comprehensive Systems Plans. Planning may address
drinking water, wastewater, stormwater, road, bridge, or solid waste/recycling systems,
and the planning funds may be used for either a single system or multiple systems. A
brand new jurisdiction could apply to this program to help pay for a first-time planning
effort; however, the vast majority of program loans are for the updating of plans.

Mission Statement:  The mission of the Public Works Board is to provide financial and
technical assistance to Washington communities for critical public health, safety, and
environmental infrastructure that support economic vitality.

Year Established: 1989

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 43.155.020(6) and RCW
43.155.050(1)

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 399-30 WAC

Proportion of Grants and
Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Loans

Legislative Intent:  RCW 43.155.050(1)
Money in the Public Works Assistance Account shall be
used to make loans and to give financial guarantees to
local governments for public works projects.  . . . not more
than 1% of the biennial capital budget appropriation may
be expended for capital facility planning loans.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration See Construction Loan Program profile for more information

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants Up to 1% of the total Capital Budget biennial appropriation

Expenditure for
Administration See Construction Loan Program profile for more information

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $602,422 $735,504 $2,033,378 $1,417,469 $747,350
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Notes:
1. The Public Works Board provided information on administration appropriations and
 expenditures for all four Public Works Board programs combined. These  aggregated
figures appear on the profile for the Construction Loan Program.
2. Per statute, not more than 1 percent of the biennial Capital Budget appropriation may
 be used for these planning loans.
3. The Board has allocated $3,200,000 for planning loans for the 2007-09 Biennium. To
 date, the Board has approved $747,350 in planning loans.



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
8.8 FTEs administer all four of the Public
Works Board loan programs.

Fund Account(s):
058-1  Public Works Assistance
Account (also known as Public Works
Trust Fund).

Fund Sources:
· Initially established with bond

proceeds.
· Loan repayments and interest.
· RCW 82.18.040: 100% of the Solid

Waste Collection Tax.
· RCW 82.16.020: 60% of the Public

Utility Tax on sewerage collection and
20% of the Public Utility Tax on water
distribution.

· RCW 82.45.060: 6.1% of the state
portion of the Real Estate Excise Tax

· Use of the Accelerated Loan
Commitment Model.

Funds Awarded for Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: In 2005, the legislature earmarked dollars in the
Public Works Assistance Account for purposes other than trust fund loans: $50 million for
specific Job/Economic Development Grants projects in 2005-07; up to $50 million for the
2007-09 Biennium for a new Job Development Fund Program; and a percentage (1 and 6/10
percent) of the Real Estate Excise Tax previously deposited into the Public Works Assistance
Account was redirected to a new City-County Assistance Account. The Public Works Board
estimates that the transfer to the new account averages about $25 million per biennium that
is no longer available for funding through the Public Works Board programs.
Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 7

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 7

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $547,350

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0
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Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are Eligible?
Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Planning loans may be used for projects such as updates to Capital
Facilities Plans, work on Comprehensive Systems Plans, and environmental assessments.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Per statute, applicant cities or counties
must be imposing a real estate excise tax at a rate of at least ¼ of 1 percent, and the local
government must be using all local revenue sources which are reasonably available for funding
public works, taking into account local employment and economic factors. Applicants must
also be in compliance with the statutory and rule requirements with regard to the Growth
Management Act. This includes the requirement to have already completed capital facility
plans, and the majority of planning loans are for updates of existing plans. Board staff report
that a brand new jurisdiction seeking funding to do its first capital facility plan could still apply
to this program without having to meet the requirement to already have a completed plan.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: None beyond those above.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

WAC 399-30-042
· Staff will perform an evaluation of applications which meet the requirements of WAC

399-30-030(2) (This consists of: Is the applicant eligible; and has the applicant [cities
and counties only] adopted the ¼ of 1 percent of the optional Real Estate Excise Tax,
and does the applicant have a minimum plan in place).

· Those applications found to be consistent with board policies may be recommended to
the Board for funding. The Board will approve projects based on the information
provided to it by the staff and the applications.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Since the inception of the PWAA, emphasis has been placed on the importance of advance
planning as an effective management tool. Over time, the PWAA gradually phased in the
current requirement that each applying jurisdiction have a Capital Facilities Plan for all PWAA
eligible systems they own and operate. To help clients meet this requirement, the PWAA
developed the planning loan program.

For simplicity for clients, the Board developed eight planning standards for Capital Facility
Plans that are consistent with growth management plans. This means that all clients are
meeting the same standards:

a. The jurisdiction has adopted plans for all of the systems it owns.
b. The plans provide an inventory of major system components, show their locations and

capabilities, and assess the overall capital needs for the systems.
c. The plans identify, prioritize, and coordinate major capital improvement projects over a

six-year period.
d. The plans estimate capital project costs and/or identify financing alternatives for each

project identified.
e. The plans have been updated in the last six years. (The Board recommends at least

once every two years.)
f. The planning process provides opportunity for early and continuous public participation.
g. The plans must be consistent with and be elements of the Comprehensive Plan formally

adopted by the governing body of the local jurisdiction.
h. The plans must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plans of neighboring jurisdictions.
i. The plans must forecast future needs for the capital facilities, and show location and

capabilities of expanded or new capital facilities.

The Public Works Board requires all loan applicants to have CFPs, which meet these
requirements.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Applicants that are not in conformance with the Growth Management Act (GMA) are
considered ineligible for PWAA funding. Applicants who are not in conformance with GMA, but
can demonstrate that the project (which the proposed loan s proceeds will fund) will address
public health need or substantial environmental degradation can still be eligible for PWAA.
WAC 399-30-033 details the how a client can receive a waiver from complying with the GMA
thus becoming eligible for PWAA.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Puget Sound Partnership has yet to finalize the Puget Sound Action Agenda, therefore, we
do not know to what extend this will impact the program, projects, and the clients. The Public
Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and safety, environmental health, and
system performance - in that order. Any action that would change these priorities or the order
of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory direction.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and
safety, environmental health, and system performance - in that order. Any action that would
change these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory
direction.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and
safety, environmental health, and system performance - in that order. Any action that would
change these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory
direction.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Loan recipients are required to submit quarterly progress reports describing the project s
progress and whether or not project benchmark s (as outlined in the contract) are being met.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy

The planning program is not competitive, and the application is not scored. The application is a
pass/fail threshold process. Applicants must meet the following criteria:
· Applicant must be in conformance with GMA if planning under GMA;
· If not planning under GMA, applicant must meet Board planning requirements;
· Applicant must have adopted the optional ¼ of 1 percent of the Real Estate Excise Tax

(REET); and
· Applicant must have a minimum plan in place.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
All applications submitted met the selection criteria and the Board policies and goals, and
the Board approved all loans.

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

Performance Measures and Program Performance:

P
ro

g
ra

m
 P

o
li

cy
 G

u
id

a
n

ce
, A

w
a
rd

 C
ri

te
ri

a
 a

n
d

 P
e
rf

o
rm

a
n

ce
 M

e
a
s
u

re
s

CTED Strategic Plan:
· The percent of project funding provided by the Public Works Assistance Account.
· The number of construction-related jobs sustained through Community, Trade, and

Economic Development/Public Works capital and infrastructure investments.
· The percent of projects completed on time as per contract (within scope of work)
CTED Budget Measures:
·  Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
·  Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
·  Expected Results: The successful execution of 80 contracts will assist local governments

implement their capital facility plans and ensure that their systems comply with
regulations, meet standards, and respond to the demands of local residents. The Board s
investment will be matched by an equal amount of local funds, bringing the total annual
investment to approximately $350 million. That will generate approximately 820 billion in
economic activity and sustain 8,000 construction jobs each year.

  GMAP:
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.
· Percent of project funding provided by the Public Works.
· Program specific performance measures (add if applicable).



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration See Construction Loan Program profile for
more information

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants See Construction Loan Program profile for
more information

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included that
are not currently authorized):

RCW 43.155.050 Not more than 15 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation to the
public works board from this account may be expended or obligated for preconstruction loans,
emergency loans, or loans for capital facility planning under this chapter; of this amount, not
more than 10 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation may be expended for
emergency loans and not more than 1 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation may
be expended for capital facility planning loans.

