
Notice is given to individuals with disabilities that this meeting is being held in a physically accessible 
location.  Please notify the Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources at least 48 hours before the 
meeting if you have a disability for which special arrangements must be made.  The telephone number for 
making arrangements is (605) 773-4216. 
 

 
  
 

Board meeting attendees are encouraged to follow appropriate CDC guidelines. If you are not feeling 
well, please stay home and utilize the available livestream or call-in information for the meeting. The 
public may participate in-person, by live audio, or by streaming through a computer or other mobile 

device. The full board packet and directions for access to the meeting and live streaming can be found on 
the South Dakota Boards and Commissions Portal at 

http://boardsandcommissions.sd.gov/Meetings.aspx?BoardID=108 
 

**AMENDED AGENDA** 
**Scheduled times are estimates only. Some items may be delayed due to prior scheduled items or may be 

moved up on the agenda.** 

 
January 6, 2022 
1:00 p.m. CT 
 

1. Call meeting to order and roll call 
2. Approve Agenda 
3. Approve Minutes of November 4, 2021 Board Meeting 
4. Public Comment Period 
5. Section 319 Applications – Kris Dozark 
6. Drinking Water Facilities Funding Applications – Andy Bruels 

a. North Sioux City (21) 
b. Mitchell (8) 

7. Sanitary/ Storm Sewer Funding Applications – Mike Perkovich 
a. Mitchell (26)  

8. Solid Waste Management Program Funding Applications – Drew Huisken 
a. Canistota 
b. SD Solid Waste Management Association 
c. Watertown 

9. FFY 2021 Clean Water SRF Annual Report – Stephanie Riggle 
10. FFY 2021 Drinking Water SRF Annual Report – Stephanie Riggle 
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11. Sioux Rural Water System Grant 2019G-DW-100 Request for Time Extension– Suzanne McKinley 
12. Perkins Coie LLP Conflict Waiver Request for Simultaneous Representation of South Dakota 

Conservancy District and US Bank – Mike Perkovich 
13. Bond Counsel Contract for the South Dakota Conservancy District’s State Revolving Fund Loan 

Programs – David Ruhnke 
14. Adopt Proposed Fund Distribution Criteria for American Rescue Plan Act Funds – Andy Bruels 
15. Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act – Mike Perkovich & Andy Bruels 

a. Amendment to the 2022 Omnibus Bill Recommendations– Stephanie Riggle 
b. Amendment to the FY 2022 Drinking Water SRF Intended Use Plan – Andy Bruels 

16. Rescind Salem’s Clean Water SRF Loan C461057-04 and Drinking Water SRF Loan C462057-05 – 
Mike Perkovich 

17. March 24-25, 2022 Meeting 
18. Adjourn 



 

The audio recording for this meeting is available on the South Dakota Boards and Commissions 
Portal at http://boardsandcommissions.sd.gov/Meetings.aspx?BoardIDis108 
 

Minutes of the 
Board of Water and Natural Resources 

In-Person or On-Line 
Matthew Training Center 

523 East Capitol 
Pierre, South Dakota 

 
November 4, 2021 

9:00 a.m. Central Time 
 
CALL MEETING TO ORDER:  Chairman Jerry Soholt called the meeting to order.  The roll was 
called, and a quorum was present. 
 
Chairman Soholt announced that the meeting was streaming live on SD.net, a service of South 
Dakota Public Broadcasting.   
 
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jerry Soholt, Gene Jones, Jr., Karl Adam, Todd Bernhard, Paul 
Gnirk, Jackie Lanning, and Vance Newman. 
 
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:  None. 
 
APPROVE AGENDA:  Mike Perkovich noted that there were no changes to the agenda. 
 
Motion by Bernhard, seconded by Lanning, to approve the agenda.  A roll call vote was taken, and 
the motion carried with Adam, Bernhard, Jones, Lanning, Newman, and Soholt voting aye.  Due 
to technical difficulties Gnirk’s vote was not heard. 
 
APPROVE MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 30, 2021, MEETING:  Motion by Bernhard, 
seconded by Adam, to approve the minutes from the September 30, 2021, Board of Water and 
Natural Resources meeting.  A roll call vote was taken, and the motion carried with Adam, 
Bernhard, Jones, Lanning, Newman, and Soholt voting aye.  Due to technical difficulties Gnirk’s 
vote was not heard. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:  There were no public comments. 
 
DEFERRED SIOUX FALLS SANITARY/STORM SEWER FUNDING APPLICATION:  Mike 
Perkovich reported that the city of Sioux Falls is undertaking a project to modernize and expand 
its Water Reclamation Facility.  This application was presented to the board at the September 2021 
meeting but was deferred at the request of the city.   
 
In June 2021, the city submitted an application for $87,500,000.  Shortly before the September 
meeting the city learned that the estimated project cost had increased significantly, so the city 
wanted to adjust the loan request.  The total estimated cost is now $194,500,000, an increase of 
$35,500,000.  This funding application is the third of four anticipated loans to fund the project.  A 
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$41,625,000 loan was awarded in September 2019 and another $18,500,000 loan was awarded in 
September 2020 for the project. 
 
The project will address the need to improve reliability due to age and condition to avert a risk of 
failure, increase hydraulic and organic capacity to accommodate growth, meet potential future 
regulations, and improve general treatment operations. 
 
Design of the project is currently underway.  It is anticipated that portions of the project will be 
awarded yet this year with others in 2022.  Project completion is expected in the fall of 2024. 
 
The estimated total project amount is $194,500,000, and the amount requested is $123,000,000. 
 
Rates in Sioux Falls are $38.35 per month based on 5,000 gallons usage.  The city has enacted an 
ordinance that will increase rates each year through the year 2023 when rates will be $41.06 for 
5,000 gallons.   
 
Mr. Perkovich noted that by rule, the board has 120 days to act upon a deferred application. 
 
Staff recommended awarding a $123,000,000 Clean Water SRF loan at 2.00 percent interest for 20 
years. 
 
Sioux Falls has pledged system revenues for repayment of the loan.  Staff analysis indicates that 
the city would have 124% coverage based on estimated wastewater revenue and expenses 
projected in 2023.   
 
Staff recommended the loan being contingent upon the borrower adopting a bond resolution and 
the resolution becoming effective. 
 
Mark Cotter, Sioux Falls Public Works Director, discussed the project and the reasons for the 
increase in cost of the project.   
 
Motion by Adam, seconded by Bernhard, to adopt Resolution No. 2021-88 approving a Clean 
Water State Revolving Fund loan up to a maximum committed amount of $123,000,000 at 2.00 
percent interest for 20 years to the city of Sioux Falls for Water Reclamation Facility 
improvements, and authorizing the execution of the loan agreement, the acceptance of the Local 
Obligation, the assignment of the Local Obligation to the Trustee, and the execution and delivery 
of such other documents and the performance of all acts necessary to effectuate the loan approved 
in accordance with all terms as set forth in the Indenture of Trust, contingent upon the borrower 
adopting a bond resolution and the resolution becoming effective.  A roll call vote was taken, and 
the motion carried with Adam, Bernhard, Jones, Lanning, Newman, and Soholt voting aye.  Due 
to technical difficulties Gnirk’s vote was not heard. 
 
2022 STATE WATER PLAN APPLICATIONS:  Water projects which will require state funding 
or need state support for categorical grant or loan funding need to be on the State Water Plan. At 
its November planning meeting, the Board of Water and Natural Resources approves projects for 
placement onto the next year’s State Water Facilities Plan.  Placement of a project on the State 
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Water Plan by the board provides no guarantee of funding.  The projects placed onto the plan at 
this meeting will remain on the facilities plan through December 2023. 
 
Andy Bruels presented the following 193 State Water Plan applications that were received by the 
October 1, 2021, deadline. 
 

State Water Facilities Plan Applicants 
 

Project 
Sponsor 

 
Description 

Project 
State 
Funding ($) 

 
Recommendation 

Aberdeen Raw Water Intake and 
Transmission Pipeline  

$454,000,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Aberdeen Water Treatment Facility $36,139,132 Place on Facilities Plan 
Aberdeen Wastewater Treatment Facility $52,230,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Alcester Phase 1 Collection System 

Improvements 
$1,643,400 Place on Facilities Plan 

Alexandria Water, Sanitary and Storm 
Sewer Improvements 

$9,087,502 Place on Facilities Plan 

Arlington Phase 1 and Phase 2 Wastewater 
Collection System 
Improvements 

$10,555,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Arlington Phase 1 and Phase 2 Water 
Distribution System 
Improvements 

$2,639,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Aurora Wastewater System 
Improvements 

$10,898,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Baltic Water System Improvements $5,693,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Baltic Sanitary Sewer System 

Improvements 
$2,324,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

B.D.M. Rural 
Water System 

Water Distribution and 
Treatment Upgrades 

$11,536,860 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bear Butte Valley 
Water 

Backup Well and Tilford Road 
Loop 

$4,998,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bear Butte Valley 
Water 

Elk Vale Road Loop $8,947,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bear Butte Valley 
Water 

Greslin Ground Storage 
Reservoir and Booster 

$1,048,500 Place on Facilities Plan 

Belle Fourche Hat Ranch Well $1,050,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Beresford Drinking Water Main Expansion $227,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Beresford Sewer Main Expansion $228,750 Place on Facilities Plan 
Beresford Sanitary Sewer Collection 

System - Phase 1 
$9,186,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Beresford Wastewater Treatment 
Improvements 
 

$4,579,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Big Sioux 
Community Water 
System 

BSCWS and MCWC Joint 
Regional Water Treatment Plant 

$102,884,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Big Sioux 
Community Water 
System 

Distribution System 
Improvements 

$22,084,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bison Wastewater Collection and 
Treatment System 
Improvements 

$3,826,319 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bowdle Sanitary Sewer Improvements $2,246,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Brandon Wastewater Infrastructure 

Improvements 
$36,987,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Brandon Water Infrastructure 
Improvements 

$18,530,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bridgewater Storm Sewer Improvements $8,190,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Britton Wastewater Collection 

Improvements 
$1,530,861 Place on Facilities Plan 

Brookings Lead Water Service Line 
Replacement Program 

$920,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Brookings Wastewater Collection 
Improvements 

$3,447,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Brookings Southwest and Eastside Sewer 
Interceptor Replacement Phase 2 

$6,700,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Brookings Research Park Sanitary Sewer $2,354,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Brookings Deuel 
Rural Water 
System 

Water Supply System 
Improvements 

$8,300,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bryant Wastewater System 
Improvements 

$8,702,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Bryant Drinking Water System 
Improvements 

$5,056,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Butte-Meade 
Sanitary District 

New Well, Storage Reservoir 
and Water Mains 

$2,502,959 Place on Facilities Plan 

Canton Beaver Creek Trunk Sewer 
Improvements 

$2,801,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Canton Water System Improvements $1,926,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Chamberlain Comprehensive Water and 

Wastewater Improvements 
$5,352,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Chancellor Drinking Water Distribution 
Improvements 

$1,818,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Chancellor Sanitary and Storm Sewer 
Improvements 

$1,832,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Clark Drinking Water System 
Improvements 

$11,618,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Clark Rural Water 
System 

Parallel Mainline Improvements $7,240,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Clay Rural Water 
System 

Water Treatment and Storage 
Improvements 

$26,016,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Colton Sanitary Sewer Rehabilitation 
and Storm Water Collection 
Improvements 

$2,343,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Corona Wastewater System 
Improvements 

$1,926,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Corona Water Distribution System 
Improvements 

$3,389,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Corona Connection to Grant-Roberts 
RWS and Water Meter 
Installation 

$1,742,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Corsica Water, Sanitary, and Storm 
Sewer Improvements 

$1,350,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Crooks Water Tower and Water System 
Infrastructure Improvements 

$5,683,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Crooks Lift Station and Wastewater 
Collection Improvements 

$4,614,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Custer Wastewater Treatment System 
Upgrades and New Force Main 

$11,442,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Dakota Dunes 
Community 
Improvement 
District 

Water System Improvements $10,382,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Dakota Dunes 
Community 
Improvement 
District 

Forcemain Improvements $523,965 Place on Facilities Plan 

Davison Rural 
Water System 

Water Distribution 
Improvements and Automatic 
Meter Reading System 

$1,240,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Dell Rapids Citywide Drinking Water 
Infrastructure Improvements 

$9,451,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Dell Rapids Citywide Sewer Infrastructure 
Improvements 

$23,702,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Dupree Wastewater System 
Improvement 

$3,617,737 Place on Facilities Plan 

Emery Storm Sewer Improvements $2,494,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Fort Pierre Drinking Water Storage Facility 

Improvements 
$5,028,078 Place on Facilities Plan 

Freeman Water and Sewer Improvements $2,885,174 Place on Facilities Plan 
Garretson Sanitary and Storm Sewer 

Improvements 
$4,036,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Garretson Watermain Improvements $3,578,662 Place on Facilities Plan 
Geddes Storm Sewer Replacement $378,132 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Grant-Roberts 
Rural Water 
System 

Western Expansion and Internal 
Improvements 

$62,138,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Gregory Wastewater and Water 
Distribution Improvements 

$23,163,700 Place on Facilities Plan 

Hanson Rural 
Water System 

Water Distribution 
Improvements and Automatic 
Meters 

$3,600,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Harrisburg Southeastern Water 
Improvements 

$6,239,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Harrisburg Southeastern Sewer 
Improvements 

$8,619,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Harrisburg Trunk Sewer Installation $7,305,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Hartford Construct Regional Wastewater 

Treatment Facility and 
Associated Collection Systems 

$35,086,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Hill City Water System Supply 
Improvements 

$637,500 Place on Facilities Plan 

Hot Springs Water System Supply and 
Storage  

$4,250,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Hudson Sanitary Sewer Improvements $8,146,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Hudson Water Storage and Distribution 

Improvements 
$8,120,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Humboldt Water Distribution 
Improvements 

$1,355,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Humboldt Sanitary Sewer Improvements $3,572,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Hurley Sanitary Sewer Improvements $820,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Ipswich Storm Sewer Upgrades $13,631,900 Place on Facilities Plan 
Irene Wastewater Treatment 

Improvements 
$519,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Irene Water Tower Improvements $1,835,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Isabel Wastewater Collection 

Improvements 
$1,823,547 Place on Facilities Plan 

Joint Well Field, 
Inc. 

New Water Treatment Plant $9,460,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Kadoka Poplar Drinking Water System 
Improvements 

$658,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Kadoka Poplar Street Sanitary Sewer and 
Drainage Improvements 

$2,297,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Kennebec Storm Sewer Improvements $2,833,062 Place on Facilities Plan 
Kingbrook Rural 
Water System 

Water Treatment and Pump 
Station Improvements 

$29,850,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Lake Poinsett 
Sanitary District 

Wastewater Treatment 
Expansion and Collection 
Improvements  

$14,085,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Lake Preston Phase 2 Drinking Water $7,027,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Improvements 
Lake Preston Phase 2 Sanitary Sewer 

Improvements 
$6,913,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Lennox Central Basin Water System 
Improvements 

$2,942,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Lennox Central Basin and Wastewater 
Treatment Improvements 

$15,012,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Lewis and Clark 
Regional Water 
System 

Water System Expansion $43,782,006 Place on Facilities Plan 

Lesterville Storm Sewer Improvements $1,870,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Lincoln County 
Rural Water 
System, Inc. 

Eastern Distribution System 
Improvements 

$8,809,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Madison Sanitary Sewer Improvements 
(Segments 1-6) 

$5,692,400 Place on Facilities Plan 

Madison Drinking Water Improvements 
(Segments 1-6) 

$12,308,500 Place on Facilities Plan 

McLaughlin Water System Improvements $1,356,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Mid-Dakota Rural 
Water System 

Water Improvements $29,036,545 Place on Facilities Plan 

Miller Wastewater Improvements $830,388 Place on Facilities Plan 
Miller Water Improvements $4,229,871 Place on Facilities Plan 
Mitchell Wastewater System 

Improvements 
$23,100,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mitchell Water Distribution 
Improvements 

$78,000,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mitchell Drinking Water System 
Improvements 

$22,000,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mitchell Wastewater Treatment 
Improvements Phase 2 

$23,500,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mitchell Livesay Lane Sewer and Storm 
Sewer Improvements 

$1,240,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mina Lake 
Sanitary District 

Water Meter Replacement  $352,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Minnehaha 
Community Water 
Corp. 

Water Distribution 
Improvements 

$48,678,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mission Hill Wastewater Collection and 
Treatment Improvements 

$662,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mni Waste' Water 
Company 

Highway 63 North $13,081,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mni Waste' Water 
Company 

Highway 212 West $53,869,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Mni Waste' Water 
Company 

Intake Emergency Slide Repair $1,938,302 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Morristown Potable Water System 
Improvements 

$214,760 Place on Facilities Plan 

Murdo Water Meter Improvements $429,276 Place on Facilities Plan 
Newell Wastewater System 

Improvements 
$708,878 Place on Facilities Plan 

Newell Water System Improvements $1,141,238 Place on Facilities Plan 
Northville Drinking Water System 

Improvements 
$1,705,050 Place on Facilities Plan 

North Sioux City Southwest Sewer Basin  $3,521,310 Place on Facilities Plan 
North Sioux City Streeter Drive Water Treatment 

Plant Expansion 
$5,328,125 Place on Facilities Plan 

Parker Sanitary and Storm Sewer 
Improvements Phase 6 

$4,575,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Parker Water Improvements Phase 6 $3,666,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Parkston Wastewater Collection and 

Treatment Improvements 
$5,900,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Peever Wastewater Collection and 
Treatment Improvements 

$1,606,500 Place on Facilities Plan 

Philip Northeast Wastewater System 
Improvements 

$216,698 Place on Facilities Plan 

Perkins County 
Rural Water 
System 

Ground Storage Tank $860,901 Place on Facilities Plan 

Pickerel Lake 
Sanitary District 

Wastewater Improvements $2,962,554 Place on Facilities Plan 

Pickstown Wastewater Collection 
Improvements 

$1,400,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Piedmont Central Wastewater System $4,500,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Piedmont Water Tower and Well 

Construction 
$2,200,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Plankinton Wastewater Collection System 
Improvements 

$5,075,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Platte Water, Sewer and Drainage 
System Improvements 

$4,150,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Powder House 
Pass CID 

Wastewater Treatment 
Expansion and Lift Station 

$7,500,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Presho Water Meters  $667,930 Place on Facilities Plan 
Pukwana Sewer Line Extension $240,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Randall 
Community Water 
District 

Internal System Improvements  $137,874,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Rapid City Solid Waste Cell #15 
Construction, Cell #16 Cover, 
GCCS Construction and Flare 
Replacement 
 

$6,650,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Rapid City East Side Rapid City Water 
Treatment Facility 

$135,000,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Rapid City Water Reclamation Facility 
South Plant Improvements 

$145,000,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Rapid Valley 
Sanitary District 

Water Resource Recovery 
Facility Construction and 
Collection System 
Improvements 

$51,575,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Ravinia Upgrade Stormwater System $1,865,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Salem Wastewater Improvements 

Phases 2 and 3 
$8,015,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Salem Water System and Water 
Treatment Improvements 

$9,281,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Seneca Sanitary Sewer Improvements $609,550 Place on Facilities Plan 
Sioux Falls Water Reclamation Facility 

Expansion 
$11,675,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Sioux Falls Pump Station 240 Improvements $35,500,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Sioux Rural Water 
System 

Water System Improvements $11,112,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

SD Department of 
Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 

South Dakota Riparian Buffer 
Initiative 

$24,005,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

South Lincoln 
Rural Water 
System 

System-Wide Water 
Improvements 

$16,061,400 Place on Facilities Plan 

South Shore Water System Improvements $6,090,920 Place on Facilities Plan 
Southern Black 
Hills Water 
System 

System Expansion - Paramount 
Point to Spring Creek Acres 

$1,800,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Spring Creek/Cow 
Creek Sanitary 
District 

Water Storage and Infrastructure  $3,528,568 Place on Facilities Plan 

Spring Creek/Cow 
Creek Sanitary 
District 

Wastewater Treatment 
Improvements 

$1,043,337 Place on Facilities Plan 

Springfield Water System Improvements $12,700,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Springfield Wastewater System 

Improvements 
$6,800,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Sturgis Sanitary Sewer Rehabilitation $19,751,760 Place on Facilities Plan 
Sturgis New Well, Well House, and 

Storage Tank 
$6,126,125 Place on Facilities Plan 

Summerset Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Expansion 

$9,995,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Tea Sanitary Sewer Improvements $5,649,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Tea Hagedorn Water Improvements $1,646,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
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Terry Trojan 
Water District 

New Storage Tank $215,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Timber Lake Water Distribution and Storage 
Improvements 

$3,264,725 Place on Facilities Plan 

TM Rural Water 
District 

2022/2023 System 
Improvements 

$11,571,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Tripp Water System Improvements 
and Bulk Service Connection to 
B-Y WUD 

$1,700,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Tripp Upgrade Stormwater System $1,913,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Tripp County 
Water Users 
District 

System Wide Improvements  $14,400,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Tyndall Water System Improvements $3,460,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Tyndall Wastewater Collection System 

Improvements 
$13,860,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Tyndall Stormwater System $2,930,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Valley Springs Sanitary Sewer Improvements $2,658,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Valley Springs Drinking Water Improvements $5,412,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Volga Drinking Water System 

Improvements 
$2,525,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Wagner Water System Improvements $9,400,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Wagner Wastewater System 

Improvements  
$11,500,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Wall Sanitary Sewer Replacement $1,366,413 Place on Facilities Plan 
Wall Water Main Replacement $1,378,750 Place on Facilities Plan 
Watertown Wastewater Collection and 

Treatment Improvements 
$35,042,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Watertown New Well Field Development $4,567,500 Place on Facilities Plan 
Watertown Replace/Upgrade Water 

Treatment Plant Equipment 
$974,238 Place on Facilities Plan 

Watertown Watermain Replacement 
Highway 212 from Highway 81 
to 19th St E 

$958,913 Place on Facilities Plan 

Watertown Cast Iron Main Replacement $4,242,525 Place on Facilities Plan 
Watertown Watermain Replacement for 

Mellette and Harmony Hill Area 
$5,547,200 Place on Facilities Plan 

WEB Rural Water 
System 

Water System Improvements $214,993,415 Place on Facilities Plan 

Webster Wastewater Improvements $7,557,775 Place on Facilities Plan 
Webster Storm Water Sewer 

Improvements 
$352,690 Place on Facilities Plan 

Webster Water Improvements Phase 2 $4,433,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
Wessington Wastewater Improvements $3,907,900 Place on Facilities Plan 
Wessington 
Springs 

College Ave. Water and Sewer 
Main Replacement 

$990,000 Place on Facilities Plan 
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West 
River/Lyman-
Jones Rural Water 
Systems, Inc. 

Water Distribution and Storage 
Improvements 

$12,000,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Western Dakota 
Regional Water 
System 

Study for Missouri River 
Waterline in Western South 
Dakota 

$4,500,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Weston Heights 
Homeowners 
Association 

New Water Storage Reservoir 
and Backup Generator 

$2,629,550 Place on Facilities Plan 

Wilmot Wastewater Collection 
Improvements 

$4,092,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Worthing Water Distribution Infrastructure 
Improvements 

$3,866,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Worthing Wastewater Treatment and 
Infrastructure Improvements 

$4,908,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

Yankton Water Distribution and Metering 
and Sewer Collection and 
Treatment 

$115,300,000 Place on Facilities Plan 

 
Motion by Bernhard, seconded by Jones, to accept the staff recommendations to place the 193 
projects on the 2022 State Water Facilities Plan.  A roll call vote was taken, and the motion carried 
with Adam, Bernhard, Jones, Lanning, Newman, and Soholt voting aye.  Due to technical 
difficulties Gnirk’s vote was not heard. 
 
2021 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2022 STATE WATER PLAN:  In accordance with South Dakota 
Codified Laws 46A-2-2, 46A-1-10 and 46A-1-14, an Annual Report and State Water Plan is to be 
presented to the Legislature and the Governor by the first day of the legislative session. 
 
Mr. Bruels presented the annual report, which provides a description of the activities that were 
undertaken by the board during calendar year 2021.  The report includes tables detailing the 
funding awards approved by the board throughout the year.   
 
The board awarded more than $216,600,000 in grant and loan funding for planning, design, and 
construction of municipal drinking water, wastewater, lake and watershed restoration, rural water, 
solid waste disposal and recycling projects.  These awards were critical in having environmental 
projects being completed across the state.   
 
The State Water Plan identified the projects approved for placement onto the 2022 facilities plan 
and provides information for projects on the State Water Resources Management System.  The 
board placed 193 projects on the facilities plan earlier in the meeting, bringing the total number of 
projects on the 2022 water facilities plan to 361.  Projects that have received funding from the 
board remain on the facilities plan until project completion and remain eligible to request 
additional funding if costs increase.   
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The SWRMS component of the State Water Plan includes the nine existing projects on the list.  
The final version of the report will provide the recommendations in the Omnibus Bill and will be 
submitted to the Governor and Legislature on the funding levels for various water and solid waste 
projects, the programs, and activities.  The board’s recommendations for the SWRMS list 
designations, the funding levels for projects, programs and activities and the Water and 
Environment Fund special condition statement are provided as appendices to the report. 
 
Staff recommended approval of the 2021 Annual Report and the 2022 State Water Plan and that 
the board authorize the staff to print and distribute the report to the State Legislature, Governor, 
and other interested parties on behalf of the board. 
 
Motion by Newman, seconded by Lanning, to approve the 2021 Annual Report and 2022 State 
Water Plan, and to authorize the staff to print and distribute the report to the State Legislature and 
the Governor.  A roll call vote was taken, and the motion carried with Adam, Bernhard, Jones, 
Lanning, Newman, and Soholt voting aye.  Due to technical difficulties Gnirk’s vote was not 
heard. 
 
JANUARY 6, 2022, MEETING:  Mr. Perkovich discussed agenda items for the January meeting.   
 
The board recessed for lunch.  The meeting resumed at 1:00 p.m. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING TO ADOPT FFY 2022 CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 
INTENDED USE PLAN:  Chairman Soholt opened the public hearing.   
 
The hearing was public noticed in accordance with applicable state and federal requirements.   
 
The purpose of the hearing was to receive public input and adopt the FFY 2022 Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund (SRF) Intended Use Plan (IUP).   
 
The IUP describes how the board intends to use available funds to meet the objectives of the Clean 
Water Act.  A prioritized list of projects is included in the IUP.  Projects seeking a Clean Water 
SRF loan must be included on the priority list.   
 
Andy Bruels presented the FFY 2022 Clean Water SRF IUP and discussed changes from previous 
years.   
 
Chairman Soholt requested public comments regarding the Clean Water SRF IUP.  There were no 
public comments, and no written comments were received. 
 
Motion by Jones, seconded by Bernhard, to approve the FFY 2022 Clean Water State Revolving 
Fund Intended Use Plan as presented.  A roll call vote was taken, and the motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Chairman Soholt closed the hearing. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING TO ADOPT FFY 2022 DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 
INTENDED USE PLAN:  Chairman Soholt opened the public hearing. 
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The hearing was public noticed in accordance with applicable state and federal requirements. 
 
The purpose of the hearing was to receive public input and adopt the FFY 2022 Intended Use Plan 
for the Drinking Water SRF program.   
 
The IUP describes how the board intends to use available funds to meet the objectives of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act.  The IUP describes the set-aside activities to be performed and amount of 
funding allocated to these.  A prioritized list of potential drinking water projects is included in the 
IUP.  Projects seeking a Drinking Water SRF loan must be included on the priority list.     
 
Mr. Bruels presented the FFY 2022 Drinking Water SRF IUP and discussed changes from 
previous years.   
 
Chairman Soholt requested public comments regarding the Drinking Water SRF IUP.  There were 
no public comments, and no written comments were received. 
 
Motion by Lanning, seconded by Adam, to approve the FFY 2022 Drinking Water State 
Revolving Fund Intended Use Plan as presented.  A roll call vote was taken, and the motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
Chairman Soholt closed the hearing. 
 
STATE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS:  SDCL 
46A-1-2.1 designates the water resource projects included on the State Water Resources 
Management System (SWRMS) component of the State Water Plan that serve as the preferred 
priority water development objectives of the state. 
 
Mr. Perkovich reported that the Board of Water and Natural Resources annually reviews the 
projects included on the SWRMS component of the State Water Plan and makes recommendations 
to the Governor and State Legislature regarding any deletions, additions, or retention of projects 
on the SWRMS list. 
 
The following projects are currently included on the SWRMS list:  
 
Belle Fourche Irrigation Upgrade Project 
Big Sioux Flood Control Study 
Cendak Irrigation Project 
Gregory County Pumped Storage Site 
Hydrology and Water Management Studies 
Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II Irrigation Unit 
Lewis and Clark Rural Water System 
Sioux Falls Flood Control Project 
Vermillion Basin Flood Control Project 
 
Staff recommended that the board adopt a resolution recommending retention of all projects on the 
State Water Resources Management System list. 
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Motion by Gnirk, seconded by Jones, to adopt Resolution No. 2021-89 recommending to the 
South Dakota Legislature and Governor that all water resources projects on the State Water 
Resources Management System be retained as preferred, priority objectives of the state.  A roll 
call vote was taken, and the motion carried unanimously.   
 
Board member Newman left the meeting due to a prior commitment. 
 
OMNIBUS BILL FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS:  Stephanie Riggle provided a slide 
presentation discussing the Omnibus Bill funding recommendations. 
 
The board annually conducts a public meeting to take statements from interested parties regarding 
water and waste funding needs.  A board resolution is developed to recommend funding levels to 
the Governor and Legislature for individual State Water Resources Management System projects, 
the consolidated program, the solid waste program, and other special appropriations for water 
development.   
 
Included in the board packet were a draft board resolution, Omnibus Funding Bill Exhibit, Water 
and Environment Fund flow chart, lottery distribution flow chart, and the Petroleum Release 
Compensation and Tank Inspection Fee flow chart.  Staff has prepared the documents based on the 
history of actual revenues and expected future revenues for state FY 2022 and FY 2023.   
 
Ms. Riggle provided a slide presentation discussing the process for estimating the funding levels 
available for the appropriation recommendations.   
 
Since 1993, nearly $275 million has been appropriated for Dedicated Water Funding for the 
Consolidated Management program with 44.2 percent of those fees awarded to Regional Drinking 
Water Project, 29.6 percent awarded to Sanitary/Storm Sewer and 14.5 percent awarded to 
Municipal Drinking Water projects.  
 
Since 1993, $60,000,000 has been appropriated for solid waste fees for the Solid Waste 
Management program with 57.3 percent of those fees awarded to Solid Waste Disposal projects, 
18.7 percent awarded to Waste Tire and 23.9 percent awarded to Recycling projects.  
 
Since the dedicated funding sources were established in the early 1990s, the combined dedicated 
Water Funding and Solid Waste Fees have provided more than $335 million dollars for water and 
waste projects throughout South Dakota. 
 
Ms. Riggle discussed the flow charts providing a summary of dedicated funding deposited into the 
Water and Environment Fund (WEF), the dedicated funding revenue sources, and the projected 
funds available for appropriation in the 2022 Omnibus Bill.  She also discussed the proposed 
appropriation levels from the WEF and the WEF State Revolving Fund subfunds.   
 
Two requests for SWRMS funding were submitted. 
 
Mr. Bruels presented the SWRMS funding application from the city of Watertown.  The city 
requested $249,727 for the Big Sioux Flood Control Study for Watertown and vicinity.  The State 
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Legislature placed the study on the SWRMS in 1989.  The Corps completed a feasibility report 
and cost benefit study in the early 1990’s, and the state provided $150,000 to cost-share on the 
study.   
 
The Corps of Engineers has a $1.15 million update to prepare an integrated feasibility study and 
environmental assessment to evaluate alternatives, identify the National Economic Development 
Plan and alternatives, and recommend a project plan.  Mr. Bruels noted that there is currently an 
appropriation from the Omnibus Bill in 2015 that the board approved for $225,125 to the city of 
Watertown for this same study.  The Corps has not moved forward with completing the study, and 
the funds and the authority to expend those funds will expire in June 2022.  In order to keep funds 
available in the hopes that the Corps will prioritize the study in the coming years, and for 
Watertown to be able to fund the local portion of the project, they need these additional funds in 
place to move forward with that.  The cost-share on the project is 60 percent Corps money, 40 
percent local, and the state had committed, with the initial study, to fund 50 percent of that local 
cost-share, which is where the $249,727 request and recommendation on the Omnibus Bill for an 
appropriation for this project comes from.   
 
Heath VonEye, Watertown public works director and city engineer, Justin Peterson, assistant city 
engineer, and Amanda Mack, city manager, were present remotely.  Mr. VonEye discussed the 
project.   
 
Eric Gronlund, DANR chief engineer and Water Rights Program administrator, presented the 
SWRMS funding application from DANR.  The department requested $1,021,500 for Hydrology 
and Water Management Studies – Observation Well Network. 
 
The Water Rights Program maintains an observation well network of 1,587 wells to monitor and 
provide historic data on water levels in aquifers throughout the state.  The network needs 45 
additional observation wells to address areas of concern, refurbishment of six existing observation 
wells, and automated data collection on approximately 100 select wells.   
 
The observation well network is the backbone for management of the groundwater resources in the 
state to ensure aquifers are not over appropriated and the resource is preserved into perpetuity for 
future generations. 
 
There is currently one observation well completed into the Crystalline Rock aquifer in the core of 
the Black Hills and no observation wells in the Sioux Quartzite aquifer in the Sioux Falls region.  
With continued development throughout South Dakota, most notably the Black Hills and Sioux 
Falls region, observation wells are needed to monitor aquifer water levels in order to assess 
impacts, if any, from withdrawal to these groundwater resources for the purpose of determining if 
new appropriations can be approved.   
 
Ms. Riggle stated that the department recommended that the board recommend to the Governor 
and State Legislature the following line-item appropriation levels for projects on the State Water 
Resources Management System: 
 
 Big Sioux Flood Control Study   $   249,727 
 Hydrology and Water Management Studies  $1,021,500 
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The department recommended an appropriation level of $10,500,000 for the Consolidated Water 
Facilities Construction Program and $2,750,000 for the Solid Waste Management Program.   
 
The department also recommended the following Water and Environment Fund Subfund 
appropriation levels: 
 

State Revolving Fund Administrative Surcharge Fees 

 CWSRF Water Quality Grants          $300,000 

 CWSRF Application and Administration Assistance          $250,000 

 DWSRF Application and Administration Assistance          $275,000 

Federal Set-Aside Funds and Federal Subsidy Payments 

 DWSRF Small System Technical Assistance          $150,000 

  

  WEF Subfund Total:          $975,000 
 
Motion by Bernhard, seconded by Gnirk, to adopt Resolution No. 2021-90 recommending to the 
Governor and State Legislature Water and Environment Fund Fiscal Year 2023 appropriation 
levels of $249,727 for the Big Sioux Flood Control Study, $1,021,500 for Hydrology and Water 
Management Studies, $10,500,000 for the Consolidated Water Facilities Construction Program, 
$2,750,000 for the Solid Waste Management Program, $300,000 for Clean Water SRF Water 
Quality Grants, $250,000 for Clean Water SRF Application and Administration Assistance, 
$275,000 for Drinking Water SRF Application and Administration Assistance, and $150,000 for 
Drinking Water SRF Small System Technical Assistance.  A roll call vote was taken, and the 
motion carried unanimously. 
 
SELECTION OF CONTRACTOR FOR DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 
PROGRAM SMALL SYSTEM TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE:  Mr. Perkovich reported that the 
board approved the release of a “Request for Proposals (RFP) to Provide Small System Technical 
Assistance for the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Program” at its September 2021 meeting.  
The current contract for these services terminates on December 31, 2021. 
 
The RFP was released on October 4, 2021, and proposals were due on October 22, 2021.  
Proposals were submitted by KLJ Engineering, Inc. and the South Dakota Association of Rural 
Water Systems.  
 
Staff from the DANR Environmental Funding Program and the Drinking Water Program reviewed 
the proposals and recommended that the board enter into an agreement with the South Dakota 
Association of Rural Water Systems to provide small system technical assistance services.  The 
South Dakota Association of Rural Water Systems is the current small system technical assistance 
provider and has provided these services since 1998. 
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With assistance from the Office of Attorney General, a contract for small system technical 
assistance services has been prepared.  The contract period is from January 1, 2022 through 
December 31, 2024, with an option to renew for an additional three years.  The contract amount is 
$130,000 per year, and funds come from the two percent Drinking Water SRF Small System 
Technical Assistance set-aside. 
 
Motion by Jones, seconded by Lanning, to adopt Resolution No. 2021-91 approving the 
consulting contract with South Dakota Association of Rural Water Systems based on an hourly 
rate of $94.20 per hour for services performed not to exceed $10,833.33 per calendar month, with 
the total contract amount not to exceed $390,000.  A roll call vote was taken, and the motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
ADJOURN:  Motion by Bernhard, seconded by Adam, to adjourn.  Motion carried. 
 
Approved this 6th day of January 2022. 
 
 
 
 
(SEAL)      
              
      Chairman, Board of Water and Natural Resources 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
 
        
Secretary, Board of Water and Natural Resources 
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   January 6, 2022 
Item 5 

 
TITLE: Section 319 Applications 
  
EXPLANATION: The Board of Water and Natural Resources is the designated entity that provides the 

state’s Section 319 nonpoint source pollution project funding recommendations to EPA. 
The board considers recommendations from DANR and the Nonpoint Source (NPS) Task 
Force as part of its process.  Three applications for 319 funding were received by DANR, 
reviewed by the NPS Task Force, and are scheduled for presentation to the board. 
 
The 2022 Clean Water SRF Intended Use Plan authorized the use of $575,000 of 
administrative surcharge fees to supplement the Consolidated and Section 319 programs 
for wastewater treatment and TMDL implementation projects.  The DANR and NPS Task 
Force recommendations reflect both the anticipated FFY 2022 Section 319 federal 
funding allocation and $200,000 in Clean Water SRF Water Quality grant funding. 
 
The following applications are presented for the board’s consideration: 
 

a. Belle Fourche River Watershed Implementation Project—Segment 10 
b. Soil Health Improvement and Planning Project – Segment 2 (Amendment) 
c. South Central Watershed Implementation Project—Segment 2 (Amendment) 

  
COMPLETE  
APPLICATIONS: 

A funding summary and a summary of the applications have been provided as part of the 
board packet.  Complete applications and final project reports are available online and 
can be accessed by typing the following address in your internet browser and following 
the indicated links: 
 
Project Applications: 
https://danr.sd.gov/Conservation/WatershedProtection/Section319/Applications.aspx 

 
Final Project Reports: 
https://danr.sd.gov/Conservation/WatershedProtection/ReportsPublications.aspx 
 
If you would like hard copies of the applications, please contact Kristopher Dozark at 
(605) 773.4254. 