The Board has never used the full 1 percent of the biennial appropriation authority allowed for
the planning loan program. Historically, the Board uses approximately less than $1 million per
biennium.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
The Board has never used the full 1 percent of the biennial appropriation authority allowed for
the planning loan program. Historically, the Board uses approximately less than $1 million per
biennium.

Do not anticipate needing additional resources for planning loans.



 

PWAA Planning Loan Program, 2003-07 
Location of Loans by County

2 Projects 
$96,000 

1 Project 
$81,500 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

2 Projects 
$150,000 

Island 

San Juan 

2 Projects 
$135,000 

4 Projects 
$350,000 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

2 Projects 
$110,000 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 
1 Project 
$28,000 

Adams 
 

Ferry Stevens Pend 

Thurston 
 

Pacific Lewis 
 

2 Projects 
$121,600 

2 Projects 
$128,000 

1 Project 
$100,000 

7 Projects 
$374,849 

2 Projects 
$200,000 

Grays 
Harbor 

3 Projects 
$192,162 

10 Projects 
$939,660 

1 Project 
$49,000 

4 Projects 
$210,711 

5 Projects 
$420,000 

1 Project 
$100,000 

Lincoln 

1 Project 
$100,000 3 Projects 

$300,000 

2 Projects 
$138,350 

2 Projects 
$94,100 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Whitman 

5 Projects 
$267,000 

 

Oreille 
 

Spokane 

3 Projects 
$164,300 

Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Wastewater, 
$2,547,794

Drinking Water, 
$2,397,956

Stormwater, 
$351,904

Transportat ion 
Infrastructure, 

$280,000

Cit ies and 
Towns , 55

Water and/or 
Sewer Districts , 

19

Counties, 4

Public Ut ility 
Districts   , 4

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 3



Administered By:Public Works Assistance Account
Emergency Loan Program

Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development, Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The Public Works Assistance Account Emergency Loan Program provides
eligible jurisdictions with funds for immediate repair and restoration of public works services
and facilities that have been damaged by natural disaster or determined to be a threat to
public health or safety through unforeseen or unavoidable circumstances.  Emergency loan
projects may be for drinking water, wastewater, stormwater, road, bridge, and solid
waste/recycling public works systems.

Mission Statement: The mission of the Public Works Board is to provide financial and
technical assistance to Washington communities for critical public health, safety, and
environmental infrastructure that support community and economic vitality.

Year Established: 1985

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 43.155 RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 399-30 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Loans

Legislative Intent: RCW 43.155.010
It is the policy of the state of Washington to encourage self-
reliance by local governments in meeting their public works
needs and to assist in the financing of critical public works
projects by making loans, financing guarantees, and technical
assistance available to local governments for these projects.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

The Public Works Board provided information on administration
appropriations and expenditures for all four Public Works
Assistance Account programs combined. These aggregated
figures appear in the profile for the Construction Loan Program.

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $2,477,480 $2,300,871 $3,061,890  $3,335,292  $3,823,251

Expenditure for
Administration See Construction Loan Program profile for more information

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans $2,477,480 $2,300,817 $3,061,890 $3,335,292 $6,540,000
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Notes:
1. RCW 43.155.050: Not more than 15 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation
 to the public works board from this account may be expended or obligated for
 reconstruction loans, emergency loans, or loans for capital facility planning under this
 chapter; of this amount, not more than 10 percent of the biennial capital budget
 appropriation may be expended for emergency loans and not more than 1 percent of
 the biennial capital budget appropriation may be expended for capital facility planning
 loans.
2. Per statute, no more than 10 percent of the biennial Capital Budget appropriation may be
 for emergency loans.
3. The board has allocated up to $6,540,000 for emergency loans for the 2007-09 Biennium.
 To date, the board has approved $3,823,251 in emergency loans.



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
8.8 FTEs administer all four of the
Public Works Assistance Account loan
programs

Fund Account(s):
058-1  Public Works Assistance
Account
(also know as Public Works Trust Fund)

Fund Sources:
· Initially established with bond

proceeds
· Loan repayments and interest
· RCW 82.18.040: 100% of the Solid

Waste Collection Tax
· RCW 82.16.020: 60% of the Public

Utility Tax on sewerage collection
and 20% of the Public Utility Tax on
water distribution

· RCW 82.45.060: 6.1% of the state
portion of the Real Estate Excise Tax

· Use of the Accelerated Loan
Commitment Model

Funds Awarded for Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern:
In 2005, the legislature earmarked dollars in the Public Works Assistance Account for
purposes other than trust fund loans: $50 million for specific Job/Economic Development
Grants projects in 2005-07; up to $50 million for the 2007-09 Biennium for a new Job
Development Fund Program; and a percentage (1 and 6/10 percent) of the Real Estate Excise
Tax previously deposited into the Public Works Assistance Account was redirected to a new
City-County Assistance Account. The Public Works Board estimates that the transfer to the
City-County Assistance Account averages about $25 million per biennium that is no longer
available for funding through the Public Works Assistance Account programs.

In 2008, the Board approved new policy regarding the Emergency Loan Program. The policy
establishes an exception to the current loan terms. The PWAA (Exception) Emergency Loan
Terms: Jurisdictions may receive an emergency loan with the interest rate reduced from 3 to
0.5 percent for applications in distressed counties directly related to a Governor, federal, or
other locally declared natural disaster, for 20 years, at the Public Works Board discretion.
Maximum loan amount available per jurisdiction per biennium is $1,000,000 cumulatively.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 3

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 3

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: $650,200

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: $0



Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Repair and restoration of public works services and facilities that have
been damaged by natural disaster or determined to be a threat to public health or safety
through unforeseen or unavoidable circumstances.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: The local government must officially
declare an emergency. The statutory special qualifications for eligibility to other trust fund
programs also apply: (a) the city or county must be imposing a real estate excise tax at a rate
of at least ¼ of 1 percent; (b) the local government must have developed a capital facility
plan; and (c) the local government must be using all local revenue sources which are
reasonably available for funding public works, taking into account local employment and
economic factors.

Per rule, applicants must be in full compliance with the Growth Management Act. Full
compliance includes adoption of the required planning components, no invalidity orders, and
no unresolved findings by a growth management hearings board that the local government is
out of compliance.

There may be exceptions to address a public health need or substantial environmental
degradation.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: WAC 399-30-030(3) provides detail
on which project costs are eligible for public works loans.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
RCW 43.155.065 The Board may make low-interest or interest-free loans to local
governments for emergency public works projects. The loans may be used to help fund all or
part of an emergency public works project less any reimbursement from any of the following
sources: (1) federal disaster or emergency funds, including funds from the federal
emergency management agency; (2) state disaster or emergency funds; (3) insurance
settlements; or (4) litigation.

This program is designed to financially assist eligible communities experiencing the loss of
critical public works services or facilities due to an emergency, and that can demonstrate a
substantial fiscal need.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
The purpose of the program is to enable eligible communities experiencing the loss of critical
public works services or facilities due to an emergency to apply for resources to repair,
replace, rehabilitate, or reconstruct critical infrastructure to ensure public health and safety.

The Board defines an emergency as: A public works project made necessary by a natural
disaster, or an immediate and emergent threat to the public health or safety due to
unforeseen or unavoidable circumstances.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Applicants that are not in conformance with the Growth Management Act (GMA) are
considered ineligible for PWAA funding. Applicants who are not in conformance with GMA, but
can demonstrate that the project (which the proposed loan s proceeds will fund) will address
public health need or substantial environmental degradation can still be eligible for PWAA.
WAC 399-30-033 details the how a client can receive a waiver from complying with the GMA
and be eligible for PWAA.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
The Puget Sound Partnership has yet to finalize the Puget Sound Action Agenda, therefore, we
do not know to what extend this will impact the program, projects, and the clients. The Public
Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and safety, environmental health, and
system performance, in that order. Any action that would change these priorities or the order
of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory direction.

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and
safety, environmental health, and system performance - in that order.  Any action that would
change these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory
direction.

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Unknown at this time. The Public Works Board s core funding priorities are public health and
safety, environmental health, and system performance - in that order.  Any action that would
change these priorities or the order of these priorities, would conflict with Board statutory
direction.

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No
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If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Loan recipients are required to submit quarterly progress reports to describe the progress of
the project, and if they are meeting the benchmarks established in the project schedule in the
contract.



Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
WAC

The emergency program is not competitive, and the application is not scored. The application
is a pass/fail threshold process. Applicants must meet the following criteria:
· Applicant must be in conformance with GMA if planning under GMA;
· If not planning under GMA, applicant must meet Board planning requirements;
· Applicant must have adopted the optional ¼ of 1 percent of the Real Estate Excise Tax

(REET);
· Applicant must have formally declared an emergency at the local level (resolution); and
· Project must meet Board definition of an emergency. A public works project made

necessary by a natural disaster, or an immediate and emergent threat to the public
health or safety due to unforeseen or unavoidable circumstances.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
All applications submitted passed threshold, and the Board approved all loans.

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan:
· The percent of project funding provided by the Public Works Assistance Account.
· The number of construction-related jobs sustained through Community, Trade, and

Economic Development/Public Works capital and infrastructure investments.
· The percent of projects completed on time as per contract (within scope of work).

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: The successful execution of 80 contracts will assist local

governments implement their capital facility plans and ensure that their systems
comply with regulations, meet standards, and respond to the demands of local
residents. The Assistance Account's investment will be matched by an equal amount of
local funds, bringing the total annual investment to approximately $350 million. That
will generate approximately 820 billion in economic activity and sustain 8,000
construction jobs each year.

  GMAP:
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.
· Percent of project funding provided by the Public Works.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration See Construction Loan Program profile
for more information

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants See Construction Loan Program profile
for more information

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):
RCW 43.155.050 Not more than 15 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation to the
public works board from this account may be expended or obligated for preconstruction loans,
emergency loans, or loans for capital facility planning under this chapter; of this amount, not
more than 10 percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation may be expended for
emergency loans and not more than one percent of the biennial capital budget appropriation
may be expended for capital facility planning loans.

The Board has never used the full 10 percent of the biennial appropriation authority allowed
for the Emergency loan program. Historically, the Board uses approximately 1 percent or less
of the biennial appropriation.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:

Public Works Assistance Account does not currently have the capacity to identify need at the
local level. Because all applications are based on local decisions, the method of estimating
future needs must come from that level. The PWAA can only measure program demand based
on historical application submission volume.

The Board has never used the full 10 percent of the biennial appropriation authority allowed
for the Emergency loan program. Historically, the Board uses approximately 1 percent or less
of the biennial appropriation. Do not anticipate needing additional resources for emergency
loans.



PWAA Emergency Loan Program, 2003-07 
Location of Loans by County

1 Project 
$230,000 

Whitman 

1 Project 
$54,817 

 

Ferry Stevens Pend 

1 Project 
$100,000 

Oreille 
 

Spokane 

Adams 
 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

1 Project 
$500,000 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Grant 

Douglas 

Okanogan 
 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

1 Project 
$150,000 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

L

1 Project 
$500,000 

Grays 
Harbor 

2 Projects 
$500,000 

ewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Thurston 
 

Pacific Lewis 
 

1 Project 
$260,292 

2 Projects 
$900,000 

Clark 
 

2 Projects 
$500,000 

Wahkiakum 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

1 Project 
$500,000 

2 Projects 
$883,170 

2 Projects 
$830,000 

2 Projects 
$452,000 

Cit ies and Towns 

, 22
Wat er and/ or 

Sewer Dist r ict s , 

13

Public Ut ilit y 

Dist r ict s   , 4

Count ies, 2

Ot her Special 

Purpose 

Dist r ict s, 1

Drinking Water, 
$7,496,474

Wastewater, 
$3,128,051

Transportation 
Infrastructure, 

$2,324,000

Stormwater, 
$900,000

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 



Administered By:Rural Washington Loan Fund
Program

Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Economic Development Division

Program Purpose: The purpose of the Rural Washington Loan Fund (RWLF) Program is to
encourage investment by businesses and financial institutions in economically distressed
areas and to make revolving loan funds available through local governments for private
sector enterprises which will create or retain jobs in areas of economic stagnation,
unemployment, and poverty. The RWLF Program makes loans to local municipalities, which
then loan an equivalent amount to the client  a local business or economic development
agency. The loans provide gap financing to businesses which are expected to create new
jobs or retain existing jobs, particularly for lower-income persons in rural counties. Gap  is
defined as that portion of a project which cannot be financed through other sources, but
which is the last portion needed before the overall investment can occur.
The International Trade and Economic Development Division s Grant and Loan Services
Unit is responsible for the program.

Mission Statement:  The Economic Development Division works with local governments
and organizations to attract, retain, and expand economic activity in Washington state.

Year Established: 1985

Enabling State Statutes:
Chapter 43.168 RCW

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 365 -150 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Loans

Legislative Intent:  From RCW 43.168.010
Therefore, the Legislature declares there to be a substantial
public purpose in providing capital to promote economic
development and job creation in areas of economic
stagnation, unemployment, and poverty. To accomplish this
purpose, the Legislature hereby creates the Rural Washington
Loan Fund and vests in the Department of Community, Trade
and Economic Development the authority to spend federal
funds to stimulate the economy of distressed areas.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $150,018 $204,209 $227,260 $195,494 $322,503

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $6,348,630 $6,445,554 $8,354,709 $8,011,646 $8,079,002

Expenditure for
Administration $94,717 $139,538 $97,063 $272,128 (projected)

$221,492

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $1,529,387 $904,100 $2,674,000 $1,872,196 (to date)

$1,341,000
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Notes:
1. Each biennium, the account fund balance of the RWLF must be reappropriated, in
 addition to a new appropriation for anticipated new revenues, in order to be available
 for loans or capitalization grants.
2. Includes Coastal Loan program awards because their funds are comingled with RWLF.



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
Approximately 2 FTEs administer three
loan programs, including this one.  This
does not include the time for loan
packaging staff on pre-loan marketing
and technical assistance.

Fund Account(s):
689  Rural Washington Loan Fund
*This account includes funds from the
Coastal Loan program which was
originally funded by the U.S. Dept. of
Commerce.

Funds Awarded for Loans

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

2,500,000

3,000,000

1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09 (Partial)

Fund Sources:
The Business Finance Unit provides the following explanation for the fund source of this loan
program:

The RWLF was initially capitalized with a $5 million appropriation from the State Building
Construction Fund (which is funded primarily through the sale of bonds), augmented with
additional appropriations until the RWLF was just over $10 million in 1995. Since then the
fund has disbursed some of that total as capitalization grants for local revolving loan funds,
while also receiving small infusions of new capital from repayments of interest on CDBG Float
Loans (above that allowed for administrative expenses). Today the RWLF is capitalized at
about $9.2 million.

Because the state Constitution prohibits lending the state s credit for private purposes, the
original appropriated funds were swapped  with federal funds in order to build the loan fund
with non-state dollars. The state capital dollars so appropriated were used to supplant
Community Development Block Grant funding for public construction projects that had been
approved for CDBG expenditure. In turn, the CDBG monies freed up by this supplanting of
funds were then used to make loans to businesses (through local municipalities). In this
manner, the loan repayments to the RWLF are considered federal and can be used to make
further loans to businesses.