  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Approve Section 319 project funding recommendations to EPA.  
 
Authorize the Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources to enter into grant 
agreements with the project sponsors recommended for FFY 2022 federal Section 319 
grant assistance in the amount of $1,913,000 and up to $200,000 from Clean Water SRF 
administrative surcharge fees pursuant to the 2022 Clean Water SRF Intended Use Plan, 
contingent upon the 2022 Legislature authorizing the required budget authority for the 
awards. 

  
CONTACT: Kristopher Dozark (605) 773.4254 

 

https://danr.sd.gov/Conservation/WatershedProtection/Section319/Applications.aspx
https://danr.sd.gov/Conservation/WatershedProtection/ReportsPublications.aspx


FFY 2022 Section 319 Nonpoint Source Project Summaries 
 

Belle Fourche River Watershed Implementation Project - Segment 10 
Sponsor: Belle Fourche River Watershed Partnership 
 

Total Cost: $3,254,000     319 Grant Request: $1,364,000 
 
The Belle Fourche River Watershed Partnership is the project sponsor for this three-year 
project. This is the tenth segment that addresses seven total maximum daily loads (TMDLs). 
Activities planned for this segment would continue implementing best management practices 
(BMPs) that reduce E. coli and TSS pollutants.  These BMPs include:  (1) installing irrigation 
sprinkler systems, (2) implementing riparian and range grazing management systems, (3) 
installing riparian/bank stability improvements, (4) implementing improved cropping systems, 
(5) improving and/or relocating livestock feeding areas.   
 
Soil Health Improvement and Planning Project – Segment 2 (Amendment) 
Sponsor: South Dakota Soil Health Coalition 
 

Total Cost: $657,500     319 Grant Request: $123,000 
 

The goal of this two-year project is to improve water quality through planning and 
implementation of soil health agricultural BMPs and outreach to producers in selected 303(d) 
listed waterbodies in South Dakota.  The project will be implementing BPMs in the watershed 
that reduce sediment loading and prevent bacterial contamination working to attain TMDLs 
developed for the rivers, tributaries, and lakes and meet the designated beneficial uses.  This 
Segment 2 Amendment proposes additional funds to increase BMP installment for the project 
and extends the project through 2023. 
 
South Central Watershed Implementation Project - Segment 2 (Amendment) 
Sponsor: James River Water Development District 
 

Total Cost: $19,255,340     319 Grant Request: $1,151,000 
 
This proposal is the second segment of a locally planned multi-year (10-15 year) effort to 
implement BMPs in the Lewis and Clark Lake watershed, impaired stretches of the Lower James 
River tributaries, and impaired reaches in the Vermillion watershed.  This effort is aimed at 
restoring water quality to meet designated beneficial uses and address TMDLs established, and 
to be established, for waterbodies in these watersheds.  This Segment 2 Amendment proposes 
additional funds to increase BMP installation throughout the project.  The amendment would 
also extend the project through 2025. 
 



FFY 2021 FUNDING  
NPS Program Funds $1,377,500
Watershed Project Funds $1,377,500

$2,755,000
DANR Staff & Support ($842,000)
Total 319 Available for Projects $1,913,000
CWSRF Water Quality Grants $200,000
Total Available for Pass Through $2,113,000

319 WQ Grants
IMPLEMENTATION PROJECTS

Belle Fourche River Watershed Segment 10 (New) $1,364,000 1,287,000$       77,000$          $1,364,000 $1,364,000
Soil Health Improvement and Planning Project Segment 2 (Amendment) $123,000 123,000$        $123,000 $123,000
South Central Watershed Project Segment 2 (Amendment) $1,151,000 626,000$          $626,000 $626,000

Total Implementation Total Request $2,638,000 1,913,000$       200,000$        $2,113,000 $2,113,000

BALANCE                                                      319 Funds $1,913,000 $0

                                              319 plus CWSRF WQ Total Available $2,113,000 2,113,000$     

FFY 2022 319 NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM
FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations

Requested
DENR

Total Task Force BWNR



   January 6, 2022 
Item 6 

  

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

TITLE: Drinking Water Facilities Funding Applications 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The following applications have been received by DANR for funding 

consideration at this meeting.  
 

a) North Sioux City (21) 
b) Mitchell (8) 

  
  
COMPLETE 
APPLICATIONS: 

The complete applications, summary sheets, and financial analysis 
are available online and can be accessed by using the link on the 
Board Agenda. 
 
If you would like a hard copy of the applications, please contact 
Andy Bruels at (605) 773‐4216. 
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Drinking Water Facilities Funding Applications
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North
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FUNDING REQUEST EVALUATION FORM 
DRINKING WATER FACILITIES FUNDING APPLICATION  

APPLICANT:  NORTH SIOUX CITY 
 

 
Project Title: Water Tower Supplemental Funding 
  
Funding Requested: $885,000 
  
Other Proposed Funding: $501,000 - Local Cash 
 $2,700,000- DWSRF, C462009-01 
  
Total Project Cost: $4,086,000 
  
Project Description: Construction of a 750,000-gallon elevated water storage 

tank with piping and appurtenances necessary to connect 
the new tower to the distribution system. This project 
received a $2,700,000 DWSRF loan from the BWNR in April 
of 2020, but additional funding is required to complete the 
project. 

  
Alternatives Evaluated: No Action - No action was not selected because it does not 

address the anticipated water storage insufficiencies.   
 
Ground Storage Tank (GST) - The GST alternative was 
considered and not selected due to the cost of construction 
and operation compared to an elevated water storage tank. 

  
Implementation Schedule: North Sioux City anticipates bidding the project in 

November 2021 with a project completion in September 
2023. 

  
Service Population: 3,042 
  
Current Domestic Rate: $24.00 per 5,000 gallons 

  
Interest Rate: 2.0 % Term: 20 years Security: System Revenue 

  

DEBT SERVICE CAPACITY 
  

Coverage at Maximum Loan Amount: If funding is provided as all loan, North Sioux City would 
have 314% coverage based on the current rate of $24/5,000 
gallons. 

 
 

 ENGINEERING REVIEW COMPLETED BY: OLIVER IZANA 

 FINANCIAL REVIEW COMPLETED BY:  DAVID RUHNKE 

 



















































































































PRELIMINARY REPORT 

FOR 

WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENTS 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

February, 2019 

Mayor ... .............. ................................... ...... Randy Fredericksen 

Lonnie Green 
Lesa Cropley 
Doug Berg 
Rodd Slater 

City Council 
Tena Carpenter 
Dan Parks 
Kodi Benson 
Nate Blaeser 

City Administrator ..... ... .................. ............................ Ted Cherry 

Public Works Superintendent. ................... .. .............. Tim Hogan 

Prepared by 
BUELL WINTER MOUSEL AND AS SOCIA TES 

143 Suncoast Drive 
North Sioux City, South Dakota 57049 



BUELL WINTER MOUSEL AND ASSOCIATES . P .C . 

CONSUL TING ENGINEERS 

The Honorable Randy Fredericksen, and 
Members of the City Council 

City of North Sioux City 
504 River Drive 
North Sioux City, South Dakota 57049 

Gentlemen: 
Re: North Sioux City Preliminary Engineering Report 

Water Supply Improvements 

February 18, 2019 

I have attached the subject report for your review. Included in the Report are data and 

projections for the growth in water usage in North Sioux City. The historical data indicates the 
water usage growths at a rate higher than the population which is most likely due to the local 
industry practice of using a transient work force to meet their employee needs. 

The estimated future growth in water usage creates the need to develop additional water supply 
capacity. Herein are recommendations for expansion of the Streeter Drive Water Treatment 
Facility, modifications to the existing wells to support the expansion of the Water Treatment 
Capacity, and for additional water storage to meet the peak demands of water users and for fire 

protection. 

Some components of the recommended increase in water supply require additional study. The 
water storage type and location requires water system modeling and decisions on the type of 
water storage to be implemented. Therefore, additional study on the water storage is needed. 

The available property around the Streeter Drive Water Plant and the ability to increase pumping 
in the existing wells makes the Streeter Drive Water Plant the most economical expansion site at 
this time. However, the recommendation is made to consider the future water development site 

and acquire the property in the near future. 

The Dakota Formation has historically been the preferred water source and it is somewhat 
location limited. The City should take steps to protect the ground water by ordinance prohibiting 

the construction of chemical storage that may damage future water sources. 

-~ .. ;;.,,.~~ v ·,..1.o., 

'143 SUNC0AST DRIVE • NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 57049 
605/232/9410 



INDEX 
Page 

SECTION ONE - INTRODUCTION ... .... ..... ... ......... .. .. ............. ......... .. .. .. .............. .. ..... ... ..... ... 1 

SECTION TWO- SYSTEM HISTORICAL DATA ... ..... ........ .. .. ..... ... .... .......... ....... ....... ..... .. 3 

1.) Water System Development .. .................. ......... ..... ... .... ......... ... ... ..... ................ .. ............... 3 

2.) Wells .......... ... .. ....... .. .... ... ....... ... ....... ...... .. .. ........... ........ ... .. ......... ............ ................... ........ 4 

3.) Treatment . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . ... .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

4.) Water Storage ... .. .... ..... ....... ... .. ..... ...................................... ......................................... ... .... 6 

SECTION THREE-WATER QUALITY ........ ........ .. ... ... .... ............ ......... ... ... .... ..... .. ...... ......... 7 

SECTION FOUR- WATER REQUIREMENTS .... ...... ........ .. .... .... ............ .... : .... ..... ............... 8 

1.) Future Design Period .... .... .. .... ... . : ........... ....................... .... ... .. ..... .... .... .. . -.. .. ...... .... ......... ..... 8 

2.) Population Forecast ..................... .... ...... .. .......... ... ... ..... .. .... ......... ... ..... .......... .... ..... ... ... ...... . 9 

3.) Water Usage··· ···· ··················· ····-··· ······ ····· ······ ············· ··················· ····· ········ ··· ····· ··· ······· ·· ···· 10 

SECTION FNE- WATERWORKS IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED ..... ....... ............ ...... .... 13 

1.) Raw Water Supply and Delivery ........... ... ....... ... ............. ............ ..... ... ...... .... ... .... .. ..... .... ... 14 

2.) Water Treatment Plant. ..... .......... ..... ......................... ...................... ... ; .... ...... ............. ........ .. 14 

3.) Finished Water Storage and Delivery .. .. ... .... ...... ..... ....... .......... ... ... ... ..... ..... ........ ... ... .. ....... 18. 

SECTION SIX- ESTIMATES OF COSTS .... .. ..... ..... ........ .... ... ..... ....... ...................... ... ..... ..... 24 

1.) Raw Water Supply and Delivery .... .. ........ ... .. ...... ...... ........ ... .. ... ... .......... ............... ... .... ..... 24 

2.) Water Treatment Plant ........ .. ......... .. ............... ..... ................ ..................... ...... .. ....... .. ..... ... 27 

3.) Finished Water Storage and Delivery .................... ................. ... .. ................ .... ................ ... 28 

SECTION SEVEN - RECOMMENDATIONS .... ........ ......... ......... ............ .. ...... ....... .. ........ ..... 32 

1.) Raw Water Supply and Delivery ........ .. .. ... ..... ..... ... ... ... .......... .. ..... .. ..... ............... ... ... ... ...... 32 

2.) Water Treatment Plant. ........... ... ......... .................................... ....... .... .... ........... ... ... .... ... ... ... 33 

3.) Finished Water Storage and Delivery.. ............ ............... ..... ....... ... .. ... ..... ... ... .................... . 33 



SECTION ONE - INTRODUCTION 

The following report has been prepared in accordance with State guidelines and industry 

standards, to provide recommendations for improvements required to provide water supply for 

the growth of the City of North Sioux City. 

Preliminary to the completion of this report, information was gathered on the existing facilities 

and the City Staff provided data concerning the water demands and operating conditions which 

have been encountered in recent years. Numerous conferences were conducted with Tim Hogan, 

Superintendent of Utilities, who has been most helpful in supplying information necessary to 

consider in connection with this Report. 

Following study of all of the data and information which have been collected, this report has 

been prepared to give you our opinion of proper Water Facility Improvements and appurtenances 

to be provided, to enable the system to adequately meet the anticipated demands for water over 

the design period selected. 

For convenience in the study and consideration of the matters involved, this report has been 

subdivided into the following sections: 

SECTIONS 

Section 1 - Introduction 

Section 2 - System Historical Data 

Section 3 - Water Quality 

Section 4 - Water Requirements 

Section 5 - Waterworks Improvements Proposed 

Section 6 - Estimates of Cost 

Section 7 - Recommendations 

1 



TABLES 

Tables of information are included in the body of the report as follows: 

Table No. One - Census Data 

Table No. Water Usage Data 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibits have been prepared as graphs or drawings and attached to the report to illustrate data 

and information presented herein as follows: 

Exhibit No. One - Population Trends and Linear Projection 

Exhibit No. Two - Maximum Day Trends 

APPENDICES 
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Appendix No. 7 - Previously Studied Elevated Storage Tank Sites 
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SECTION TWO - SYSTEM HISTORICAL DATA 

1.) Water System Development: 

The existing waterworks system was constructed as two separate water systems consisting of the 

City of North Sioux City and the McCook Lake Sanitary District. Both water systems were 

constructed within the last 54 years using asbestos cement pipe for water main. North Sioux 

City annexed the McCook Lake Sanitary District to create a single water supply which resulted 

in the two existing water treatment facilities. Originally the water treatment facilities and 

systems did not operate at the same pressures due to a difference in the height of their respective 

water towers. The difference in water pressure required the water systems to function separately 

even though they were connected through one pipe with a closed valve. The Sanitary District 

tower was lower, so after a period of time a pressure adjusting valve was installed at the former 

Sanitary District water tower to allow the two water systems to operate together for the common 

supply of the City wide water usage. 

EventuaUy, a single water tower was constructed in the present location and at a much higher · · 

elevation to increase the system operation pressure from the original mid-forty psi range to the 

present mid-eighties pressure range .. The original Sanitary District water tower was removed and 

the two original North Sioux City water towers remain in place but are not used. 

The City has grown in population, but the industrial water consumption has increased at a rate 

much higher than the population growth rate. The increase in industrial water usage and 

population growth has caused the City to expand both treatment facilities. The former Sanitary 

District water treatment facility now known as the Streeter Drive Water Treatment Facility 

(SDP) has been modified twice in the past. The original City of North Sioux City Water 

Treatment Facility is located on River Drive and is now known as the River Drive Water 

Treatment Facility (RDP) which has been modified three times. The RDP has become land 

locked. To expand the RDP, residential property must be purchased and a resident relocated. 

Water Supply consists of four components including wells, water treatment, water distribution 

and water storage. As part of a multi year program to rebuild the streets in the community, the 
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City has replaced a large portion of the original 6 inch and 8 inch asbestos cement pipe with 12 

inch PVC pipe. The replacement of the original water supply piping has resulted in a strong 

water distribution capacity. Areas of deficient delivery capacity are not known to exist. 

Therefore the water distribution system will not be included in this study. 

2.) Wells 

The water supply aquifer used by the original SDP and RDP was the shallow ( approximately 100 

feet deep) glacial till known as the Missouri Formation. The Missouri formation contains higher 

concentrations of iron and manganese and they are difficult to remove. The original wells were 

replaced through attrition, with deeper wells to the Dakota Formation (approximately 240 -290 

feet deep) . The ground water in the Dakota Formation is of better quality and therefore a more 

desirable source for the water treatment facilities. The Dakota Formation contains radium, iron, 

and manganese which create water quality issues. The radium has been historically removed by 

the filter process and the resulting treated water complies with the Safe Drinking Water Act 

requirements. 

Dakota Formation wells of capacities of 1,000 gpm (and possibly greater) have been found on 

three occasions to serve the RDP facility. However, the Dakota Formation has been difficult to 

find at the SDP. Two wells developed at SDP have a capacity of more than 1,000 gpm. 

Previously, the City constructed test wells for SDP near the north end of Leisure Lane and near 

Wycoff Drive (near Streeter Drive), but were not able to find substantial deposits of the Dakota 

Formation. If the SDP is to use the available property to expand the water supply capacity of 

North Sioux City, the Dakota Formation must be found at an economical distance to the facility. 

A discussion with a local well driller/ geologist suggests the Dakota Formation may exist in 

northeast to southwest vanes in southern Union County. A SDP well site has been found east of 

I-29 which is consistent with the Dakota Formation existence in easterly to westerly vanes at 

SDP. A third well site with a potential to add 1,200 gpm of firm capacity for the SDP exists east 

ofl-29 in the street right of way at the west end of Washington Street. A previous test hole east 

ofl-29 and on the section line near Military Road was not successful. It appears the Dakota 

formation is not a true east to west vane but may run more northwest to southeast. Similar 
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orientation of the Dakota formation was found near the RDP . Well capacity exists at both the 

SDP and the RDP to support a 1,100 gpm firm capacity. 

3.) Treatment 

North Sioux City is fortunate in that two water treatment facilities are available within the 

community. The redundancy provided by a second water plant increases the safety and 

reliability of the Community water supply. Both water treatment facilities were initially 

developed to serve predominately existing residential usage. The water treatment facility on 

Streeter Drive (SDP) and the water treatment facility on River Drive (RDP) were constructed in 

the mid 60's. The SDP has substantial land available around the facility for expansion which 

makes the SDP the easiest to expand if raw water supply is available. 

The SDP has a present filter and treatment capacity of 471 gallons per minute (gpm), at a 

conservative filter rate of 2 gpm/sq. ft. of filter; but is operated above 500 gpm. The SDP has the 

firm capacity of 660,000 gpd based on 22 hours of run time. Higher filter rates may be possible, 

but additional chemicals may be required and expansion of detention tanks, backwash storage, 

and aeration equipment will be required. The SDP has two wells with the capacity to pump more 

than 1,200 gpm. The latest well has the pumping capacity for 1,200 gpm but is operated with a 

VFD to pump at a lower rate. The RDR facility has the ability to treat 1,100 gpm at the filter 

rate of 2 gpm per sq. ft. and has the firm well capacity to provide 1,200 gpm. Thus, RDP can 

provide potentially 1,452,000 gpd (with 22 hours of run time). Firm capacity requires the ability 

to provide the raw water with the largest well out of service. The RDP can no longer provide the 

maximum day water requirements for the City. The combined capacity of both the water 

treatment facilities in North Sioux City is 2.1 million gallons per day (mgd), based on 22 hours 

of operation per day. 

The filters are used to remove radium, iron, manganese, and other elements in the ground water 

which are trapped in the filter media. The filters must be back washed at regular intervals (some 

filters daily) to restore the ability to effectively filter the raw water. The backwash volume is 
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considerable and at SDP presently goes to two 10,000 gallon storage tanks which release the 

backwash water at a lower rate (less than 100 gpm) to the sanitary sewer system. The present 

operation of the storage tanks is to discharge continuously over several hours to be ready for the 

next day of backwash operation. The backwashing of filters is limited by the storage capacity 

which must be increased if the filter capacity is increased. The SDP site provides area to expand 

the existing two tank storage system. If the SDP is to be expanded, the backwash storage 

capacity will also require expansion, or treatment of the backwash must be provided to remove 

the sediments to comply with a possible NPDES discharge permit to McCook Lake. 

The water treatment facilities provide the water supply to the distribution system. North Sioux 

City has maintained a practice of 12 inch diameter water lines throughout the water distribution 

system which provides capacity to move fire flows through the water system efficiently. The 

development within North Sioux City is somewhat regionalized with separation by interstate 29. 

There are three 12 inch diameter water lines and one 8 inch diameter water line that connect the 

water system west oflnterstate 29 (I-29) to the portion of the water system east ofI-29. There is 

one 8 inch water line and three 12 inch water lines that connect the SDP to the RDP. SDP and 

RDP are conveniently located to supply water to the industrial usage areas by supplying water 

from two directions through the water distribution system. 

4.) Water Storage 

Water Storage includes the existing elevated water storage tank with a capacity of 750,000 

gallons and 500,000 gallons of ground storage. The water in the elevated storage tank "floats" 

on the water system, providing water pressure to the community. The water enters the elevated 

storage tank and uses pump pressure to push water up into the bottom of the tank causing the 

tank to fill. When the water level in the elevated water storage tank drops to a preset level; the 

RDP and GST operate to refill the elevated tank. The SDP fills the GST at the 500 gpm rate 

(which is less than the GST firm pumping capacity). The limitation of the SDP to fill the GST 

creates an issue of duration. Valves or other controls do not isolate the water in the elevated 

storage tank from the water distribution system. The SDP fills a 500,000 Ground Storage Tank 

(GST) which is then pumped to the water system. The GST is filled by SDP exclusively. A 
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pump station at the GST is able to pump to the water system using up to three pumps with a rated 

capacity of 1,500 gpm each. Space and piping is provided within the existing building to add a 

fourth pump if needed. North Sioux City has two older elevated water storage tanks that are 

much shorter than the elevated tank in operation. If the valves to the older tanks were opened, 

the tanks would overflow preventing the water system from reaching the intended pressure. The 

operational water storage tanks are maintained at a near full level to be able to supply large water 

demands that exceed the combined pumping capacity of the water treatment facilities. The water 

storage tank can also supply the low volume flows to reduce the pump operation cycles. 

When the pumping rate at the RDP and SDP-GST exceeds the water demand in the system, the 

excess water is pushed up the water tank for storage until the water tank reaches a preset 

elevation, and the water pumping stops. The start and stop of the water plant triggers a series of 

other mechanism starts and stops including wells, chemical feed equipment, and aeration 

equipment. 

In the case of a fire or other large demands, the demands typically can withdraw more water than 

the water treatment plants can pump into the system. In these situations, water must be supplied 

from the elevated water storage reservoir. The proximity of the water storage to the large water 

demand; reduces the pressure loss due to pipe friction. The ability to feed a high demand, such 

as a fire, from two different directions reduces the pipe friction induced pressure loss. This 

results in better pressure at the source of the demand. 

SECTION THREE - WATER QUALITY 

In 1974, the "Safe Drinking Water Act, Public Law 33-523," was signed into law and provides 

guidance on acceptable levels of primary and secondary contaminants in drinking water. The 

City of North Sioux City has been able to comply with the provisions of the Safe Drinking Water 

Act with the existing wells and treatment facilities. 
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SECTION FOUR - WATER REQUIREMENTS 

The determination of water requirements for use in the design of water supply facilities is not an 

exact science, but depends to a large extent upon the best judgment that can be made after taking 

into consideration certain prime factors to be given consideration which may be summarized as 

follows : 

1. The future design period over which the facilities should be expected to meet the 

maximum water requirements. 

2. The increase in population to be expected and served, and such other 

developments as may be anticipated during the particular design period under 

consideration. 

3. The per capita usage of water anticipated during periods of maximum water 

consumption for all services which the facilities will be expected to safely supply. 

Consideration of the above factors and the decisions made for purposes of this report are 

submitted as follows: 

1.) Future Design Period 

It is customary to design facilities of the type under consideration for a period of twenty (20) 

years. This period is influenced to a large extent by the requirements of financial methods 

available for use, whereby either general obligation or revenue bonds are issued and sold to 

provide the funds necessary to construct the facilities. The use of general obligation bonds is 

seriously limited by statutory requirements, but the use of revenue bonds depends only on the 

ability of the net revenues from the system operation to safely meet the debt service 

requirements. As federal and state loans are based on Revenue Bonds, the revenue bond period 

is felt to be appropriate for the design period. 

Also, it is recognized that certain items used in the construction may require replacement or 

improvement following a twenty year period, and if a longer period of time is used, it may be 

necessary to refinance the project to some extent to do the necessary maintenance work. 
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Considerable time may nonnally be expected to elapse between the submission of the report of 

this nature and the completion of the improvement due to the necessity of securing agreements 

between all parties and agencies involved concerning the facilities to be constructed, the making 

of the final surveys and plans, the completion of financial methods to be used, and the letting of 

contracts and construction of the work. In consideration of the above items and for our purposes, 

we have arbitrarily selected the future design period to extend from the years 2019 to 2039. 

2.) Population Forecast 

The period of development covered by this report has been selected as twenty years. It then 

becomes necessary to forecast the probable increase in population and water usage which may 

occur over the period selected. The following Table No. One shows the U.S. Census permanent 

population for Nmih Sioux City from 1960 to 2018. 

TABLENO.ONE-CENSUSDATA 

The past census data is summarized as follows : 

Year 

1960 

1970 

1980 

1990 

2000 

2005 

2010 

2014 

2018 

Population 

736 

860 

1,992 

2,023 

2,240 

2,319 

2,530 

2,636 

2,900 ( estimated) 

Also attached as Exhibit No. One; is a graphical illustration of the past census data, with a 

population forecast as an extension of the linear historical trend in population. 
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Exhibit No. One - Population Trends and Linear Project for North Sioux City 

It is noted that North Sioux City has shown a 2,164 growth in population during the past fifty

eight year period from 1960 to 2018 and this trend extended to the design year of 203 9 indicated 

a population of approximately 4,900 for the year 2039, which is a 69% increase. 

The North Sioux City population equivalent is influenced by the service provided to industrial 

and commercial users which use an out of town labor force. The extent of the industrial and 

commercial influence on the water usage is so significant; we will use water usage to project the 

future demand in lieu of a population based projection. 

3.) Water Usage 

The water records for both water treatment facilities were reviewed for the period from 2010 

through 2018. The records for 2011 were affected by a flood which occurred through the 

summer months and 2012 included a record drought. The average day, peak day, and average 

day of the peak month are provided as follows: 



TABLE NO. TWO - WATER USAGE DATA 

Year Average Day (Gallons) Average Day (Gallons) Maximum Day (Gallons) 

(For the year) ( of Max. Month) (For the year) 

2006 698,615 1,036,190 1,258,800 

2007 697,779 1,048,237 1,306,696 

2008 663,258 940,290 1,093,896 

2009 828,065 932,549 1,179,008 

2010 675,317 850,004 1,184,584 

2011 680,511 952,087 1,179,000 

2012 786,280 1,213,759 1,418,752 

2013 776,872 1,103,179 1,345,696 

2014 731,198 902,954 1,199,786 

2015 766,822 1,010,564 1,371,684 

2016 825,654 1,186,065 1,762,928 

2017 897,569 1,286,291 1,585,368 

2018 865,525 1,189,850 1,878,938 

For all of the years studied, the maximum day usage is 1,878,938 gallons. Water usage includes 

not only metered sales but other factors such as unavoidable leakage, public use, and 

unaccounted-for water, all of which contribute to the total water requirements. The 'Water 

Usage' is metered water volume treated at the two water treatment facilities . Water usage, which 

obviously supplies all of the requirements for the various factors indicated, is considered to be 

the best criteria for use as a future requirement basis. 
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Maximum Day water pumped records for the study period are presented graphically in the 

attached Exhibit No. Two. 

Maximum Day Trends 
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Exhibit No. Two - Maximum Day Trends for North Sioux City 

From an examination of the records it was found that normally maximum water usage occurs 

during the months of July or August of each year. The exhibit shows that during the maximum 

month of August, 2018, North Sioux City, experienced a maximum day of 1,879,936 gallons, 

with a low of799,056 gallons per day, and an average of 1,189,850 gallons per day. 

The maximum daily water usage during the 2010 to 2018 period was 1,878,936 gallons (1.88 

MGD), for a total estimated equivalent population of 2,900, which indicates a maximum day 

water usage of 648 gallons per capita per day for all factors involved. 

The population forecast on Exhibit No. One shows an increase in population to 4,900 by 2039. 

Based on the forecasted equivalent population of 4,900, and the known past maximum day water 

usage of 648 gallons/capita/day, an estimated maximum day water requirement of 3 .175 MGD 

may be expected by the end of the design period. The Maximum Day Trends forecast on Exhibit 

No. Two estimates the 2039 Maximum Day to be 3.8 MGD. The projected growth in the 
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maximum day exceeds the estimated growth in water demand based on population by 20%. 

North Sioux City has limited wastewater capacity which may cause the City to seek industrial 

and commercial growth from entities that are often referred to as "dry" industries. If the future 

growth of North Sioux City is based on dry industries, the Maximum Day Trends forecast may 

be high. 

Due to the possibility of future material variations which may occur in the water services 

required during the design period, and with some consideration given to possible industrial 

development, and also to fire flow requirements which would normally, but not assuredly, be 

supplied from storage, it appears prudent to use a contingency growth factor of 20% and to use 

the plant design requirement of 3.9 million gallons per day (3.9 MGD). It is therefore, deemed 

advisable to base the designs for water supply and treatment facilities on providing the water 

requirement of 3 .9 MGD over an approximate 22- hour period of operation, which would require 

basic design capable of providing water at the rate of approximately 4.25 MGD (2,950 gpm) 

over a 24-hour period. As the existing water supply capacity is 1,600 gpm, the capacity must be 

increased by 1,350 gpm. 

SECTION FIVE- WATERWORKS IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED 

The improvements proposed herein have been divided into itemized functional classifications for 

clarity, easier study, and review, as follows: 

1. Raw Water Supply and Delivery 

2. Water Treatment Plant 

3. Finished Water Storage and Delivery 

Appendix No. 2 shows the general layout of the various existing facilities proposed to be used, 

and also the new facilities as proposed herein. In general, the existing facilities will be utilized 

to the extent of their applicability and capabilities, and new facilities will be proposed only as 
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needed to meet the system requirements for water supply, treatment, storage and delivery. A 

discussion of the various items involved in the improvements follows : 

1.) Raw Water Supply and Delivery 

The treatment plant proposed will provide for filtration of the raw water supply, and will be 

located on the SDP site as shown on the Plant Layout, Appendix No. 2. The SDP offers 

available well capacity and property for water supply expansion of 600-1 ,350 gpm. It will be 

advisable from the standpoint of economics of construction and ease of operation and 

maintenance to construct an increase of 600 gpm at the SDP with future evaluation of property 

acquisition for treatment plant and well sites or well sites and water line east of interstate 29. 

The proposed plant layout on the SDP site is shown on Appendix No. 2; with the additional 

backwash storage, the new raw water detention tank, and together with the interconnecting 

piping required. 

2.) Water Treatment Plant 

Appendix No. 1 shows the general arrangement of various units to be provided in the plant with 

a discussion presented as follows: 

AERATION 

Aeration may be used to help remove offensive tastes and odors due to dissolved gases from 

decomposing organic matter in the aquifer or to reduce or remove objectionable amounts of 

carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfides, etc., and to introduce oxygen to assist in iron and manganese 

removal. The proposed aeration capacity is 1,350 gpm located on the new Raw Water Detention 

Tank. The new aerator and tank would be connected hydraulically to the existing aerator and 

tank for parallel operation. The aerator will collect oxidized material and require periodic 

cleaning. The plant must be taken out of service when the aerator is cleaned. 
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RAW WATER DETENTION TANK 

This tank will receive the raw water from the aerator and will provide 30 minutes of detention at 

the design rate of 1,350 gpm, to allow for the oxidation of iron and manganese (the actual 

detention period should be verified). The tank will be similar in depth and height to the existing 

tank to allow for compatible operation. The tank will remove settleable solids from the raw 

water and will be used to feed potassium permanganate and chlorine to the raw water. This tank 

will require period cleaning to remove the settled material as required. The use of two aerators 

and detention tanks will allow a portion of the SDP to remain operational while performing 

maintenance on the other unit. 

FILTERS 

It is proposed to construct 50% of the estimated additional 1,350 gpm filter capacity at this time. 

The SDP has existing well capacity to add approximately 600 gpm of treatment capacity. Prior 

to the construction of additional treatment capacity beyond 600 gpm, the available well capacity 

should be developed. Additional time would allow for the City to resolve the wastewater 

capacity issue and evaluate the impact on the estimated trends in future water usage. The 

proposed filters would be similar to the existing filters with a diameter of 10 feet and a rated 

capacity of 157 gpm each using a filter flow rate of 2.0 GPM/sq. ft. The addition of four filter 

cells will provide for an increased flow rate of 628 GPM average, for a total capacity of 1,100 

gpm or 1.45 MGD in 22 hours. Dual media filters using anthracite coal and manganese 

greensand are recommended. The media should be supported on graded support gravel, over the 

underdrains similar to the existing filters. Backwash rate for design would be 15 GPM/sq.ft. ; 

with discharge to the additional Wash Water Retention Tanks located to the west of the existing 

Wash Water Retention Tanks. 

FILTRATION/BACKWASH 

Filtration is accomplished by forcing the water through layers of filter media. The filter media 

can remove suspended particles smaller than the opening between the grains. As the sand filters 
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out these particles, the space between the grains will eventually become plugged and water will 

not pass through the filter readily. When this happens, the flow of water is reversed through the 

filters at approximately 7 to 10 times greater than the filtering rate which causes the particles to 

wash out of the sand. The backwash process is accomplished by using the water distribution 

system pressure and a series of piping and valves to reverse the flow through the filters. Various 

valves must be opened and/or closed to perform this operation as is the practice with the existing 

filters. 

While backwashing the treatment capacity is reduced, because the filter is not in operation. The 

City staff schedules backwashing during nonpeak periods of water demand. It has been a 

practice in the past to waste the backwash water by directing it to Wash Water Retention Tank 

which will be discussed later. 

PUMPING EQUIPMENT 

Adequate high service pumping equipment will be provided by the use of centrifugal type 

pumps, each with a capacity 628 gpm at the discharge head required. One set of high service 

pumps will be used on the new filters only. The existing high service pumps will be used on the 

existing filters. 

CONTROL EQUIPMENT 

The existing controls will function with the additional filter equipment and aeration without 

modification except to control the start and stop of the new pumps and aerator with the existing 

pumps and aerator. The new electrical load should be supplied by the existing power supply and 

generator for firm capacity. 

WASH WATER RETENTION TANK 

This tank will receive the backwash from the filters and will be provided with a capacity of 

approximately 40,000 gallons. This capacity is sufficient to hold a 15 minute wash from two of 
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the four active filters. It is not anticipated that all filters will require backwash more often than 

alternating days. Disposal of wash water will be to the city sanitary sewer system, for which 

purpose the regulated discharge will be installed to discharge at a rate of less than approximately 

60 GPM, and will not cause any overload on the city sewage pump station. The flushing from 

the backwash water is considered to be beneficial to the city sanitary sewer system, which will 

also reduce materially the requirement for annual flushing of the sewer system. 

CHEMICAL FEED 

To protect the consumer from possible contamination, chlorine is added to the raw water prior to 

being pumped to the filters and distribution system. Pre-chlorination is normally applied prior to 

the addition of other chemicals. Pre-chlorination aids in removal of the iron if applied after 

aeration and prior to detention. 

The application of chlorine is accomplished by an apparatus called a chlorinator. The chlorinator 

can be adjusted to feed chlorine at various rates, depending on the amount required to oxidize the 

iron and disinfect the water going through the plant to the system. 

Chlorine may be fed to the filter effluent water prior to entering the ground storage tank, and to 

the pump discharge piping to the distribution system. 

Chlorine gas is very toxic and can cause illness and death. Therefore, extreme caution should be 

exercised while handling this material. Rules and regulations covering the handling and use of 

this material are set forth by Federal and State regulatory agencies. 

Fluoride adjustment will be provided for by the installation of a pump to feed hydrofluoric acid 

solution in such amount as necessary to bring fluoride content to the recommended 

concentration. 
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MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

The existing maintenance, testing bench, office space, and sanitary facilities will remain for 

phase one construction 

3.) Finished Water Storage and Delivery 

There are several methods available for the estimation of the required water storage capacity. 

We will provide tow methods as follows: 

South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources Method: 

The South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources (SD-DENR) provides 

direction for water storage volume in their "Criteria for Design of Public Water Supplies in 

South Dakota", which states: "Reservoirs shall be sized on the basis of preliminary engineering 

studies to determine domestic needs plus fire protection, where fire protection is provided". 

The SD-DENR also subscribes to what is commonly referred to as the "IO State Standards for 

Water Works" which states: 

"7.0.1 Storage facilities should have sufficient capacity, as determined from engineering studies, 

to meet domestic demands, and where fire protection is provide, fire flow demands. 

a. Fire flow requirements established by the appropriate state Insurance Services Office should 

be satisfied where fire protection is provided. 

b. The minimum storage capacity ( or equivalent capacity) for systems not providing fire 

protection shall be equal to the average daily consumption. This requirement may be reduced 

when the source and treatment facilities have sufficient capacity with standby power to 

supplement peak demands of the system. 

c. Excessive storage capacity should be avoided to prevent potential water quality deterioration 

problems." 

North Sioux City can reduce the water storage requirements as a result of pumping capacity as 

the City does provide standby power at the SDP. 
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Iowa Department of Natural Resources Method: 

The "Iowa Department of Natural Resources Design Standards Chapter 7 - Finished Water 

Storage and High Service Pumping Facilities" provides specific methods for determining the 

minimum water storage volume. The IDNR method is presented herein for comparison to the 

above. The IDNR method requires the storage volume to provide the fire flow and 80% of the 

peak hour flow for the duration of the fire flow. I will use a fire duration period of three hours 

(180 minutes). The peak hour and fire flow demand can be reduced by pumping capacity with 

generator supported electric service. The SDP and GST are supported by a generator so the 

respective pumping capacity is deducted from the required flow. The estimated fire flow rate is 

3,500 gpm, the peak hour is estimated to be 5,500 gpm, and the SDP is expanded to provide 

2,500 gpm from GST the minimum storage volume is 1.2 MG which exceeds the existing 

elevated storage by 0.5 MG. 

The South Dakota Department of Natural Resources and the Iowa Department of Natural 

Resources indicate the minimum storage is one average day flow which is estimated to be 

1,797,235 gallons in 2039. Thus, the required additional storage is 0.6 MG. The existing storage 

capacity provides the existing average day plus a 350,000 gallon additional storage. To maintain 

the existing storage capacity over the average day usage, 0.9 MG of additional storage must be 

provided. Some of the existing water storage capacity over the average day is a result of the 

recent ground storage construction. 

Storage Options: 

As a part of this study, we will discuss two different types of water storage tanks including 

elevated, and ground storage. 

Elevated Water Storage: 

The elevated water storage tanks are available in several types of structures. A new elevated 

water storage tank would need to match the new tank overflow elevation to allow the water 

distribution pressure to reach the existing pressure. A new elevated water storage tank would 

also 'float' on the existing water system and operate without changes to the control system. 
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Elevated water storage tanks offer the advantage of a secure water supply because the water 

storage is available in the event of power outage. Also, mechanical equipment is not required to 

function to obtain the needed water. This is an important advantage of elevated water storage 

which many consider justifies the additional expense to acquire and maintain the elevated water 

storage facility. 

Some of the disadvantages associated with elevated water storage include the following: 

1. Elevated storage is more expensive to build as the manufacture and construction techniques 

areumque. 