Every biennium, the balance of funds in the RWLF is reappropriated by the legislature for
continued business lending, and new and anticipated loan repayments are appropriated by the
legislature to the RWLF, also for continued business lending. Failure to appropriate (and
reappropriate) these monies would result in the federal government demanding return of the
monies or an immediate plan to spend them on CDBG eligible projects. The state CDBG
program has guaranteed $500,000 in lending capacity if the fund should be deficient, whether
from increased lending or insufficient loan repayments.
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: In the past, the CDBG Float Loan interest flowed
directly into the Rural Washington Loan Fund. The interest now returns to CDBG and then is
re-lent on a qualifying RWLF loan. The loan repayments return to the RWLF. The CDBG
guarantee of $500,000 in capacity is also relatively recent. The agency reports that both
changes were instituted in FY03.
Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 4

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: 4

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: 1,341,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: 0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: 0



Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are Eligible?
Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other

Most of the loans fund the working capital needs and
equipment purchases of commercial businesses. The
conduit for the loans is grants that CTED provides to local
governments who in turn provide loans to businesses.

What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Funded activities must meet federal guidelines for public benefit.  Loans
typically help a business expand its facility or move to a new site within the state.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Applications must be from an eligible
municipality or county government on behalf of organization (public or private) conducting
economic development activities (businesses, non-profits, public development agencies, and
municipalities). Because the program s funds are originally from the federal Community
Development Block Grant, CDBG rules apply. This means eligible cities and towns are those
with less than 50,000 population or counties with less than 200,000 population that are non-
entitlement  jurisdictions, meaning that they do not receive CDBG funds directly from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. These rules out most urban areas in the
state.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: In compliance with federal CDBG
requirements, at least 51 percent of the jobs created/retained must be created for or made
available to low- and moderate-income people. Low- and moderate-income  is defined as 80
percent of county median income. For certain construction projects and equipment purchases,
Davis-Bacon rules regarding the payment of federal prevailing wage rates and benefits apply.

Per state statute, shopping malls are ineligible. Also, as policy, the RWLF Program will not
finance a business with a negative net worth or when funds would be used for the reduction of
an existing lender s risk position or to replace owner s equity.
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Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: Several municipalities
(Anacortes, Longview, Mt. Vernon, and Wenatchee) have recently been designated
entitlement  areas, so economic development and business projects there are no longer

eligible for RWLF loans.



Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Must create or retain 1 job per $35,000 of loan funds, and 51 percent of jobs must be made
available to people for low and moderate  income families - 24 CFR Part 570.

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Shopping malls are ineligible. Also, the RWLF program will not finance a business with a
negative net worth or when funds would be used for the reduction of an existing lender s risk
portion or to replace owner s equity  RCW 43.168.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neutral

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neutral

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neutral

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:
Creates employment and additional tax base.



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
For each project, the program completes a Job Monitoring Report that includes an assessment
of the project's contribution to the federal Housing and Urban Development (HUD) objectives
associated with job retention and economic development.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Other

We don t use a point system. We evaluate customer s historical cash flow and projections to
determine eligibility. Collateral is also a consideration.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
  We do not use a point system. Projects deemed eligible historically have received funding.
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?

  N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?

  N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015):
· Estimated number of jobs created or retained.

CTED Budget Measures:
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: Provide funding resources to support and enhance local economic

development planning and site-specific predevelopment activities.
· Estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged with CTED funding.

GMAP:
· Amount of private capital investment leveraged by CTED.
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed.
· Value of contracts managed and estimated state taxes generated.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration 0 $225,000 $225,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants 0 $4,000,000 $4,000,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

Expenditures estimated at $4,000,000 in loans and $225,000 in administration and loan
servicing costs. No new appropriation was requested in 2009-11. Loans and administration
charges will come from the funding requested as reappropriation.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:

Demand is assessed by the Regional Service Managers. Based on the current demand, at this
time we do not foresee the need for additional funds beyond those listed above.



Rural Washington Loan Fund Loans, 2003-07 
Location of Loans by County

1 Project 
$558,000 

1 Project 
$700,000 
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Walla Walla 
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San Juan 

Clallam 

5 Projects 
$225,375 

 

Jefferson 4 Projects 
$250,000 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 
5 Projects 
$2,013,321 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

1 Project 
$500,000 Thurston 

 
Pacific 

1 Project 
$50,000 

Grays 

1 Project 
$700,000 

3 Projects 
$225,000 

Lewis 
 

Harbor 

3 Projects 
$351,500 

Benton 

Grant 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

1 Project 
$314,000 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens 
Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Other, 26Cities and 
Towns , 20

Counties, 3

Other, $9,382,120

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 



Administered By:Youth Recreational Facilities
Program

Department of Community, Trade and Economic
Development, Local Government Division

Program Purpose: The Youth Recreational Facilities Program awards state grants to
nonprofit, community-based organizations to defray up to 25 percent of eligible capital costs
for the acquisition and/or major construction or renovation of nonresidential projects that
provide a youth recreation opportunity that is supported by a social service or educational
component at the same location. Project examples include clubhouses for Boys and Girls
Clubs and centers for Girl Scouts.

Mission Statement: The Local Government Division assists local governments as they
make decisions on how they want to grow, then provides help by strategically funding
infrastructure improvements and promoting vital public safety and cultural features that
make Washington communities safe and satisfying places to live and work.

Year Established:
Statute in 2003
First projects in 2005

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 43.63A.135

Administrative Rules:
None.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent: ESHB 1782 (2003), Section 1
The Legislature finds that nonprofit youth organizations provide
a variety of services for the youth of Washington state,
including many services that enable young people, especially
those facing challenging and disadvantaged circumstances, to
realize their full potential as productive, responsible, and caring
citizens. The Legislature also finds that the efficiency and
quality of these services may be enhanced by the provision of
safe, reliable, and sound facilities, and that, in certain cases, it
may be appropriate for the state to assist in the development of
these facilities.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration $66,000 $113,123

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $3,234,000 $8,936,877

Expenditure for
Administration $66,000

(estimated)
$113,123
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Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $3,234,000

(estimated)
$8,936,877



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
8.0 FTEs administer four capital
programs, including this one

Fund Account(s):
057  State Building Construction
Account

Fund Sources:
The State Building Construction Account
is primarily funded through the sale of
bonds. Program administration is funded
by retaining a percentage of the
appropriation (2 percent from each
project in 2005-07).

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern: The program s enabling statute places a limit on the
amount of funding the department may request in each biennial budget. In the program s first
biennium of operation (2005-07), the amount was $2 million. The 2006 Supplemental Capital
Budget contains a provision that increases this amount to $8 million, beginning in the 2007-09
Biennium.
Number of Applicants in 2007-09 Biennium: 20

Number of Projects Selected in 2007-09 Biennium: 17

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2007-09 Biennium: $9,050,000

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2007-09 Biennium:  0

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2007-09 Biennium: 0

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction Projects

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities



Eligible Projects: Acquisition, construction, or major renovations of qualifying youth
recreational facilities. Typical projects are new buildings, or additions to existing buildings,
used by local Boys and Girls Clubs.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Applicants must be 501(c)3
organizations and must have significant authority in managing the facility receiving the funds.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: The facility must serve as a
recreational facility for youth, defined by policy as children in grades K-12. There must be an
educational or social service program for youth at the site; the facility must have staff on-site,
and it must be available year-round. Recreational facilities that are entirely outdoors are
ineligible.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None (program first
round of funding in 2005).

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:

Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
See evaluation criteria below.

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Goal 1:  Build livable, vibrant communities that meet the economic, environmental, and social
needs of citizens.

Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:   Neither

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:   Neither

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:   Neither

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment:  Neither



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by:
Board Policy

The advisory board s funding recommendations are based upon the numerical rankings
summarized below and qualitative factors that may include, but are not limited to, geographic
distribution of funds and the degree to which applicants have access to other funding sources.

Points Assigned by Formula (up to 40 points out of a total of 100 points):
· Percent of project funds raised  multiply percentage by .25 (up to 25 points);
· Design work started  if yes, add 5 points;
· Fundraising feasibility plan provided?  If yes, add 5 points;
· Project feasibility study provided?  If yes, add 5 points.

Points Assigned by Board Reviewers (up to 60 points out of a total of 100 points):
· Project readiness: Financial and managerial ability to complete the proposed project by the

end of the biennium  up to 15 points;
· Organizational capacity: Financial and managerial ability to successfully run the completed

facility  up to 15 points;
· Project results: The degree the project will increase the efficiency and/or quality of

services provided  up to 15 points;
· Community need: Evidence of a clear need and credibility of documentation  up to 10

points;
· Stakeholder participation: Evidence of building partnerships relevant stakeholders  up to

5 points.

Program Awards:
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How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
 1
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
8
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
4  ( Note -  the remaining 4 awards received less than 50% of the maximum points)



Performance Measures and Program Performance:
From JLARC 2006 Inventory:

· How quickly funds are fully disbursed from the date of the award letter to the final
payment date.

· Where funds are awarded by county.
CTED Strategic Plan (2009-2015)
· The estimated amount of private capital investment leveraged with CTED funding.
CTED Budget Measures (As of 7/8/2008)  A166
· Statewide Result Area: Improve the economic vitality of businesses and individuals.
· Statewide Strategy: Remove economic development barriers through targeted

 infrastructure and assistance.
· Expected Results: To provide funding to local governments, nonprofit organizations, and
 private enterprise to address a variety of community, environmental, economic
 enhancement, and recreational needs throughout the state.
GMAP
· Number of applications received and number of contracts managed.

Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $100,000 $100,000 $100,000

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $7,900,000 $7,900,000 $7,900,000

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years (Funding needs may be included
that are not currently authorized):

None.

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1.

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe:
Demand from previous funding cycles.



 

 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Youth Recreation Facilities Program Grants, 2005-09 
Location of Grants by County

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Cowlitz 
 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

1 Project 
$196,000 

1 Project 
$39,200 

Grays 
Harbor 

Lewis 
 

6 Projects 
$1,828,663 

1 Project 
$210,338 

1 Project 
$294,000 

1 Project 
$518,438 

9 Projects 
$3,562,075 

6 Projects 
$3,154,750 2 Projects 

$392,000 

2 Projects 
$1,084,000 

2 Projects 
$891,413 

Non-Profit 
Organizations

, 32

Buildings and 
Facilities, 

$12,170,877

Nonprofit Organizations, 32 Buildings and Facilities, $12,170,877 



Administered By:
Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund Loan Program

Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water
and Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development, Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Program provides loans to
eligible water systems for capital improvements that increase public health protection and
compliance with drinking water regulations. Eligible water systems are public and private
systems that are regulated under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act. The program is
administered as a partnership between the Department of Health, the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development, and the Public Works Board (PWB). Major
funding for the program comes from a yearly grant from the federal Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).

Mission Statement:  The mission of the program is to assist water systems to provide
safe and reliable drinking water.

Year Established:  1996

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 70.119A.170

Administrative Rules:
Chapter 246-296 WAC

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100%  Loans

Legislative Intent:    RCW 70.119A.170(1)
The purpose of the account is to allow the state to use any
federal funds that become available to states from Congress
to fund a state revolving loan fund program as part of the
reauthorization of the federal Safe Drinking Water Act . . .
Moneys in the account may only be used, consistent with
federal law, to assist water systems to provide safe drinking
water through a program administered through the
Department of Health, the Public Works Board, and the
Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development
and for other activities authorized under federal law.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration

$1,520,736 $1,783,459 $1,759,950 $1,758,721 $1,977,362

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants

$40,819,497 $36,700,000 $77,355,883 $58,463,077 $107,378,035

Expenditure for
Administration

$1,520,736 $1,783,459 $1,609,724 $1,523,596 $1,977,362

Funds Awarded for
Loans/Grants (1)

$51,193,270 $47,245,502 $70,536,747 $43,017,461 $107,378,035
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Notes:

(1) The figures listed in the above table are for funds that were awarded by the program.



FTEs for the Program in 2007-09:
3.0 for Health; 5.4 for Public Works
Board

Fund Account(s):
04-R  Drinking Water Assistance
Account
07-R  Drinking Water Assistance

Repayment Account
05-R  Drinking Water Assistance
Administration Account

Fund Sources:
· Federal capitalization grant from EPA
· 058-1 Public Works Assistance

Account for the required 20% state
match

· Loan repayments and interest
earnings

Funds Awarded for Loans
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern:
Agency staff report that: (1) There has been a gradual decline in the amount of the federal
capitalization grant, and there may be additional reductions to the grant amount in the
future; and (2) Washington s share of the national total is based on a needs assessment
conducted every four years, and Washington s share declined as a result of the state s last
need assessment relative to the results for other states.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: 38

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: We are in the middle of our loan
cycle and have not selected funded projects yet. Award decisions are expected to be made by
April 2009.

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: Not yet determined (see above)

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: Not yet determined.

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: Not yet determined.

E
li

g
ib

le
 A

p
p

li
ca

n
ts

 A
n

d
 P

ro
je

ct
s

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

Other



What Types of Projects Are Eligible?
Construction

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects

Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Eligible projects include projects to address violations of drinking water
standards or to prevent future violations. These may include projects for water treatment,
transmission, distribution, source, and storage.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Eligible applicants operate Group A
systems and are subject to regulation under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act. Group A
systems are water systems that regularly serve 15 or more residential connections, or 25 or
more people per day for 60 or more days per year. Unlike the majority of the programs in the
infrastructure program inventory, the program is available to private, as well as local
government applicants.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: Per rule, projects needed primarily
to serve future population growth are not eligible for funding. However, if a project is deemed
eligible because of an existing health issue, the project can be sized to address reasonable
20-year growth.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: None.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
Federal Policy is Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300j-12, section 1452) and Drinking
Water State Revolving Fund Interim Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 9 and 35).

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:
State Policy is RCW 70.119A.170 and Chapter 246-296 WAC - Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund Loan Program.

The purpose of both the federal and state policies is to provide financial assistance (loans) to
water systems to correct compliance and public health problems in order to provide safe and
reliable drinking water.

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:

Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement

Comment: The GMA could be considered to both help implement and potentially conflict with
the DWSRLF as described below.

Potentially conflicts - DWSRF loan program does not fund projects primarily for future growth.
For jurisdictions seeking to build drinking water infrastructure to support growth within a UGA,
the DWSRF loan program would not be a viable funding source.

Helps implement  The program uses the GMA in two ways; (1) GMA Hearings Board decisions
are reviewed to define projects that are primarily for growth and this information is used, in
part, to assess whether or not the project should be considered; and (2) Program applicants
that are out of compliance with GMA receive a one point deduction on their applications.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement

Comment: Neutral

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement

Comment: Neutral

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement

Comment: Neutral

Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
that has been made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result
of aid awards?

Yes No
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If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Our database tracks and reports information that enables us to determine the progress that
has been made on the following:

· Does the project address a compliance problem or microbial risk?
· Will completion of the project eliminate a primary inorganic chemical risk (e.g.: arsenic,

copper, lead, nitrate)?
· Will completion of the project increase water use efficiency through such means as

installation of source and/or service meters, replacement of leaking distribution lines,
or other infrastructure improvements?



Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

Defined by RCW, WAC, and other (federal rule).

Top five evaluation criteria with points are:
Risk Category 1  Project eliminates microbial risk (max. 120 points).
Risk Category 2  Project eliminates a primary inorganic chemical risk (max. 115 points).
Risk Category 3  Project eliminates other primary chemical risk (max. 105 points).
Risk Category 4  Project eliminates secondary chemical or sea water intrusion risk (max.

85 points).
Risk Category 5  Project provides infrastructure replacement or other distribution

improvements (max. 65 points).

Note: These categories are mutually exclusive  applicants can only be scored in one
category. However, if their project addresses more than one risk category, they may
receive up to four bonus points, one per each additional category.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
  N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points?
 N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points?
 N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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From DOH Budget Measures:
· People using public water systems have safe and reliable drinking water.

From DOH Office of Drinking Water:
· Does the project address a compliance problem or microbial risk?
· Will completion of the project eliminate a primary inorganic chemical risk (e.g.:

arsenic, copper, lead, nitrate)?
· Will completion of the project increase water use efficiency through such means as

installation of source and/or service meters, replacement of leaking distribution lines,
or other infrastructure improvements?