2. Painting of elevated tanks is required after construction and at maintenance intervals. Painting 

of elevated water storage tanks, causes potential damage claims due to overspray falling on 

adjoining property. Solutions to potential overspray claims include securing a larger site around 

the tank, use ' dry fall' paints which may have a shorter service life than other types of paint, and 

enclose the tank during sand blasting and painting. 

3. Elevated tanks may be more susceptible to freezing of the contents. 

4. Maintenance of elevated tanks is more expensive due to the special techniques required. 

5. Inspection of the tank interior may be performed less often as the heights may be an obstacle 

for operator access. 

Ground Storage Tanks: 

Ground storage tanks in this discussion refer to tanks constructed similar to the facility at the 

SDP. Ground storage tanks will not float on the water system due to their elevation. The ground 

storage tank must be filled and the contents re-pumped to supply the water system demand. To 

enable the expedient filling of the ground storage tank, it should be located adjacent to a water 

supply of substantial capacity. As the ground storage tank (GST) will have a large supply of 

water in reserve, the pumping capacity of the GST can be large, and it should be large enough to 

meet the peak demand, if the existing elevated water storage tank is out of service. The existing 

GST has piping and pump capacity to facilitate expansion. The GST would fill directly from the 

SDP. The start and stop of the GST pumps should work with the River Drive Water Treatment 

Facility pumps as presently provided so a revision to the controls is not required. 
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The reliance on mechanical equipment to obtain the water from the ground storage tank is a 

significant disadvantage of the ground storage options. The ground storage tank has advantages 

over the elevated storage tank as follows: 

1. The initial cost of construction is less for ground storage. 

2. Tank painting is not required. 

3. Tank cleaning is less expensive. The City staff has cleaned their ground storage tank in the 

past. 

4. The GST does not experience ice damage. 

5. The GST does not have exterior or interior paint to maintain. 

6. The GST contains compartments, so if discolored water occurs, the tanks can isolate the water 

for further action. 

7. The GST is easy to expand as the need develops. 

8. The compartments within the GST provide for plug flow through the tank creating chlorine 

contact time and reduced potential for stagnant water zones. 

Site Selection Process: 

From 1999 to 2001, North Sioux City conducted a site selection process for the existing elevated 

water storage tank. Several factors affected the process as follows: 

1. Ability to supply large volumes to the industrial park and commercial land use areas. 

2. Airspace Restrictions. 

3. Minimize potential paint overspray damage by obtaining sufficient land area for the facility. 

4. Citizen input. 

Each of the previous Site Selection Criteria are presented as follows: 

Water Supply: 

Several optional sites were modeled for the ability to provide the desired flow through the 

existing water distribution system. As previously discussed, it is advantageous to locate the 

water reservoir in a location that allows high demand conditions to be served from multiple 

locations to reduce the pressure loss through the water distribution system caused by high flow 

rates. Multiple supply paths, allow the needed volume of water to reach the demand s_ite through 

21 



several segments of pipe with each segment conveying a smaller volume, resulting in greater 

pressure at the demand site. When a site is selected, the site should be modeled hydraulically. 

Airspace Restrictions: 

Some potential tower sites were not considered because of the impact to the airspace around 

Graham Airport. To obtain the desired water pressure, an elevated water tower must be 

approximately 199 ft. above the ground surface. The South Dakota Department of 

Transportation administers a permit program that may protect the airspace around the Graham 

Airport. A elevated tank study should evaluate the airspace around Graham Airport. A ground 

storage tank does not conflict with; and may be located under the Graham airspace. 

Site Area/Location: 

The existing elevated water storage tank is located so that prevailing winds from the southeast 

during summer months will tend to blow paint overspray onto agricultural land use and thus 

minimize potential property damage. Elevated water storage tanks should be located to 

minimize potential claims from overspray. Iftanks are not located away from overspray 

damage, the initial painting and later re-painting will be more expensive. Either the painter will 

factor into the bid the cost of overspray claims; or erect an enclosure around the elevated tank to 

contain the paint overspray. The issue of overspray can be minimized if dry fall paint systems are 

used. The existing water tank along River Drive (which does not contain water) was painted in 

2007 with dry fall paint. The dry fall paint systems will not provide the service life of 

epoxy/urethane paint systems when the tank is in service. Ground storage tanks are not required 

to be painted, so the issues of overspray damage are eliminated. The buried GST does not 

require a larger site with the paint buffer consideration. 

Citizen Input: 

Citizen input received for the elevated water storage tank was considerable, and caused the 

elimination of some sites. Citizens objected to the elevated water tower obstruction of the 

skyline. The ground storage tanks will undoubtedly create some citizen objections. However, 

the buried GST will not obstruct the skyline and was accepted with minimal citizen input. 
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Recommendations: 

Summary of Storage Requirement Calculations: 

SD-DENR-Average Day+ Fire Flow= 1.8MG + 0.63 MG= 2.43 MG or 1.2 MG additional. 

IDNR Chapter 7 = 1.2 MG or 0.5 MG additional. 

In the IDNR method, the volume contribution from the GST is deducted from the peak flow in 

the calculation. Only the elevated tank of 0. 75 MG is deducted from the 1.26 MG of storage to 

calculate the estimated 0.5 MG of additional storage. 

There are two potential options for additional water storage in North Sioux City. We recommend 

using both options. For the buried ground storage option, we recommend the consideration of a 

500,000 ground storage tank adjacent to the existing ground storage tank at a later date when 

water usage trends demand the additional storage. This allows for adjustment in size if needed 

in the future. We recommend the construction of a 250,000 gallon elevated water storage tank in 

the near future. The Iowa method for detemiination of minimum water storage indicates the 

250,000 gallon elevated tank is adequate if the RDP has a standby generator during the shutdown 

of the existing 750,000 gallon tank. The elevated storage tank will provide the ability to take the 

existing elevated storage tank out of service without the risk of loss of water or inconvenience to 

the industrial users of the water supply system. 

The economy and convenience of the buried ground storage will provide the economical means 

to provide 500,000 gallons of future storage. Using the existing ground storage tank site at the 

SDP will allow for the economics of the existing pump station, generator, and support piping. 

The generator will allow the ground reservoir to be included as water storage by the Insurance 

Rating Service. The ground storage tank option would function conveniently at the present 

Streeter Drive water facility if the SDP has the ability to fill the GST. At the SDP site, the water 

treatment facility is dedicated to the filling of the GST, with pumping from the ground storage 

tank used to meet the water system demand. The SDP capacity is critical to the ability of the 

GST to support the water system storage requirements. The existing GST pumping capacity 

should be verified to provide the assumed 2,500 gpm pumping capacity using two pumps which 

have a theoretical firm capacity of 3,000 gpm. 
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SECTION SIX - ESTIMATES OF COST 

The estimated project costs shown herein are based on estimated current pnces for labor, 
equipment, and materials. 

It should be realized that under present economic conditions it s extremely difficult to prepare 
accurate estimates of cost for work to be constructed at some future time. Actual costs will, of 
course, depend to a large degree upon the extent and character of inflationary, or stabilizing, 
forces that may develop in the interim. 

For this reason, any financial methods considered should provide flexibility to permit 
adjustments which may become necessary at such time as contracts may be awarded, and the 
work placed under construction. 

Reasonable care has been taken in the preparation of the estimates, and preliminary sketches -
especially of the water treatment plant - have been prepared so that the quantities of materials, 
equipment, and work involved may be more accurately determined but, obviously, final planning 
when undertaken may dictate changes in the arrangement used and may affect the costs to some 
degree. 

The cost estimates presented herein have been itemized in accordance with the functional 
classifications as set out in Section Four, hereof, to the extent considered practicable. 

It is to be noted that the estimates contain an item for contingencies, which is used to cover 
normal variations which may occur in final planning, but it is not to be considered as an 
inflationary provision. Also, the item of overhead is included to cover engineering, legal, fiscal 
and incidental expenses necessary in the planning and construction of the work. 

1.) Raw Water Supply and Delivery 

The existing well supply at the SDP is adequate for the addition of 600 gpm treatment capacity. 
However, it may be desired to increase the pumping capacity of one existing well to create two 
wells with a capacity of 1,000 - 1,400 gpm. The estimated cost provided as follows: 
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OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 

INCREASE WELL PUMPING CAP A CITY 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

Well Construction 

No. Description Quantity Units Unit Price 

1 Submersible Pump & Motor 1 e.a. $ 15,000.00 

2 8" Drop Pipe 150 v.f. $ 50.00 

3 Drop Cable 180 v.f. $ 7.50 

4 8" Check Valve at Pump 1 ea $ 3,000.00 

5 Electrical 1 LS $ 20,000.00 

6 Test Pumping 48 hours $ 200.00 

7 Sampling Well 1 LS $ 1,500.00 

8 Incidentals 10 % $ 57,950.00 

Opinion of Estimated Construction Cost 
Contingency, Engineering, & 
Testing 

Opinion of Estimated Project Costs 

Total 

$ 15,000.00 

$ 7,500.00 

$ 1,350.00 

$ 3,000.00 

$ 20,000.00 

$ 9,600.00 

$ 1,500.00 
$ · 5,795.00 

$ 63,745.00 

$ 15,936.25 

$ 79,681.25 

To develop the phase two increase in the SDP treatment capacity from approximately 600 gpm 
to approximately 1,350 gpm; additional well capacity will be convenient but not required. The 
existing large wells could produce the 1,350 gpm capacity with the existing small well producing 
the 500 gpm for the existing water treatment capacity. Backup well capacity for the existing 
treatment could be provided by operating one of the large wells with reduced speed to pump 500 
gpm in lieu of the 1,100 to 1,350 gpm capacity. The large wells are expected to influence each 
other if operated simultaneously at full capacity, which must be considered in pump selection. If 
additional well capacity is desired, the development of well capacity east ofl-29 has an 
estimated construction cost as follows: 
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OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 

NEW WATER WELL EAST OF I-29 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

Raw Water Sum2ly Line 
Item 
No. Description Quantity Units Unit Price Total 

1 8 11 Water Line 1260 lf $ 60.00 $ 64,084.00 

2 811 Water Line w/ restrained 

joints & casing spacer 360 lf $ 80.00 $ 17,236.00 

3 Fittings 550 lbs $ 9.00 $ 3,800.50 

4 811 Gate Valve and Box 2 e.a. $ 3,250.00 $ 19,500.00 

5 Tie into existing water main 1 e.a. $ 2,500.00 $ 7,500.00 

6 Bore and Jack l 6 11 casing pipe 360 l.f. $ 300.00 $ 64,625.00 

7 Seeding 2.9 ac. $ 10,000.00 $ 4,940.00 

8 Saw cut Asphalt or concrete 70 lf. $ 8.00 $ 582.00 
Remove & Replace 611 

9 Concrete 78 sy $ 95.00 $ 4,050.00 

10 Casing end seals 4 ea. $ 250.00 $ 500.00 

11 Fire Hydrant 1 ea .. $ 3,500.00 $ 12,000.00 

12 111 Rock 40 tons $ 60.00 $ 5,280.00 

13 Incidentals 10 % $ 204,097.50 $ 20,409.75 

Opinion of Estimated Construction Cost $ 224,507.25 

Well Construction 

No. Description Quantity Units Unit Price Total 

1 Pitless Adapter 1 e.a. $ 20,532.00 $ 20,532.00 
2 24 11 Dia. Well Hole 245 v.f. $ 100.00 $ 24,500.00 
3 l 6 11 SS Screen 80 v.f. $ 300.00 $ 24,000.00 
4 l 611 Well casing 158 v.f. $ 60.00 $ 9,480.00 
5 Grout seal & backfill 165 v.f. $ 60.00 $ 9,900.00 
6 Gravel Pack 80 v.f. $ 60.00 $ 4,800.00 
7 Submersible Pump & Motor 1 e.a. $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 
8 811 Drop Pipe 150 v.f. $ 50.00 $ 7,500.00 
9 811 Gate Valve & Box 1 e.a. $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00 

10 Fire Hydrant w/ valve box $ 
tee and pipe. 1 e.a. $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 

11 811 Connection Sleeve 1 e.a. $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00 
12 Drop Cable 180 v.f. $ 7.50 $ 1,350.00 
13 811 Water main 40 l.f. $ 60.00 $ 2,400.00 
14 811 Check Valve at Pump 1 ea $ 3,000.00 $ 3,000.00 
15 Fencing 1 LS $ 7,500.00 $ 7,500.00 
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16 Electrical 1 LS $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00 

17 Test Pumping 48 hours $ 200.00 $ 9,600.00 

18 Sampling Well 1 LS $ 1,500.00 $ 1,500.00 
Earthwork & Granular 

19 Surfacing 1 LS $ 3,810.00 $ 3,810.00 

20 Test Well 1 LS $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 

21 Incidentals 20 % $ 217,872.00 $ 43,574.40 

Opinion of Estimated Construction Cost of Well $ 261,446.40 

Opinion of Estimated Construction Cost $ 485,953.65 

Contingency, Engineering, & Testing $ 121,488.41 

Opinion of Estimated Project Costs $ 607,442.06 

The Opinion of Estimated Costs for additional well capacity east ofl-29 can be evaluated against 
the cost of residential relocation and land acquisition for the RDP at a later date. 

2.) Water Treatment Plant 

The expansion of the SDP will be presented in two phases. The first phase increases the 
treatment capacity by approximately 628 gpm and the second phase increases the treatment 
capacity by another 628 gpm and allows for increased filter rates to achieve 1,350 gpm. 
Phase One included the detention tank and aerator to accommodate both phase one and phase 
two. 

OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 

PHASE ONE WATER TREATMENT IMPROVEMENTS 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

PHASE ONE 

DESCRIPTION Quantity UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

Backwash Storage: 

Excavation 1400 cu.yds. $ 10.00 $ 14,000.00 
cu. 

Foundation Slab 80 yds. $ 750.00 $ 60,000.00 

Support Rock 130 Tons $ 75.00 $ 9,750.00 

Tanks 4 each $25,000.00 $ 100,000.00 

Manway 8 each $ 1,750.00 $ 14,000.00 

Vent Assembly 8 each $ 500.00 $ 4,000.00 

Granular Backfill 1200 Tons $ 60.00 $ 72,000.00 

Haul waste dirt away 700 cu.yds. $ 15.00 $ 10,500.00 

Tank tie down 12 each $ 250.00 $ 3,000.00 

Tree Removal 1 L.S. $ 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 

18" RCP 70 1.f. $ 100.00 $ 7,000.00 
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Manhole BR&C 3 each $ 750.00 $ 2,250.00 

Manhole Vert. Ft. 33 v.ft. $ 300.00 $ 9,900.00 

12" Pipe 40 l.f. $ 75.00 $ 3,000.00 

8" Pipe 134 l.f. $ 70.00 $ 9,380.00 

8" Gate Valve & Box 3 each $ 2,500.00 $ 7,500.00 

Connect to Extg Line 1 each $ 2,500.00 $ 2,500.00 

Subtotal $ 343,780.00 

Detention Tank & Aeration: 

Aerator Mechanism 1 ea. $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00 

aerator Install 1 ea. $10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Excavation 163 cu.yds. $ 10.00 $ 1,630.00 

Floor 21 cu.yds. $ 750.00 $ 15,750.00 

Walls 13 cu yds. $ 1,250.00 $ 16,250.00 

Roof 14 cu.yds. $ 1,500.00 $ 21,000.00 
cu. 

Backfill 100 yds. $ 10.00 $ 1 000.00 

Subtotal $ 125,630.00 

Water Filtration Phase One Expansion: 
cu. 

Excavation 400 yds. $ 10.00 $ 4,000.00 
cu. 

Backfill 150 yds. $ 10.00 $ 1,500.00 
cu. 

Footings (Cone.) 12.5 yds. $ 1,500.00 $ 18,750.00 
Footings - cu. 
Wall(Conc.) 16.5 yds. $ 1,500.00 $ 24,750.00 

Floor Slab (Cone.) 5.8 cu.yds. $ 1,000.00 $ 5,800.00 

MasomyWall 1554 sq. ft. $ 5.75 $ 8,935.50 

Roof & Ceiling 1450 sq. ft. $ 75.00 $ 108,750.00 

Windows 2 ea. $ 2,500.00 $ 5,000.00 

Doors 2 ea. $ 5,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Filters Material 4 ea. $ 82,500.00 $ 330,000.00 

Filters Installation 4 ea. $ 7,500.00 $ 30,000.00 

8" Pipe 200 l.f. $ 100.00 $ 20,000.00 

Fittings 15750 lbs $ 10.00 $ 157,500.00 

8" Valves 20 ea. $ 2,500.00 $ 50,000.00 

4" Pipe 20 l.f. $ 80.00 $ 1,600.00 

4" Valves 2 ea. $ 1,500.00 $ 3,000.00 

4" Check valves 2 ea. $ 2,000.00 $ 4,000.00 

Paint 1 Ls. $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
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Pumps 2 ea. $ 10,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
Air & Vacuum Relief 4 ea. $ 5,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
Furnace & Duct 1 l.s. $20,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
Beam and Hoist 2 ea. $ 10,000.00 $ 20,000.00 

Ladders 6 ea. $ 2,500.00 $ 15,000.00 
Subtotal $ 908,585.50 
Opinion of Estimated Construction Cost $ 1,377,995.50 

Contingency, Engineering, Testing & Miscellaneous $ 344,498.88 
Opinion of Estimated Project Cost $ 1,722,494.38 

The Phase Two Opinion of Estimated Costs includes only the structure, piping, and equipment 
required to increase the filtration capacity. 

OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 
PHASE TWO WATER TREATMENT IMPROVEMENTS 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 
PHASE TWO 

Water Filtration Phase Two Expansion: 
DESCRIPTION Quantity UNITS UNIT PRICE TOTAL 

cu. 
Excavation 400 yds. $ 10.00 $ 4,000.00 

cu. 
Backfill 150 yds. $ 10.00 $ 1,500.00 

cu. 
Footings (Cone.) 12.5 yds. $ 1,500.00 $ 18,750.00 
Footings - cu. 
Wall(Conc.) 16.5 yds. $ 1,500.00 $ 24,750.00 
Floor Slab (Cone.) 5.8 cu.yds. $ 1,000.00 $ 5,800.00 
Masonary Wall 1554 sq. ft. $ 5.75 $ 8,935.50 
Roof & Ceiling 1450 sq. ft. $ 75.00 $ 108,750.00 
Windows 2 ea. $ 2,500.00 $ 5,000.00 
Doors 2 ea. $ 5,000.00 $ 10,000.00 
Filters Material 4 ea. $ 82,500.00 $ 330,000.00 
Filters Installation 4 ea. $ 7,500.00 $ 30,000.00 
8" Pipe 200 l.f. $ 100.00 $ 20,000.00 
Fittings 15750 lbs $ 10.00 $ 157,500.00 
8" Valves 20 ea. $ 2,500.00 $ 50,000.00 
4" Pipe 20 l.f. $ 80.00 $ 1,600.00 
4" Valves 2 ea. $ 1,500.00 $ 3,000.00 
4" Check valves 2 ea. $ 2,000.00 $ 4,000.00 
Paint 1 Ls. $ 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 
Pumps 2 ea. $10,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
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Air & Vacuum Relief 4 ea. $ 5,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
Furnace & Duct 1 Ls. $20,000.00 $ 20,000.00 
Beam and Hoist 1 ea. $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00 

Ladders 4 ea. $ 2,500.00 $ 10,000.00 
Opinion of Estimated Construction Cost $ 893,585 .50 

Contingency, Engineering, Testing & Miscellaneous $ 223,396.38 
Opinion of Estimated Project Cost $ 1,116,981.88 

3.} Finished Water Storage and Delivery 

Finished Water Storage contains two issues. First, the estimated increase in future water use 
results in a recommendation for additional water storage. Second, the type of storage to be used 
must be determined. The advantages and disadvantages of elevated and ground storage were 
discussed previously. One of the disadvantages of elevated storage is the maintenance. The tank 
is made of steel that corrodes when exposed to water and requires removal of the corrosion and 
repainting. The long term paint systems require considerable time to prepare, apply, and cure 
prior to exposure to water. While the tank is being recoated, the ability to store and recover 
water for peak usage is taken out of service. Pumps must meet the peak demand and often 
excess water is wasted through pressure relief valves during the weeks it may take to resurface 
an elevated tank. Typically, water systems install blow off valves that simply waste with excess 
pumping. Presently, North Sioux City has one water tower so recoating of the tower would 
require the use of a blow off to waste excess water pumped. 

Water systems with more than one water tower are able to function without wasting water by 
storing and recovering water in the water tower or towers that are still in service. The removal of 
an elevated storage tank from service for repainting reduces the emergency capacity. If North 
Sioux City did construct a second 250,000 gallon elevated storage tank, I would recommend that 
North Sioux City install one of their existing electrical transfer switches at RDP and rent standby 
power for RDP while the existing water tower is taken out of service. 

The need to construct additional water storage capacity provides the opportunity to construct 
additional elevated water storage to provide operational benefit to the maintenance of the 
existing elevated storage. The estimated cost of the construction of a 750,000 gallon elevated 
storage tank similar to the existing elevated water storage tank (which is 750,000 gallons) is as 
follows: 
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OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 
750,000 GALLON ELEVATED STORAGE RESERVOIR 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

DESCRIPTION UNITS UNIT PRICE 
Land Acquisition 1.5 acres $10,000.00 
Piping ( assumed distance) 1,000 l.f. $75.00 
Seeding 2 ac $10,000.00 
750,000 gal. Elevated Storage Tank 1 ls $1,700,000.00 

Opinion of Estimated Construction Costs 
Contingency, Engineering, Legal and Administration @ 25% 

Opinion of Estimated Project Costs 

TOTAL 
$15,000.00 
$75,000.00 
$15,000.00 

$1 ,700,000.00 

$1,805,000.00 
$451,250.00 

$2,256,250.00 

The above Opinion of Estimated Costs is very rough as the costs may vary depending on the 
selected site. Of significant impact is the length of water line that must be constructed to connect 
the new water storage tank to the collection system. The location of the water storage tank 
should be studied with water system modeling to confirm the desired water supply capacity is 
achieved at the selected site. 

Typically, elevated water storage is considered more expensive to build and maintain than 
ground storage. To reduce the cost of storage, the volume of elevated capacity could be reduced 
and supplemented with additional ground storage. If the RDP was provided temporary electrical 
generator capacity the volume of elevated storage required could be reduced when the existing 
elevated tank is out of service. The calculated minimum elevated water storage tank would be 
250,000 gallons with an estimated cost as follows: 

OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 
250,000 GALLON ELEVATED STORAGE RESERVOIR 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

DESCRIPTION UNITS UNIT PRICE 
Land Acquisition 1.5 acres $10,000.00 
Piping ( assumed distance) 1,000 l.f. $75.00 
Seeding 2 ac $10,000.00 
250,000 gal. Elevated Storage Tank 1 ls $1,000,000.00 
Opinion of Estimated Construction Costs 
Contingency, Engineering, Legal and Administration @ 25% 

Opinion of Estimated Project Costs 

TOTAL 
$15,000.00 
$75,000.00 
$15,000.00 

$1,000,000.00 

$1,105,000.00 
$276,250.00 

$1,381,250.00 

This Opinion of Estimated Costs is also very rough because the location of the tank has not been 
determined. To provide an equal comparison with the 750,000 gallon elevated water tank 
option, an additional 500,000 gallons of ground storage may be constructed with an estimated 
cost as follows: 
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OPINION OF ESTIMATED COSTS 
500,000 GALLON GROUND STORAGE RESERVOIR 

NORTH SIOUX CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 

DESCRIPTION UNITS UNIT PRICE 
Excavation and Backfill 1,600 cyds $20.00 
Cone. Forming, Rebar 1 ls $600,000.00 
Seeding 2 ac $5,500.00 
Piping 1 ls $25,000.00 
Opinion of Estimated Construction Costs 
Contingency, Engineering, Legal and Administration @ 25% 

Opinion of Estimated Project Costs 

February 1, 2019 

TOTAL 
$32,000.00 
$600,000.00 
$11,000.00 
$25,000.00 

$668,000.00 
$167,000.00 

$835,000.00 

The combine Opinion of Estimated Costs for the elevated 250,000 gallon elevated tank and the 
500,000 ground storage tank is $2,216,250 which is only slightly less expensive than the single 
750,000 gallon elevated storage tank. The location related costs of elevated storage including 
land may affect this comparison. 

As an alternative to the construction of additional elevated storage tank, the City could construct 
a connection to a neighboring water system. This option provides added reliability to the water 
supply. One option is to reach an agreement with the Dakota Dunes water system as the Dakota 
Dunes water tower is approximately the same height as the City of North Sioux City existing 
water tower. The difference in elevation of the two water tower overflows is potentially small 
which would allow both systems to operate using the other water systems tower during 
maintenance. As the open area between Dakota Dunes and North Sioux City is under 
development, the North Sioux City water system will be expanded closer to Dakota Dunes in the 
future which will reduce the cost of this option. 

SECTION SEVEN - RECOMMENDATONS 

1.) Raw Water Supply and Delivery 

Replace the pump in one well to provide 1,450 gpm of well capacity which would result in 1.750 
gpm of firm well capacity (1 ,250 gpm of existing well capacity plus 500 gpm of existing small 
well capacity). Utilize variable frequency drive start to allow convenient changes in pumping 
capacity. 

Proceed with land acquisition for future well sites east of I-29 to provide for future growth and 
water development. Provide ground water protection for the area around the potential well site. 
Ground water protection should extend outside of the City Limits. Study the ability of the water 
system to supply water from SDP to the high volume users. 
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2.) Water Treatment Plant 

Construct a 628 gpm addition to the SDP using existing well capacity. Construct aeration and 
detention tank facilities with sufficient detention time to treat 1.3 50 gpm. 

Provide for the phase two additional treatment capacity when required. 

3.) Finished Water Storage and Delivery 

Conduct a study of possible locations for a new elevated water storage tank and evaluate the cost 
of elevated storage versus ground storage with a connection to an adjoining water system. 

Construct additional water storage. 
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Appendix 1 - Water Plant Expansion 
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Combined Water Records of River Drive and Streeter Drive Water Plants 

Month 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
January 
Total 17,435,432 16,680,096 16,820,304 19,172,952 19,297,088 18,023,920 20,723,217 21,751,488 24,490,120 
Avg. Day 562,433 538,068 542,590 618,482 622,487 581,417 668,491 701,661 790,004 
Max Day 810,323 706,296 793,152 397,073 742,592 898,180 987,587 944,692 785,000 

February 
Total 16,656,552 15,114,859 16,768,464 18,247,384 18,762,490 16,092,952 19,364,637 19,975,000 19,516,296 
Avg. Day 594,877 539,816 578,223 651,692 670,089 574,748 667,746 713,393 697,011 
Max Day 896,758 728,564 1,045,424 830,880 857,288 734,120 1,040,398 926,880 734,000 
March 
Total 17,921,168 17,483,552 17,598,280 19,549,208 21,299,072 18,499,052 21,097,000 23,772,432 21,387,800 
Avg.Day 578,102 563,986 567,686 630,620 687,067 596,744 680,548 766,853 689,929 
Max Day 801,664 742,704 739,840 783,632 911,008 753,096 933,000 1,208,400 761,000 

April 
Total 19,731,800 16,514,824 18,989,344 21,129,112 19,620,096 21,869,800 21,378,000 21,440,560 20,798,592 
Avg. Day 657,727 550,494 632,978 704,304 654,003 728,993 712,600 714,685 693,286 
Max Day 959,344 683,804 799,856 866,008 817,880 1,038,464 924,000 931,568 0 

May 
Total 22,244,792 17,982,824 24,310,784 24,129,912 24,352,216 24,722,200 23,899,000 27,492,384 29,516,344 

Avg Day 717,574 580,091 784,219 778,384 785,555 797,490 770,935 886,851 952,140 

Max Day 984,187 828,552 1,044,832 1,146,456 1,034,088 1,087,840 1,023,000 1,389,312 0 

June 
Total 22,358,280 20,124,992 28,508,656 24,112,840 22,433,968 29,143,464 34,538,344 36,861,440 31,962,558 

Avg. Day 745,276 670,833 950,289 803,761 747,799 971,449 1,144,364 1,228,715 1,065,419 

Max Day 1,186,661 #VALUE! 1,270,408 1,132,688 965,720 1,583,896 1,744,556 1,592,784 0 

- July 

Total 26,259,120 26,344,000 37,626,528 32,898,760 27,458,776 31,340,501 36,268,872 39,875,224 32,850,192 

Avg. Day 847,068 849,806 1,213,759 1,061,250 891,718 1,010,984 1,169,964 1,286,298 1,059,684 

Max Day 1,183,464 #VALUE! 1,526,182 1,443,568 1,151,400 1,575,848 1,562,701 1,519,760 0 

August 
Total 24,170,240 29,312,688 35,498,320 31,218,408 28,021,558 31,398,190 32,761,768 35,053,016 37,194,868 

Avg. Day 779,685 945,571 1,145,107 1,007,045 903,921 1,012,845 1,056,831 1,130,742 1,199,834 

Max Day 1,207,912 #VALUE! 1,410,824 1,293,648 1,553,832 1,745,287 1,512,584 1,697,392 0 

September 
Total 23,586,840 26,944,936 30,812,120 29,649,168 24,530,340 25,006,264 25,952,824 ~ 31,420,832 26,639,632 

Avg. Day 786,228 898,165 1,027,071 988,306 817,678 833,542 865,094 1,047,361 887,988 

Max Day 1,216,664 1,051,236 1,306,944 1,225,000 1,034,144 1,210,064. _ 1,157,288 1,728,912 0 

October 
Tota/ 20,986,872 24,943,352 23,469,232 26,042,432 23,365,516 24,757,288 24,355,496 25,399,456 26,052,540 

Avg. Day 676,996 804,624 757,072 840,078 753,726 798,622 785,661 819,337 840,405 

Max Day 905,336 1,072,112 1,052,760 1,069,336 931,540 1,250,592 1,039,208 1,177,232 0 

November 
Tota/ 17,231,696 19,525,000 17,933,568 19,481,528 19,290,378 19,381,472 21,535,624 21,957,040 23,60~,168 
Avg. Day 574,390 650,833 597,786 649,384 643,013 646,049 717,854 731,901 786,839 

Max Day 1,070,584 819,784 797,624 1,210,628 896,144 924,776 1,025,160 991,432 0 

December 
Total 18,086,832 17,789,264 19,796,016 18,263,752 18,516,724 20,118,300 20,700,520 23,033,840 22,436,608 

Avg. Day 583,446 573,847 638,581 589,153 597,314 648,977 667,759 743,027 723,762 

Max Day 1,056,128 748,292 819,672 897,520 1,019,368 910,229 867,112 1,104,496 0 

Annual 
Total 246,669,624 248,760,387 288,131,616 283,895,456 266,948,222 280,353,403 302,575,302 328,032,712 316,450,718 

Avg. Day 675,317 680,511 786,280 776,872 731,198 766,822 825,654 897,569 865,525 
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Water Usage History 

North Sioux City Streeter Drive Plant 

Month Year 2010 Year 2011 Year 2012 Year 2013 Year 2014 Year 2015 Year 2016 Year 2017 Year 2018 
January 
Total 4,258,432 4396096 4,402,304 3,941,952 4,305,088 5,145,920 2,424,217 2,719,488 4861120 

Avg. Day 137,369 141,810 142,010 127,160 138,874 165,997 78,201 87,725 156,810 

Max Day 163,323 159,296 177,152 152,896 150,592 210,180 239,587 195,692 304384 

February 
Total 4,063,552 3973859 3,094,464 3,544,384 3,901,490 3,799,952 2,055,637 2,688,000 2631296 

Avg. Day 145,127 141,924 106,706 126,585 139,339 135,713 70,884 96,000 93,975 

Max Day 183,758 165,564 119,424 154,880 156,288 149,120 186,398 194,880 188864 

March 
Total 4,351,168 4783552 3,329,280 4,054,208 4,803,072 4,126,052 N/A 3,898,432 2244800 

Avg. Day 140,360 154,308 107,396 130,781 154,938 133,098 125,756 72,413 

Max Day 159,.664 200,704 115,840 157,632 195,008 148,096 off 366,400 154112 

April 

Total 5,052,800 4677824 3,473,344 4,202,112 5,196,096 4,020,800 N/A 3,498,560 3001592 

Avg. Day 168,427 155,927 115,778 140,070 173,203 134,027 116,619 100,053 

Max Day 217,344 163,804 129,856 155,008 202,880 150,464 off 237,568 249984 

May 
Total 6,053,792 4705824 4,150,784 4,638,912 5,401,216 4,035,200 N/A 4,368,384 6289344 

Avg Day 195,284 151,801 133,896 149,642 174,233 130,168 140,916 202,882 

Max Day 225,187 183,552 146,832 315,456 217,088 139,840 off 429,312 375552 

June 

Total 6,361,280 428992 ' 4,070,656 4,067,840 5,227,968 7,054,464 6,430,344 8,653,440 7190558 

Avg. Day 212,043 14,300 135,689 135,595 174,266 235,149 207,430 288,448 239,685 

Max Day 231,661 Flood 169,408 162,688 206,720 560,896 483,556 494,784 391488 

July 

Total 6,625,120 0 4,966,528 4,533,760 5,534,776 5,251,501 7,783,872 11,044,224 7504192 

Avg. Day 213,714 0 160,211 146,250 184,493 169,403 251,093 356,265 242,071 

Max Day 308,464 Flood 190,182 175,568 222,400 526,848 400,701 373,760 369728 

August 
Total 6,574,240 1210688 5,400,320 4,697,408 6,215,558 8,152,190 6,384,768 6,502,016 8837868 

Avg. Day 212,072 39,054 174,204 151,529 200,502 262,974 205,960 209,742 285,093 

Max Day 238,912 Flood 205,824 171,648 544,832 615,287 323,584 555,392 586880 

September 

Total 5,875,840 4995936 5,429,120 4,615,168 4,737,340 2,643,264 3,517,824 6,384,832 3781632 

Avg. Day 195,861 166,531 180,971 153,839 157,911 88,109 117,261 212,828 126,054 

Max Day 213,664 181,236 194,944 176,000 190,144 248,064 228,288 654,912 250304 

October 
Total 5,927,872 4744352 4,895,232 4,306,432 6,142,516 3,452,288 3,170,496 4,131,456 3522540 

Avg. Day 191,222 153,044 157,911 138,917 198,146 111,364 102,274 133,273 113,630 

Max Day 206,336 170,112 181,760 166,336 220,540 342,592 206,208 303,232 256384 

November 

Total 5,593,696 4744000 4,109,568 4,046,528 4,973,378 1,681,472 3,410,624 1,919,040 2927168 

Avg. Day 186,457 158,133 136,986 134,884 165,779 56,049 113,687 63,968 97,572 

Max Day 247,584 174,784 170,624 145,628 214,144 171,776 244,160 194,432 197312 

December 

Total 4,548,832 4971264 4,094,016 4,290,752 4,990,724 2,152,300 2,083,520 4,331,840 2804608 

Avg. Day 146,737 160,363 132,065 138,411 160,991 69,429 67,210 139,737 90,471 

Max Day 160,128 174,292 148,672 131,520 218,368 164,229 138,112 306,496 222720 

Annual 
Total 246,669,624 248,760,387 288,131,616 283,895,456 266,948,222 I 280,353,403 302,575,302 328,032,712 316,450,718 

Avg. Day of Both Plants 675,317 680,511 786,280 776,872 731,198 766,822 825,654 897,569 865,525 

Max Day of Both Plants 
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Year 

Month 

Day 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

River 

Drive 

July 

Monthly Total 

Number of Days 

Average Day 

Maximum Day 

2010 2010 

Streeter Total 

Drive 

20101 2011 2011 20111 
River Streeter Total River 

Drive Drive Drive 

July July July July July July 

708 232.096 940.096 799 799 
678 196.16 874.16 728 728 
470 204.884 674.884 692 692 
460 221.912 681.912 483 483 
498 237.216 735 .216 679 679 
487 186.144 673.144 755 755 
624 213.152 837.152 866 866 
688 214.656 902.656 823 823 
817 214.816 1031.816 949 949 
657 212.64 869.64 833 833 
544 224.056 768.056 688 688 
628 210.88 838.88 842 842 
623 196.224 819.224 838 838 
780 220.8 1000.8 838 838 
733 217.024 950.024 901 901 
695 214.912 909.912 814 814 
668 212.288 880.288 724 724 
489 215.936 704.936 640 640 
657 214.016 871.016 882 882 
630 214.404 844.404 996 996 
678 213.344 891.344 970 970 
666 213.856 879.856 897 897 
725 213.696 938.696 988 988 
568 204.832 772.832 786 786 
485 238.4 723.4 630 630 
530 187.296 717.296 1079 1079 
691 213.536 904.536 1093 1093 
701 223.328 924.328 1101 1101 
875 224.576 1099.576 1080 1080 
662 200.992 862.992 1092 1092 
519 308.0464 827.0464 858 858 

26350.118 26344 
31 31 

850.00382 849.8065 
1099.576 1101 

2012 2012 

Streeter Total 

Drive 

20121 2013 2013 2013 2014 2014 
Ri ver Streeter Total River Streeter Total 

Drive Drive Drive Drive 

2014 2015 2015 2015 

River Streeter Total River 

Drive Drive Drive 

July July July July July July July July July July July July 

795 151.04 946.04 761 170.944 931 .944 632 182.272 814.272 903 186.688 1089.688 

960 140.096 1100.096 747 161.728 908.728 625 167.744 792.744 908 252.864 1160.864 

1065 163.968 1228.968 877 167.168 1044.168 561 167.68 728.68 924 131.328 1055.328 

1028 169.472 1197.472 967 162.688 1129.688 516 186.752 702.752 840 30.336 870.336 

899 142.08 1041.08 818 142.528 960.528 453 222.4 675.4 717 22.784 739.784 

1004 150.848 1154.848 1048 78.464 1126.464 454 172.544 626.544 818 70.272 888.272 

1138 177.984 1315.984 663 162.24 825.24 599 160.19 759.19 771 89.536 860.536 

1117 157.568 1274.568 792 150.72 942.72 642 184.128 826.128 849 0 -349 

1098 137.92 1235.92 852 158.08 1010.08 698 175.296 873.296 808 96.896 904.896 

954 162.56 1116.56 911 160.896 1071.896 831 184.19 1015.19 655 96.896 751 .896 

1011 150.592 1161.592 793 146.176 939.176 727 172.68 899.68 745 526.848 1271.848 

1018 161.664 1179.664 972 151.36 1123.36 698 163.45 861.45 838 72.64 910.64 

1187 155.968 1342.968 789 149.056 938.056 553 175.616 728.616 840 223.552 1063.552 

916 169.664 1085.664 867 166.912 1033.912 570 185.664' 755.664 981 265.696 1246.696 

955 142.657 1097.657 833 147.52 980.52 642 167.552 809.552 1049 196.608 1245.608 

989 156.869 1145.869 921 148.672 1069.672 769 183.3 952.3 896 187.328 1083.328 

1057 150.595 1207.595 958 157.312 1115.312 736 170.011 906.011 834 300.416 1134.416 

1165 158.077 1323.077 1062 170.24 1232.24 820 180.23 1000.23 948 261.248 1209.248 

1199 157.248 1356.248 1016 161.088 1177.088 749 179.136 928.136 873 0 873 

1178 184.448 1362.448 1268 77.696 1345.696 803 192.256 995.256 691 113.664 804.664 

1055 154.176 1209.176 820 68.864 888.864 736 160.96 896.96 812 173.952 985.952 

968 165.952 1133.952 1057 68.672 1125.672 758 179.45 937.45 886 278.912 1164.912 

1069 150.912 1219:912 1084 163.712 1247.712 825 178.688 1003.688 949 95.104 1044.104 

1165 164.16 1329.16 1113 163.064 1276.064 858 184.96 1042.96 872 326.08 1198.08 

1336 82.752 1418.752 1020 156.992 1176.992 814 196.672 1010.672 733 411.52 1144.52 

1064 174.144 1238.144 960 155.904 1115.904 767 152.711 919.711 770 194.432 964.432 

1223 184.384 1407.384 889 138.88 1027.88 749 173.497 922.497 756 129.92 885.92 

962 190.272 1152.272 804 149.104 953 .104 724 184.128 908.128 860 59.207 919.207 

854 186.624 1040.624 884 175.568 1059.568 840 186.56 1026.56 944 71.623 1015.623 

1085 184.064 1269.064 831 1443.68 2274.68 846 150.145 996.145 839 171.363 1010.363 

1146 187.776 1333.776 988 157.632 1145.632 929 780 200.764 980.764 

37626.534 34198.56 26315.862 31327 .48 

31 31 31 31 

1213.7592 1103.179 848.89877 1010.564 

1418.752 1345.696 ·✓- 1015.19 1271.848 

2016 2016 

Streeter Total 

Drive 

20161 2017 2017 20171 2018 2018 2018 
River Streeter Total River Streeter Total 

Drive Drive Drive Drive 

July July July July July July July July 

1132 254.336 1386.336 813 218.048 1031.048 683 152.704 835 .704 

1162 304.576 1466.576 686 233.664 919.664 685 128.32 813.32 

849 155 .264 1004.264 793 232.256 1025.256 684 239.296 923.296 

845 222.656 1067.656 827 282.688 1109.688 676 347.584 1023.584 

890 24.512 914.512 851 197.056 1048.056 535 266.688 801.688 

961 374.528 1335.528 1038 320.704 1358.704 605 369.728 974.728 

852 373.184 1225.184 1146 410.24 1556.24 683 233.472 916.472 

925 237.184 1162.184 902 346.752 1248.752 607 134.976 741.976 

840 269.824 1109.824 926 216.576 1142.576 740 283.648 1023.648 

731 100.16 831.16 1035 347.968 1382.968 942 258.752 1200.752 

837 334.912 1171.912 986 462.208 1448.208 935 325.376 1260.376 

977 125.76 1102.76 1027 385 .024 1412.024 891 317.248 1208.248 

978 784 .928 1762.928 981 333.888 1314.888 977 267.84 1244.84 

898 342.08 1240.08 996 459.776 1455.776 715 266.944 981.944 

976 285.44 1261.44 1002 · 334.272 1336.272 771 185.152 956.152 

748 231.424 979.424 849 373.76 1222.76 772 292.076 1064.076 

804 198.144 1002.144 919 346.88 1265.88 829 368.192 1197.192 

776 215.424 991.424 993 499.072 1492.072 899 335.744 1234.744 

882 252.416 1134.416 1033 413 .628 1446.628 883 197.696 1080.696 

881 300.288 1181.288 1042 449.915 1491.915 809 299.648 1108.648 

1082 283.072 1365.072 1060 525.368 1585.368 1054 68.608 1122.608 

1097 275.328 1372.328 905 352.96 1257.96 824 102.08 926.08 

1000 190.784 1190.784 793 357.12 1150.12 835 161.472 996.472 

783 152.282 935 .282 888 388.608 1276.608 810 282.624 1092.624 

896 316.608 1212.608 781 513.6 1294.6 962 268.544 1230.544 

1014 176 1190 1056 379.648 1435.648 · 921 317.632 1238.632 

920 291.712 1211.712 703 571.456 1274.456 986 251.008 1237.008 

984 292.82 1276.82 944 447.616 1391.616 956 117.376 1073.376 

954 400 .. 704 1354.704 1012 421.184 1433.184 923 144.178 1067.178 

977 322.688 1299.688 900 222.08 1122.08 885 221.376 1106.376 

834 193.984 1027.984 944 0 944 874 298.24 1172.24 

36768.022 39875 .02 32855.22 

31 31 31 

1186.0652 1286.291 1059.846 

1762.928 1585.368 1260.376 
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Appendix 7 - Previously Studied 
Elevated Tank Sites 



CITY OF NORTH SIOUX CITY, 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

PROPOSED ELEVATED WATER 
STORAGE TOWER SITES 
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Appendix 8 - Graham Airport 
Airspace Map 



\ 

-------



Chapter 1 

Table 1 - South Dakota Airports by NPIAS Classifications 

-i Aberdeen Regional Airport Brown 

Arlington 

X Primary Commercial Service 

r A;.li~gt ~~ ~~~ni~ipaT Ai~~~• .~•·· 

Belle Fourche Municipal Airport 

Bison Municipal Airport 
............ ..... -..... . 