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration $2,060,776 $2,060,776 $2,060,776

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants $63,201,000 $69,118,000 $75,035,000

Expenditure for Administration $2,060,776 $2,060,776 $2,060,776

Funds Awarded for Loans/Grants $63,201,000 $69,118,000 $75,035,000

Additional Funding Needed for the Next Six Years : See note below

Please List Additional Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. See note
below

See note
below

See note
below

2.

3.
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Does your program have a standard method of estimating future needs?

Yes No

Partial  see note below.

Every four years the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), with Washington state's
participation, conducts a nationwide needs assessment that identifies water system needs

There are approximately 17,000 water systems in Washington state. Of these, an estimated
15,000 are considered to be small water systems. Information from two legislatively
mandated studies will help define the needs of some water systems that have been identified
as failing or at risk. The scope does not address the needs of all water systems, only those
that are currently failing or at risk.

The studies are:
1) Small Water System Study, as required by section 2009 of the Capital Budget ESHB 2765

and due June 30, 2009; and
2) Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation Grant Program (WSARP) Study, pursuant to

SSB 6340, due January 1, 2009, which will potentially address several hundred systems.



 

 

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Loans, 2003-07 
Location of Loans by County 

Whatcom 

Skagit 
 

Snohomish 

King 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

    Island 

San Juan 

Clallam 
 

Jefferson 

Grays  
Harbor 

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Kittitas 
 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry Stevens Pend 
Oreille 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 1 Project 
$757,500 

3 Projects 
$2,033,009 

3 Projects 
$7,650,000 

4 Projects 
$5,239,007 

3 Projects 
$9,978,775 

2 Projects 
$1,421,092 

2 Projects 
$4,500,032 

7 Projects 
$5,814,012 

1 Project 
$807,395 

23 Projects 
$7,819,023 

4 Projects 
$840,717 

12 Projects 
$6,717,226 

3 Projects 
$835,859 

3 Projects 
$2,257,132 

3 Projects 
$586,052 

2 Projects 
$741,142 

2 Projects 
$1,551,521 

4 Projects 

5 Projects 
$3,747,435 

$3,233,010 

1 Project 
$1,010,000 10 Projects 

$17,204,780 

1 Project 
$157,560 

4 Projects 
$888,896 

5 Projects 
$2,065,826 

1 Project 
$2,696,365 

2 Projects 
$3,617,053 

8 Projects 
$4,664,331 

12 Projects 
$8,227,656 

2 Projects 
$2,052,879 

7 Projects 
$18,000,018 

10 Projects 
$2,862,084 

11 Projects 
$10,317,062 

6 Projects 
$10,441,400 

5 Projects 
$7,048,291 

1 Project 
$341,700 

Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Cit ies and Towns, 

96

Non-Prof it  

Organizat ions, 93

Public Ut ilit y 

Dist r ict s, 44

For-Prof it  

Organizat ions , 32

Count y, 3
Wat er and/ or 

Sewer Dist r ict s , 

26

Ot her Special 

Purpose Dist r ict s, 

9

Drinking Water, 
$257,619,602

Loan Recipients, 1999-2008 



Administered By:
Water System Acquisition and
Rehabilitation Program

Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water
and Department of Community, Trade and
Economic Development, Public Works Board

Program Purpose: The Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation Program assists
municipal water systems in acquiring and rehabilitating water systems that have water
quality problems or deteriorated infrastructure.

Mission Statement: The mission of the program is to finance the transfer of ownership
and rehabilitation of failing drinking water systems to municipal water systems.

Year Established: 2003

Enabling State Statutes:
RCW 70.119A.190 - Water
System Acquisition &
Rehabilitation Grant
Program Created.

Administrative Rules:
No rules yet.

Proportion of Grants
and Loans, 1999-2008:
100% Grants

Legislative Intent: C 26 L 2003, Section 130 (Capital
Budget)
The State Building Construction Account appropriation is
provided solely to provide assistance to counties, cities, and
special purpose districts to identify, acquire, and rehabilitate
public water systems that have water quality problems or
have been allowed to deteriorate to a point where public
health is an issue.

Recent Biennial Budgets 1999-01 2001-03 2003-05 2005-07 2007-09

New Appropriation for
Administration 0 0

New Appropriation
for Loans/Grants $4,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,750,000

Expenditure for
Administration

See note
below

See note
below

See note
below

Funds Awarded for
Grants/Loans* $3,991,000 $2,005,784 $2,750,000
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Notes:
1. Neither agency received funding to administer this program nor are they currently using
 other resources to cover administrative expenses. Administrative expenditures are
 being analyzed as part of legislatively mandated studies as required by RCW
 70.119A.190.
2. The figures listed in the table above are for funds that were awarded by the program.



FTEs for the Program in 2005-07:
0 for Health; 0 for Public Works Board

Fund Account(s):
057-1  State Building Construction
Account

Fund Sources:
057-1  State Building Construction
Account

Funds Awarded for Grants
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Recent Changes to Funding Pattern:  The legislature has provided funding for this
program three times to date - in 2003, 2005, and 2007.

Number of Applicants in 2008 Funding Year: None. While the WSARP program was
codified by the legislature as a permanent funding program in 2008, no grant funding was
provided at that time. Instead, the legislature requested that DOH and PWB study the history
of the WSARP program and potential funding sources and report back the results of this study
by January 1, 2009.

Number of Projects Selected in 2008 Funding Year: None  see above.

Total Amount of Awards Offered in 2008 Funding Year: None  see above.

Number of Qualified Applicants not funded in 2008 Funding Year: None  see above.

Total Dollar Amount of Qualified Applications not funded in 2008: None  see above.

Who Is Eligible To Apply?
Cities and Towns

Counties

Water and/or Sewer Districts

Port Districts

Public Utility Districts

Conservation Districts

Other Special Purpose Districts

Tribes

State Agencies

Non-Profit Organizations

For-Profit Organizations

Other

What Categories of Infrastructure Are
Eligible?

Drinking Water

Wastewater

Stormwater

Solid/Hazardous Waste

Irrigation/Agriculture

Transportation Infrastructure

Buildings and Facilities (Recreation, Art, etc.)

Community and Social Service Facilities

Biofuel Facilities

OtherE
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What Types of Projects Are Eligible?

Construction

Planning or Design of Individual Construction Projects

Multi-Year Planning of Infrastructure Systems or Facilities

Programs That Reduce the Need for, or Size of, Future Infrastructure Projects



Third Party Financing, Financing Guarantees or Interest Write Downs

Other Activities

Eligible Projects: Eligible projects include pre-acquisition, acquisition, connection charges,
pre-construction and construction activities.

Special Qualifications Regarding Who Can Apply: Current eligibility is confined to public
entities that already manage a municipal Group A water system and that demonstrate a five-
year track record of sound drinking water utility management. A Group A water system is a
system that regularly serves 15 or more residential connections, or 25 or more people per
day for 60 or more days per year.

Special Qualifications Regarding Project Eligibility: The existing grant program
guidelines provide examples of eligible and ineligible projects. Ineligible projects include
projects primarily intended to serve future growth and projects needed mainly for fire
protection.

Recent Changes in Eligible Applicants or Categories of Projects: Eligibility provisions
have remained the same in the two rounds of funding.

Policy Goals that are primary considerations in determining awards:
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Federal

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

State Statute or Regulation (RCW/WAC)

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

To assist municipal water systems with acquiring and rehabilitating other water systems
having water quality problems or deteriorating infrastructure. The program is intended to
maintain safe and reliable drinking water throughout the state. (Substitute Senate Bill  6340,
Chapter 214, Laws of 2008  Water System Acquisition & Rehabilitation Program)

Board Policies

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:

Agency Strategic Plan

Please briefly paraphrase primary considerations in determining awards with citation:



Potentially Supporting or Conflicting Statewide Policies:
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Growth Management Act

Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: The GMA could be considered to both help implement and potentially conflict as
described below.