Bowdle Municipal Airport 

Britton Municipal Airport 

Brookings Regional Airport 

Canton Municipal Airport 
- - -~. . .•.. 

Chamberlain Municipal Airport 

Clark County Airport 

1
_ cjear Lake Municipal.Airport_ 

Corsica Municipal Airport 
. .. . . •;• 

Custer County Airport 

Custer State Park Airport 

Wilder Airport 

Cheyenne Eagle Butte Airport 
.····-····· . ... . ···· ··-······ ·· ... . ,,. ___ .. _ ... _ .. _. ··.-·-··.·· 

Edgemont Municipal Airport 

Belle Fourche 

Perkins 

Bowdle 

Britton 

Brookings 

Canton 

Chamberlin 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviat ion 

General Aviation• 
·•-······ 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

Clark x General Aviation 

Clear Lake General Aviation 

Corsica General Aviation 
. . 

Custer x General Aviation 

Fairburn 

Desmet 

Eagle Butte 

Edgemont 

X 

X 

X 

Eureka Municipal Airport Eureka x 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

------ --- ... ..... _ ... ····-··· ----- ····-··· 
Faith Municipal Airport Faith x 

Faulkton Municipal Airport Faulkton x 

Flandreau Municipal Airport Flandreau x 

Gettysburg Municipal Airport Gettysburg x 
., , . 

Gregory Municipal Airport/Flynn Field 

Harding County Airport 
. . . . ... 

Herreid Municipal Airport 

Highmore Municipal Airport 

H~t Spring; Municipal.Airpo~t 
Hoven Municipal Airport 

Gregory 

Buffalo 

Herreid 

Highmore 

X 

X 

x General Aviation 

x General Aviation 

x General Aviation 

I 
···l 

! 
' 

I 
i 

I 
i 
l 

i 
i 
I ······ .. ·· -· ........... ... . .. . ---·--· ··-·--· 

Howard Municipal Airport L. · ... ..... ....... ·············· .... ............................... .. 

Hot Springs 

Hoven 

Howard 

Huron 

Isabel 

X 

X 

General A"via."ti-o~ ...... ! 
Huron Regional Airport 

Isabel Mun.iclpal Airport 

Kadoka Municipal Airport 
·····•·.- --·-··-····- . .. ... .... --····-. •·• . ··.· 
Kimball Municipal Airport 

Lake Andes Municipal Airport 

iak; Pr~st~n Municipal Airp~;i 
Lemmon Municipal Airport 

M~dis~·,;M~ni~ipaiAi;po;i .. 

Martin Municipal Airport 
· ··•······---·•······ -···· .. 

McIntosh Municipal Airport 

McLaughlin Municipal Airport 
....... ·-··· ...... , .,........ -···· . 
Milbank Municipal Airport 

Miller Municipal Airport 

Mitchell Municipal Airport 

Mobridge Municipal Airport 
..... ····••.• .. ...... -·· ····-··· , ..... ........ ··•·· ·· ....... .. ~ ..... . 
Murdo Municipal Airport 

Graham Field Airport (private) 

Kadoka 

Kimball 

Lake Andes 

Lake Preston 

Lemmon 

Madison 

X 

X 

X 

Martin x 

McIntosh 

Mclaughlin X 

Milbank X 

Miller X 

Mitchell X 

Mobridge X 

Murdo 

North Sioux City 

X 

2010 South Dakota State Aviation System Plan 

.. -···-·-·- ·· ····-·-··· ···-·-··1 
Non·Primary Commercial Service I 

General Aviation ·· i 
General Aviation 

.. . . · ... .. ..... . 
General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 
-----

General Aviation 

General Aviation ____ ............ ... _ ......... . 
General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

General Aviation 

! 

I 
i 
I 
I 
! 
! 



FUNDING REQUEST EVALUATION FORM 
DRINKING WATER FACILITIES FUNDING APPLICATION 

APPLICANT:  CITY OF MITCHELL 
 

Project Title: Water System Improvements 
  
Funding Requested: $11,000,000 
  
Other Proposed Funding: $20,000 – Local Cash 
  
Total Project Cost: $11,020,000 
  
Project Description: The City of Mitchell is proposing major upgrades to its drinking 

water system. These improvements include construction of a 2.5-
million-gallon ground storage tank, pump station and chemical feed 
facility, modifications to the distribution system, and demolition of 
the Burr Street Water Tower.  

  
Alternatives Evaluated: Source alternatives evaluated include Randall Community Water, 

Lake Mitchell, Missouri River, and the do-nothing alternative.  
  
Implementation Schedule: The project is anticipated to be bid in April 2022 with a construction 

completion date of December 2023.  
  
Service Population: 15,727 
  
Current Domestic Rate: $36.88 per 5,000 gallons 

  

Interest Rate: 1.875% Term: 30 years Security: 
 
Project Surcharge 

  
 
 

 

DEBT SERVICE CAPACITY 
  

Coverage at Maximum Loan Amount: If all funding is provided as loan Mitchell would have to 
establish a surcharge of approximately $7.60.  When 
added to current rate of $36.88/5,000 gallons residents 
would be paying $44.48/5,000 gallons. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose and Scope 

This Facility Plan is intended to inform policymakers, funding agencies, and the public on 

existing conditions and concerns of the existing Mitchell water system, as well as identify 

improvements that will ensure the water quality meets the desires of the residents within the City 

of Mitchell and provide ample source water for the City of Mitchell now and into the future.  

Finally, this Facility Plan is intended to lay the groundwork to meet the requirements of the 

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Program administered by the South Dakota 

Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources (SD DANR) to provide financing for the 

implementation of the proposed project.   

This Facility Plan has been prepared to accomplish the following objectives: 

1. Provide necessary project information, including background information about the 

project sponsor, contact persons, project location, and a summary of the region’s 

population and water usage; 

2. Provide an overview of the functionality, and capacity, of the existing Mitchell 

water supply system; 

3. Review and discuss applicable water supply options; 

4. Identify and evaluate potential water supply alternatives; 

5. Provide opinions of total probable project costs, operation, and maintenance 

(O&M) costs, and identify a preferred alternative; 

6. Provide a recommended implementation plan for the preferred alternative; 

7. Identify miscellaneous considerations for the execution of the implementation plan; 

and, 

8. Act as a basis for funding requirements for the DWSRF program. 

Planning Process 

Population Projections 

Mitchell’s historical population data shows a general population increase throughout time, with a 

shift in the growth since 1990.  Several population trend analyses were developed from the 

historical data and are presented in Figure ES.1.  The dashed red line depicts a polynomial trend 

line, developed from 1930-2010 US Census information, which was used to project future 

populations as was completed and used as the basis of planning in the original Mitchell 2016 

Facilities Plan.  The dashed purple line depicts a polynomial trend line which used 1930-2010 

US Census information along with the 2019 US Census population estimate, to project an 

updated future population.  Lastly, the dashed green line depicts a linear projection trend using 

historical US Census data from 1990-2019 and serves as an upper limit for population growth 

through the 2040 planning period.  
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Figure ES.1 - Mitchell Population Projections 

Using the equations established by the trend lines shown above, future population estimates were 

calculated in incremental periods throughout the planning period, as shown in Table ES.1. 

Table ES.1 - Population Projections 

 1990 2000 2010 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Historical 13,798 14,558 15,254 - - - - - 

Historical Census 

Population Trend 

(1930-2010) 

- - - 15,464 15,654 15,836 16,009 16,173 

Updated - Historical 

Census Population 

Trend (1930-2019) 

- - - 15,509 15,727 15,938 16,142 16,340 

Linear Population 

Trend (1990-2019) 
- - - 15,867 16,205 16,543 16,881 17,219 

Based on the most recent trends established by the historical population (1990-present) and the 

projection of that trend out to the planning year of 2040, the recommended 2040 population is 

17,200. 
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Water Demand Evaluation 

Bon Homme Yankton (B-Y) Water District has been the primary supply of water to the city of 

Mitchell to meet water demands since an agreement was completed in May 2002.  The original 

B-Y Water District Joint Pipeline and Water Supply Agreement with the city of Mitchell agreed 

upon construction, maintenance, and operation of a water supply to the city of Mitchell at a 

minimum of 500,000 gallons per day (gpd) and up to a guaranteed 2.65 million gallons per day 

(MGD).  An addendum to the original agreement was signed into effect on June 1, 2016.  The 

addendum recognized that since the original agreement had been in place and the system was 

operational, B-Y Water District supplies water in excess of the contracted 2.65 MGD to the City 

and therefore a restructuring to the cost of water supply to the City in a tiered structure in excess 

of 2.65 MGD was needed. 

Water demand trends for the city of Mitchell were developed using historical water usage data 

from multiple sources.  Previous 2004-2015 water usage data was compiled and analyzed in the 

2016 Facility Plan and was based on Mitchell’s water treatment plant (WTP) high service 

pumping records provided by the city of Mitchell.  Recent water usage data was obtained from 

the city of Mitchell to update their usage demands.  The city of Mitchell provided water usage 

data from the multiple sources for the time period of January 1, 2014 through December 31, 

2018.  The water usage data featured Lake Mitchell influent, B-Y Water District influent, and 

WTP high service pumping.  To maintain consistency with the previous report, daily WTP high 

service pumping records were used to review historical water demand trends. Historical water 

use varies seasonally and is strongly dependent on weather (i.e., temperature, amount of 

precipitation) and population.  Daily water use data for January 1, 2014 through December 31, 

2018 are shown in Figure ES.2.  The dashed horizontal lines indicate the varying levels of water 

rates per the current contract with B-Y Water District.  For water usage up to 2.65 MGD, 

Mitchell pays $1.06/kgal.  The cost of water increases to $1.96/kgal for the next 250,000 gpd 

(2.66 MGD to 2.90 MGD), then to $2.46/kgal for the next 250,000 gpd (2.91 to 3.15 MGD), and 

then to $2.96/kgal for any daily usage in excess of 3.15 MGD.  Figure ES.2 indicates that the city 

of Mitchell generally exceeds 2.65 MGD from June through September. 
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Figure ES.2 - Daily Water Use Records 2014 – 2018 

Monthly average day and max day values were calculated from the 2014-2018 daily water use 

data and are presented in Figure ES.3.  As shown in the graph, monthly average day and max day 

values typically occur during the months of June-August each year.  Additionally, the greatest 

ratio of max day to average day usage, or peaking factor, occurs during this time span.  Winter 

months (November to March), have relatively consistent water usage with moderate increases in 

max and average day values, as is generally expected for systems in the north/central region of 

the United States. 
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Figure ES.3 - Monthly Water Use Records 2014 – 2018 

A summary of the yearly average day and max day usage for 2004 through 2018 are shown in 

Table ES.2.   
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Table ES.2 - Annual Water Use Records 

Year Average Day (MGD) Maximum Day (MGD) 

2004 2.01  

2005 2.01  

2006 1.81  

2007 1.87  

2008 1.80  

2009 1.67  

2010 1.71  

2011 1.83  

2012 2.14 4.30 

2013 1.90  

2014 1.83 3.76 

2015 1.94 3.92 

2016 2.03 4.36 

2017 1.96 4.41 

2018 1.97 4.29 

The average day water usage for the fifteen years of water use records is 1.91 MGD, with a 

maximum day value of 4.41 MGD, experienced on July 6, 2017.  The average day water demand 

achieved a low value of 1.67 MGD in 2009 and has exhibited a general increasing trend since 

2009. 

Average Daily Demand Projections 

Average daily demand projections can be calculated by multiplying the future population by the 

average per capita water use.  To determine the historical water use on a per person basis, 

described as gallons per capita per day (gpcd), the estimated annual populations for the city of 

Mitchell and the annual water use were used to calculate a total per capita water usage.  Per 

capita water usage was calculated and tracked across the 15-year period, as shown in Table ES.3. 
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Table ES.3 - Annual Water Use per Capita Results 

Year Population1 Average Day 

(MGD) 
gpcd 

2004 14,874 2.01 135.3 

2005 14,857 2.01 135.4 

2006 14,999 1.81 120.4 

2007 14,908 1.87 125.5 

2008 14,841 1.80 121.2 

2009 14,848 1.67 112.3 

2010 15,254 1.71 112.0 

2011 15,334 1.83 119.1 

2012 15,459 2.14 138.2 

2013 15,455 1.90 122.7 

2014 15,583 1.83 117.4 

2015 15,539 1.94 124.6 

2016 15,643 2.03 129.9 

2017 15,603 1.96 125.5 

2018 15,722 1.97 125.6 
1 Annual population estimates from US Census Bureau 

 

Annual per capita water usage ranges between 112.0 and 138.2 gpcd, with an average of 124.3 

gpcd over the 15-year period.  The per capita water use data suggests that a slightly declining 

trend is occurring, which has generally been observed across the water supply industry and can 

be attributed to increased efficiencies in water use appliances and fittings such as washing 

machines, dishwashers, faucets, showerheads, etc.  Once the per capita water usage has been 

established the projected 2040 average day demand can be calculated. 

The recommended 2040 city of Mitchell population was estimated to range between 16,340 and 

17,219.  Multiplying the 2040 population by the average per capita usage results in an average 

day demand range of 2.03 to 2.14 MGD. 

Maximum Day Demand Projections 

Maximum daily demand projections can be calculated by multiplying the average day demand, 

described above, by a peaking factor.  To determine an appropriate peaking factor for Mitchell, 

the historical daily and maximum water use for each year was evaluated to determine the 

peaking factor for each year of data.  Annual average and max day demands from Table 2.2 are 

shown in Table 2.4 with the calculated peaking factor (maximum day divided by average day) 

for each year that max day values were available. 
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Table ES.4 - Annual Peaking Factor Results 

Year 
Average Day 

(MGD) 

Maximum Day 

(MGD) 
Peaking Factor 

2004 2.01 - - 

2005 2.01 - - 

2006 1.81 - - 

2007 1.87 - - 

2008 1.80 - - 

2009 1.67 - - 

2010 1.71 - - 

2011 1.83 - - 

2012 2.14 4.30 2.01 

2013 1.90 - - 

2014 1.83 3.76 2.05 

2015 1.94 3.92 2.02 

2016 2.03 4.36 2.14 

2017 1.96 4.41 2.25 

2018 1.97 4.29 2.17 

 

The maximum peaking factor encountered throughout the last 5 years of water use records was 

also in 2017, at a value of 2.25. 

To maintain a conservative design and account for water use variables that are currently 

unknown or unaccounted for, such as future industrial water demands, a peaking factor of 2.5 

can be used to capture additional water use that may develop throughout the 2040 planning 

horizon.  This peaking factor provide a safety factor to accommodate unforeseen industrial or 

commercial water demands. 

Using a peaking factor of 2.5 with the 2040 average day demand range of 2.03 to 2.14 MGD 

yields a max day demand range of 5.08 to 5.35 MGD. 

Future Water Demands Summary 

Updating and analyzing historical populations and water usage for the city of Mitchell has 

resulted in a 2040 population range of 16,340 and 17,219, resulting in an average day demand 

range of 2.03 and 2.14 MGD and a maximum day demand range of 5.08 to 5.35 MGD.  

Conservative design, to account for any significant changes in water usage or unforeseen 

changes to the water system and provide a cushion for longer-term water needs would suggest 

recommending water demands at the high end of the calculated ranges, resulting in an average 

day and max day demand of 2.14 MGD and 5.4 MGD, respectively. 
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Proposed Project 

The alternatives developed and evaluated within this Facility Plan includes: 

1. Do Nothing Alternative 

2. Alternative 1 – B-Y Water & 2.5 MG Ground Storage 

3. Alternative 2 – Randall Community Water District Rural Water 

4. Alternative 3 – Lake Mitchell 

5. Alternative 4 – Missouri River 

 

Alternative development and evaluation includes capacity, transmission, pumping, and treatment 

requirements.  Detailed capital costs and operation and maintenance cost summaries were 

established for all alternatives.  20-year life-cycle costs (LCC) were prepared for the alternatives 

and are presented in Table ES.5. 

Table ES.5 - Alternatives LCC Summary 

Source Water Alternative 

Total 

Capital Cost 

($2020) 

Annual 

O&M 

($2020) 

20-Yr LCC 

($2020) 

Alternative 1 - B-Y Water District $22,000,000 $1,140,000 $44,800,000 

Alternative 2 -Lake Mitchell $31,180,000 $1,430,000 $59,780,000 

Alternative 3 -Randall CWD $38,270,000 $1,450,000 $67,270,000 

Alternative 4 - Missouri River $54,670,000 $1,340,000 $81,470,000 

 

Based on the LCC established for each alternative and the level of risk presented in the Sections 

below, the recommended alternative is Alternative 1 – B-Y Water & 2.5 MG Ground Storage 

which consists of the following major system improvements: 

Phase 1 Improvements 

• 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank in Mitchell 

• Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution System 

o Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm, 150 ft head) 

o Pump House (40’x50’) 

o Electrical and Controls 

o Piping and Valving 

o Chemical Feed Systems 

o Site Work and Pipe Connections 

o Land Acquisition 

o Geotechnical Services 
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• WTP Bypass Piping 

• South Pressure Zone Pumps and Valving 

• South Connection Piping Improvements 

 

Future Phase Improvements and Projects 

• B-Y Water Systems Upgrades 

o Piping improvements from the B-Y Water Treatment Plant (WTP) to the West 

Main Line (WML) Pump Station (~13.5 miles of 24” PVC pipe) 

o WML Pump Station Improvements and Capacity Upgrades 

• Abandon WTP 

While this alternative still has some risk associated with the single pipeline between B-Y’s WML 

pump station and the delivery point at Mitchell, the additional emergency storage provided with 

this option allows the City a reasonable amount of time to resolve the potential risk issue, such as 

a break in the pipeline, while still supplying the City with water capable of meeting the City’s 

water conservation demand rate.  The level of risk can also be addressed or reduced in the future 

with the addition of additional pipeline infrastructure.  In addition to providing emergency 

storage, additional storage in Mitchell can further stabilize the flow rate of water delivered by B-

Y Water District to Mitchell, which helps to optimize operations of the B-Y Water District 

system.  The location of the proposed improvements associated with this project are shown 

below in Figure ES.4. 
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Figure ES.4 - Locations of Proposed Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir, and 

Water Distribution System Modifications 

System Funding 

The estimated total capital cost and O&M costs of the proposed alternative are summarized in 

Table ES.6.  The estimated total capital cost of the recommended alternative is $22,000,000.  
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The cost of purchased water from B-Y Water District is approximately 85% of the estimated 

total annual operating costs. 

Table ES.6 - Estimated Capital Cost and O&M Costs of the Proposed Alternative 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price 
Total Cost 

($2020) 

Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution System 1 LS $2,780,000  $2,780,000  

     Mobilization 1 LS $200,000    

     Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm 150 ft TDH) 1 LS $110,000    

     Pump House (40’x50’) 1 LS $510,000    

     Electrical and Controls 1 LS $430,000    

     Piping and Valving 1 LS $350,000    

     Chemical Feed Systems 1 LS $150,000    

     Site Work and Pipe Connections 1 LS $1,030,000    

2.5 MG Finished Water Storage (GSR) 1 LS $2,600,000  $2,600,000  

WTP Bypass Piping 1 LS $250,000  $250,000  

South Connection Piping Improvements 1 LS $150,000  $150,000  

South Pressure Zone Pumps, Piping and Valving 1 LS $500,000  $500,000  

Demolition of Burr Street Tank 1 LS $90,000  $90,000  

Pipeline from B-Y WTP to WML Pump Station 13.50 mi $430,000  $4,650,000  

B-Y WML Pump Station Upgrade 1 LS $1,000,000  $1,000,000  

Abandon WTP Facility 1 LS $1,100,000  $1,100,000  

Subtotal       $13,120,000  

Contingencies*     40% $5,300,000  

Total Construction Costs       $18,420,000  

   Land Acquisition 1 LS $150,000  $150,000  

   Geotechnical Services 1 LS $50,000  $50,000  

   Legal/Admin/Engineering     18% $3,380,000  

Total Capital Cost       $22,000,000  

 

Operations, Maintenance & Replacement Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Pump House Operations/Chemicals 790,400 kgal $ 0.11 $ 83,000 

Replacement 1 LS $ 52,000 $ 52,000 

Storage Maintenance 1 LS $ 39,000 $ 39,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (> 3.15 MGD) 40,000 kgal $ 2.96 $ 119,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (2.90 - 3.15 MGD) 16,300 kgal $ 2.46 $ 41,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (2.65 - 2.90 MGD) 20,200 kgal $ 1.96 $ 40,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (< 2.65 MGD) 713,900 kgal $ 1.06 $ 757,000 

Total OM&R Cost    $ 1,140,000 

 

These costs are planning-level costs presented as a basis for comparing alternatives and include 

the following assumptions: 

• Costs for improvements to the B-Y Water District Infrastructure, including a pipeline 

from the B-Y WTP to the WML pump station and the WML pump station upgrade, are 

placeholders.  As B-Y Water District prepares more detailed cost estimates for the B-Y 

Water District infrastructure, they should be reviewed and inserted in place of these cost 
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estimates.  This review should occur during discussions of a new agreement between B-Y 

Water District and the city of Mitchell.  

• Contingencies are estimated at 40%, 30% as appropriate for planning-level cost estimates 

and an additional 10% to account for the unknown design elements associated with the B-

Y specific improvements 

• Legal/Admin/Engineering estimated at 18% of total construction costs. 

• O&M costs do not include existing water infrastructure debt, water distribution system 

operation and maintenance costs and existing personnel costs. 

The recommended alternative can be broken out into several separate construction contracts or 

phases to upgrade the system and reduce the level of risk intermittently.  The following system 

improvements, identified as the most critical upgrades for the system, were selected as a first 

phase: 

• 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank in Mitchell 

• Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution System (Pump and Chemical Feed Facility) 

• WTP Bypass Piping (Pipe Modifications at the WTP) 

• Piping Improvements to Minimize Water Age  

• Modifications to Create South Pressure Zone 

The additional items could be captured in additional project phases: 

• Phase 2: B-Y Systems Upgrades 

• Phase 3: Abandon WTP 

The capital costs for Phase 1 were extracted from the recommended alternative capital costs in 

Table ES.7.  The construction and project costs were updated from the 2020 pricing to reflect 

current 2021 pricing, as of August 2021, and then indexed to the midpoint of construction 

(Spring 2023) at 3.5 percent per year and are presented in Table ES.7. 
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Table ES.7 - Estimated Phase I Capital Costs ($2023) 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price 
Total Cost 

($2023) 

Pump and Chemical Feed Facility 1 LS  $ 3,180,000   $ 3,180,000  

     Mobilization 1 LS  $ 240,000   

     Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm 150 ft TDH) 1 LS  $ 130,000   

     Pump House (40’x50’) 1 LS  $ 580,000   

     Electrical and Controls 1 LS  $ 490,000   

     Piping and Valving 1 LS  $ 410,000   

     Chemical Feed Systems 1 LS  $ 170,000   

     Site Work and Pipe Connections 1 LS  $ 1,160,000   

2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank 1 LS  $ 2,920,000   $ 2,920,000  

Pipe Modifications at the Water Treatment Plant 1 LS  $ 290,000   $ 290,000  

Piping Improvements to Minimize Water Age 1 LS  $ 170,000  $ 170,000  

Modifications to Create South Pressure Zone 1 LS  $ 570,000   $ 570,000  

Demolition of Burr Street Tank 1 LS  $ 100,000   $ 100,000  

Subtotal    $ 7,230,000 

   Unidentified Design Elements   20% $ 1,450,000 

   Contingencies   10% $ 730,000 

Total Construction Costs    $ 9,410,000 

   Land Acquisition 1 LS  $ 150,000   $ 150,000  

   Engineering, Design, Bidding    $ 740,000   $ 740,000  

   Geotechnical Services 1 LS  $ 50,000   $ 50,000  

   Engineering Services During Construction   5%  $ 480,000  

   Legal/Admin   2%  $ 190,000  

Total Capital Cost    $ 11,020,000 

Funding Approach 

To support the implementation of source water improvements, an analysis of funding options and 

rate impacts for the recommended alternative was completed.  A Capital Project Bill Impacts 

Tool was created in Microsoft Excel format and is included under a separate deliverable.  The 

analysis includes capital costs associated with construction of the ground storage reservoir, pump 

station, and associated infrastructure that would be the sole responsibility of the City.  Additional 

capital costs related to future improvements associated with the B-Y Water District system were 

not included in the analysis due to the unknown timing of construction or potential cost-share 

arrangements between the City and the B-Y Water District.  As those additional costs are more 

fully delineated, the Capital Project Bill Impacts Tool can be updated to reflect the impacts on 

future water rates. 

The City of Mitchell has adopted water rates, effective September 1, 2021, that include a fixed 

charge of $9.21 per month in addition to $5.55 per thousand gallons ($4.15 per hundred cubic 

feet) of water use to meet its water system revenue requirements.  This fixed charge includes 

$3.24 per month for future debt service associated with the ground storage reservoir. A 

comprehensive analysis of the ability of the existing rate structure to meet current revenue 

requirements was beyond the scope of this project, so it was assumed that the existing rates, less 
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the surcharge associated with the ground storage reservoir, are adequate to meet current rate 

revenue requirements.  Existing revenue requirements include operation and maintenance 

(O&M) associated with water supply, water treatment and water distribution, as well as 

payments on existing debt.   

The estimated cost of construction of the proposed Phase 1 improvements which include ground 

storage reservoir, pump station, and associated distribution system infrastructure for the 

recommended alternative is $11.020 Million.  It is recommended that the City pursue a loan from 

the State Revolving Fund (SRF) to fund the recommended improvements.   

To illustrate the potential impact of the annual debt repayment requirements for the $11.020 

Million project on the existing fee structure, an impact analysis was completed.  Assumptions 

associated with this analysis are summarized below.  It should be noted that the analysis 

addresses only the impact of debt service requirements associated with the new SRF loan and 

does not account inflationary impacts on current and future O&M revenue requirements. 

General Assumptions:  

• The existing rate structure generates adequate revenue for current O&M, rate-funded 

capital, and existing debt service obligations. 

• The existing rate structure will be adjusted as necessary to keep up with future 

inflationary increases to O&M and rate-funded capital.  

• The City bills 5,780 customers monthly. 

• Average annual billed water sales are 723,430 thousand gallons (1.982 MGD). 

• Current (September 2021) rates are $9.21 per month and $5.55 per thousand gallons 

($4.15 per one hundred cubic feet (CCF)).  The fixed rate of $9.21 includes $3.24 for 

anticipated new debt associated with the ground storage reservoir. 

Recommended Alternative SRF Loan Assumptions:  

• Loan Principal Value: $11.020 Million 

• Annual interest rate: 3.0% 

• Repayment Term: 20 or 30 years 

• Repayment Schedule:  Interest-only during construction (2022-2023), with Principal and 

Interest payments commencing in spring 2024. 

• Funds designated for repayment: New Debt Surcharge adopted as an addition to the 

volumetric rate by mid-2022. 

o Note:  Surcharge could be a combination of fixed and volumetric rates, but for the 

purpose of this analysis was assumed as an addition to the volumetric only. 

• Required annual coverage:  110% 

To meet new debt service revenue requirements as well to ensure adequate coverage on all debt, 

it was assumed the City will adopt a debt surcharge to its existing rate structure.  For this 

evaluation, a volumetric debt surcharge was evaluated. The existing $3.24 new debt-related 

component of the fixed rate was considered in this analysis.  Table ES.8 summarizes the 
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projected annual SRF debt payment based on a 20-year term and the calculated volumetric debt 

surcharge required to generate adequate for debt repayment and coverage satisfaction.   

Alternatively, the City may be able to obtain a 30-year debt repayment term.  The rate impact 

associated with a 30-year term is shown in Table ES.9.  The surcharge rates in Table ES.8 and 

Table ES.9 have been phased to avoid moderate increases in 2023 and 2024.  Figure ES.5 

illustrates the projected debt surcharge balance and coverage percentage for the 20-year 

repayment scenario.  Should the City determine that additional revenues will be available to 

cover interest on the new debt in 2022, the projected rate increases could be further smoothed. 

Table ES.8 - Summary of Projected Volumetric Debt Surcharge ($/thousand gallons) under 20-

Year Repayment Schedule  

 2021 2022 2023 2024 

New SRF Debt Repayment $0 $330,600 $330,600 $814,789 

New SRF Repayment less Fixed 

Debt Surcharge 
$0 $105,874 $105,874 $590,063 

Thousand Gallons Sold 723,430 723,430 723,430 723,430 

Calculated Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.15 $0.67 

Recommended Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.49 $0.83 

Existing Volumetric Charge, per 

thousand gallons 
$5.55 $5.55 $5.55 $5.55 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per thousand gallons* 
$5.55 $5.70 $6.04 $6.38 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per one hundred cubic 

feet* 

$4.15 $4.26 $4.51 $4.76 

Percent Charge  2.7% 6.0% 5.6% 

* Does not account for adjustments required to address inflationary impacts on O&M and future capital. 
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Table ES.9 - Summary of Projected Volumetric Debt Surcharge ($/thousand gallons) under 30-

Year Repayment Schedule 

 2021 2022 2023 2024 

New SRF Debt Repayment $0 $330,600 $330,600 $618,455 

New SRF Repayment less Fixed 

Debt Surcharge 
$0 $105,874 $105,874 $393,729 

Thousand Gallons Sold     723,430       723,430      723,430       723,430  

Calculated Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.15 $0.39 

Recommended Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.35 $0.55 

Existing Volumetric Charge, per 

thousand gallons 
$5.55 $5.55 $5.55 $5.55 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per thousand gallons* 
$5.55 $5.70 $5.90 $6.10 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per one hundred cubic 

feet* 

$4.15 $4.26 $4.41 $4.55 

Percent Charge  2.7% 3.5% 3.4% 

* Does not account for adjustments required to address inflationary impacts on O&M and future capital. 
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Figure ES.5 - Projected SRF Debt Surcharge Revenues, Annual Debt Surcharge Account 

Balances, and Debt Service Coverage 

This analysis provides a funding approach subject to the specific assumptions stated throughout 

this section, including debt payment for only a part of the capital improvements that comprise the 

recommended alternative.  Additional factors may affect the funding approach and rate impacts, 

the most significant of which will likely be Mitchell’s share of the costs of improvements in the 

B-Y Water District system and ongoing purchased water costs.  These costs will only be known 

after the negotiation of a new agreement between B-Y Water District and the city of Mitchell. 

Environmental Considerations 

The positive and negative environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in this 

Facilities Plan.  This project will require compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Endangered Species Act, and Clean Water Act.  

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the development of 

this project, AE2S solicited review and comment of the proposed project from the following 

agencies: 

▪ South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks Department 

▪ United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

▪ United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) 

▪ United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
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The proposed alternative includes a continued regional approach of purchasing water from the B-

Y Water District, construction of a new 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank with adjacent Pump 

Station and Chemical Feed Facility, and distribution system modifications. 

 

The locations of the proposed water system improvements are in Sections 10, 22, 26, 27, 28, 34, 

and 35 of Township 103N, Range 60W, and the general location of the proposed improvements 

are shown in Figure ES.4.  The general locations of the ground storage reservoir, WTP 

improvements, and Burr Street Tower improvements are designated by yellow pins, and 

distribution system modification sites are shown in red.  An additional distribution pipeline is 

shown in Figure ES.4, with the primary route shown in red and an alternate alignment shown in 

pink. 

AE2S requested that each agency review the information provided to them about the project and 

provide written comments or recommendations relative to the impact of this project on wetlands, 

endangered species, threatened species, or their habitat.  Information or comments relating to 

environmental or other matters that are furnished will help determine the impacts of the project.  

The solicitation letter and responses from these environmental solicitations are included in 

Appendix A of this Facilities Plan. 
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1.0 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

1.1 Project Sponsor 

City of Mitchell 

612 N Main Street 

Mitchell, SD 57301 

1.2 Contact Persons 

The contact person for this project is Joe Schroeder, Public Works Director/City Engineer for the 

City of Mitchell.  The contact information for Mr. Schroeder is presented below:  

Joe Schroeder, PE 

Public Works Director/City Engineer 

City of Mitchell 

612 N Main Street 

Mitchell, SD 57301 

Phone: 605-995-8433 

Email: jschroeder@cityofmitchell.org 

This Facility Plan was developed by Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc. 

(AE2S) under contract with Infrastructure Design Group (InfrastructureDG).  Questions about 

the contents of this Facility Plan should be directed toward Mr. Matt Erickson, PE, a Project 

Engineer for AE2S.  The contact information for Mr. Erickson is presented below: 

 Matt Erickson, PE 

 AE2S 

 2401 West Trevi Place, Suite 100 

 Sioux Falls, SD 57108 

 Phone: 605-275-5620 

 Email: Matt.Erickson@AE2S.com 

1.3 Project Location 

The City of Mitchell is located about 70 miles west of the City of Sioux Falls in southeastern 

South Dakota.  A map of the City is provided in Figure 1.1 and an overview of the distribution 

system is provided in Figure 1.2. 

mailto:tjansma@cityofbrandon.org
mailto:Ben.Julson@AE2S.com
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Figure 1.1 - Project Location Map 
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Figure 1.2 - Water Utility Overview Map 

1.4 Social and Economic Demographic Data 

Population data was gathered from the US Census and consisted of historical census data dating 

from 1930-2010.  In addition, the Bureau’s 2017 population estimate (as of July 1, 2017) was 
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used to provide information regarding the potential population trend since the last census in 

2010.  Historical population data are summarized in Table 1.1 and Figure 1.3.  

Table 1.1 - Mitchell Census Population Data 

Year Population 

1930 10,946  

1940 10,633 

1950 12,123 

1960 12,555 

1970 13,425 

1980 13,916 

1990 13,798 

2000 14,558 

2010 15,254 

2019a 

(Estimate as of June, 2021) 
15,679 

aThe previous analysis completed in the City of Mitchel Future Source Water Evaluation Report referenced a 2017 estimate of 

15,603 vs. 15,679 for 2019.  Current 2019 data was used in this report.  Since the change was too small to impact any of the 

original analysis, the original projection numbers were used.      

 

Figure 1.3 - City of Mitchell Historical Population 

The growth rate over the last 19 years (2000 – 2019) was approximately 7 percent and 3 percent 

between 2010 and 2019.  Based on the census data, approximately 91.3 percent of the population 

is White, 2.4 percent Native American, 1.4 percent African American, and 0.9 percent Asian.  
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The remaining smaller fractions are either Hispanic or another race or a combination of two 

races. 

The social characteristics of the City of Mitchell from the U.S. Census Bureau indicate that 

approximately 78 percent of the population in Mitchell are of age 18 years or older.  In Mitchell, 

approximately 92 percent have obtained their high school graduate degree or equivalent, and 

approximately 27 percent have obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher.  Around 4 percent of the 

population over the age of 5 speak a language other than English.  

Economic demographics from the U.S. Census Bureau indicate that approximately 69 percent of 

the population above the age of 16 years old work in the labor force.  The median household 

income for the City of Mitchell between 2015 and 2019 was $46,661.  The 2010 census data 

indicated that approximately 16.2 percent of the population earned income below the poverty 

level.  

1.5 Project Background and Need 

Since 2003 the city of Mitchell has purchased water from the Bon Homme-Yankton (B-Y) Water 

District to meet water demands of its customers.  Mitchell maintains a water treatment plant 

(WTP) that can treat water from Lake Mitchell to supplement water purchased from B-Y Water 

District, but the WTP has not been used since 2003 and the possibility of successfully operating 

the plant are not certain.  The City is preparing to invest in water supply and storage 

infrastructure and desires to evaluate alternate water sources and storage options to ensure 

reliable and sustainable sources of water and storage reserves are available to meet Mitchell’s 

future needs. 

In 2019, the City retained AE2S to conduct a study on future source and storage options for the 

City to meet growing demand.  Some of the results of that source water storage analysis study 

are included within this report and the full data and results are included in the City of Mitchell 

Future Source Water Evaluation and the City of Mitchell Hydraulic Modeling Scenarios 

Summary. 

1.6 Purpose of the Facility Plan 

This Facility Plan is intended to inform policymakers, funding agencies, and the public on 

existing conditions and concerns of the existing Mitchell water system, as well as identify 

improvements that will ensure the water quality and quantity meets the desires of the residents 

within the City of Mitchell.  Finally, this Facility Plan is intended to lay the groundwork to meet 

the requirements of the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Program administered 

by the South Dakota Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources (SD DANR) to provide 

financing for the implementation of the proposed project.   
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This Facility Plan has been prepared to accomplish the following objectives: 

1. Provide necessary project information, including background information about the 

project sponsor, contact persons, project location, and a summary of the region’s 

population and water usage; 

2. Provide an overview of the functionality, capacity, and condition of the existing 

Mitchell water supply system; 

3. Review and discuss applicable water supply, treatment, design guidelines; 

4. Identify and evaluate potential water supply, treatment improvement alternatives; 

5. Provide opinions of total probable project costs, operation, and maintenance 

(O&M) costs, and identify a preferred alternative; 

6. Provide a recommended implementation plan for the preferred alternative; 

7. Identify miscellaneous considerations for the execution of the implementation plan; 

and, 

8. Act as a basis for funding requirements for the DWSRF program.
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2.0 BASIS OF PLANNING 

2.1 Population Projections 

 Historical Population Evaluation and Projections 

Several methods can be used to predict population growth.  Mitchell’s historical population data 

in Figure 1.3 shows a general population increase throughout time, with a shift in the growth 

since 1990.  Realizing potential growth factor changes have affected growth since 1990, an 

additional population projection was prepared to include the recent growth trend.  Population 

projections are shown in Figure 2.1.  The dashed red line depicts a polynomial trend line, 

developed from 1930-2010 US Census information, which was used to project future populations 

as was completed and used as the basis of planning in the 2016 Facilities Plan.  The dashed 

purple line depicts a polynomial trend line which used 1930-2010 US Census information along 

with the 2019 US Census population estimate, to project an updated future population.  Lastly, 

the dashed green line depicts a linear projection trend using historical US Census data from 

1990-2019 and serves as an upper limit for population growth through the 2040 planning period.  

 

Figure 2.1 - Mitchell Population Projections 
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Using the equations established by the trend lines shown above, future population estimates were 

calculated in incremental periods throughout the planning period, as shown in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 - Population Projections 

 1990 2000 2010 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Historical 13,798 14,558 15,254 - - - - - 

Historical Census 

Population Trend 

(1930-2010) 

- - - 15,464 15,654 15,836 16,009 16,173 

Updated - 

Historical Census 

Population Trend 

(1930-2019) 

- - - 15,509 15,727 15,938 16,142 16,340 

Linear Population 

Trend 

(1990-2019) 

- - - 15,867 16,205 16,543 16,881 17,219 

Based on the most recent trends established by the historical population (1990-present) and the 

projection of that trend out to the planning year of 2040, the recommended 2040 population is 

17,200. 

2.2 Water Demand Evaluation 

 Historical Water Demand Characteristics 

Bon Homme Yankton (B-Y) Water District has been the primary supply of water to the city of 

Mitchell to meet water demands since an agreement was completed in May 2002.  The original 

B-Y Water District Joint Pipeline and Water Supply Agreement with the city of Mitchell agreed 

upon construction, maintenance, and operation of a water supply to the city of Mitchell at a 

minimum of 500,000 gallons per day (gpd) and up to a guaranteed 2.65 million gallons per day 

(MGD).  An addendum to the original agreement was signed into effect on June 1, 2016.  The 

addendum recognized that since the original agreement had been in place and the system was 

operational, B-Y Water District supplies water in excess of the contracted 2.65 MGD to the City 

and therefore a restructuring to the cost of water supply to the City in a tiered structure in excess 

of 2.65 MGD was needed. 

Water demand trends for the city of Mitchell were developed using historical water usage data 

from multiple sources.  Previous 2004-2015 water usage data was compiled and analyzed in the 

2016 Facility Plan and was based on Mitchell’s water treatment plant (WTP) high service 

pumping records provided by the city of Mitchell.  Recent water usage data was obtained from 

the city of Mitchell to update their usage demands.  The city of Mitchell provided water usage 

data from the multiple sources for the time period of January 1, 2014 through December 31, 

2018.  The water usage data featured Lake Mitchell influent, B-Y Water District influent, and 
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WTP high service pumping.  To maintain consistency with the previous report, daily WTP high 

service pumping records were used to .  review historical water demand trends. Historical water 

use varies seasonally and is strongly dependent on weather (i.e., temperature, amount of 

precipitation) and population.  Daily water use data for January 1, 2014 through December 31, 

2018 are shown in Figure 2.2.  The dashed horizontal lines indicate the varying levels of water 

rates per the current contract with B-Y Water District.  For water usage up to 2.65 MGD, 

Mitchell pays $1.06/kgal.  The cost of water increases to $1.96/kgal for the next 250,000 gpd 

(2.66 MGD to 2.90 MGD), then to $2.46/kgal for the next 250,000 gpd (2.91 to 3.15 MGD), and 

then to $2.96/kgal for any daily usage in excess of 3.15 MGD.  Figure 2.2 indicates that the city 

of Mitchell generally exceeds 2.65 MGD from June through September. 

 

Figure 2.2 - Daily Water Use Records 2014 – 2018 

Monthly average day and max day values were calculated from the 2014-2018 daily water use 

data and are presented in Figure 2.3.  As shown in the graph, monthly average day and max day 

values typically occur during the months of June-August each year.  Additionally, the greatest 

ratio of max day to average day usage, or peaking factor, occurs during this time span.  Winter 

months (November to March), have relatively consistent water usage with moderate increases in 

max and average day values, as is generally expected for systems in the north/central region of 

the United States. 
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Figure 2.3 - Monthly Water Use Records 2014 – 2018 

A summary of the yearly average day and max day usage for 2004 through 2018 are shown in 

Figure 2.4 and Table 2.2.   
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Figure 2.4 - Yearly Water Use Records 2004 – 2018 

Table 2.2 - Annual Water Use Records 

Year Average Day (MGD) Maximum Day (MGD) 

2004 2.01  

2005 2.01  

2006 1.81  

2007 1.87  

2008 1.80  

2009 1.67  

2010 1.71  

2011 1.83  

2012 2.14 4.30 

2013 1.90  

2014 1.83 3.76 

2015 1.94 3.92 

2016 2.03 4.36 

2017 1.96 4.41 

2018 1.97 4.29 

The average day water usage for the fifteen years of water use records is 1.91 MGD, with a 

maximum day value of 4.41 MGD, experienced on July 6, 2017.  The average day water demand 
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achieved a low value of 1.67 MGD in 2009 and has exhibited a general increasing trend since 

2009. 

 Average Daily Demand Projections 

Average daily demand projections can be calculated by multiplying the future population, as 

determined in Section 2.1.1, by the average per capita water use.  To determine the historical 

water use on a per person basis, described as gallons per capita per day (gpcd), the estimated 

annual populations for the city of Mitchell and the annual water use were used to calculate a total 

per capita water usage.  Per capita water usage was calculated and tracked across the 15-year 

period, as shown in Table 2.3 and Figure 2.5. 

Table 2.3 - Annual Water Use per Capita Results 

Year Population1 Average Day 

(MGD) 
gpcd 

2004 14,874 2.01 135.3 

2005 14,857 2.01 135.4 

2006 14,999 1.81 120.4 

2007 14,908 1.87 125.5 

2008 14,841 1.80 121.2 

2009 14,848 1.67 112.3 

2010 15,254 1.71 112.0 

2011 15,334 1.83 119.1 

2012 15,459 2.14 138.2 

2013 15,455 1.90 122.7 

2014 15,583 1.83 117.4 

2015 15,539 1.94 124.6 

2016 15,643 2.03 129.9 

2017 15,603 1.96 125.5 

2018 15,722 1.97 125.6 
1 Annual population estimates from US Census Bureau 
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Figure 2.5 - Annual per Capita Water Use 

Annual per capita water usage ranges between 112.0 and 138.2 gpcd, with an average of 124.3 

gpcd over the 15-year period.  Placing a linear trendline on the per capita water use data suggests 

that a slightly declining trend is occurring, which has generally been observed across the water 

supply industry and can be attributed to increased efficiencies in water use appliances and 

fittings such as washing machines, dishwashers, faucets, showerheads, etc.  Once the per capita 

water usage has been established, Equation 1 can be used to calculate the projected 2040 average 

day demand. 

2040 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝐷𝑎𝑦 𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑 =  2040 𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝐸𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒 ∗  𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑎 𝑊𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟 𝑈𝑠𝑒 

Equation 1 - 2040 Average Day Demand Calculation 

The recommended 2040 city of Mitchell population, as calculated in Section 1.2.1, was 

estimated to range between 16,340 and 17,219.  Multiplying the 2040 population by the average 

per capita usage results in an average day demand range of 2.03 to 2.14 MGD. 

 Maximum Day Demand Projections 

Maximum daily demand projections can be calculated by multiplying the average day demand, 

described above, by a peaking factor, as displayed in Equation 2.   

2040 𝑀𝑎𝑥𝑖𝑚𝑢𝑚 𝐷𝑎𝑦 𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑 =  2040 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝐷𝑎𝑦 𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑 ∗  𝑃𝑒𝑎𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 

Equation 2 - 2040 Maximum Day Demand Calculation 
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To determine an appropriate peaking factor for Mitchell, the historical daily and maximum water 

use for each year was evaluated to determine the peaking factor for each year of data.  Annual 

average and max day demands from Table 2.2 are shown in Table 2.4 with the calculated 

peaking factor (maximum day divided by average day) for each year that max day values were 

available. 

Table 2.4 - Annual Peaking Factor Results 

Year 
Average Day 

(MGD) 

Maximum Day 

(MGD) 
Peaking Factor 

2004 2.01 - - 

2005 2.01 - - 

2006 1.81 - - 

2007 1.87 - - 

2008 1.80 - - 

2009 1.67 - - 

2010 1.71 - - 

2011 1.83 - - 

2012 2.14 4.30 2.01 

2013 1.90 - - 

2014 1.83 3.76 2.05 

2015 1.94 3.92 2.02 

2016 2.03 4.36 2.14 

2017 1.96 4.41 2.25 

2018 1.97 4.29 2.17 

 

The maximum peaking factor encountered throughout the last 5 years of water use records was 

also in 2017, at a value of 2.25.  Figure 2.6 shows the results of the peaking factors and a linear 

trend of the data, projected out to 2040, acknowledging that the linear trend may be limited by 

lack of available historic data to establish a trend. 
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Figure 2.6 - Annual Peaking Factor Results 

While a peaking factor greater than 3 would be considered impractical, to maintain a 

conservative design and account for water use variables that are currently unknown or 

unaccounted for, such as future industrial water demands, a peaking factor of 2.5 can be used to 

capture additional water use that may develop throughout the 2040 planning horizon.  This 

peaking factor provide a safety factor to accommodate unforeseen industrial or commercial water 

demands. 

Using a peaking factor of 2.5 with the 2040 average day demand range of 2.03 to 2.14 MGD 

yields a max day demand range of 5.08 to 5.35 MGD. 

2.3 Future Water Demands Summary 

Updating and analyzing historical populations and water usage for the city of Mitchell has 

resulted in a 2040 population range of 16,340 and 17,219, resulting in an average day demand 

range of 2.03 and 2.14 MGD and a maximum day demand range of 5.08 to 5.35 MGD.  

Conservative design, to account for any significant changes in water usage or unforeseen 

changes to the water system and provide a cushion for longer-term water needs would suggest 

recommending water demands at the high end of the calculated ranges, resulting in an average 

day and max day demand of 2.14 MGD and 5.4 MGD, respectively. 
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3.0 REVIEW OF EXISTING WATER SYSTEM 

3.1 Water Supply and Treatment 

As described above in Section 1.5, since 2003 the City of Mitchell has purchased water from B-

Y Water District to meet the water demands of its customers.  Mitchell has not used its existing 

WTP, which once treated Lake Mitchell water, since 2003 and the capability of successfully 

operating the plant in its current condition is not certain.  Thus, B-Y Water District is essentially 

the lone existing water supply system to the City of Mitchell and its customers. 

 Bon Homme Yankton (B-Y) Water District Supply and Treatment 

B-Y Water District obtains raw water from two intakes on the Missouri River, which have 

recently been updated with chemical treatment to control/prevent zebra mussel infestation.  

Water is pumped from the intakes to the water treatment plant where it can be proportioned to 

parallel process trains, the schematic diagram of which shown in Figure 3.1.  The initial process 

is pre-sedimentation where powdered activated carbon and coagulants are applied for turbidity 

removal and removal of organic matter for taste and odor control.  After sodium aluminate 

addition, water is split to solids contact basins where lime is applied to remove hardness and 

organic matter.  Following re-carbonation (addition of carbon dioxide) for pH adjustment, water 

is filtered through granular media filters and then is disinfected with chlorine followed by 

ammonia addition to maintain a chloramine disinfectant residual in the distribution system.  

Polyphosphate is added to control calcium carbonate stability and fluoride can be added for 

dental cavity protection.  On-ground tanks at the water treatment plant provide storage to meet 

the demand variations of the B-Y Water District customers while enabling consistent operation 

of the water treatment plant.  B-Y customers include bulk and individual customers within their 

service area (primarily Bon Homme and Yankton Counties) as well as TM Rural Water District, 

Hanson Rural Water System, and the city of Mitchell. 

B-Y water is delivered from the water treatment plant to Mitchell through a system of pipes, 

pumps and tanks.  Water flows north from the B-Y water treatment plant through a 24-inch pipe 

to the west main line pumping station that has three pumps (2 duty, 1 standby) that pump water 

to a 2-million gallon ground storage tank near Tripp.  This infrastructure between the water 

treatment plant and the Tripp tank has been utilized for water delivery to B-Y Water District 

customers as well as for delivery to Mitchell.  Water flows by gravity from the Tripp tank to 

Mitchell through a 24-inch pipeline that was specifically constructed to deliver water to Mitchell.  

Water flow to Mitchell is metered through a B-Y vault on the south side of Mitchell.  Water 

flows from that vault through a 24-inch pipe around the east side of Mitchell that delivers water 

to the clearwell at the Mitchell water treatment plant.  Chlorine, ammonia and phosphate 

corrosion control chemicals can be added at the water treatment plant to adjust the disinfectant 

residual and water stability.  High service pumps are used to deliver water to the Mitchell 

distribution system from the clearwell. 
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Figure 3.1 - B-Y Water Treatment Plant Process Schematic Diagram 

At the time that B-Y Water District began providing water to Mitchell, B-Y Water District and 

Mitchell executed an agreement to manage the construction and maintenance of infrastructure 
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that is used to transmit water from B-Y Water District to the city of Mitchell.  The agreement 

also establishes ownership of the infrastructure, cost share of capital improvements, and the 

methodology for determining the rate structure for water used by Mitchell.  Language of the 

agreement refers to B-Y water as a supplemental to the City’s Lake Mitchell-sourced water 

treatment plant.  The agreement obligated B-Y Water District to provide no more than 2.65 

MGD, recognizing that infrastructure improvements may be necessary to provide more that 2.65 

MGD and that if the specified improvements were made, B-Y Water District would provide up 

to 4.32 MGD.  The agreement was amended to include a rate structure for water deliveries 

greater than 2.65 MGD. 

B-Y Water District water has substantially better water quality than treated water from Lake 

Mitchell, with much less taste and odor and lower dissolved mineral concentrations.  As a result, 

the B-Y water quality has become the normal for Mitchell.  

 Adequacy of Existing Water Supply 

3.1.2.1 Water Quality 

B-Y treated water quality meets all primary and secondary drinking water standards and has 

become the benchmark water quality for Mitchell customers.  SD DANR historical data for B-Y 

raw water and treated water quality were obtained from the SD DANR website at 

https://denr.sd.gov/des/dw/sysinfo.aspx.  Averaged concentrations of common water quality 

parameters are provided in Table 3.1.  These data indicate removal of approximately 100 mg/l as 

CaCO3 of total hardness through the softening process, iron and manganese removal to levels 

below the secondary drinking water standards, and dissolved solids reduction associated with 

hardness removal.  B-Y operations staff indicated their treated water total hardness goal is 140 

mg/L as CaCO3 – the average treated water total hardness from the SD DANR data was 132 

mg/L as CaCO3. 

B-Y source water is the Lewis and Clark Lake, a reservoir behind Gavins Point Dam on the 

Missouri River.  The reservoir dampens seasonal variations in water quality that are typical for 

rivers, but the source is subject to climate interactions which influences raw water quality and 

temperature.  The success of water treatment processes (adsorption on activated carbon, lime 

softening and disinfection, for example) is affected by source water quality variations, so treated 

water quality can vary.  Since the SD DANR water samples reported in Table 3.1 were collected 

during site visits by SD DANR personnel during the months of April through July, they do not 

reflect the annual month to month variations in water quality.  City of Mitchell water treatment 

personnel sample the B-Y water at the Mitchell WTP on a daily basis during the work week.   To 

view the monthly variation in water quality, daily results for total hardness, calcium hardness, 

total alkalinity and temperature for each month of 2018 were averaged, and are plotted in Figure 

3.2. 

The data in Figure 3.2 indicate Mitchell’s water quality varies throughout the year.  Its 

temperature is highest in August (68 °F) and lowest in March (48 °F).  Total hardness ranged 

from 140 to 176 mg/L as CaCO3, and alkalinity ranged between 47 and 71 mg/L as CaCO3.  

Generally, water hardness trended lower during warmer temperatures and higher during colder 
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temperatures, reflecting the impact of season on variations in water quality and treatment.  These 

temperature impacts are typical of surface water sources treated with the lime softening process.  

Despite these variations, the water generally exhibits a consistent, pleasant taste throughout the 

year. 

Mitchell provides supplemental treatment of B-Y water at the Mitchell WTP.  While B-Y 

operations staff indicated the total chlorine residual leaving the B-Y WTP was typically 3 mg/L, 

the residual provided by the B-Y WTP decays with age in the distribution system, especially 

during the summer, so Mitchell has chlorine feed and ammonia feed capability at the Mitchell 

WTP to increase the total chlorine (primarily chloramine) residual when needed, primarily 

during the summer months when chloramine decay rates are high.  Also, Mitchell doses a 

phosphate-based chemical year-around at the WTP to maintain water stability and corrosion 

control.  Since the chlorine residual and phosphate chemistry must continue with a future B-Y 

supply scenario, the chlorine, ammonia and phosphate chemical feed facilities at Mitchell should 

be included in future B-Y source water scenarios. 

Table 3.1 - SD DANR B-Y Water Quality Data – Averaged Concentrations 

Parameter B-Y Raw B-Y Treated 

Data Date Range 1995-2010 1995-2013 

Number of Samples 5 7 

pH, units 8.21 8.75 

Total Dissolved Solids, mg/L 496 390 

Alkalinity, mg/L as CaCO3 161 50 

Hardness, mg/L as CaCO3 244 132 

Calcium, mg/L 62.1 29.7 

Magnesium, mg/L 21.7 14 

Sodium, mg/L 67 69 

Potassium, mg/L 6.8 6.6 

Iron, mg/L 0.74 0.03 

Manganese, mg/L 0.11 0.02 

Chloride, mg/L 13.4 14.3 

Sulfate, mg/L 220 214 

Nitrate, mg/L 0.2 0.2 
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Figure 3.2 - 2018 B-Y Water Quality Sampled at the Mitchell WTP 

3.1.2.2 Water Quantity 

B-Y Water District has consistently met Mitchell’s historical water demand.  Their capability to 

meet Mitchell’s future demand are affected by the source water availability, treatment capacity, 

customer water demands, and the capability of the system to deliver water to Mitchell.  The 

source water availability is determined by the water permits held by the system as allocated by 

SD DANR.  B-Y’s water permits are summarized in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2 - B-Y Water District SD DANR Source Water Permits 

Permit # Status 
Priority 

Date 

Pump 

Rate 

(cfs) 

Pump 

Rate 

(MGD) 

Diversion 

Point 
Comments 

3140-3 
Incorporated 

into 6105-3 
10/15/1976 6.2 4.01 Intake A Original Permit 

5824-3 
Incorporated 

into 6106-3 
5/16/1994 6.95 4.49 Intake B Original Permit 

5824A-3 
Incorporated 

into 6106-3 
5/16/1994 0 0 Intake B 

Authorized Hanson RWS and 

T-M RWS connections 

6105-3 License 10/15/1976 8.34 5.39 Intake A 
Increase Rate of Permit 3140-

3 from 6.20 to 8.34 cfs 

6106-3 License 5/16/1994 15.03 9.71 Intake B 

Increased Rate of Permit 

5824-3/5824-3A from 6.95 to 

15.03 cfs 

6241-3 License 11/20/2000 0 0.00 Intake B 
Authorized Mitchell 

connection 

Intake A:  SE1/4 SW1/4 Sec18 T93N R57W.    Intake B:  NE1/4 NE1/4 Sec24 T93N R58W 

The licenses for Intakes A and B allow a total pumping rate of 15.1 MGD.  License 6241-4 

authorized connection to Mitchell.  No future water permit is held by B-Y Water District. 

 Future Water Supply Risk and Resilience 

The capabilities to deliver water to the city of Michell were discussed in meetings between 

Mitchell and B-Y Water District personnel.  B-Y indicated their water treatment plant has a rated 

firm capacity of 15 MGD – the peak production was 11.1 MGD, so there is approximately 3.9 

MGD of available peak capacity.  Given the demand trends of existing individual and bulk 

customers, B-Y has not considered a plant expansion is needed for the foreseeable future.   

Mitchell staff communicated the future (2040) maximum day demand would be 5.4 MGD.  B-Y 

staff indicated that they would evaluate their system demands and capacities relative to 

delivering the 5.4 MGD maximum day flow to Mitchell and perform an engineering evaluation 

of potential upgrades to deliver Mitchell’s the future maximum day flow, with focus on the 

transmission piping between the WTP and the Tripp tank and the pumping capacity of the West 

Main Line pumping station.  Their approach would be to deliver the maximum day demand to 

Mitchell in an 18-hour time period. 

3.2 Treated Water Storage Evaluation 

The City of Mitchell currently has three elevated storage tanks, 1) Burr Street (0.3 MG), 2) West 

(1.5 MG), and 3) South (1.0 MG) Towers for a combined total storage volume of 2.8 MG.  The 

City plans to remove the Burr Street tank due to its age and maintenance concerns, leaving the 

City with 2.5 MG of total storage.  Figure 3.3 shows the location of the treated storage for the 

City of Mitchell.  Table 3.3 provides a summary of the existing storage in the City of Mitchell.  
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Figure 3.3 - Location of the Treated Water Storage for the City of Mitchell 
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Table 3.3 - Mitchell Existing Storage Summary 

Tank Name 
Overall Head 

Range (ft) 

Overflow Head 

Range (ft) 

Low Water 

Elevation (ft) 

Total Storage 

(MG) 

West Tank 40 1,472 1,432 1.5 

South Tank 40 1,466 1,426 1.0 

Burr Street 50 1,473 1,423 0.3 

Total    2.8 

3.3 Distribution System Evaluation 

The existing WTP high service pumps pump directly into the distribution system from the 

existing clearwell.  The existing connection at the WTP to the distribution system is the only 

point where water is pumped into the Mitchell distribution system.  Figure 1.2 provides an 

overview of the existing Mitchell distribution system.  Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 provide a 

summary of the distribution system diameters and material types.  

Table 3.4 - Mitchell Pipe Size Summary 

Pipe Diameter (in) Total Length (miles) % of Total Use 

< 4  11.8 9% 

6  58.9 44% 

8 18.2 13% 

10 14.0 10% 

12 8.4 6% 

14 4.7 3% 

16 1.6 1% 

18 2.1 2% 

20 4.4 3% 

24 9 7% 

30 0.1 > 0% 

 

Table 3.5 - Mitchell Pipe Material Summary 

Pipe Material Total Length (miles) % of Total Use 

Asbestos Concrete  11.2 8% 

Cast Iron Pipe 21.8 16% 

Copper 0.4 > 0% 

Ductile Iron Pipe 19.4 15% 

PVC 65 49% 

SCP 4.3 3% 

Steel 0.1 > 0% 

Unknown 10.8 8% 
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Distribution systems should be designed to minimize the number of dead ends within the system. 

Dead ends lead to decreased system reliability and increased headloss within the pipe network. 

The system is currently laid out to maximize the number of direct users, without looping. 

Ten State Standards recommends water mains that are to provide fire protection shall be a 

minimum of 6-inches in diameter. Additionally, water mains that are not to provide fire 

protection are to be a minimum of 3-inches in diameter and limited to 600 lineal feet per Ten 

States Standards. 

The City of Mitchell currently has one pressure zone with an average hydraulic grade line (HGL) 

equivalent to 1,460 ft.  Most areas of the City have pressures between 50 and 90 psi.  Some 

areas, particularly south of the interstate have static pressures around 35-50 psi.  
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4.0 STANDARDS AND REGULATORY REVIEW 

4.1 Standard Engineering Design Criteria 

 SD DANR Standards 

The SD DANR establishes standards, formally and informally, through its engineering plan 

review process.  South Dakota water system design follows the guidelines of the SD DANR and 

the Great Lakes –Upper Mississippi River Board of State and Provincial Public Health and 

Environmental Managers Standards for Water Works1, which is commonly referred to as Ten 

State Standards.  Ten States Standards primarily consists of Policy Statements, Interim Standards 

and Recommended Standards for the design of water systems. 

The Policy Statements address innovative treatment processes for which sufficient data does not 

yet exist to establish specific recommended design parameters.  The Policy Statements also 

recommend approaches and considerations for addressing specific issues that may not develop 

into standards.  The seven (7) Policy Statements provided in the most recent (2018) edition of 

Ten State Standards are as follows: 

▪ Pre-Engineered Water Treatment Plants, 

▪ Automated/Unattended Operation of Surface Water Treatment Plants, 

▪ Bag and Cartridge Filters for Public Water Supplies, 

▪ Ultraviolet Light for Treatment of Public Water Supplies,  

▪ Aerobic Biological Treatment of Groundwater Sources for Public Water Supplies 

▪ Anoxic Biological Treatment for Public Water Supplies 

▪ Interim Standard on Arsenic Removal of Groundwater Sources for Public Water 

Supplies  

▪ Design Considerations for the Optimization of Rapid Rate Filtration at Surface Water 

Treatment Plants 

▪ Aquifer Storage and Recovery for Public Water Supplies 

The Interim Standards provide design criteria that are currently used for new process system 

design, but the data is limited and insufficient for recognition as a recommended standard.  

Currently, there are two (2) interim standards:  1) Use of Chloramine Disinfectant for Public 

Water Supplies and 2) Membrane Technologies for Public Water Supplies. 
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The Recommended Standards are developed based on proven technology and intended to serve 

as the guide for the design of public water systems.  The Recommended Standards 

comprehensively address aspects of the following nine (9) primary areas of public water 

supplies: 

▪ Submission of Plans, 

▪ General Design Considerations, 

▪ Source Development, 

▪ Treatment, 

▪ Chemical Application, 

▪ Pumping Facilities, 

▪ Finished Water Storage, 

▪ Distribution System Piping and Appurtenances, and 

▪ Waste Residuals.  

 Industry Practices and Professional Judgement 

Although Ten States Standards provides recommended guidelines for many aspects of drinking 

water systems, the standards are insufficient to comprehensively address every aspect of detailed 

water system design.  Raw water quality characteristics and the variability of the raw water 

quality are unique to each treatment facility.  The performance of treatment processes may vary 

significantly depending on application and integration with other treatment processes.  

Equipment manufacturers offer competing products that, although similar, offer different size 

considerations, ancillary equipment, and treatment characteristics.  In addition, preferences of the 

City staff will influence specific aspects of system design.  Where innovative or alternative 

technologies are considered and where recommended standards are not available, standard 

industry practices and best professional judgment of sizing and performance will be determined 

from manufacturers’ data and available performance information from other installations.   

4.2 Water Quality Standards and Goals 

Bon Homme Yankton (B-Y) Water District has been the main supply of water to the City of 

Mitchell to meet water demands since 2003.  The performance of the existing water source and 

comparative performance of potential additional water sources of either groundwater or treated 

surface water is evaluated using established water quality objectives.  Primary objectives for the 

City of Mitchell include compliance with existing and anticipated drinking water regulations and 

the ability to achieve finished water quality goals.  This Section includes a thorough discussion 

of drinking water regulations applicable to the City of Mitchell and the presentation of finished 

water quality goals for the city’s water source.  The regulatory requirements section includes 
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identification of primary drinking water standards, secondary drinking water standards, and 

potential future regulations. 

 Groundwater and Surface Water Requirements  

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was passed by Congress in 1974.  Its purpose was to 

establish a uniform set of regulations and water quality standards for public water systems 

(PWSs) across the United States.  The SDWA focused on identifying substances present in 

drinking water that have adverse public health effects.  PWSs within South Dakota are required 

to comply with regulations to meet the standards of the SDWA under the enforcement 

responsibility of the SD DANR, the primacy agency. 

To strengthen the SDWA, especially the regulation setting process, most of the 1974 SDWA was 

amended in 1986.  Under the 1986 SDWA Amendments, the number of regulated contaminants 

increased from 23 to 89.  Each standard consisted of a sampling frequency requirement and a 

maximum contaminant level (MCL).  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) was 

originally mandated by Congress to establish MCLs for 25 new parameters every three years 

under the amended 1986 SDWA.  Amendments to the SDWA in 1986 included a host of 

regulations. 

A Reauthorization of the SDWA was signed into law (Public Law 104-182) on August 6, 1996.  

The law repealed the original mandate established by Congress for the USEPA to regulate 25 

new contaminants every three years and replaced it with a new standard-setting process to 

identify contaminants for future regulation based on their occurrence, the health risk they pose 

and cost-benefit evaluations3.  The 1996 SDWA Reauthorization made several additional 

important changes including 1) establishing new requirements for selecting contaminants for 

regulation, 2) mandating the use of sound science, 3) allowing analyses of health risk reductions, 

costs, and benefits, 4) establishing an occurrence database, and 5) permitting competing risks to 

be evaluated. 

Under the Reauthorization, the USEPA selects at least five new contaminants to consider for 

regulation every five years with regulations geared toward those imposing the highest health risk.  

Currently, under the SDWA, there are 91 regulated contaminants.  Although surface water 

treatment facilities have been the primary focus of heightened regulations due to the concerns 

regarding microbiological contaminants and Disinfection By-Products (DBPs), groundwater 

treatment plants have also been impacted, but to a lesser degree.  The Reauthorization of the 

SDWA has provided a review of the original and amended SDWA and a better understanding of 

the significance of providing regulations that emphasize the importance of maintaining proper 

disinfection while controlling the formation of DBPs. 

The goal of providing high-quality water is achieved by complying with the primary drinking 

water regulations, satisfying select secondary drinking water regulations, and addressing water 

quality issues not specifically addressed by primary or secondary regulations.  Primary drinking 

water regulations control or will control filtration, turbidity, filter backwash, disinfection, DBPs, 

disinfectant residuals, total coliform bacteria, lead and copper, and a long list of additional 

contaminants in the water through MCLs.  These primary regulations are designed to protect 

public health.  The secondary drinking water regulations are established to help provide quality 
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water that is both aesthetically and cosmetically pleasing, as well as to address technical effects, 

a term coined by the EPA SDWA Advisor that addresses issues such as corrosivity and scaling4.  

Other water quality standards that are not currently regulated as primary or secondary drinking 

water regulations and anticipated future regulations that may impact the finished water quality 

are also considered in this chapter.  

4.2.1.1 Primary Drinking Water Standards/Regulations 

Primary drinking water regulations address microbial contaminants, disinfectants and DBPs, 

maximum residual disinfectant levels (MRDLs), inorganic and organic compounds, 

radionuclides, treatment techniques (TT), MCLs, and other advisory objectives and parameters.  

The primary drinking water standards are legally enforceable standards that apply to public water 

supply (PWS) systems.  Primary standards protect public health by limiting the levels of 

contaminants in drinking water.  Some regulations apply to all PWS, whereas specific 

regulations apply to systems utilizing surface water or groundwater.  Since surface water or 

groundwater may supply the City of Mitchell, regulatory information will be provided for 

surface water and groundwater systems.  Currently, Mitchell’s water source utilizes surface 

water as the source of supply.  The requirements of specific rules in the SDWA are summarized 

below, along with Mitchell’s compliance history relative to each rule or standard.  

Total Coliform Rule (TCR) and Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR) 

The Total Coliform Rule (TCR) became effective under the SDWA on December 31, 1990, 

replacing the microbiological monitoring rule.  This rule established microbiological standards 

and monitoring requirements that apply to all PWSs.  The purpose of the TCR is to prevent 

outbreaks of waterborne microbial diseases by regulating a group of organisms that include fecal 

coliform and Escherichia coli (E.coli).  The potential health effects of these organisms are 

primarily gastroenteric illnesses.  The presence or absence of total coliform is the general 

indication used to measure the level of pathogenic contamination within the water.  The 

maximum contaminant level goal (MCLG) for total coliform is zero, and the MCL is based on 

the population served by the PWS.  For all PWSs that collect 40 or more samples per month, no 

more than five percent of the samples may be positive for total coliform, and for those that 

collect fewer than 40 samples, no more than one sample may be positive for total coliform under 

the routine monitoring requirements of the TCR.  If any routine sample tests positive for total 

coliform, repeat samples are required. 

The routine monitoring frequencies for PWSs based on population for the TCR are presented in 

Table 4.1.   
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Table 4.1 - PWSs TCR Routine Monitoring Frequencies 

Population 
Samples Per 

Month 
Population 

Samples Per 

Month 

25 – 1,000 1 8,501 – 12,900 10 

1,001 – 2,500 2 12,901 – 17,200 15 

2,501 – 3,300 3 17,201 – 21,500 20 

3,301 – 4,100 4 21,501 – 25,000 25 

4,101 – 4,900 5 25,001 – 33,000 30 

4,901 – 5,800 6 33,001 – 41,000 40 

5,801 – 6,700 7 41,001 – 50,000 50 

6,701 – 7,600 8 50,001 – 59,000 60 

7,601 – 8,500 9 59,001 – 70,000 70 

The 2010 Census population of 15,254 requires the City of Mitchell to collect a minimum of 15 

total coliform samples per month.  Currently, the City of Mitchell collects 15 compliance 

samples from the 20 total coliform sampling sites shown in Table 4.2.  From January 1, 2017 

through January 1, 2018, Mitchell submitted 183 samples, including 3 repeat samples, and 

reported one positive sample.  Additionally, sampling in 2018 indicated no positive results, 

maintaining compliance with the TCR rule. 
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Table 4.2 - List of Mitchell Water Quality Sample Sites 

Site No. Source 

1 Water Treatment Plant 

2 Fire Department 

3 Queen of Peace 

4 East Cenex Store 

5 J- Mart Sinclair 

6 Dakota Medical Spec 

7 Freedom 

8 Arnies 

9 Westly Acers 

10 Culvers 

11 Moose Lodge 

12 City Library 

13 City Park 

14 Ampride 

15 City Hall 

16 Mitchell Technical INS 

17 Holy Family 

18 Mitchell Middle School 

19 Brady Memorial Home 

20 GT Body 

The USEPA has promulgated revisions to the TCR that require utilities with water sources that 

are vulnerable to microbial contamination to identify and fix problems and provide reduced 

monitoring incentives for water system operation improvements.  Specific changes made to the 

provisions of the original TCR address distribution system concerns, such as cross-connections 

and backflow events, pipe failures, and maintenance activities.  The USEPA published the 

Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR) on February 13, 2013, and the RTCR went into effect in 

South Dakota on April 1, 2016.  The revision establishes an MCL and MCLG of zero of E. coli, 

which is a more specific indicator of fecal contamination and remove the MCL and MCLG and 

modified the reporting requirements for positive total coliform samples.  The RTCR requires 

assessments/corrective actions when unsafe samples are reported, encouraging systems to “find 

and fix” contamination issues.   

Whether the future water source for Mitchell is a groundwater source or a surface water source, 

maintaining disinfection in treatment and maintaining a sustained disinfectant residual in the 

distribution system will be key factors in evaluating a future supplemental water supply. 