Potentially conflicts - WSARP loan program does not fund projects primarily for future growth.
For jurisdictions seeking to build drinking water infrastructure to support growth within a UGA,
the WSARP loan program would not be a viable funding source.

Helps implement  The program uses the GMA in two ways: 1) GMA Hearings Board decisions
are reviewed to define projects that are primarily for growth and this information is used, in
part, to assess whether or not the project should be considered; and 2) Program applicants
that are out of compliance with GMA receive a one point deduction on their applications.

Puget Sound Partnership Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neutral

Climate Change Initiatives
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neutral

State Economic Development Plan
Potentially Conflicts Helps Implement Both

Comment: Neutral



Does your program have a routine process or method for determining the progress
made toward meeting the program s identified policy goals as a result of aid
awards?

Yes No

If yes, please briefly describe the method or process used:
Our database tracks and reports information that enables us to determine the progress that
has been made on the following:

· Does the project address a compliance problem or microbial risk?
· Will completion of the project eliminate a primary inorganic chemical risk (e.g. arsenic,

copper, lead, nitrate)?
· Will completion of the project increase water use efficiency through such means as

installation of source and/or service meters, replacement of leaking distribution lines, or
other infrastructure improvements?

· The number of failing water systems that have been successfully restructured.

Top Five Evaluation Criteria:

As defined by RCW, WAC, and other (federal rule)

Top five evaluation criteria with points are:
Risk Category 1  Project eliminates microbial risk (max. 120 points).
Risk Category 2  Project eliminates a primary inorganic chemical risk (max. 115 points).
Risk Category 3  Project eliminates other primary chemical risk (max. 105 points).
Risk Category 4  Project eliminates secondary chemical or sea water intrusion risk (max.
85 points).
Risk Category 5  Project provides infrastructure replacement or other distribution
improvements (max. 65 points).

Note: These categories are mutually exclusive  applicants can only be scored in one
category. However, if their project addresses more than one Risk Category, they may receive
up to four bonus points, one per each additional category.

Program Awards:

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 90% or more of the maximum points?
N/A. The program was not funded by the legislature for 2008, thus there were no awards
or associated data regarding these questions.

How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 75-89% of the maximum points? N/A
How many of the 2008 funding year awards received 50-74% of the maximum points? N/A

Performance Measures and Program Performance:
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 From DOH Budget Measures:
· People using public water systems have safe and reliable drinking water.

From DOH Office of Drinking Water:
· Does the project address a compliance problem or microbial risk?
· Will completion of the project eliminate a primary inorganic chemical risk (e.g.: arsenic,

copper, lead, nitrate)?
· Will completion of the project increase water use efficiency through such means as

installation of source and/or service meters, replacement of leaking distribution lines, or
other infrastructure improvements?

Note: The above listed measures apply to 2003, 2005, and 2007 funding cycles. Guidelines
will be revised pursuant to the studies mandated by the legislature pursuant to ESHB 2765
and SSB 6340.



Projected Biennial Budgets for Existing
Programs: 2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

New Appropriation for Administration See note
below

See note
below

See note
below

New Appropriation for Loans/Grants

Additional Program Funding Needed for the Next Six Years: See note below

Please List Additional Program Funding Needed by Infrastructure Type:

2009-11 2011-13 2013-15

1. See note
below

See note
below

See note
below

2.

3.
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Does your program have a method of estimating future needs? Partial system, see below

Yes No

Every four years the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), with Washington state's
participation, conducts a nationwide needs assessment that identifies water system needs.

There are approximately 17,000 water systems in Washington state. Of these, an estimated
15,000 are considered to be small water systems.

Information from two legislatively mandated studies will help define the needs of some water
systems that have been identified as failing or at risk. The scope does not however address
the needs of all systems, only those that are currently failing or at risk.

 The studies are:
1) Small Water System Study, as required by section 2009 of the Capital Budget ESHB
 2765 and due June 30, 2009; and
2) Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation Grant Program (WSARP) Study, pursuant to
 SSB 6340, due January 1, 2009, which will potentially address several hundred
 systems.



 

Grant Recipients, 1999-2008 Types of Projects Funded, 1999-2008 

Water System Acquisition and Rehabilitation Program Grants, 2003-07 
Location of Grants by County

Whatcom 

2 Projects 
$562,713 

San Juan 

Pend 
Oreille Skagit 

 

Snohomish 

Pierce 

Mason 
 

Kitsap 

Island 

1 Project 
$19,194 

3 Projects Stevens 

Grays  
r Harbo

Lewis 

Cowlitz 
 

Wahkiakum 

Clark 
 

Skamania 
 

Klickitat 
 

Yakima 

Chelan 

Okanogan 
 

Douglas 

Grant 

Benton 
Walla Walla 

Franklin 

Adams 
 

Lincoln 

Ferry 

 

Spokane 

Whitman 
 

Columbia 

Garfield 

Asotin 

Thurston 
 

Pacific 

2 Projects 
$1,030,000 

7 Projects 
$1,552,732 

1 Project 
$500,000 

$627,109 

King 

3 Projects 
$1,146,935 

Jefferson 
 

2 Projects 
$635,081 

2 Projects 
$270,750 2 Projects 

$1,671,514 

1 Project 
$203,625 

1 Project 
$469,773 

1 Project 
$106,000 

Drinking Water, 
$8,795,426

Public Utility 
Districts, 18

Water and/or 
Sewer Districts , 

6

Cities and 
Towns , 3

Other Special 
Purpose 

Districts, 1



APPENDIX C: COMPARISON OF 
PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING OPTIONS 

Introduction 

The information presented in this appendix summarizes the results of work done by Seattle-
Northwest Securities (financial advisor to the state) with input from Foster Pepper PLLC (bond 
counsel to the state), as facilitated by the Office of the State Treasurer. The financial comparison 
analyzes the relative costs/benefits to the state and to various sizes of local governments of 
traditional municipal bond financing, grants, low interest state loans and two types of state 
sponsored municipal bond programs.  Every effort was made to make true “apples to apples” 
comparisons and to evaluate the efficiency of each method in terms of costs to the state and benefit 
to the local government. The outcome, allows policy makers to evaluate the strengths of each 
proposal and to make meaningful comparisons between each option. The analysis looks only at the 
financial aspects of these programs and ECYs not factor in the government policy costs/benefits. 
For example, the relative value to local governments of continuing access to low-interest loans in a 
revolving-loan program which allows the same funding to be used repeatedly over time is not 
factored into the comparison. To assist the reader a glossary of financial terms used in the analysis is 
included at the end of this narrative. 

Evaluation of Financing Alternatives 

Objective 
The objective of this analysis is to identify the financial costs to the State and the financial benefits 
to local governments of certain existing or potential programs to assist local governments in 
financing capital projects. 

Background 
The analysis was confined to existing or alternative programs benefiting capital projects eligible for 
Public Works Assistance Account (PWAA) loans, namely for drinking water, wastewater, 
stormwater, road, bridge, and solid waste/recycling public works systems. The following programs 
were evaluated against a “base case”, the base case being financing by local governments with their 
own utility system revenue bonds. 

 PWAA loans 

 Grant programs 

 Interest rate buy-down - PWB is administering a pilot program, a $10 million interest rate 
subsidy under which qualified borrowers receive cash equal to the present value of the 
difference between their borrowing rate and PWAA rates. The pilot program requires the 
subsidy be used to reduce project costs being financed. 

1



 A bond bank – Some states assist smaller, local governments in accessing the bond market 
efficiently and at lower interest rates than they could achieve individually. Loans are made to 
borrowers from proceeds of bond bank bond issues. Such issues are rated higher than 
borrowers would receive but typically lower than state ratings. While most states do not 
guaranty bond bank debt, credit support is provided in some instances. In the event of a 
default by a local government, the state may then “intercept” funds owing to that local 
government to make the payment due to bond holders or reimburse itself. Finally, most 
bond banks require a general obligation from the local government as pledge for repayment, 
not repayment confined to revenue from a utility system such as those funded by PWAA 
loans. 

Access to and the cost of capital varies in the municipal bond market as a function of 
creditworthiness, borrower size and amount borrowed. Therefore, for this analysis, local 
governments were grouped by population: 

 Revenue bonds of those with populations over 50,000 are typically rated from high “A” 
category to “AA” category.  

 Revenue bonds of those with populations between 10,000 and 50,000 are typically rated low 
to mid “A” category. 

 Revenue bonds of those with populations below 10,000 are generally not rated. Many in this 
group do not have access to the bond market to raise money. 

Assumptions 
Interest rates. When developing the base case (local government revenue bonds), certain interest rate 
assumptions were made based on the Bond Buyer Revenue Bond Index for the period 1987-2007.1

1 2008 was not included because of market volatility associated with the credit crisis. 

 
This market data was adjusted to account for the experience of local governments in the three 
categories identified above.  

Likewise, the “opportunity cost” to the State (foregone interest revenue) of providing funding was 
estimated based on market data for the ten-year period, 1997 - 2007, adjusted based upon input 
from the State Treasurer’s Office. If anything, this rate is probably low as a measure of the State’s 
opportunity cost.  

Borrowing term – final maturity. Various programs have different final maturity of loans or subsidies. 
Base case terms were set to conform to the program terms for comparability purposes. 

Transaction costs and program administrative cost. These costs were estimated based on transaction or 
program experience. They were incorporated into borrowing/grant costs to achieve all-in cost 
figures. Note however that interest rate differences account for a far greater share of benefits and 
costs than do program costs at either the State or local government levels. 

Present values. Where present value calculations were performed, a consistent rate of 5.8 percent was 
used unless noted otherwise. This is half way between the BBI Revenue Bond Index for 1987-2007 
and the GF-State investment rate for the same period. 
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Analysis 
The “Summary” (table 1) in the accompanying tables displays costs to the State and financial benefit 
to each of the three categories of local governments of each of the programs analyzed when 
compared with local government revenue bonds. For comparability, all of the figures are 
represented as the present value of annual benefit/(cost) per million dollars.  

Other tables display the detailed analysis of each program versus the base case, with relevant 
assumptions footnoted. 

Conclusions 
Based on the Summary table, certain conclusions appear evident: 

PWAA Loans. The tradeoff between state cost and local government benefit clearly favors programs 
benefiting smaller recipients. In the cases of large and mid-sized recipients, State cost significantly 
exceeds local government benefit. This is because the cost of self-financing (revenue bonds) is far 
more onerous (if there is access at all) for small governments. 

Grants. While state costs and recipient benefits are roughly equal, less can be accomplished per dollar 
because of the high outlay of individual grants versus the lower annual outlays of other programs. 

Bond Bank. Costs to the state are estimates of direct expenses of administering the program. The 
benefit to local government is significantly greater for small borrowers. On the other hand, such a 
program would be very inefficient from the State’s perspective if applied to larger governments. 

State Interest Rate Subsidy. The trade-off between state cost and recipient benefit favors smaller 
jurisdictions. However, this assumes that they have access to credit markets for purposes of 
establishing a rate to be subsidized. In many cases, they do not. 

Comparative Conclusions 
Not surprisingly, the local government benefits relative to State costs are greater for smaller 
jurisdictions in the case of loan and grant programs. 

From an efficiency standpoint (per dollar of local benefit / per dollar state cost), the three programs 
in place today in order from most to least efficient are: 

1. Subsidized interest rates, 

2. Grants, 

3. Loans at below market rates, and 

4. In the case of a program not in place today in Washington, a bond bank would efficiently provide 
benefits to the smallest local governments. 
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Financial Comparison 

Appendix C, Table 1:  Benefit/(Cost) of  Capital Project Funding Alternatives 
Present value of annual benefit/(cost) per million 

Financing Type Large 
Jurisdictions 

Medium 
Jurisdictions 

Small 
Jurisdictions 

Borrower Revenue Bonds         
Cost to State  -   -   -  
Benefit/(cost) to local government  $ (1,058,078)  $ (1,090,122)  $ (1,146,447) 
Efficiency per $ (benefit/cost)  n/a   n/a   n/a  

PWAA Loan         
Cost to State  $ (460,635)  $ (659,141)  $ (707,005) 
Benefit/(cost) to local government  $ 385,339   $ 528,814   $ 597,375  
Efficiency per $ (benefit/cost) 0.84 0.80 0.84 

Grants         
Cost to State  $ (1,019,000)  $ (1,019,000)  $ (1,019,000) 
Benefit/(cost) to local government  $ 986,667   $ 970,000   $ 980,000  
Efficiency per $ (benefit/cost) 0.97 0.95 0.96 

State Bond Bank         
Cost to State  $ (130,299)  $ (130,299)  $ (130,299) 
Benefit/(cost) to local government  $ 24,637   $ 54,637   $ 105,850  
Efficiency per $ (benefit/cost) 0.19 0.42 0.81 

State Interest Rate Subsidy         
Cost to State  $ (379,166)  $ (520,382)  $ (587,870) 
Benefit/(cost) to local government  $ 390,678   $ 534,371   $ 608,141  
Efficiency per $ (benefit/cost) 1.03 1.03 1.03 
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Glossary of financial terms 

Base case. For this report, the base case is an example of likely finance costs experienced by local 
governments borrowing for infrastructure projects using bond financing. The Base Case was 
prepared in order to provide a consistent comparison for each of the different financing methods 
examined. 

Bond rating. A grade given to bonds indicating the financial strength of the borrower and 
likelihood that the principle and interest will be paid back on time. It is used to measure the risk 
involved for the purchaser of the bond, a higher rating indicates a lower risk, and this leads to a 
lower interest rate charged. 

Borrowing term. The length of time from borrowing to complete payback, usually expressed in 
years. 

Cost of Capital is funding spent to procure debt financing (a loan or bond proceeds), including 
interest payments, and application and overhead fees. This will vary with the bond rating for the 
borrowing entity, receiving a higher rating results in lower interest charges and therefore a lower cost 
of capital. 

Efficiency for this report, the efficiency is a derived term intended to create a comparable number 
expressing how much benefit is received by local government for the cost of the benefit to the state. 
The number is expressed in dollar terms and a higher number indicates a higher benefit to local 
governments for each dollar spent by the state. 

Final maturity the time in the future when a bond stops earning interest and is paid off or 
redeemed. 

General Obligation pledge an indication that the issuer of a bond or loan recipient will use all 
sources of revenue to guarantee repayment of the bond or loan, this is differentiated from a pledge 
of only a specific revenue stream but not all available revenue, for example a city’s general fund vs. 
only a portion of sewer fees. 

Intercept of funds involves the state taking a revenue stream in order to recoup loan principle in 
the case that the local government is not able to make repayment and the loan or bonds are in 
default. 

Interest rate buy-down has the effect of lowering borrowing costs for an entity through a subsidy 
from another organization (in this case the state). Once the calculations are completed the borrower 
experiences financing as if qualified for a lower interest rate.  

Opportunity cost is the lost opportunity from choosing one option over another, often the value of 
funds if used for investment purposes or other financing options. Example: If an entity loans $1,000 
dollars at 5 percent for a year but could have loaned the funds for 10 percent, the opportunity cost 
was $50 foregone from making the first loan and not the second.  
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Present value is the value today of a stream of payments made in the future that takes into account 
the time value of money (the expected earnings for an investment over time). Example: $1,000 
invested today at 5 percent annual interest would be worth $1,050 dollars in a year, reversing this 
expectation, if you were asked to wait a year for the $1,000 the present value today would be 
approximately $950. This calculation is performed in order to place different financing options on 
equal footing (apples to apples). 

Program administrative costs are overhead costs related to the operation of a loan program or the 
issuance of bonds that exist independent of specific rounds of financing. 

Transaction costs are overhead costs related to a specific finance loan or the issuance of bonds, 
application costs, costs related to selling the bond on the market, or drafting loan agreements and 
establishing payment methods. 
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