Stage 1 Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Products Rule (Stage 1 D/DBPR) 

Some DBPs are listed as probable human carcinogens by the National Cancer Institute, and some 

have also been linked to adverse effects on the liver, kidneys, nervous system and reproductive 



 

 

Mitchell Water System Improvements Facility Plan 

September 2021 

 

Page 31 of 122  

 

 

system.  For this reason, the Stage 1 Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Products Rule (Stage 1 

D/DBPR) established MCLs for eleven DBPs, categorized into two groups of organic by-

products (four trihalomethanes (THMs) and five haloacetic acids (HAA5s)) and two inorganic 

by-products (chlorite and bromate).  The Stage 1 D/DBPR also established maximum residual 

disinfectant level goals (MRDLGs) and maximum residual disinfectant levels (MRDLs) for three 

disinfectants: chlorine, chloramines and chlorine dioxide.  Compliance was required by January 

2002 for all community water systems (CWSs) serving more than 10,000 people.  A CWS is 

defined as a PWS that has 15 or more service connections or serves 25 or more people on a year-

round basis.   

The MRDLGs and MRDLs for the three disinfectants are presented in Table 4.3.  Compliance 

with the MRDLs is based on a running annual average (RAA) of samples collected at the Total 

Coliform Rule sampling locations, computed quarterly.  The regulation was established in 

recognition of the beneficial disinfection properties of chlorine, chloramines, and chlorine 

dioxide.  The MRDLGs and MRDLs were determined as a balance to provide adequate control 

for public health effects while allowing the ability to control pathogens and other microbial 

waterborne microbial contaminants under varying conditions.  Basing compliance on an RAA 

allows CWSs the flexibility to increase disinfectant residual levels for short periods, as necessary 

to address specific issues within the water system and still maintain compliance.  

Table 4.3 - Stage 1 D/DBPR MRDLGs and MRDLs  

Disinfectant MRDLG (mg/L) MRDL (mg/L) 

Chlorine (measured as Free Cl2) 4.0 4.0 

Chloramines (measured as Total Cl2) 4.0 4.0 

Chlorine Dioxide (measured as ClO2) 0.8 0.8 

 

Mitchell’s water supply from B-Y Water District is disinfected at the B-Y water treatment plant 

by contact with a free chlorine residual, followed by ammonia injection to create a chloramine 

residual to maintain a protective residual in the distribution system while inhibiting the formation 

of disinfection by-products.   

According to the Stage 1 D/DBPR, Mitchell is required to sample for chlorine residuals at the 

same locations and frequency as outlined in the TCR.  Based on Mitchell’s 2010 census 

population of 15,254, 15 samples are required.  From a review of the City of Mitchell’s historical 

data from January 2014 through September 2018, quarterly minimum, maximum, average, and 

RAA disinfectant residual levels are presented in Figure 4.1.  The maximum disinfectant residual 

level in each quarter varied from 2.39 mg/L to 2.99 mg/L, while the minimum disinfectant 

residual varied from 2.24 mg/L to 2.65 mg/L.  Compliance is calculated on a quarterly basis, and 

both the quarterly average and RAA levels have been stable since 2013, with the most recent 

RAA at 2.54 mg/L.  Since the City of Mitchell’s chlorine residual RAA is less than 4.0 mg/L, the 

City is in compliance with the MRDL.   
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The distribution system disinfectant residual must preserve and protect the microbiological 

quality of water as it is distributed to customers.  The disinfectant residuals have maintained 

appropriate water quality relative to compliance with the RTCR and the chloramine residuals are 

maintained above the range (1.5 to 2 mg/L) typically desired to inhibit nitrification in the 

distribution system.   

 

Figure 4.1 - Chloramine Residual Level from January 2014 to September 2018 

Table 4.4 identifies the MCLs for the various DBPs regulated under the Stage 1 D/DBPR.  Total 

trihalomethanes (TTHMs), haloacetic acids (HAA5s), chlorite and bromate are regulated under 

the Stage 1 D/DBPR.  TTHMs are the sum of four trihalomethanes - chloroform, 

bromodichloromethane, dibromochloromethane, and bromoform.  The Stage 1 TTHM MCL is 

80 micrograms per liter (μg/L) based on a RAA from distribution system samples collected 

according to the sampling plan required by the Rule.  HAA5 is the sum of the following five 

haloacetic acids:  monochloracetic acid, dichloroacetic acid, trichloroacetic acid, 

monobromoacetic acid, and dibromoacetic acid.  The HAA5 MCL of 60 μg/L, as an RAA of 

distribution system samples, has been established under Stage 1.  Chlorite, a degradation product 

of chlorine dioxide, is regulated under Stage 1 at an MCL of 1.0 mg/L.  Bromate, which is 

formed by the ozonation of water containing bromide ion, is regulated at 10 μg/L under the Stage 

1 D/DBPR.  Chlorite and bromate are not sampled for compliance with the D/DBPR in the 

Mitchell system since chlorine dioxide and ozone are not utilized. 
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Table 4.4 - Stage 1 D/DBPR MCLs 

Regulated Disinfection By-Product Stage 1 MCLs (μg/L) 

Total Trihalomethanes (TTHM) 80 

Haloacetic Acids (HAA5) 60 

Chlorite 1,000 (1.0 mg/L) 

Bromate 10 

Stage 2 Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Products Rule (Stage 2 D/DBPR) 

The USEPA published a Pre-Proposal Draft for the Stage 2 Disinfectants/Disinfection By-

Products Rule (Stage 2 D/DBPR) on October 17, 2001, and officially proposed the Stage 2 

D/DBPR on August 18, 2003.  The rule was finalized and published on January 5, 2006.  The 

Stage 2 D/DBPR is intended to reduce potential cancer and reproductive and developmental 

health risks from DBPs in drinking water.  Under the Stage 2 D/DBPR, systems were required to 

conduct an evaluation of their distribution systems, known as an Initial Distribution System 

Evaluation (IDSE), to identify the locations that are more likely to have high DBP 

concentrations.  Based on the results of the IDSE, Stage 2 D/DBPR compliance monitoring sites 

were chosen.  Compliance with the MCLs for two groups of DBPs (TTHM and HAA5) would be 

calculated for each monitoring location in the distribution system.  This approach, referred to as 

the locational running annual average (LRAA), differed from Stage 1 D/DBPR, which 

determined compliance by calculating the RAAs of samples from all monitoring locations across 

the system.   

The Stage 2 DBPR also requires each system to determine if it has exceeded an operational 

evaluation level, which is identified using compliance monitoring results.  The operational 

evaluation level provides an early warning of possible future MCL violations, which allows the 

system to take proactive steps to remain in compliance.  A system that exceeds an operational 

evaluation level is required to review its operational practices and submit a report to the state 

primacy agency that identifies actions that may be taken to mitigate future high DBP 

concentrations, particularly those that may jeopardize compliance with the DBP MCLs. 

PWSs regulated by the Stage 2 D/DBPR include community and non-transient non-community 

water systems that produce and/or deliver water that is treated with a primary or residual 

disinfectant other than UV light.  Compliance deadlines are based on the population served by 

the PWSs.  Wholesale and consecutive systems of any size must comply with the requirements 

of the Stage 2 D/DBPR on the same schedule as required for the largest system in the combined 

distribution system.  A combined distribution system is defined as the interconnected distribution 

system consisting of wholesale systems that supply finished water to one or more other PWSs, 

and consecutive systems that receive some or all of their finished water from a wholesale system.  

Stage 2 D/DBPR compliance activities are outlined in Table 4.5 and are categorized by 

population and PWS type (community water systems or non-transient non-community water 
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system (NTNCWS)).  Two-year capital improvement extensions are possible for systems 

needing extra time to comply with Stage 2 D/DBPR. 

Table 4.5 - Stage 2 D/DBPR Compliance Activities and Deadlines 

Public Water System 

Actions 

Submit IDSE 

monitoring 

plan, SSSP, or 

40/30 

certification 

Complete an 

IDSE 

Submit IDSE 

Report 

Begin Stage 2 

Compliance 

Monitoring 

CWSs(1) and 

NTNCWSs(2) serving 

at least 100,000 

October 1, 

2006 

September 30, 

2008 

January 1, 

2009 
April 1, 2012 

CWSs and 

NTNCWSs serving 

50,000 - 99,999 

April 1, 2007 
March 31, 

2009 
July 1, 2009 

October 1, 

2012 

CWSs and 

NTNCWSs serving 

10,000 - 49,999 

October 1, 

2007 

September 30, 

2009 

January 1, 

2010 

October 1, 

2013 

CWSs serving fewer 

than 10,000 
April 1, 2008 

March 31, 

2010 
July 1, 2010 

October 1, 

2013 

NTNCWSs serving 

fewer than 10,000 
NA NA NA 

October 1, 

2013 

(1) Community Water Systems, 

(2) Non-Transient Non-Community Water System 

Systems with low historical DBPs may have been granted a certificate in lieu of monitoring 

under the IDSE requirements.  Stage 1 compliance data must have demonstrated that all TTHM 

and HAA5 results were less than 40 μg/L and 30 μg/L, respectively, for eight consecutive 

calendar quarters during a specified period to receive the 40/30 Certification.  

Under Mitchell’s compliance sampling approach, the sampling sites were reduced from the four 

sites under Stage 1 DBPR to two locations for the Stage 2 DBPR.  Figure 4.2 and Figure 4.3 

provide the LRAA results for the two sampling sites for the City of Mitchell from 2014 to 2018.  

The LRAA for both TTHM and HAA5 at the sampling sites in Mitchell were below the MCLs 

for TTHM and HAA5, indicating Mitchell is in compliance with the Stage 2 DBPR.  
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Figure 4.2 - Mitchell Stage 2 DBPR LRAA TTHM Compliance Trend 

 

Figure 4.3 - Mitchell Stage 2 DBPR LRAA HAA5 Compliance Trend 
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It should be noted that several factors including pH, organic precursors, chlorine residual, 

temperature, and contact time have a significant impact on the formation of DBPs.  The pH of 

the water affects the efficiency of disinfectants and the formation of chlorinated DBPs, including 

TTHMs and HAA5s.  Studies have shown that free chlorine at a low pH has been known to be 

more biocidal than free chlorine at a high pH.  Studies have also shown that the formation of 

TTHMs in the presence of free chlorine is accelerated at higher pH levels, while the formation of 

HAA5s is slowed as pH increases.  Considering the Mitchell’s source water chemistry and the 

location of Mitchell on the B-Y Water District system, it is likely that the primary factors 

contributing to the DBP concentrations in Mitchell are the free chlorine contact time during the 

disinfection process at the B-Y water treatment plant, the effectiveness of chloramine in 

controlling DBP formation, and the contact time in the distribution system, as Mitchell is located 

at the end of the system.  Chloramine has very low THM and HAA formation potential relative 

to free chlorine, the impact of which is shown in the low DBP concentrations. 

Phase II/IIb and Phase V Rules 

The Phase II and Phase IIb Rules became effective on July 1, 1991, and January 1, 1993, 

respectively.  The Phase II/IIb Rules set standards for 38 synthetic organic chemicals (SOCs) and 

inorganic chemicals (IOCs).  Thirty-six of the contaminants are regulated by MCLs and two, 

acrylamide and epichlorohydrin, are controlled by limiting their use of drinking water treatment 

chemicals. 

Although a large number of Phase II/IIb chemicals result from human activity, others occur 

naturally in water.  These contaminants have been shown to either be or are suspected to be, 

carcinogenic through ingestion.  Some of the other effects of these contaminants include damage 

to numerous organs in the body, circulatory system damage, bone damage, nervous system 

damage and disorders, thyroid damage, and decreased body weight. 

PWSs are required to ensure the water they supply meets the MCL for each Phase II/IIb 

chemical.  A plan for synchronizing compliance monitoring across several existing and 

upcoming rules was introduced under Phase II/IIb.  Monitoring frequencies for most source-

related contaminants were coordinated with compliance periods of three years each.  Phase II/IIb 

monitoring requirements also established: (1) sampling locations for surface and groundwater 

systems, (2) the initial sampling frequency that is specific to a contaminant or contaminant 

group, (3) lower repeat sampling frequencies for water systems that do not detect a specific 

contaminant or contaminant group during the initial monitoring, (4) increased monitoring 

frequencies for water systems that do detect initial contaminant, (5) monitoring waivers for 

reducing or eliminating the sampling frequencies, and (6) one-time monitoring requirements for 

30 other unregulated contaminants.  

The Phase V Rule, effective on January 17, 1994, set standards for 23 additional contaminants.  

Contaminants monitored under Phase V included four inorganic contaminants, cyanide, three 

volatile organics, and 15 pesticides or synthetic organics.  The USEPA set different monitoring 

schedules for different contaminants, depending on the routes by which each contaminant enters 

the water supply.  In general, surface water systems must take samples more frequently than 

groundwater systems because the source water is subject to more external influences.  Systems 
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that prove over several years that they are not susceptible to contamination can apply for a 

variance to reduce monitoring frequency.   

The Inorganic Contaminants (IOCs) regulation under the Phase II Rule became effective in 1992.  

Some IOCs in finished water can alter consumer’s acceptability by affecting taste, color, and 

scale decomposition on pipes and fittings.  In addition, IOCs such as arsenic and lead have 

demonstrated adverse consequences on human health.  The purpose of IOCs is to protect public 

health and reduce the potential risk of cancer or other adverse health effects.   

Data from recent IOC regulatory sample collections for Mitchell were reviewed.  Much or the 

data are collected by B-Y Water District at the entry point to the distribution system, whereas 

other data (i.e., lead and copper) are collected at sample sites in Mitchell.  As shown in Table 

4.6, historical IOC data indicated the City of Mitchell does not have issues complying with IOC 

regulations as all sample results were below the regulatory MCLs.  Lead, copper, and arsenic are 

discussed individually since the USEPA has established the Lead and Copper Rule and the 

Arsenic Rule.  
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Table 4.6 - MCLGs, MCLs, and City of Mitchell Results for Inorganic Contaminants 

(1) Data were not available for Asbestos, Beryllium, Cadmium, Cyanide, Mercury, Nitrate, 

Nitrite, and Thallium. 

(2) Lead and Cooper levels recorded as the 90th percentile of 30 measured samples. 

(3) Nitrite levels represented the historical values reported by the SD DANR from 2001, 2004, 

2007, 2010, and 2013. 

Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) 

The 1986 Amendments to the SDWA required USEPA to promulgate drinking water standards 

for contaminants that impose potential adverse health risks.  Lead and copper were specifically 

listed in the 1986 SDWA amendments for the mandatory development of a National Primary 

Drinking Water Regulation (NPDWR).  USEPA responded to this mandate by promulgating the 

Lead and Copper Rule (LCR).  The stated goal of the LCR is to “minimize lead and copper at 

users’ taps while ensuring that treatment does not cause the system to violate any NPDWR.”  

This goal is intended to be accomplished through the application of corrosion control strategies 

(i.e., varying pH levels, alkalinity levels, and inhibitor utilization).  The LCR action levels for 

Contaminant MCLG (mg/L) MCL (mg/L) 
Mitchell IOC 

Range (mg/L) 

Antimony 0.006 0.006 0.0003 

Arsenic  0 0.01 0.003 

Asbestos (fiber > 10 

micrometers)  

7 million fibers 

per liter (MFL) 
7 MFL NA 

Barium 2 2 0.014 

Beryllium  0.004 0.004 NA 

Cadmium 0.005 0.005 NA 

Chromium (total) 0.1 0.1 0.0017 

Copper 1.3 Action Level=1.3 0.06 

Cyanide (as free cyanide)  0.2 0.2 NA 

Fluoride  4 4 0.41-0.84 

Lead  zero Action Level=0.015 0.00075 

Mercury (inorganic)  0.002 0.002 NA 

Nitrate (measured as Nitrogen)  10 10 0.1-0.2 

Nitrite (measured as Nitrogen)  1 1 NA 

Selenium 0.05 0.05 0.0019 

Thallium  0.0005 0.002 NA 

https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366568
https://www.epa.gov/dwreginfo/chemical-contaminant-rules
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366548
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366548
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346507
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366528
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366508
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366458
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346427
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366438
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346337
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/basic-information-about-lead-drinking-water
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202366308
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346267
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346257
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346227
https://safewater.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/sections/202346197
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lead and copper are 0.015 mg/L and 1.30 mg/L, respectively, for the 90th percentile 

concentration of samples measured at customer taps. 

The USEPA published proposed revisions to the LCR on July 18, 2006.  The proposed revisions 

included changes in the health effects language, utility’s public education requirements in the 

event of a lead Action Level (AL) exceedance and reporting requirements of PWSs before 

adding a new water source or changing a treatment process.  The National Drinking Water 

Advisor Council LCR Working Group began in March 2014 to develop recommendations for 

long-term LCR revisions.  The final report was released on August 24, 2015.  To further address 

the corrosion related issues, the USEPA published the Lead and Copper Rule Revisions White 

Paper in October 2016.  The USEPA is considering different regulatory options to improve the 

existing rule.  The options include lead service line replacement, improving optimal corrosion 

control treatment requirements and clarification or strengthening of sampling requirements. 

The LCR requires systems to sample water from customer taps according to an approved 

sampling plan.  The samples are 1-liter, first-draw samples, collected after the water has 

remained in the plumbing system undisturbed for 6 hours.  The LCR action levels for lead and 

copper are 15 μg/L (0.015 mg/L) and 1,300 μg/L (1.3 mg/L), respectively, in the 90th percentile 

of samples measured at customer taps.  According to the LCR and based on Mitchell’s 2010 

Census population of 15,254, the system falls in the population range of 10,001 – 50,000 which 

requires at least 30 samples under the reduced monitoring schedule.  In 2014, 30 lead and copper 

samples were collected from various locations throughout Mitchell.  Results of these sample 

ranged from not detectable to 6.5 μg/L for lead and not detectable to 0.48 mg/L for copper.  In 

2017, 30 lead and copper samples were collected.  Results of these samples ranged from not 

detectable to 8.8 μg/L for lead and not detectable to 0.13 mg/L for copper.  The 90th percentile 

values are reported in Table 4.7.  Based on historical records reported to the South Dakota 

Department of Health, Mitchell has been in compliance with the LCR.  

Table 4.7 - Lead and Copper Results 

The LCR requires utilities to distribute “non-corrosive” water.  Corrosion control strategies may 

include 1) pH and alkalinity adjustment, and 2) addition of corrosion inhibiting chemicals. Given 

the treatment processes applied at the B-Y water treatment plant, the corrosion control Given the 

fact that the 90th percentile lead and copper results from the 2014 and 2017 sampling were below 

the action level, the current approach to corrosion control is successful. 

Year 

Lead (µg/L) Copper (mg/L) 

Average Maximum 
90th 

Percentile 
Average Maximum 

90th 

Percentile 

2014 1.127 6.5 4.06 0.035 0.48 0.07 

2017 0.625 8.8 0.75 0.017 0.13 0.06 
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Nitrate and Nitrite 

Nitrate and nitrite are the only acute inorganic contaminants regulated under the Phase II/V 

Rules.  The regulation for nitrate and nitrite became effective in 1992.  Nitrite and nitrate from 

fertilizer and in sewage and wastes from humans and/or farm animals can enter the drinking 

water supply.  Excessive concentrations of nitrate in drinking water have caused serious illness 

and sometimes death in infants under six months of age.  The USEPA, under the authority of the 

SDWA, has set the MCLG and MCL for nitrate at 10.0 mg/L and for nitrite at 1.0 mg/L 

(measured as nitrogen, N) measured on samples at the entry point to the distribution system.  The 

WHO has recommended guidelines for nitrate and nitrite in drinking water of 15 mg/L (as 

nitrogen) and 3 mg/L (as nitrogen), respectively.   

Recent sample results for nitrate levels in Mitchell’s source water were not available.  However, 

based on data reported in the SD DANR water system database, nitrate levels from 2001 to 2013 

ranged from 0.1 to 0.2 mg/L for treated B-Y Water District water.  These values are in a typical 

range from treated water from the Missouri River.  All nitrate levels well below the 10 mg/L (as 

N) MCL, and are in compliance with the Phase II/IIb and V Rules.  

Radionuclides Rule 

The USEPA proposed an NPDWR for six radionuclides in 1991, which included combined 

radium 226, radium 228, (adjusted) gross alpha, beta particle and photon radioactivity, radon, 

and uranium.  A revision to this rule, promulgating the final drinking water standards for (non-

radon) radionuclides in drinking water, was published in December 2000.  Systems had until 

early December 2003 to collect samples to use for grandfathering.  The first three-year 

monitoring period ended December 2006.  This rule, which applies to all CWSs, changes the 

monitoring requirements to include sampling from all distribution system entry points.  The 

adverse health effects associated with exposure to radionuclides include radiotoxicity, which 

affects human tissue, and chemotoxicity, which affects human organs.  Extended radionuclide 

exposure has also been linked to cancer.  The MCLGs and MCLs for regulated radionuclides are 

provided in Table 4.8.   

Table 4.8 - Primary Drinking Water Regulations for Radionuclides 

Radionuclides(1) MCLGs MCLs 

Radium 226/228 0 5 pCi/L 

Beta and Photon Emitters 0 4 mrem/year 

Gross Alpha Emitters 0 15 pCi/L 

Uranium 0 30 μg/L 

(1) Excludes Radon 

The South Dakota Department of Health lab analyses indicated the sampling of B-Y Water 

District supply on March 26, 2013 resulted in a radium 228 reading of <1.0 +/- 0.6pCi/L and a 

result of gross alpha emitters of <3.0 +/- 0.6pCi/L.  These results were well below the MCLs for 

these contaminants.  
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Arsenic Rule  

Based on a Public Health Standard that dated back to 1942, the USEPA enforced an arsenic 

standard of 50 μg/L from 1975 through 2006.  A revised Arsenic Rule was proposed and 

finalized in June 2000 and January 2001, respectively.  This revised rule applies to all CWSs and 

NTNCWSs and requires compliance with an MCL of 10 μg/L (0.01 mg/L), based on samples 

obtained from all entry points to the distribution system.  In addition to the MCL, the rule also 

specifies a non-enforceable MCLG of zero.  The compliance date for the revised Arsenic Rule 

was January 23, 2006.  Exemptions could extend the compliance date by up to three years or up 

to nine years, depending on system size and its finished water arsenic concentration.  Arsenic 

causes adverse health effects in humans at high exposure levels.  High levels of arsenic typically 

lead to gastrointestinal irritation accompanied by difficulty in swallowing, thirst, hypertension, 

and convulsions.  The lethal dosage for humans is estimated to range from 70 to 180 mg/L.  

According to the IOC testing for arsenic, sampled on May 13, 2013, that revealed a 

concentration of 0.003 mg/L, Mitchell has been in compliance with the Arsenic Rule.  

Synthetic Organic Compounds Rule (SOCs Rule)  

Synthetic Organic Contaminants (SOCs) are man-made compounds used for a variety of 

industrial and agricultural purposes.  The USEPA has established MCLs for thirty-three SOCs, 

which include contaminants such as pesticides, PCBs, and dioxin.  SOC sampling results have 

not been made available to AE2S at this time.  

Volatile Organic Compounds Rule (VOCs Rule) 

The Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) Rule became effective under the SDWA Phase II/V 

Rules on January 9, 1989.  The VOCs Rule established MCLs for twenty-one volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) such as styrene, toluene, xylenes, etc. that are suspected human carcinogens 

through ingestion.  VOC sampling was completed for B-Y Water District water supply for the 

City of Mitchell on May 23, 2016.  Sampling indicated non-detectable concentrations for all of 

VOCs tested, indicating the City of Mitchell’s source water is in compliance with the VOC rule. 

Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR 1, 2, 3 & 4) 

In 1996, the amendments to the SDWA require that once every five years, the EPA issue a new 

list of no more than 30 unregulated contaminants to be monitored by PWSs.  The Unregulated 

Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR) provides USEPA and other interested parties with 

scientifically valid data on the occurrence of contaminants in drinking water.  These data serve as 

a primary source of occurrence and exposure information that the agency uses to develop 

regulatory decisions.   

The first UCMR (UCMR 1) was published on September 1999 and required monitoring 26 

contaminants between 2001 and 2003.  UCMR 2, released in 2007, required to monitor 25 

contaminants between 2008 and 2010.  The final revision of UCMR 3 was published on May 2, 

2012.  UCMR 3 monitoring took place from 2013-2015 and included monitoring for 28 

chemicals and two viruses.  USEPA is currently revising its risk assessment for hexavalent 
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chromium, so the direction of future regulation of this parameter is of interest to the City of 

Mitchell. 

Of the multiple contaminants on the UCMR lists, only chromium, molybdenum, strontium, 

vanadium, and hexavalent chromium were measured at concentrations above the detection limits 

in Mitchell’s source water.  Sampling was conducted on February 16, 2015 at the entry point to 

the distribution system of B-Y Water District and at a location of maximum residence time in the 

Mitchell distribution system.  All of the UCMR 3 test results were observed at both locations for 

the City of Mitchell and are provided in Table 4.9.  

Table 4.9 - UCMR 3 Test Results 

Analyte Range 

Chromium, Total 0.4 μg/L 

Molybdenum 3 μg/L 

Strontium 0.31 mg/L 

Vanadium 1.2 - 1.3 μg/L 

Hexavalent Chromium 0.34 - 0.37 μg/L 

 

Of the analytes detected in the UCMR3 results reported in Table 4.9, only total chromium has an 

MCL (0.1 mg/L).  The 0.4 µg/L concentration detected is far below the MCL. 

The fourth UCMR (UCMR 4) was proposed on December 11, 2015.  The proposal outlined 30 

chemicals contaminants, 10 cyanotoxins and 20 additional contaminants, to be monitored 

between 2018 and 2020 using analytical methods developed by USEPA.  Mitchell is required to 

submit water samples for analysis for the 20 additional contaminants. 

4.2.1.2 Secondary Drinking Water Standards/Regulations 

Secondary drinking water regulations are established for contaminants that may adversely affect 

the finished water appearance, taste, and odor; promote adverse digestive effects; discolor human 

skin and teeth or have economic impacts (hard or corrosive water on plumbing fixtures and 

equipment).  Established secondary maximum contamination levels (SMCLs) can be grouped 

into three general categories:  aesthetic effects, cosmetic effects, and technical effects.  The 

USEPA maintains that the SMCLs represent reasonable goals for non-health threatening 

contaminants.  States may establish higher or lower levels as appropriate for the local conditions.  

SMCLs are not federally enforceable but can be adopted by individual primacy agencies as 

enforceable standards.  A list of the secondary contaminants and the associated SMCLs is 

provided in Table 4.10.   
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Table 4.10 - Secondary Drinking Water Standards 

Contaminant SMCL 

Aluminum 0.05 to 0.2 mg/L 

Chloride 250 mg/L 

Color 15 color units 

Foaming Agents 0.5 mg/L 

Iron 0.3 mg/L 

Manganese 0.05 mg/L 

Odor 3 TON (threshold odor number) 

Sulfate 250 mg/L 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 500 mg/L 

Zinc 5.0 mg/L 

Silver 0.1 mg/L 

Fluoride 2.0 mg/L 

Corrosivity Non-corrosive 

Copper 1.0 mg/L 

pH 6.5 to 8.5 

 

Table 4.11 provides the secondary drinking water parameter results based on averages of SD 

DANR samples of the treated water from the B-Y Water District supply from 2001 to 2013. 

Table 4.11 - Secondary Drinking Water Standards Data 

Contaminant SMCL B-Y Water District Results 

Chloride 250 mg/L 14.3 mg/L 

Iron 0.3 mg/L 0.03 mg/L 

Manganese 0.05 mg/L 0.02 mg/L 

Sulfate 250 mg/L 214 mg/L 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) 500 mg/L 390 mg/L 

Fluoride 2.0 mg/L 1.17 mg/L 

Corrosivity (Langlier Index) Non-corrosive +0.73 

pH 6.5 to 8.5 9.03 

Aesthetic Effects 

Aesthetic objectives are water quality objectives that a water supply system strives to meet, 

although they do not have adverse effects on public health.  These objectives include controlling 

color, taste, odor, and foaming. 

Aluminum can impact color and adversely affects the aesthetic quality of the finished water.  B-

Y Water District uses aluminum-based coagulants in the treatment process, but the processes are 

operated to minimize residual aluminum in the treated water. 
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Chloride has little effect at concentrations below the SMCL of 250 mg/L.  At concentrations 

above 250 mg/L, chloride imparts a salty taste to the water.  High concentrations of chloride can 

also have adverse effects on boiler operations, industrial cooling operation, and food processing 

operations.  Chloride results were well below the SMCL of 250 mg/L. 

Color in potable water is not only aesthetically undesirable but may also stain clothes and 

plumbing fixtures.  Color in water is measured with a colorimeter and graded on a scale from 

zero to 70, with zero being perfectly clear water.  The test is somewhat subjective, requiring a 

visual comparison of the color of the water sample to a color wheel.  The SMCL for color is 15 

color units.  Color may be indicative of aluminum, iron, manganese, dissolved organic material 

in the source water.  The presence of color in finished water may indicate inadequate treatment, a 

high disinfectant demand, or high potential for formation of DBPs.  Direct color measurements 

of Mitchell’s source water were not completed. 

Detergents or similar substances in the water usually cause foaming when the water becomes 

aerated.  The SMCL for foaming agents has been established as 0.5 mg/L.  An oily, fishy, or 

perfume-like taste is often associated with foaming.  No known detergents nor foaming agents 

are known in the water from B-Y Water District.  

The presence of iron in water is recognized by its rusty color, metallic taste, and reddish or 

orange staining effects.  Manganese in water is identified by its black or brown color, bitter 

metallic taste, and black staining effects.  The SMCLs for iron and manganese are 0.3 mg/L and 

0.05 mg/L, respectively.  The iron in Mitchell’s water supplied from B-Y Water District ranges 

from 0.02 to 0.03 mg/L, well below the SMCL.  The manganese levels of Mitchell’s source 

water never exceeded 0.02 mg/L, below the SMCL of 0.05 mg/L for manganese. 

Taste and odor are typically measured by public acceptance rather than by scientific methods, 

with unacceptable taste and odor usually manifested as public complaints.  Most organic and 

some inorganic compounds contribute to the taste and odor of water.  Odor tests can be 

performed to describe and quantify (subjectively) odor intensity.  The threshold odor number 

(TON) is the standard unit measurement of odor intensity and is the ratio by which a water 

sample must be diluted with odor-free water for the odor to remain detectable.  The SMCL for 

the odor in drinking water is 3 TON.  Higher levels of iron and manganese may result in metallic 

tastes, which is not expected based on the results shown above.   

When Mitchell was served by water from Lake Mitchell treated at the Mitchell water treatment 

plant, taste and odor was a significant water quality concern.   Since receiving treated water from 

the B-Y Water District system, taste and odor complaints have been largely eliminated.  B-Y 

Water District’s water treatment uses powdered activated carbon to remove taste and odor 

substances that are periodically found in the Missouri River water source. 

Sulfate is an anion with high solubility that naturally exists in water sources primarily in the 

forms of sodium sulfate, calcium sulfate, and magnesium sulfate.  The USEPA has adopted an 

SMCL of 250 mg/L for sulfate in drinking water, as indicated in Table 4.10, based on taste 

impacts and the potential for laxative effects to consumers that are not acclimated to the water 

source.  The USEPA estimates indicate that only three percent of drinking water supplies in the 

country have provided water in excess of this 250 mg/L recommendation; however, elevated 
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sulfate concentrations are quite common in South Dakota groundwater.  Mitchell’s source water 

sulfate levels exceeded 200 mg/L but were below the SMCL.   

Waters with high concentrations of salts, measured as total dissolved solids (TDS), may be less 

agreeable to consumers and, depending upon the specific salts present, may have an adverse 

digestive effect.  The presence of TDS and specific metals such as iron, copper, manganese, and 

zinc may impart taste problems in finished water.  According to the WHO, waters with TDS 

concentrations less than 1,200 mg/L are generally acceptable to customers.  The SMCL for TDS 

is 500 mg/L.  High TDS concentrations are also usually related to high ion concentrations that 

increase conductivity.  This increased conductivity, in turn, increases the water’s ability to 

complete the electrochemical circuit and to conduct a corrosive current.  TDS levels for 

Mitchell’s source water ranged from 345 to 428 mg/L, below both the WHO’s guideline and the 

USEPA’s SMCL of 500 mg/L.  

The presence of zinc in a water source can contribute to taste and odor issues and corrosion.  

Zinc was not tested in Mitchell’s source water and is not known to be a concern for the City. 

In summary, Mitchell’s source water does not exceed any of the SMCLs for the parameters for 

which data were available.  The additional parameters that were untested also appear to not be a 

concern for the City of Mitchell. 

Cosmetic Effects  

Cosmetic objectives address effects that do not damage the body but typically produce 

undesirable visual effects, such as skin and tooth discoloration.  These objectives include 

controlling silver concentrations and controlling the fluoride residual in the distribution system. 

Skin discoloration is related to the ingestion of silver in levels above the non-enforceable SMCL 

of 0.10 mg/L.  Silver was not tested in Mitchell’s source water.  

Fluoride has the unique distinction of having an adverse health impact at high concentrations and 

a health benefit at low concentrations.  High concentrations of fluoride cause fluorosis (mottling 

of teeth) and bone disease.  The SMCL for fluoride is 2.0 mg/L, and the MCL is 4.0 mg/L.  

Above 2.0 mg/L, fluorosis becomes more prominent.  Low fluoride concentrations help prevent 

tooth decay.  In 2015, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services released the Public 

Health Service recommendation, updating the optimum concentration for fluoride in water from 

the old range of 0.7 to 1.2 mg/L, to a single value of 0.7 mg/L.  At the same time, USEPA 

announced that it intends to consider tightening the MCL for fluoride.  South Dakota DANR 

implemented the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services recommendation in January 

2016, requiring public water systems serving more than 500 people to adjust fluoride levels 

between 0.5 and 0.9 mg/L, with an optimum level of 0.7 mg/L.  

Fluoride is naturally occurring in the Missouri River, the source for the B-Y Water District.  Raw 

water from the Missouri River has a concentration range of 0.41 to 0.58 mg/L but is boosted at 

the B-Y WTP before entering the distribution system.  Sampling completed in 2017 indicate that 

fluoride levels in treated B-Y Water District water range from 0.41-0.84 mg/L.  
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Technical Effects 

Adverse technical effects can cause damage to downstream water equipment processes and can 

sometimes reduce the effectiveness of treatment for other contaminants.  In addition, damage can 

be done within the distribution system components and fixtures within homes.  These adverse 

technical effects include corrosivity and scaling. 

By-products formed by corrosion of piping and plumbing have health, aesthetic, and economic 

implications.  The SMCL for corrosivity is non-corrosive water.  Additionally, the LCR requires 

utilities to distribute “non-corrosive” water.  Corrosion control strategies may include: 1) 

modifying the water quality so that it is less corrosive to the pipe material, 2) placing a protective 

barrier between the water and the pipe, and 3) use of pipe materials that do not corrode when in 

contact with water.  Adjusting the alkalinity and pH is considered a passive mechanism to 

control corrosion by inducing the formation of less soluble compounds such as carbonates and 

phosphates to adhere to the pipe wall in the distribution system to minimize corrosion. 

Copper can impact color and adversely affects the aesthetic quality of the finished water but is 

also a technical concern relating closely to the corrosivity of finished water.  Corrosive water 

which remains in contact with copper plumbing or fixtures can result in water with an elevated 

copper concentration.  These impacts are minimized below the SMCL of 1.0 mg/L. 

The measure of the activity of hydrogen ions present in water is termed pH.  The pH of the 

source water directly or indirectly impacts the effectiveness of many processes in water 

treatment including 1) corrosion control, 2) softening, 3) membrane treatment and 4) chlorine 

disinfection, to name a few.  

4.2.1.3 Other Treatment Considerations 

There are other treatment objectives for finished water quality that are well documented.  These 

additional objectives are not regulated but represent a reasonable approach for non-health 

threatening contaminants in potable water and include hardness and sodium control. 

Hardness 

Hardness in water does not have a regulatory limit; however, many utilities routinely include 

hardness removal as a treatment objective.  Hardness in water originates predominantly from 

calcium and magnesium ions, but iron, manganese, and strontium contribute a minor hardness 

increment.  Total hardness is typically defined as the sum of the calcium and magnesium 

hardness expressed in milligrams per liter as CaCO3.  Carbonate hardness is the portion of total 

hardness present associated with bicarbonate salts, while non-carbonate hardness is the portion 

of total hardness associated with non-carbonate salts. 

The hardness of a water may be classified as soft (below 75 mg/L as CaCO3), moderate (75 to 

150 mg/L as CaCO3), hard (150 to 300 mg/L as CaCO3), and very hard (above 300 mg/L as 

CaCO3.  The degrees of finished water hardness are shown in Table 4.12.  Although higher 

values of hardness are not dangerous, public acceptance typically favors a water supply below 
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150 mg/L as CaCO3.  Hard water tends to leave scale in water heaters and precipitate on 

plumbing fixtures upon evaporation. 

SD DANR samples of the B-Y Water District treated water ranged from 112 to 144 mg/L as 

CaCO3 from 2001 to 2013.  These samples were taken between late April and late June 

representing spring/summer treated water quality.  2018 daily data collected by the city of 

Mitchell indicates that the hardness may vary seasonally, with hardness values between 160 and 

180 mg/L in cold weather months and between 130 and 150 mg/L in warm weather months.  The 

hardness of Mitchell’s source water thus varies seasonally between Moderate and Hard 

according to degrees of hardness values in Table 4.12. 

Table 4.12 - Degrees of Hardness 

Hardness mg/L as CaCO3 

Soft 0 to 75 

Moderate 75 to 150 

Hard 150 to 300 

Very Hard Above 300 

Sodium 

There are no primary or secondary health-based drinking water standards for sodium in South 

Dakota.  The WHO recommends a maximum concentration standard of 200 mg/L for sodium.  

The guideline has been established for people on a restricted sodium diet.  Sodium intake may 

lead to hypertension and be a concern for people with heart conditions.  The USEPA has 

established a health advisory concentration for sodium at 20 mg/L.  The sodium content in B-Y 

Water District treated water samples collected between 2004 and 2013 ranged from 63 mg/L to 

77 mg/L, with average sodium concentrations of 69 mg/L, well below the WHO’s maximum 

recommended level.  

4.2.1.4 Potential Future Regulations 

The Stage 2 D/DBPR and other drinking water regulations continue to focus on DBPs and 

microbial contaminants, and it is likely that future versions of these rules will result in 

increasingly stringent regulations.  A major challenge for surface water systems is the concern 

that efforts to reduce the health risks presumed by DBPs could lead to increased health risks 

from microbiological contaminants, or conversely, that the increased concern over meeting the 

treatment technique requirements for the removal and/or inactivation of Giardia, viruses, 

Cryptosporidium, and other microbes could lead to increased health risks associated with DBPs.  

Microbial benchmarking will help balance actual health risks associated with microbial 

contaminants and perceived health risks associated with DBPs.  Future disinfection practices will 

require a balance between disinfection efficiency and DBP formation and/or advanced treatment 

processes that reduce the risks associated with microbial contaminants and DBPs. 
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Contaminant Candidate List (CCL) 

The SDWA requires the USEPA to publish a Contaminant Candidate List (CCL) periodically.  

The CCL is an established list of priority contaminants identified for research regarding future 

regulation.  The first CCL of 60 contaminants was published in March 1998, and the second list 

was published in February 2005.  The second list carries forward 51 unregulated contaminants 

from the first list, including nine microbial contaminants and 42 chemical contaminants.  Of the 

nine contaminants not carried forward (which included manganese, sodium, and sulfate), it was 

determined that there was sufficient data not to regulate the contaminants.  In October 2009, the 

third Contaminant Candidate List (CCL3) was published using a new selection process and 

contained 116 contaminants composed of 104 chemical contaminants and 12 microbial 

contaminants.   

One contaminant that was added to the CCL3 that relates to water treatment is N-

nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), which is an endocrine disrupting compound (EDC) and a 

known by-product of chloramination.  Although chloramination is considered a best available 

technology for minimizing regulated DBPs, an MCL for NDMA could be a potential concern for 

the PWSs.  Initial research regarding NDMA indicates highest formation potentials in systems 

using coagulant polymers that have a DMA backbone.  Controlling disinfection conditions also 

influences NDMA formation.  Since B-Y Water District uses a polymeric coagulant containing 

DMA in their current treatment approach, NDMA has potential to form.  However, the practice 

of free chlorination followed by ammonia addition to create a chloramine residual is known to 

minimize NDMA formation.  When considering Mitchell’s options for future source water 

supplies, NDMA formation must be considered, coagulant polymers must be applied to avoid 

NDMA formation, and a free chlorine residual should be established prior to ammonia addition 

to optimize disinfection conditions that minimize NDMA formation.  The development and 

implementation of a potential NDMA primary drinking water standard should be tracked. 

In addition to contaminants identified on the CCL3, there are other compounds that may also be 

regulated in the future after research on their health effects and routes of exposure are conducted 

and evaluated.  One group of compounds of interest is iodine-containing DBPs, which are 

proving to be more toxic than TTHMs and HAA5s, and could eventually be a treatment concern 

for PWSs. 

The CCL4 was finalized on November 17, 2016 and includes 97 chemicals or chemical groups 

and 12 microbial contaminants.  The EPA is using the UCMR 4 to collect data on selected 

contaminants from the CCL list to determine the prevalence and distribution of contaminants.  

After the UCMR 4 data are reviewed along with current health effects data, EPA will make a 

determination whether or not to regulate the contaminants for which data are collected. 

Distribution System Rule 

There have been discussions about the implementation of a distribution system regulation in the 

future.  The Distribution System Rule is intended to help maintain treated water quality as water 

is transported from the treatment facility to the tap.  This regulation is in early development, and 

the issues of concern were published in white papers on the topics of water quality decay, 

biofilms, cross connections, buried infrastructure, finished water storage, groundwater intrusion, 
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leaching, nitrification, and water mains.  The main issues of concern are if the water is not 

stabilized properly for corrosion control prior to entering the distribution system or if the 

disinfection residual concentrations are too low in areas of the distribution system. 

Emerging Contaminants 

Emerging contaminants such as EDCs, personal care products (PCPs), and pharmaceutically 

active compounds (PhACs) are becoming increasingly important with respect to drinking water 

treatment, as all three groups of compounds are being monitored and researched with respect to 

public health impacts.  EDCs are chemicals, predominately man-made, that interfere with normal 

hormone functions in living organisms.  Known EDCs include pesticides, dioxins, 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and heavy metals.  PCPs and PhACs include shampoos, 

pheromones, fragrances, herbal substances, over the counter medicines, and prescription 

medications.  In response to a congressional mandate, the USEPA has developed the Endocrine 

Disruptor Screening Program to help identify endocrine disruptors from the estimated 87,000 

chemicals used today.  To a lesser extent, PCPs and PhACs are also under review by the USEPA.  

It is possible that any number of these compounds may become regulated or added to the CCL 

within the planning horizon for this document. 

 Additional Surface Water Only Treatment Rules 

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, both groundwater, and surface water share many similar 

requirements for proper treatment.  However, their treatment requirements differ in a few ways.  

Since surface water is the current water source for Mitchell and is considered as an alternative 

source for Mitchell’s water system, regulations specific to surface water must be considered. 

This section highlights the additional requirements for treating raw water from a surface water or 

groundwater under the direct influence of surface water (GWUDISW). 

4.2.2.1 Primary Drinking Water Standards/Regulations 

Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) 

The Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR), finalized on July 29, 1989, established specific 

performance and treatment criteria for filtration and disinfection to ensure consumer protection 

from biological pathogens.  Compliance with the SWTR was required by June 23, 1993, for 

surface water treatment facilities that filter.  Under the SWTR, all surface water plants were 

required to meet a turbidity limit of 0.5 NTU in 95 percent of the combined filter effluent 

samples taken under a rigorous monitoring program.  The SWTR requires all surface water 

plants to achieve at least 99.9 percent (3-log) removal or inactivation of Giardia cysts and at 

least 99.99 percent (4-log) removal or inactivation of enteric viruses through filtration and 

disinfection. 

In terms of disinfection, the SWTR introduced the concentration-time (CT) concept.  The CT 

concept, where C is the disinfectant residual concentration in milligrams per liter (mg/L) and T is 

the disinfectant contact time in minutes, measures disinfection effectiveness.  The disinfection 

requirements for free chlorine were the basis for the development of the CT concept and are 
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dependent on log inactivation requirements, pH, the temperature of the water, and the 

disinfectant residual concentration.  Similarly, the CT requirements for disinfection with ozone 

are dependent on the same factors but are less than the CT requirements for free chlorine since 

ozone is a more powerful disinfectant.  Additionally, the SWTR requires all surface water 

systems to continuously maintain a disinfectant residual of at least 0.2 mg/L as the water enters 

the distribution system.  Because ozone is highly reactive, it dissipates quickly and additional 

more persistent disinfectants, such as free chlorine or chloramines, are necessary to ensure the 

disinfection residual concentration requirements are met.  

Stage 1 D/DBPR (Surface Water Requirements) 

PWSs that use surface water or GWUDISW, and subject to the requirements of the SWTR, are 

required to meet the DBP precursor removal requirements established for enhanced coagulation 

or enhanced softening under the Stage 1 D/DBPR.  As such, a specific percentage of the total 

organic carbon (TOC) removal from the source water is required for conventional coagulation 

and softening treatment systems, dependent on the source water TOC and alkalinity 

concentrations.  The TOC removal requirements are presented in Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13 - Revised Stage 1 Enhanced Coagulation TOC Removal Requirements 

Source Water TOC (mg/L) 
Source Water Alkalinity (mg/L as CaCO3) 

0 – 60 > 60 – 120 ≥120(1) 

> 2.0 – 4.0 35% 25% 15% 

> 4.0 – 8.0 45% 35% 25% 

> 8.0 50% 40% 30% 

(1) Softening plants must meet the TOC reduction in the far-right column 

The Stage 1 D/DBPR also specifies alternative TOC compliance criteria for enhanced 

coagulation and enhanced softening.  Under the alternative compliance criteria, if a water system 

has an average Performance Ratio (the ratio of actual percent TOC removal to required percent 

TOC removal) equal to or greater than 1.0 over one 12-month period, the water system is in 

compliance with the TOC percent removal requirements.  Additionally, water systems can assign 

a monthly Performance Ratio of 1.0 to their water system, and achieve alternative compliance, if 

any of the following apply: (1) the system’s treated water or source water TOC is less than 2.0 

mg/L; (2) the system’s softening process removes at least 10 mg/L of magnesium hardness; (3) a 

system’s source or treated water specific ultraviolet absorbance (SUVA) prior to treatment is less 

than or equal to 2.0 liters per milligram-meter (L/mg-m); or (4) a system that is practicing 

enhanced softening lowers the alkalinity concentration below 60 mg/L.   Sampling and reporting 

TOC removal compliance is the responsibility of the system that treats the water – in Mitchell’s 

current water supply approach this is done by B-Y Water District.  Compliance with this rule is 

specific to the individual future water source alternatives for Mitchell.  
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Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (IESWTR) 

Concerns about the adequacy of the SWTR, specifically in relation to Cryptosporidium, 

prompted the USEPA to establish proposed guidelines for an Enhanced Surface Water Treatment 

Rule (ESWTR).  The ESWTR, as proposed in July 1994, established an MCLG for 

Cryptosporidium, specified criteria for avoiding filtration (contingent upon source water quality, 

site-specific conditions, and state laws), implemented analytical and monitoring requirements for 

water treatment systems and revised some existing treatment options.  The principles of the 

proposed ESWTR were used to develop the Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule 

(IESWTR) and eventually the Long-Term 1 and Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Rules 

(discussed below). 

The USEPA promulgated the IESWTR on December 16, 1998.  The IESWTR only applies to 

surface water systems or groundwater systems under the direct influence of surface water serving 

more than 10,000 people.  The purpose of the IESWTR is to improve the control of microbial 

pathogens, including Cryptosporidium, and ensure microbiological quality as surface water 

systems comply with the Stage 1 Disinfectants-Disinfection By-Products Rule (discussed later).  

The IESWTR includes stricter turbidity performance standards, provisions for individual filter 

monitoring and reporting, requirements for disinfection profiling and benchmarking, a zero 

MCLG for Cryptosporidium, a required 2.0-log removal of Cryptosporidium, a requirement for 

covering all new finished water storage facilities, and a requirement that sanitary surveys be 

conducted for all surface water systems. 

Under the IESWTR, the turbidity level for all surface water systems that serve more than 10,000 

people, use conventional treatment or direct filtration, and are required to filter, must be less than 

or equal to 0.3 nephelometric turbidity units (NTU) at the system’s combined filter effluent in at 

least 95 percent of the measurements taken each month, and the combined filter effluent must not 

exceed 1.0 NTU.  Compliance for both measurements shall be based on sampling at four-hour 

intervals.  The IESWTR includes requirements for conducting continuous turbidity monitoring 

for each individual filter and providing exceptions reports to the state each month. 

In addition to the above turbidity requirements, the IESWTR establishes individual filter 

requirements for all surface water systems that use rapid granular filtration, serve more than 

10,000 people, and are required to filter.  The IESWTR includes requirements for conducting 

continuous turbidity monitoring for each individual filter and providing exceptions reports to the 

primacy agency each month.  Results of individual filter monitoring must be recorded every 15 

minutes. 

Under the IESWTR, filtered systems must achieve at least 2.0-log removal of Cryptosporidium 

between the points at which the source water is not subject to recontamination by surface water 

runoff and the first customer.  According to recent studies, properly operated treatment plants 

using rapid granular filtration and maintaining turbidity less than 0.3 NTU should achieve at 

least 2.0-log removal of Cryptosporidium.  Therefore, water systems will be granted a 2.0-log 

removal credit for Cryptosporidium under the IESWTR if the water system complies with the 

SWTR and meets or exceeds the new turbidity performance standards of the IESWTR5.  
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Long-Term 1 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT1ESWTR)  

The goal of the Long-Term 1 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT1ESWTR), as 

finalized January 14, 2002, was to ensure that microbial protection was not put at risk if PWSs 

make changes to comply with the requirements of the Stage 1 Disinfectants and Disinfection By-

Products Rule (discussed below).  The LT1ESWTR requirements were developed based on the 

IESWTR but were modified to reduce the burden on small systems.  Specific requirements are 

aimed at Cryptosporidium removal, enhanced filtration requirements, and microbial inactivation 

benchmarking.  The LT1ESWTR applies to all PWSs that use surface water or (GWUDISW) 

and serve fewer than 10,000 persons.  Based on Mitchell’s population, the LT1ESWTR would 

not apply to the City of Mitchell. 

Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2ESWTR) 

Concurrent with the promulgation of the Stage 2 Disinfectants/Disinfection By-Products Rule 

(discussed later), the Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2ESWTR) was 

finalized on January 5, 2006.  The requirements of the LT2ESWTR apply to all PWSs that use 

surface water or GWUDISW and are focused on providing greater protection against 

Cryptosporidium by implementing source water monitoring, potential inactivation requirements, 

performance measures, and allowing the use of ultraviolet (UV) light disinfection.  Specific 

treatment requirements detailed in the LT2ESWTR are based on a Microbial Framework 

approach, which involves the initial classification of systems into action bins (categories) based 

on the results of source water Cryptosporidium monitoring.  The bins have been structured 

considering the total Cryptosporidium oocyst count and are shown in Table 4.14.  The total 

Cryptosporidium treatment required for Bins 2, 3, and 4 is 4.0-log, 5.0-log, and 5.5-log, 

respectively, with conventional treatment and softening providing for 3.0-log removal.   

Systems serving greater than 10,000 people will be required to conduct two years of monthly 

source water monitoring for Cryptosporidium, E. coli, and turbidity.  Following the completion 

of source water monitoring, systems will be given a bin classification which will determine the 

level of additional treatment required.  Large systems that provide 2.5-log treatment for 

Cryptosporidium in addition to conventional treatment will be exempt from monitoring for the 

purpose of bin classification.   
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Table 4.14 - LT2ESWTR Bin Classification 

Bin 

Number 

Average 

Cryptosporidium 

Concentration (X) 

Additional Treatment Requirements for Systems 

with Conventional Treatment That are in Full 

Compliance with the IESWTR 

1 X < 0.075/L No action required 

2 0.075/L < X <1.0/L 

1.0-log removal or inactivation (systems may use any 

technology or combination of technologies from toolbox 

as long as total credit is at least 1.0-log). 

3 1.0/L < X< 3.0/L 

2.0-log removal or inactivation (systems must achieve at 

least 1.0-log of the required 2.0-log treatment using 

ozone, chlorine dioxide, UV, membranes, bag/cartridge 

filters or bank filtration). 

4 X > 3.0/L 

2.5-log removal or inactivation (systems must achieve at 

least 1.0-log of the required 2.5-log treatment using 

ozone, chlorine dioxide, UV, membranes, bag/cartridge 

filters or bank filtration). 

Once categorized in an action bin (Table 4.14), systems have three years to meet the treatment 

requirements associated with the bin.  The primacy agency may grant a two-year extension when 

capital improvements are necessary.  Based on the population of Mitchell, any WTP using 

surface water or GWUDI would be subject to compliance dates for the LT2ESWTR for Schedule 

3 Systems (populations 10,000 to 49,999).  However, it is noted that surface water systems using 

water from the Missouri River reservoirs in South Dakota that have collected samples for 

compliance with this rule have reported average Cryptosporidium concentrations less than 0.075 

/L, placing them in Bin 1, requiring no additional treatment beyond the 2-log inactivation 

requirement of the IESWTR.  If Lake Mitchell is selected as a water source, source sampling 

would be required to determine the bin classification of this water source. 

Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR) 

The Filter Backwash Recycling Rule (FBRR), finalized on June 8, 2001, applies to all 

conventional and direct filtration surface water and GWUDISW systems that practice recycle, 

regardless of population served.  For the purpose of this regulation, “recycle” refers to three 

recycle streams – filter backwash water, sludge thickener supernatant, and liquids from the 

dewatering processes.  Under the FBRR, all systems must report that they practice recycling.  

Systems that recycle must collect and maintain existing on-site information on recycle flow 

volumes, treatment/equalization, and other parameters for the primacy agency to use to evaluate 

whether modifications to the recycle practices are necessary.  All the recycle flow must pass 

through all treatment processes required for the system to maintain 2.0-log Cryptosporidium 

removal credit.    

 Additional Groundwater Only Treatment Rules 

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, both groundwater, and surface water share many similar 

requirements for proper treatment.  However, their treatment requirements differ in a few ways.  
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This section highlights the additional requirements for treating raw water from a groundwater 

source only.  

 Groundwater Rule 

Although groundwater has historically been thought to be free of microbial contamination, recent 

research indicates that some groundwaters are a source of waterborne disease.  Most cases of 

waterborne disease are characterized by gastrointestinal symptoms such as diarrhea, vomiting, 

etc.  These symptoms are much more serious and can be fatal for persons in sensitive 

subpopulations such as young children, the elderly, and persons with compromised immune 

systems.  In addition, research indicates that some viral pathogens found in groundwater are 

linked to long-term health effects such as adult-onset diabetes and myocarditis (inflammation of 

the middle muscular layer of the heart wall).  

The 1996 amendments to the SDWA required EPA to develop regulations that require 

disinfection of groundwater systems “as necessary” to protect the public health.  The 

Groundwater Rule (GWR) establishes multiple barriers to protect against bacteria and viruses in 

drinking water from groundwater sources and establishes a targeted strategy to identify 

groundwater systems at high risk for fecal contamination.  The GWR was issued as a final 

regulation in 2006.  This rule applies to public groundwater systems (systems that have at least 

15 service connections or regularly serve at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the 

year).  Implementation of this rule began in January 2010.  The requirements of this rule include: 

• System sanitary surveys conducted by the State which are intended to identify 

significant deficiencies,  

• Hydrogeologic sensitivity assessments for non-disinfected systems,  

• Source water microbial monitoring by systems that do not disinfect and draw from 

hydrogeologically sensitive aquifers or have detected fecal indicators within the 

system’s distribution system,  

• Corrective action by any system with significant deficiencies or positive microbial 

samples indicating fecal contamination, and 

• Compliance monitoring for systems which disinfect to ensure that they reliably achieve 

4-log (99.99 percent) inactivation or removal of viruses. 

A positive total coliform result from the TCR routine sampling triggers source water monitoring.  

Source water monitoring requires the system to collect a sample from the well(s) for further 

microbial analysis.  If the sample is positive, then the system must take corrective action as 

directed by the state.  A groundwater system’s best action to maintain compliance with the 

Groundwater Rule is to maintain chlorine residuals in the distribution system sufficient to 

prevent positive coliform results in their TCR samples.  

 Summary of Regulations 

In order to protect the public’s health, multiple regulations have been implemented in the 

treatment of surface and groundwaters.  These enforceable regulations are known as the primary 

drinking water standards.  The enforcement of these primary standards in South Dakota falls 
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under the jurisdiction of the SD DANR.  In addition, secondary guidelines have been generated 

and are helpful for utilities to create treatment goals that cost effectively meet the customers’ 

desired water quality.  The secondary guidelines are not enforceable but should provide guidance 

for commonly acceptable ranges of other undesirable water constituents.  

The primary drinking water standards divide raw water into two categories.  (1) Surface water, or 

GWUDISW and (2) Groundwater.  The primary standards for surface water are more stringent 

than for groundwater.  The added level of requirements for treating surface waters stems from 

the desire to limit the transmission of infectious diseases that may be found more commonly in 

surface waters.  

Section 4.2.1 highlighted the primary regulations that overlap the use of surface water or 

groundwater.  Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 provided detailed information on the added primary 

regulations associated with the treatment of surface water and groundwater respectively.  EPA 

rules specific to surface water only and groundwater only have been summarized and are 

provided in Table 4.15. 
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Table 4.15 - Surface Water Only and Groundwater Only Rules 

Surface Water Only Groundwater Only 

Rule Objective Rule Objective 

SWTR 

Applies to all public water systems (PWSs) using surface 

water sources or groundwater sources under the direct 

influence of surface water (GWUDISW) 

Requires most water systems to filter and disinfect water 

from surface water sources or GWUDISW 

Requires 3-log inactivation of Giardia and 4-log 

inactivation of viruses via filtration and disinfection 

Includes treatment technique (TT) requirements for filtered 

and unfiltered systems to protect against adverse health 

effects of exposure to pathogens 

Adds the 3x3 treatment matrix for the reduction in DBP 

precursors depending on source water TOC and alkalinity 

content for conventional coagulation and softening 

systems. 

GWR 

System sanitary surveys 

conducted by the State which 

are intended to identify 

significant deficiencies 

Hydrogeologic sensitivity 

assessments for non-

disinfected systems 

Source water microbial 

monitoring by systems that 

do not disinfect and draw 

from hydrogeologically 

sensitive aquifers or have 

detected fecal indicators 

within the system’s 

distribution system 

Corrective action by any 

system with significant 

deficiencies or positive 

microbial samples indicating 

fecal contamination 

Compliance monitoring for 

systems which disinfect to 

ensure that they reliably 

achieve 4-log (99.99 percent) 

inactivation or removal of 

viruses. 

IESWTR 

Applies to all public water systems using surface water, or 

GWUDISW, that serve 10,000 or more persons 

Sets a maximum contaminant level goal (MCLG) of zero 

for Cryptosporidium 

Sets a 2-log Cryptosporidium removal requirements for 

systems that provide filtration   

Requires that watershed protection programs address 

Cryptosporidium for systems that are not required to 

provide filtration 

Requires individual filter turbidity monitoring to detect 

and troubleshoot filters with excessive effluent turbidity 

Establishes requirements for covers on newly finished 

water reservoirs 

Requires sanitary surveys, conducted by states, for all 

surface water systems regardless of size 

Requires systems to calculate levels of microbial 

inactivation to address risk trade-offs with disinfection 

byproducts 

LT2ESWTR 

Applies to all PWSs that use surface water or GWUDISW 

Targets additional Cryptosporidium treatment 

requirements to higher risk systems, based on raw water 

sample test results 

Requires provisions to reduce risks from uncovered 

finished water storage facilities 

Provides provisions to ensure that systems maintain 

microbial protection as they take steps to reduce the 

formation of disinfection byproducts 

  

FBRR 

Applies to all public water systems using conventional or 

direct filtration to treat surface water, or GWUDISW, 

regardless of size 

Requires public water systems (PWSs) to review their 

backwash water recycling practices to ensure that they do 

not compromise microbial control 

Requires recycled filter backwash water to go through all 

processes of a system’s conventional or direct filtration 

treatment. 
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 Water Quality Goals 

The City has indicated that the water quality objectives of a future water source shall meet the 

water quality of the existing water supply system.  As described in the Sections above, the source 

water for Mitchell shall adhere to the Primary Drinking Water Standards and Regulations.  The 

source water shall also be in consideration of the Secondary Drinking Water Standards and 

Regulations and maintain the aesthetic, cosmetic, technical, and other (i.e., hardness) water 

quality parameters. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SELECTION 

The goal of this Facility Plan is to evaluate the available alternatives and determine the least 

environmentally impactful alternative that will provide the City of Mitchell with a water system 

that will best serve the City’s current and future water needs in a safe, reliable and affordable 

manner.  This can be accomplished by different means.  These alternatives are further discussed 

in detail in the following paragraphs.  

In addition, construction capital costs, operations and maintenance costs, and a 20-year life-cycle 

cost (LCC) analysis were developed for each of the alternatives described below.  Capital costs 

for each alternative are presented in 2020 dollars, and are included, along with the Operations 

and Maintenance (O&M) costs described herein, to determine a LCC for each alternative. 

Operations and maintenance costs mainly consisted of the following: 

• Pumping costs (electric demands) 

• Chemical treatment 

• Storage/System maintenance 

• WTP operations and maintenance 

• Cost of purchased water from Rural Water System 

• Replacement of critical infrastructure 

The O&M costs that are presented in the subsequent sections are intended to be an increase in 

O&M costs related to each alternative.  Distribution system O&M costs that the City currently 

endures are not accounted for in the O&M costs listed below.  The O&M costs were estimated 

using both variable and fixed costs.  Variable costs, such as pumping, chemical treatment, WTP 

operations, and purchasing of water, were all calculated per each thousand gallons (kgal) of 

water either treated, pumped, or purchased.  The annual O&M costs will vary each year based on 

the demand pattern that Mitchell experiences.  Some variable costs, such as pumping, were 

calculated based on the City of Mitchell’s historical O&M data and current utility rates.  

Expenses for chemical treatment and WTP operations were calculated based on the expected 

water quality of each alternative, and the appropriate level of chemical treatment necessary to 

maintain a finished water quality equal to the water quality that the City of Mitchell has in its 

current distribution system.  Cost of purchased water from rural water systems is based upon the 

calculated future Mitchell demands, minimum flow requirements for each alternative, and the 

current rate structure of the respective rural water systems.  

 

Personnel costs differ for each alternative and are described in detail for each alternative.  The 

personnel costs that are included for all alternatives do not account for current distribution and 
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maintenance costs that the City of Mitchell currently incurs.  The additional costs are associated 

with the additional personnel that are required to properly maintain and operator the 

infrastructure based on the complexity of operations presented by each alternative. 

Fixed O&M costs included maintenance and replacement and were generally based on the 

assumed useful life of the equipment or infrastructure and necessary maintenance to maintain 

and prolong that equipment’s useful life. 

All alternatives were evaluated based on a 20-year life-cycle cost analysis, which takes into 

consideration the infrastructure capital costs and all associated O&M costs for a 20-year 

timeframe.  Detailed information for each alternative is listed below.  As Mitchell’s demands 

will vary between now (2020) and their future projected demands (2040) and to minimize the 

number of assumptions related to calculating inflation, increases in electrical and chemical usage 

costs, and flow variation with increasing population and seasonal fluctuations, this analysis used 

an average 2030 Mitchell water demand, calculated by linearly interpolating between the 

historical usage data and the projected 2040 demand, as the basis for the O&M, and simply 

assumed inflationary increases were offset by the interest rate to discount future dollars back to a 

total 2020 project cost.  The result is an LCC which is equal to the capital construction cost plus 

20 times the annual O&M costs. 

The alternatives developed and evaluated herein this section includes: 

1. Do Nothing Alternative 

2. Alternative 1 – B-Y Water & 2.5 MG Ground Storage 

3. Alternative 2 – Randall Community Water District Rural Water 

4. Alternative 3 – Lake Mitchell 

5. Alternative 4 – Missouri River 

5.1 Do Nothing Alternative 

The Do Nothing alternative would maintain the status quo and not make any improvements to 

the existing water system.  Operation of the system would continue to purchase water from the 

B-Y Water District which would fill the City’s existing clearwell.  From there the water would 

be pumped into the distribution system to fill the Burr, South and West elevated tanks.   

The system currently relies on water from a single source which leaves the City vulnerable to 

outages upstream with limited emergency storage.  Additionally, there is not enough equalization 

storage to account for future peak demands as the amount of water the pipe can deliver is 

hydraulically limited.   
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Additionally, the City currently exceeds the amount in its contract for water supply from B-Y 

Water District and would need to renegotiate to accommodate current and future project flows. 

If little or no improvements are made to the Mitchell distribution system, the City is more 

vulnerable to water supply issues and growth would also be limited as the existing B-Y supply 

system cannot supply enough water at a sufficient pressure under future peak demands.  Because 

the Do Nothing alternative does not address these concerns, it has been removed from further 

consideration.    

5.2 Alternative 1 – B-Y Water & 2.5 MG Ground Storage 

As B-Y Water District is the current primary source for water for the city of Mitchell, this 

alternative features an updated water supply agreement, and the associated infrastructure to 

accommodate a single source, including a new 2.5 MG ground storage reservoir (GSR) and 

pump station. 

Since the B-Y Water District alternative is a single source alternative, the capacity will match the 

2040 water demands that were projected in earlier sections – the average day demand equals 2.14 

MGD and the maximum day demand is 5.4 MGD.  As communicated in meetings with B-Y 

Water District staff, an 18-hour delivery period would be preferred.  A 24-hour delivery of 2.14 

MGD and 5.4 MGD is equivalent to instantaneous flow rates of 1,486 and 3,750 gallons per 

minute (gpm), respectively.  A delivery of water across an 18-hour period would increase the 

instantaneous flow rates to 1,981 and 5,000 gpm, respectively.  The additional 2.5 MG of ground 

storage would allow flexibility in operating the B-Y system as well as the Mitchell pump station 

to meet current and peak future demands.   

The existing B-Y Water District infrastructure that is used to deliver water to Mitchell is shown 

schematically in Figure 5.1.   
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Figure 5.1 - Schematic Diagram of B-Y Water District Infrastructure 

In order to increase the capacity of water available to Mitchell to meet the estimated future 

demands, B-Y management and engineers have expressed the need to add a pipeline parallel to 

the existing pipeline north from the B-Y WTP to the West Main Line (WML) Pump Station and 

to upgrade the WML Pump Station (these facilities are highlighted in red in Figure 5.1).  The 

need to upgrade these facilities to provide increased capacity was anticipated in the water 

delivery agreement between B-Y Water District and Mitchell.  Specific information from B-Y’s 



 

 

Mitchell Water System Improvements Facility Plan 

September 2021 

 

Page 62 of 122  

 

 

engineer regarding these improvements has not been obtained to date, so the city of Mitchell 

staff and the AE2S/InfrastructureDG engineering team assumed the anticipated B-Y upgrades 

include 13.5 miles of 24” PVC pipe installed from the B-Y WTP to the WML Pump Station.  In 

addition, the WML Pump Station modifications were assumed to include upgrades to the existing 

pumps and potential addition of pumps to appropriately supply the increased demands from 

Mitchell.  Hereinafter, the parallel pipe and pump station modifications are referred to as the B-Y 

system upgrades. 

Additional storage capacity to reduce the risk of having one water source was investigated.  The 

existing B-Y delivery system has no redundancy in the pipelines that deliver water to Mitchell, 

causing a single point of failure risk if there is a pipe break emergency.  This risk can be 

mitigated by providing water storage in Mitchell to meet water demands during a pipe 

break/repair emergency.   

Currently Mitchell has 2.8 million gallons of elevated storage capacity including the West Tank 

(1.5 MG), the South Tank (1.0 MG) and the Burr Tank (0.3 MG).  The Burr Tank is slated for 

decommissioning, leaving an available elevated storage of 2.5 MG.  The May 15, 2020 

“Hydraulic Model Scenarios Summary” technical memorandum recommended 5 MG total 

storage is needed to equalize customer demands and provide fire/emergency storage (assuming 

B-Y Water District is retained as a single source), requiring an additional storage volume of 2.5 

MG to be located at Mitchell.    

Since the Tripp tank has a higher elevation than Mitchell, water flows by gravity through the 

existing 24-inch diameter pipe that delivers B-Y water to Mitchell.  Hydraulic modeling 

indicates the maximum flow rate of water delivery through this pipe directly to elevated storage 

in Mitchell is approximately 3,500 gpm.  Adding the 2.5 MG of ground storage, the 24-inch pipe 

could deliver approximately 4,800 gpm to Mitchell, assuming low water level in the Tripp tank 

and high-water level in the GSR.  A new GSR will require a pump station to deliver the water 

from the tank to the Mitchell distribution system and the pump station is included as part of the 

Direct Connection to Mitchell. 

In addition to the B-Y system upgrades, the city of Mitchell prefers that the existing WTP be 

abandoned and demolished.  Since the B-Y water currently is routed through the existing WTP, 

piping modifications at the WTP are needed to allow the system to utilize the existing 

Mitchell/B-Y pipe connection around the east side of the City.  This additional piping at the 

WTP is referred to as the WTP bypass piping.   

Currently, the Mitchell distribution system south of I-90 experiences low pressure in some areas 

and experiences high water age leading to low chlorine residuals.  These conditions and various 

alternatives to address them were examined in the May 15, 2020 “Hydraulic Model Scenarios 

Summary” technical memorandum.  The modeling effort revealed a direct connection into the 
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south portion of the distribution is possible with piping improvements and enables a higher-

pressure zone in this area.  The direct connection would also improve the water age in this zone.   

 Treatment Requirements 

Since the B-Y alternative provides water equivalent to the existing water quality, it does not 

require treatment and as described above, would include abandoning and demolishing the 

existing WTP.  However, the capability to add chlorine, ammonia and a phosphate corrosion 

control chemical would be provided at the B-Y/Mitchell direction connection (in the pump 

house) to ensure consistent chloramine residual and corrosion control chemistry. 

 Cost Estimate 

5.2.2.1 Capital Cost 

An estimated cost to complete the water system infrastructure improvements is provided in Table 

5.1.  
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Table 5.1 - Alternative 1 Estimated Capital Costs Summary 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution 

System 
1 LS $2,780,000  $2,780,000  

     Mobilization 1 LS $200,000    

     Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm 150 ft TDH) 1 LS $110,000    

     Pump House (40’x50’) 1 LS $510,000    

     Electrical and Controls 1 LS $430,000    

     Piping and Valving 1 LS $350,000    

     Chemical Feed Systems 1 LS $150,000    

     Site Work and Pipe Connections 1 LS $1,030,000    

2.5 MG Finished Water Storage (GSR) 1 LS $2,600,000  $2,600,000  

WTP Bypass Piping 1 LS $250,000  $250,000  

South Connection Piping Improvements 1 LS $150,000  $150,000  

South Pressure Zone Pumps, Piping and 

Valving 
1 LS $500,000  $500,000  

Demolition of Burr Street Tank 1 LS $90,000  $90,000  

Pipeline from B-Y WTP to WML Pump 

Station 
13.50 mi $430,000  $4,650,000  

B-Y WML Pump Station Upgrade 1 LS $1,000,000  $1,000,000  

Abandon WTP Facility 1 LS $1,100,000  $1,100,000  

Subtotal       $13,120,000  

Contingencies*     40% $5,300,000  

Total Construction Costs       $18,420,000  

   Land Acquisition 1 LS $150,000  $150,000  

   Geotechnical Services 1 LS $50,000  $50,000  

   Legal/Admin/Engineering     18% $3,380,000  

Total Capital Cost       $22,000,000  

 * Contingency % increased to account for unknowns with B-Y improvements 

5.2.2.2 Operations and Maintenance Cost 

Operations and maintenance costs for the B-Y alternative includes pumping costs, chemical 

treatment, replacement, storage and system maintenance, and purchased B-Y water.   

Personnel 

The B-Y alternative has not included any additional personnel costs, as there is no additional 

treatment that is needed.  
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Purchased Water 

Purchased water from B-Y was based on the average annual flow between historical water 

demand data (2014-2018) and projected future Mitchell demands (2040).  B-Y water rates for the 

O&M calculations are listed in Table 5.2. 

Table 5.2 - 2019 B-Y Water District Rate Structure 

Rate/kgal < 2.65 MGD 

2.65 MGD 

to 

2.90 MGD 

2.90 MGD 

to 

3.15 MGD 

> 3.15 MGD 

B-Y Water District $1.06 $1.96 $2.46 $2.96 

Utilities 

Historical utility data was used to estimate the number of kilowatt-hours required to pump 

Mitchell’s water demands in the system and the current utility rates for the City of Mitchell.  In 

addition, current chemical feed rates and cost of chemicals was used to calculate the cost of to 

provide the appropriate level of chemical treatment.  Results from the investigation of the utility 

usage and rates was used throughout the descriptions listed below. 

Replacement 

Replacement costs were based on an assumed percentage of equipment and infrastructure capital 

costs, as are generally experienced in this region.  For the B-Y alternative, a replacement cost 

was calculated using a 2.5% multiplier on the capital costs associated with pumps, electrical and 

controls, chemical feed pumps, and valving. 

O&M Summary 

A summary of the B-Y alternative O&M costs is listed below along with the calculated annual 

O&M total. 

• Alternative 1:  B-Y Water and 2.5 MG Ground Storage 

o Pumping Costs: $0.085/kgal. 

▪ Pumping is assumed to occur for all flow as the ground storage alternative 

will break the available head from the Tripp tank flow through the ground 

storage tank will keep water fresh.  Pumping costs are less than the current 

costs since the ground storage tank will be at a higher elevation than the 

Mitchell WTP. 

o Chemical cost: $0.02/kgal. 

o Replacement: 2.5% of capital cost to equipment and infrastructure. 
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o Storage maintenance: $750,000 every 20-years for storage recoating and $2,000 

every 3-years for storage inspection. 

o Annual O&M: $1,140,000 

5.2.2.3 Life Cycle Cost 

Table 5.3 - Alternative 1 LCC Summary 

Source Water Alternative 

Total 

Capital Cost 

($2020) 

Annual 

O&M 

($2020) 

20-Yr LCC 

($2020) 

B-Y Water & 2.5 MG Ground Storage $22,000,000 $1,140,000 $44,800,000 

5.3 Alternative 2 – Randall Community Water District Rural Water 

A Randall Community Water District (RCWD) source water supply alternative would provide a 

supplemental water source to Mitchell from an established rural water system.  RCWD staff has 

expressed interest in making Mitchell a member of their system and stated they have enough 

system capacity to deliver water to meet Mitchell’s demands. 

 Capacity 

Additional capacity needed from RCWD to meet Mitchell’s projected 2040 maximum day 

demand of 5.4 MGD was determined based on historical Mitchell usage, obtained from billing 

reports, and a comparison of the rate structures for purchased water from B-Y Water District and 

RCWD. 

Mitchell’s historical water use data from 2014 through 2018 was used to determine daily demand 

variations for a typical 2040 test year.  Extrapolating the last 5 years of historical data out to 

2040 was based on the ratio of the single maximum day demand across the five-year period from 

2014 through 2018 to the projected 2040 maximum day demand of 5.4 MGD.  The ratio of the 

projected maximum day demand divided by the historical maximum day was then used to 

extrapolate each historical daily demand to a projected 2040 daily demand.  This approach 

created a maximum day demand equal to that which was calculated in the Basis of Planning 

Chapter, but by doing so, created a conservative approach to estimating the average day demand. 

RCWD proposed a unit cost for water at $2.30 per thousand gallons for budget planning.  Based 

on the fact that RCWD water rates are more economical than B-Y Water District for daily 

demands greater than 2.90 MGD, as shown in Table 5.4, the purchased water rate tiers were used 

as the determining value for which flows would come from this supplemental RCWD source.  
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Therefore, under this RCWD alternative option, B-Y would provide up to 2.90 MGD with the 

additional 2.50 MGD (5.40 MGD total, which equals the 2040 maximum day demand) provided 

by RCWD.   

Table 5.4 - 2019 B-Y Water District and Randall Community Water District Water Rate 

Structure 

Rate/kgal < 2.65 MGD 

2.65 MGD 

to 

2.90 MGD 

2.90 MGD 

to 

3.15 MGD 

> 3.15 MGD 

B-Y Water District Water $1.06 $1.96 $2.46 $2.96 

RCWD Water $2.30 $2.30 $2.30 $2.30 

Figure 5.2 shows a typical 2040 daily demand curve.  Current B-Y rate structure tiers are shown 

by the orange lines, with 2.90 MGD determined to be the point of separation between B-Y and 

RCWD. 
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Figure 5.2 - Projected 2040 Mitchell Water Usage 

An alternative water source from RCWD would require extensive horizontal infrastructure.  Due 

to the extended water age in the length of pipeline required for this alternative, especially under 

scenarios in which the daily demand was below the 2.90 MGD threshold, it was determined that 

a minimum daily flow be incorporated for this alternative to keep the water fresh in the 

transmission pipeline between RCWD and Mitchell.  Based on the length of pipe and a 

maximum water age of 20 days, the required minimum daily flow from RCWD to preserve water 

quality is 0.25 MGD.  The resulting 2040 projected water usage from each source is shown in 

Figure 5.3 – blue denotes water obtained from B-Y Water District, and red denotes water 

obtained from RCWD. 
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Figure 5.3 - Projected 2040 Mitchell Water Usage with RCWD Alternative 

The resulting RCWD average day demand, when calculated by averaging the minimum flow of 

0.25 MGD when total Mitchell demand is below 2.90 MGD, and RCWD flow for any Mitchell 

demand that exceeds 2.90 MGD is 0.42 MGD.  Therefore, the assumed average day demand for 

a RCWD supplemental supply would be 0.42 MGD with a maximum day demand of 2.5 MGD. 

 Water Transmission Infrastructure 

Horizontal infrastructure considered for the RCWD alternative includes a pipeline from the 

existing RCWD ground storage tank located north of the Platte WTP to the RCWD Stickney 

tower.  This pipeline is anticipated to be approximately 38 miles of 20-inch PVC pipe, shown in 

green in Figure 5.4.  From the Stickney tower, an additional 31 miles of 16-inch PVC pipeline 

would be needed to deliver water to Mitchell.  Depending on the amount of future water demand 

needed by existing RCWD customers the alignment and/or diameter of the pipeline could vary 
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slightly.  To benefit existing users, a pipeline that continued north to Interstate 90 and then east 

to Mitchell’s WTP would be preferred, as shown by the red line in Figure 5.4.   

If no additional flow was desired by existing customers, a pipeline that headed east to Highway 

37 and then north to the general location of Mitchell’s existing B-Y Water District delivery point 

would be the preferred option, as shown in blue in Figure 5.4.  To connect from the delivery 

point to the Mitchell WTP, an additional 5.5 miles of 16” pipe would be also be required.  

Without additional information regarding the infrastructure needs of existing RCWD customers, 

the latter option was assumed for planning purposes.  Based on discussions with RCWD staff 

and their engineers, it was determined that a cost share of 70% Mitchell/30% RCWD would be 

applicable for this infrastructure and this cost share was carried throughout this alternative 

evaluation. 

In addition to the capital costs of the transmission pipeline, the city of Mitchell would also be 

required to pay their share of the vertical assets (WTP and storage) in the form of a membership 

fee.  This membership fee would be based on a Mitchell share of 33% on the existing RCWD 

asset debt.  This membership fee would essentially give Mitchell a stake in existing RCWD 

assets. 
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Figure 5.4 - RCWD Alternative Pipeline Routes 
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 Treatment Requirements 

As discussed, RCWD source water would require softening to match the water quality of the 

existing system.  RCWD water would be delivered to the raw water piping of the Mitchell WTP, 

and be treated with lime softening, recarbonation and filtration, and then be blended in the 

clearwell with the B-Y water.  A schematic diagram of this approach is shown in Figure 5.5. 

The existing Mitchell WTP consists of two (2) 3.5 MGD trains for a total system capacity of 7 

MGD.  As determined above, the required capacity for the RCWD alternative, 2.5 MGD, would 

only require upgrades to one of the WTP trains.  To treat water delivered from RCWD system to 

match the B-Y water, required WTP upgrades include: 

• Presedimentation Basin Rehabilitation (Clean internals) 

• Lime Softening Solid Contact Basin 

o Lime Softening Equipment Replacement 

o Lime Slaker System (Lime Silo Repairs (Bottom Half) and Bin Activators (1 silo 

per train)) 

• Sludge Blowdown Pump Replacement (2 pumps @ 400 gpm ea. per train)  

• Recarbonation / Final Settling Basin 

o Additional Walls and Over/Under Baffles 

o 24" DIP Piping and Fittings 

• Four Cell Filter 

o Filter Replacement (Underdrains, media, valves, washtrough, control panel) 

• Chemical Feed Systems 

o Sodium Aluminate/Polymer Feed Pumps (2 per train) and Tank Scale 

o Polyphosphate Feed Pumps (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 

o PSF CO2 Feeder (1 per train) 

o CO2 Feed Tank Upgrades 

o Ton Cylinder Chlorine Feeders (2 for one train or 3 for both trains) 

o Ammonia Feed System (1 feed point) 

• Other WTP Upgrades 

o High Service Pump VFD's (4 Total - 3 @ 3,000 gpm, 1 @ 1,500 gpm) 

o Pipe Rehab - Coatings/Painting 

o HVAC/Air Handling Upgrades 

o Electrical Upgrades (General Plant Upgrades) 
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Figure 5.5 - RCWD Schematic Diagram (Lime Softening at Mitchell WTP) 
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 Cost Estimate 

5.3.4.1 Capital Cost 

An estimated cost to complete the water system infrastructure improvements is provided in Table 

5.5 with a detailed WTP upgrade estimate in Table 5.6. 

Table 5.5 - Alternative 2 Estimated Capital Costs Summary 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

WTP Facility Upgrades 1 LS $ 5,637,000 $ 5,640,000 

Subtotal    $ 5,640,000 

Contingencies   30% $ 1,700,000 

Total Construction Costs    $ 7,340,000 

Legal/Admin/Engineering   20% $ 1,470,000 

Total Capital Cost    $ 8,810,000 

Pipeline to Mitchell PRV Vault (38 mi. – 20” / 33 

mi. – 16” – 70% Mitchell share) 

1 LS $ 29,631,400 $ 20,750,000 

Pipe from Mitchell PRV Vault to Mitchell WTP 

(5.5 mi. – 16”) 

5.5 mi $ 263,000 $ 1,450,000 

Membership Fee ($22M – Randall Debt, 33% 

Mitchell share) 

1 LS $ 22,000,000 $ 7,260,000 

Total Capital Cost (Randall Connection)    $ 29,460,000 

Total Capital Cost    $ 38,270,000 
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Table 5.6 - Alternative 2 Detailed WTP Upgrades Capital Costs Summary 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Mobilization    $ 513,000 

     Mobilization 1 LS $ 512,400 $ 512,400 

Presedimentation Solids Contact Basin    $ 33,000  

     Presedimentation Basin Rehabilitation  1 EA $ 32,500 $ 32,500 

Lime Softening Solids Contact Basin    $1,464,000 

     Lime Softening Equipment Replacement 1 EA $ 617,500 $ 617,500 

     Lime Slaker System 1 EA $ 794,500 $ 794,500 

     Sludge Blowdown Pump Replacement 2 EA $ 26,000 $ 52,000 

Recarbonation / Final Settling Basin    $134,000 

     Additional Walls and Over/Under Baffles 1 EA $ 87,750 $ 87,800 

     24” DIP Piping and Fittings 1 EA $ 45,500 $ 45,500 

Four Cell Filter    $1,560,000 

   Filter Replacement (Underdrains, media, etc.)  2 EA $ 780,000 $1,560,000 

Chemical Feed Systems    $ 733,000 

     Sodium Aluminate/Polymer Feed Pumps 1 EA $ 48,000 $ 48,000 

     Polyphosphate Feed Pumps and tank scale 1 EA $ 30,000 $ 30,000 

     PSF CO2 Feeder (1 per train) 1 EA $ 243,000 $ 243,000 

     CO2 Feed Tank Upgrades 1 EA $ 130,000 $ 130,000 

     Ton Cylinder Chlorine Feeders 1 LS $ 140,800 $ 140,800 

     Ammonia Feed System (1-feed point)  1 LS $ 140,800 $ 140,800 

Other WTP Upgrades    $ 1,200,000 

     High Service Pumps VFDs  1 LS $ 300,000 $ 300,000 

     Pipe Rehab – Coatings/Paintings 1 LS $ 300,000 $ 300,000 

     HVAC/Air Handling Upgrades 1 LS $ 300,000 $ 300,000 

     Electrical Upgrades (General Plant Upgrades) 1 LS $ 300,000 $ 300,000 

Subtotal    $ 5,637,000 

5.3.4.2 Operations and Maintenance Cost 

Operations and maintenance costs included for the Randall alternative includes WTP operations 

and treatment costs, additional WTP staffing and maintenance, replacement, purchased B-Y and 

Randall water, and high service pumping costs.   

Personnel 

The Randall alternative will require operation of the WTP and therefore will require additional 

personnel at the WTP.  For the treatment required, 2.5 full-time equivalents (FTE) have been 

included.  
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Purchased Water 

Purchased water from B-Y and RCWD was based on the average annual flow between historical 

water demand data (2014-2018) and projected future Mitchell demands (2040).  B-Y and RCWD 

water rates for the O&M calculations are listed in Table 5.4. 

Utilities 

Historical utility data was used to estimate the number of kilowatt-hours required to pump 

Mitchell’s water demands in the system and the current utility rates for the City of Mitchell.  In 

addition, current chemical feed rates and cost of chemicals was used to calculate the cost to 

provide the appropriate level of chemical treatment.  Results from investigation of the utility 

usage and rates was used throughout the descriptions listed below. 

Replacement 

Replacement costs were based on an assumed percentage of equipment and infrastructure capital 

costs, as are generally experienced in this region.  For the Randall alternative, a replacement cost 

was calculated using a 1.0% multiplier on the capital costs associated with all costs for upgrading 

the WTP and associated treatment processes and equipment. 

O&M Summary 

Details of the Randall alternative O&M costs are listed below along with the calculated annual 

O&M total. 

• Alternative 2:  Randall CWD 

o WTP Operations and Treatment cost: $0.20/kgal. 

o Personnel and Maintenance: 2.5 FTEs 

o Replacement: 1% of required WTP construction capital costs 

o Purchased water from B-Y (up to 2.9 MGD). 

o Purchased water from Randall (up to 2.5 MGD). 

o Pumping Costs: $0.13/kgal. 

▪ Pumping will occur from the WTP for all flows (both B-Y and Randall) as 

flows from each source will be blended at the WTP. 

o Annual O&M: $1,450,000 
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5.3.4.3 Life Cycle Cost 

Table 5.7 - Alternative 2 LCC Summary 

Source Water Alternative 

Total 

Capital Cost 

($2020) 

Annual 

O&M 

($2020) 

20-Yr LCC 

($2020) 

Randall CWD $38,270,000 $1,450,000 $67,270,000 

5.4 Alternative 3 – Lake Mitchell 

The existing Mitchell WTP treated Lake Mitchell water prior to Mitchell adding their B-Y 

source water in 2003.  Mitchell retains the water rights to use water from Lake Mitchell for its 

public water supply.  Since water is available from this source, the existing intake and WTP 

infrastructure is in place and in serviceable condition with renovations to enable future operation, 

a Lake Mitchell alternative was evaluated. 

 Capacity 

The Lake Mitchell alternative was evaluated at a production capacity that matched the flow 

capacity of the RCWD alternative, using treated Lake Mitchell water to provide a max day 

treated production of 2.5 MGD as a supplemental source to blend with the existing B-Y supply.  

In order to match existing Mitchell water quality (ensuring effective taste and odor removal and 

matching the hardness and dissolved solids concentrations of the B-Y water) ozone treatment 

and reverse osmosis would be needed in addition to the processes included in the existing water 

treatment plant.  Pre-treated, softened water would be treated using ozone for taste and odor 

control, and then filtered through granular media filters that would be transformed to 

biofiltration.  This filtered water would be partially treated with RO, and the RO treated water 

would be blended with non-RO treated water to produce a blend that has quality equivalent to the 

B-Y water quality.   

The RO treatment process creates a waste stream, or concentrate, that would need to be 

discharged to a nearby receiving stream.  The surface water discharge permit water quality 

anticipated for the James River dictates the dissolved solids concentration of the discharged 

concentrate stream, which in turn establishes the quantity of discharge.  Accounting for the water 

lost in the concentrate stream and other water losses in the other water treatment processes (filter 

backwash waste, water in settled solids, etc.) the maximum day WTP raw water flow is 

estimated at 4.5 MGD to produce a maximum day treated water flow rate of 2.5 MGD. 

 Intake and Raw Water Pumping Requirements 

The existing Lake Mitchell raw water intake and pump station has sufficient capacity to provide 

4.9 MGD to the WTP and is serviceable with relatively minor maintenance.   
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 Treatment Requirements 

As described above, the WTP will be updated with ozone treatment accompanied with RO 

treatment.  The entire existing WTP would be updated and ozone and RO added to meet the 4.9 

MGD raw water flow rate for the 2.5 MGD finished water flowrate.  The schematic diagram of 

this option is shown in Figure 5.6.  RO treatment will also require a separate building addition to 

house all RO treatment and ancillary equipment.   

Required WTP upgrades include: 

• Alternative 3: Lake Mitchell 

o Presedimentation Solid Contact Basin 

▪ Presedimentation Basin Rehabilitation (New drives and clean internals) 

o Lime Softening Solid Contact Basin 

▪ Lime Softening Equipment Replacement 

▪ Lime Slaker System (Lime Silo Repairs (Bottom Half) and Bin Activators 

(1 silo per train)) 

o Sludge Blowdown Pump Replacement (2 pumps @ 400 gpm ea. per train) 

o Recarbonation / Final Settling Basin 

▪ Additional Walls and Over/Under Baffles 

▪ 24" DIP Piping and Fittings 

o Four Cell Filter 

▪ Filter Replacement (Underdrains, media, valves, washtroughs, control 

panel) 

o Ozone Treatment 

▪ 3.5 MGD System (Retrofit into Final Settling Basin) 

▪ Ozone Electrical Upgrades  

▪ Basin Rehab/Reconfiguration 

o Reverse Osmosis Facility 

▪ 3 - 1 MGD single stage skid - 50% recovery (includes feed pumps, chem 

feed systems, CIP system, n+1 design, etc.) 

▪ Concentrate System (Piping, Discharge Equip, etc.) 

▪ RO Building (85'x40'x15') (includes foundation, finishes, HVAC, and 

electrical) 

o Chemical Feed Systems 

▪ Chemical Transfer Pumps 

• Alum 

• Fluoride 

▪ Pretreatment Chemical Feed Pumps 

• Alum Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 

o Sodium Aluminate/Polymer Feed Pumps (2 per train) and 

Tank Scale 

• Permanganate Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 

• Chlorine Dioxide Feed System Generator (1 per train) 

o Replace PAC System Sack System Solution Replacement 

o PAC Feed Pump (1 per train) 
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▪ Post Softening Chemical Systems 

• Polyphosphate Feed Pumps (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 

• PSF CO2 Feeder (1 per train) 

• CO2 Feed Tank Upgrades 

• Ton Cylinder Chlorine Feeders (2 for one train or 3 for both trains) 

• Ammonia Feed System (1 feed point) 

• Fluoride Feed Pump (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 

o Other WTP Upgrades 

▪ High Service Pump VFD's (4 Total - 3 @ 3,000 gpm, 1 @ 1,500 gpm) 

▪ Pipe Rehab - Coatings/Painting 

▪ HVAC/Air Handling Upgrades 

▪ Electrical Upgrades (General Plant Upgrades) 
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Figure 5.6 - Lake Mitchell Alternative WTP Schematic Diagram 
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 Cost Estimate 

5.4.4.1 Capital Cost 

An estimated cost to complete the water system infrastructure improvements is provided in Table 

5.8.  A more detailed list of each item is provided in Table 5.9.  

Table 5.8 - Alternative 3 Estimated Capital Costs Summary   

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

WTP Facility Upgrades 1 LS $ 19,972,000 $ 19,980,000 

Subtotal    $ 19,980,000 

Contingencies   30% $ 6,000,000 

Total Construction Costs    $ 25,980,000 

Legal/Admin/Engineering   20% $ 5,200,000 

Total Capital Cost    $ 31,180,000 
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Table 5.9 - Detailed List of Alternative 3 Improvements 

 

 

Quantity Unit
Installed 

Unit Cost
Installed Cost

Mobilization 1,816,000$   

Mobilization 1 LS 1,815,600$ 1,815,600$   

Presedimentation Solid Contact Basin 260,000$      

Presedimentation Basin Rehabilitation (New drives and clean internals) 2 EA 130,000$    260,000$      

Lime Softening Solid Contact Basin 2,879,000$   

Lime Softening Equipment Replacement 2 EA 617,500$    1,235,000$   

Lime Slaker System (Inc. Lime Silo Repairs (Bottom Half) and Bin Activators (1 

silo per train))
2 EA 795,600$    1,591,200$   

Sludge Blowdown Pump Replacement (2 pumps @ 400 pgm ea. per train) 4 EA 13,000$      52,000$        

Recarbonation / Final Settling Basin 267,000$      

Additional Walls and Over/Under Baffles 2 EA 87,750$      175,500$      

24" DIP Piping and Fittings 2 EA 45,500$      91,000$        

Four Cell Filter 1,560,000$   

Filter Replacement (Underdrains, media, valves, washtrough, control panel) 2 EA 780,000$    1,560,000$   

Ozone Treatment 5,616,000$   

3.5 MGD System (Retrofit into Final Settling Basin) 2 EA 2,297,750$ 4,595,500$   

Ozone Electrical Upgrades 2 EA 250,000$    500,000$      

Basin Rehab/Reconfiguration 2 EA 260,000$    520,000$      

Reverse Osmosis Facility 4,296,000$   

3 - 1 MGD single stage skid - 50% recovery (includes feed pumps, chem feed 

systems, CIP system, n+1 design, etc.)
1 LS 2,340,000$ 2,340,000$   

Concentrate System (Piping, Discharge Equip, etc.) 1 LS 260,000$    260,000$      

RO Building (85'x40'x15')

18" Foundation Wall (4' deep) 55 CY 1,170$        64,400$        

30" Strip Foundation 50 CY 1,170$        58,500$        

12" Concrete Slab 200 CY 975$           195,000$      

Precast Panels 3750 SF 78$             292,500$      

Hollow Core Roof 3400 SF 33$             110,500$      

Misc Building Finishes 1 LS 125,000$    125,000$      

Building HVAC 1 LS 150,000$    150,000$      

Building and RO Electrical 1 LS 700,000$    700,000$      

Chemical Feed Systems 2,078,000$   

Chemical Transfer Pumps

Alum 2 EA 12,000$      24,000$        

Fluoride 2 EA 12,000$      24,000$        

Pretreatment Chemical Feed Pumps

Alum Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 2 EA 30,000$      60,000$        

Sodium Aluminate/Polymer Feed Pumps (2 per train) and Tank Scale 2 EA 48,000$      96,000$        

Permanganate Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 2 EA 30,000$      60,000$        

Chlorine Dioxide Feed System Generator (1 per train) 2 EA 120,000$    240,000$      

Replace PAC System

Sack System Solution Replacement 2 EA 156,000$    312,000$      

PAC Feed Pump (1 per train) 2 EA 18,000$      36,000$        

Post Softening Chemical Systems

Polyphosphate Feed Pumps (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 2 EA 30,000$      60,000$        

PSF CO2 Feeder (1 per train) 2 EA 242,970$    486,000$      

CO2 Feed Tank Upgrades 2 EA 130,000$    260,000$      

Ton Cylinder Chlorine Feeders (2 for one train or 3 for both trains) 1 LS 179,660$    179,700$      

Ammonia Feed System (1 feed point - no ozone feed) 1 LS 179,660$    179,700$      

Fluoride Feed Pump (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 2 EA 30,000$      60,000$        

Other WTP Upgrades 1,200,000$   

High Service Pump VFD's (4 Total - 3 @ 3,000 gpm, 1 @ 1,500 gpm) 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$      

Pipe Rehab - Coatings/Painting 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$      

HVAC/Air Handling Upgrades 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$      

Electrical Upgrades (General Plant Upgrades) 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$      

Subtotal 19,972,000$ 

Lake Mitchell (Alt. 3A: Lake Mitchell 2.5 MGD - WTP Facility Upgrades) 
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5.4.4.2 Operations and Maintenance Cost 

Operations and maintenance costs included for the Lake Mitchell alternative includes RO 

pumping costs, chemical for RO treatment, WTP operations and treatment costs, additional WTP 

staffing and maintenance, replacement, purchased B-Y water, and high service pumping costs.   

Personnel 

The Lake Mitchell alternative will require full operation of the WTP and therefore will require 

additional personnel at the WTP.  For the treatment required, 2.5 FTEs have been included.  

Purchased Water 

Purchased water from B-Y was based on the average annual flow between historical water 

demand data (2014-2018) and projected future Mitchell demands (2040).  B-Y water rates for the 

O&M calculations are listed in Table 5.2. 

Utilities 

Historical utility data was used to estimate the number of kilowatt-hours required to pump 

Mitchell’s water demands in the system and the current utility rates for the City of Mitchell.  In 

addition, current chemical feed rates and cost of chemicals was used to calculate the cost to 

provide the appropriate level of chemical treatment.  Results from investigation of the utility 

usage and rates was used throughout the descriptions listed below. 

Replacement 

Replacement costs were based on an assumed percentage of equipment and infrastructure capital 

costs, as are generally experienced in this region.  For the Lake Mitchell alternative, a 

replacement cost was calculated using a 0.75% multiplier on the capital costs associated with all 

costs for upgrading the WTP and associated treatment processes and equipment.  This number is 

reduced from the other options, as a large portion of the WTP upgrades are for additional 

building footprint and infrastructure that has a much longer useful life than the treatment process 

equipment. 

O&M Summary 

Details of the Lake Mitchell alternative O&M costs are listed below along with the calculated 

annual O&M total. 

• Alternative 3:  Lake Mitchell 

o RO Pumping: $0.47/kgal treated 

o RO Chemicals: $0.39/kgal treated 

o WTP Operations and Treatment cost: $0.50/kgal. 

o Personnel and Maintenance: 2.5 FTEs 

o Replacement: 0.75% of required WTP construction capital costs 

o Purchased water from B-Y (up to 2.9 MGD). 
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o Pumping Costs: $0.13/kgal. 

▪ Pumping will occur from the WTP for all flows (both B-Y and Lake 

Mitchell) as flows from each source will be blended at the WTP. 

o Annual O&M: $1,430,000 

5.4.4.3 Life Cycle Cost 

Table 5.10 - Alternative 3 LCC Summary 

Source Water Alternative 

Total 

Capital Cost 

($2020) 

Annual 

O&M 

($2020) 

20-Yr LCC 

($2020) 

Lake Mitchell $31,180,000 $1,430,000 $59,780,000 

5.5 Alternative 4 – Missouri River 

The City of Mitchell currently has water rights on the Missouri River near Chamberlain, SD.  

Future Use Permit No. 3142-3 was approved on November 17, 1976 for municipal future use, in 

the amount of 25 cubic feet per second (cfs), or 16.2 MGD.  This alternative describes the 

capacity, infrastructure, and treatment required to make use of this permit for the City of 

Mitchell as both a supplemental supply and a full source replacement. 

 Capacity 

The draw rate from the Missouri River would be similar to the other alternatives evaluated at 2.5 

MGD.  This water taken from the Missouri River would be blended with water supplied to the 

City by B-Y Water District.   

 Infrastructure Needs 

Significant infrastructure needs are required to make use of the existing Mitchell permit on the 

Missouri River.  Infrastructure needs include: 

• Raw Water Intake and Pump Station 

• Pipeline to Mitchell’s WTP – 74.9 miles of 16” PVC pipe 

• 1 MG break tank located along the pipeline route at the high elevation point 

 

As the existing Missouri River future use permit is located near Chamberlain, SD, a raw water 

intake and pump station is required to pump the surface water from the Missouri River to a high 

point along the proposed pipeline route, from which it could flow by gravity into the Mitchell 

WTP.  The approximate pipeline routing is shown in Figure 5.7 and would require a 16” 

diameter pipeline to carry 2.5 MGD to the Mitchell WTP.  Based on the proposed pipeline 

routing and the existing elevations, as shown in Figure 5.8, a break tank (assumed 1-million-

gallon volume) would be located at the high point along the pipeline from which the water can 
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flow by gravity into the Mitchell WTP.  This break tank would also provide equalization 

between pump station and water treatment plant operations. 

 

 



 

 

Mitchell Water System Improvements Facility Plan 

September 2021 

 

 Page 86 of 126  

 

 

 

Figure 5.7 - Missouri River Alternative Infrastrucutre Needs 
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Figure 5.8 - Missouri River Alternative Infrastrucutre Needs – Elevation Profile 
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 Treatment Requirements 

The B-Y Water District treats Missouri River water, and although the intake for Alternative 4 is 

not located adjacent to B-Y Water District’s intake, the water quality is anticipated to be similar 

and treatment processes to treat Missouri River water would be similar to that applied at the B-Y 

WTP.  Raw water would be piped to the influent of the existing Mitchell WTP which has 

treatment processes that are identical to the B-Y WTP.  The Mitchell WTP upgrades for treating 

2.5 MGD of Missouri River water will require upgrades to one train of the WTP.  Required WTP 

upgrades include: 

• Presedimentation Solid Contact Basin 

o Presedimentation Basin Rehabilitation (New drives and clean internals) 

• Lime Softening Solid Contact Basin 

o Lime Softening Equipment Replacement 

o Lime Slaker System (Lime Silo Repairs (Bottom Half) and Bin Activators (1 silo 

per train)) 

• Sludge Blowdown Pump Replacement (2 pumps @ 400 gpm ea. per train) 

• Recarbonation / Final Settling Basin 

o Additional Walls and Over/Under Baffles 

o 24" DIP Piping and Fittings 

• Four Cell Filter 

o Filter Replacement (Underdrains, media, valves, washtrough, control panel) 

• Chemical Feed Systems 

o Chemical Transfer Pumps 

▪ Alum 

▪ Fluoride 

o Pretreatment Chemical Feed Pumps 

▪ Alum Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 

▪ Sodium Aluminate/Polymer Feed Pumps (2 per train) and Tank Scale 

▪ Permanganate Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 

▪ Chlorine Dioxide Feed System Generator (1 per train) 

▪ Replace PAC System 

• Sack System Solution Replacement 

• PAC Feed Pump (1 per train) 

o Post Softening Chemical Systems 

▪ Polyphosphate Feed Pumps (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 

▪ PSF CO2 Feeder (1 per train) 

▪ CO2 Feed Tank Upgrades 

▪ Ton Cylinder Chlorine Feeders (2 for one train or 3 for both trains) 

▪ Ammonia Feed System (1 feed point - no ozone feed) 

▪ Fluoride Feed Pump (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 

• Other WTP Upgrades 

o High Service Pump VFD's (4 Total - 3 @ 3,000 gpm, 1 @ 1,500 gpm) 

o Pipe Rehab - Coatings/Painting 

o HVAC/Air Handling Upgrades 

o Electrical Upgrades (General Plant Upgrades) 
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 Cost Estimate 

5.5.4.1 Capital Cost 

An estimated cost to complete the water system infrastructure improvements is provided in Table 

5.11.  A more detailed list of each item is provided in Table 5.12.  

Table 5.11 - Alternative 4 Estimated Capital Costs Summary   

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Raw Water Intake and Pump Station 1 LS $ 7,120,000 $ 7,120,000 

     Mobilization 1 LS $ 3,220,000 $ 3,220,000 

     Land Purchase for Intake 1 LS $ 200,000 $ 200,000 

     Geotechnical and Testing 1 LS $ 40,000 $ 40,000 

     Site Work 1 LS $ 50,000 $ 50,000 

     Marine Work 1 LS $ 410,000 $ 410,000 

     24” Steel Intake and Screen 1 LS $ 750,000 $ 750,000 

     Site Piping 1 LS $ 1,650,000 $ 1,650,000 

     Pump Station Pumps 1 LS $ 800,000 $ 800,000 

Pipeline to Mitchell WTP (16”) 74.9 mi $ 270,000 $ 20,670,000 

     Easements 75.4 mi $ 1,300 $ 100,000 

     Crop Damage 75.4 mi $ 4,400 $ 340,000 

Break Tank (1 MG) 1 LS $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 

WTP Facility Upgrades 1 LS $ 6,176,000 $ 6,180,000 

Subtotal    $ 34,970,000 

Contingencies   30% $ 10,500,000 

Total Construction Costs    $ 45,470,000 

Legal/Admin/Engineering   20% $ 9,100,000 

Total Capital Cost    $ 54,670,000 
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Table 5.12 - Summary of the WTP Improvements for Alternative 4 

 

5.5.4.2 Operations and Maintenance Cost 

Operations and maintenance costs for the Missouri River alternative includes raw water pumping 

costs, WTP operations and treatment costs, additional WTP staffing and maintenance, 

Quantity Unit
Installed 

Unit Cost

Installed 

Cost

Mobilization 562,000$    

Mobilization 1 LS 561,400$    561,400$    

Presedimentation Solid Contact Basin 115,000$    

Presedimentation Basin Rehabilitation (New drives and clean internals) 1 EA 115,000$    115,000$    

Lime Softening Solid Contact Basin 1,464,000$ 

Lime Softening Equipment Replacement 1 EA 617,500$    617,500$    

Lime Slaker System (Inc. Lime Silo Repairs (Bottom Half) and Bin Activators (1 

silo per train))
1 EA 794,430$    794,500$    

Sludge Blowdown Pump Replacement (2 pumps @ 400 pgm ea. per train) 2 EA 26,000$      52,000$      

Recarbonation / Final Settling Basin 134,000$    

Additional Walls and Over/Under Baffles 1 EA 87,750$      87,800$      

24" DIP Piping and Fittings 1 EA 45,500$      45,500$      

Four Cell Filter 1,560,000$ 

Filter Replacement (Underdrains, media, valves, washtrough, control panel) 2 EA 780,000$    1,560,000$ 

Chemical Feed Systems 1,141,000$ 

Chemical Transfer Pumps

Alum 1 EA 12,000$      12,000$      

Fluoride 1 EA 12,000$      12,000$      

Pretreatment Chemical Feed Pumps

Alum Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 1 EA 30,000$      30,000$      

Sodium Aluminate/Polymer Feed Pumps (2 per train) and Tank Scale 1 EA 48,000$      48,000$      

Permanganate Feed Pumps (1 per train) and Tank Scale 1 EA 30,000$      30,000$      

Chlorine Dioxide Feed System Generator (1 per train) 1 EA 120,000$    120,000$    

Replace PAC System

Sack System Solution Replacement 1 EA 156,000$    156,000$    

PAC Feed Pump (1 per train) 1 EA 18,000$      18,000$      

Post Softening Chemical Systems

Polyphosphate Feed Pumps (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 1 EA 30,000$      30,000$      

PSF CO2 Feeder (1 per train) 1 EA 242,970$    243,000$    

CO2 Feed Tank Upgrades 1 EA 130,000$    130,000$    

Ton Cylinder Chlorine Feeders (2 for one train or 3 for both trains) 1 LS 140,790$    140,800$    

Ammonia Feed System (1 feed point - no ozone feed) 1 LS 140,790$    140,800$    

Fluoride Feed Pump (1 feed point) and Tank Scale 1 EA 30,000$      30,000$      

Other WTP Upgrades 1,200,000$ 

High Service Pump VFD's (4 Total - 3 @ 3,000 gpm, 1 @ 1,500 gpm) 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$    

Pipe Rehab - Coatings/Painting 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$    

HVAC/Air Handling Upgrades 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$    

Electrical Upgrades (General Plant Upgrades) 1 LS 300,000$    300,000$    

Subtotal 6,176,000$ 

Missouri River (Alt. 4A: Missouri River 2.5 MGD - WTP Facility Upgrades) 
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replacement, purchased B-Y water, and high service pumping costs.   

Personnel 

The Missouri River alternative will require operation of the WTP and therefore will require 

additional personnel at the WTP.  For the treatment required, 2.5 FTEs have been included.  

Purchased Water 

Purchased water from B-Y was based on the average annual flow between historical water 

demand data (2014-2018) and projected future Mitchell demands (2040).  B-Y water rates for 

O&M calculations are listed in Table 5.2. 

Utilities 

Historical utility data was used to estimate the number of kilowatt-hours required to pump 

Mitchell’s water demands in the system and the current utility rates for the City of Mitchell.  In 

addition, current chemical feed rates and cost of chemicals was used to calculate the cost to 

provide the appropriate level of chemical treatment.  Results from investigation of the utility 

usage and rates was used throughout the descriptions listed below. 

Replacement 

Replacement costs were based on an assumed percentage of equipment and infrastructure capital 

costs, as are generally experienced in this region.  For the Missouri River alternative, a 

replacement cost was calculated using a 0.5% multiplier on the capital costs associated with all 

costs for upgrading the WTP and associated treatment processes and equipment.  This number is 

reduced from the other options, as a large portion of the capital construction costs are for 

underground infrastructure that has a much longer useful life than the treatment process 

equipment. 

O&M Summary 

Details of the Missouri River alternative O&M costs are listed below along with the calculated 

annual O&M total. 

• Alternative 4:  Missouri River 

o Raw Water Pumping: $0.50/kgal 

o WTP Operations and Treatment cost: $0.25/kgal. 

o Personnel and Maintenance: 2.5 FTEs 

o Replacement: 0.5% of required WTP construction capital costs 

o Purchased water from B-Y (up to 2.9 MGD). 

o Pumping Costs: $0.13/kgal. 

▪ Pumping will occur from the WTP for all flows (both B-Y and Missouri 

River) as flows from each source will be blended at the WTP. 

o Annual O&M: $1,340,000 
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5.5.4.3 Life Cycle Cost 

Table 5.13 - Alternative 4 LCC Summary 

Source Water Alternative 

Total 

Capital Cost 

($2020) 

Annual 

O&M 

($2020) 

20-Yr LCC 

($2020) 

Missouri River $54,670,000 $1,340,000 $81,470,000 

5.6 Pressure Zone Evaluation 

For all alternatives evaluated, a new pressure zone south of I-90 could be added to improve 

lower pressures in the southern part of the distribution system.  Currently the pressures at ground 

levels around the hotels and Mitchell Technical Institute (MTI) may drop to around 35 psi during 

higher system demand times, or if the south tower levels drop below 50 percent full.  This 

problem is compounded in building with multiple floors as a ground-level 35 psi pressure would 

be closer to 25 psi on 3rd and 4th floors of those buildings.  For this reason, the American Water 

Works Association (AWWA) recommends limiting minimum pressures to no less than 50 psi, 

with an exception for peak hour minimum pressures of 40 psi.   

 Existing Pressure Zone Characteristics 

The City currently uses one pressure zone for the entire City.  Figure 5.9 shows the minimum 

pressures and elevation map of the southern part of the City.  Note some of the areas have 

minimum pressures below 40 psi.  These minimum pressures are largely due to elevation and not 

system hydraulics.  However, development further to the south may increase system headloss 

which would exacerbate the existing low pressures and the ability to deliver water at an adequate 

pressure to any new users.   

The areas with the red background typically have minimum pressures between 35 and 45 psi, the 

areas with pink backgrounds have minimum pressures between 40 and 45 psi, and the areas with 

purple backgrounds have minimum pressures between 45 and 50 psi.  As shown in the map, 

there is a large area southeast of the City that could be developed, but lower static pressures may 

limit the types of business that may choose to build as well as the number of floors for these 

businesses.  
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Figure 5.9 - Existing System Minimum Pressures and Elevation Map 

 South Pressure Zone Demands 

The AMR data from all the meters in the proposed South Pressure Zone were used to estimate 

the water demands for the proposed zone.  A sample of winter and summer demands were taken 

from January 2021 and June 2021.  January 2021 meter demands are shown in Figure 5.10 and a 

typical January day is shown in Figure 5.11.  The light blue line represents the actual hourly 

meter data.  The dark blue lines represent the minimum instantaneous demand based on 80 

percent of the hourly demand.  Similarly, June 2021 demands are shown in Figure 5.12 and the 

peak day demands in June of 2021 are shown in Figure 5.13.  The orange line represents the 

actual hourly meter data while the red line represents the instantaneous peak demand which is 

1.65 times the hourly demand.  This peaking factor accounts for an estimated 15 percent system 

loss as well.  Table 5.14 summarizes the demand data for the proposed South Pressure Zone.  

The current demands for the proposed South Pressure Zone likely range from as low as 12 gpm 

during the early morning hours in the winter to as high as 635 gpm during the early morning 

hours in the summer months.  
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Figure 5.10 - Summary of Proposed South Zone January 2021, Meter Demands 

 

Figure 5.11 - Proposed South Zone January 3rd, 2021, Meter Demands 
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Figure 5.12 - Summary of Proposed South Zone June 2021, Meter Demands 

 

Figure 5.13 - Proposed South Zone June 30th, 2021, Meter Demands 
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Table 5.14 - Summary of Proposes South Zone Water Needs 

Season Min (gpm) Ave (gpm) Max (gpm) 
Instantaneous 

Peak (gpm) 

Winter 2021 (January 2021) 12 56 87 144 

Summer 2021 (June 2021) 75 155 385 635 

 South Pressure Zone Evaluation 

In order to create the South Pressure Zone, a minimum of two check valves would need to be 

installed on two of the four pipes crossing I-90.  One check valve would be installed on the 

crossing just east of Thomsen Place and the other would be installed on the crossing just south of 

the South Tower. Figure 5.14 provides the locations of the two check valves.  The other two 

pipes crossing the interstate would be valved off.  A PRV in the new GSR pump station would 

maintain flow and pressure most of the time in the new pressure zone directly off the head 

available from the Tripp Tank.  Under peak hour demands, a set of one, two or three pumps in 

the GSR pump station would be used to boost pressure to the South Zone to offset headloss in 

the B-Y feed line under high-demand periods or times when maintenance is needed.  These 

South Zone pumps would also operate periodically to exercise the pumps and keep water in new 

GSR fresh.  Figure 5.14 shows the minimum pressures under the proposed new South Zone.  

Minimum pressures now range from 65 – 80 psi at ground level.  The higher ground level 

pressures will provide at least 55 psi to the 3rd and 4th floors of new and existing buildings 

compared to the existing minimum pressures of 25-30 psi on the upper floors.   
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Figure 5.14 - Minimum Pressures with the Proposed South Pressure Zone 

During a fire event, the two check valves would open to provide additional flow beyond what the 

South Zone PRV or pumps in the pump station would provide.  Figure 5.15 shows the available 

fire flows for the existing system and Figure 5.16 shows the available fire flows for the new 

South Zone.  Since two check valves will be provided in addition to the PRVs and pumps in the 

new pump station, there is no noticeable impact on the available fire flow capacity.   
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Figure 5.15 - Available Fire Flows – Existing System 

 

Figure 5.16 - Available Fire Flows – South Pressure Zone 
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 South Pressure Zone Conclusion 

The south pressure zone would provide additional water pressure to customers in the higher 

elevations of this zone with minimal additional cost or maintenance while maintaining the same 

or better fire flow capacity.  The addition of the new pressure zone will also permit taller 

buildings to be built in the south pressure zone, particularly in the areas of red shading shown in 

Figure 5.14.  
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6.0 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The alternatives were evaluated based on the life cycle cost of each alternative and the level of 

risk or redundancy that each alternative provided the City of Mitchell.  Results from the 

evaluation are described below. 

 Life Cycle Cost Summary 

A summary of the life cycle costs for the listed alternatives are provided in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1 - Alternatives LCC Summary 

Source Water Alternative 

Total 

Capital Cost 

($2020) 

Annual 

O&M 

($2020) 

20-Yr LCC 

($2020) 

Alternative 1 - B-Y Water District $22,000,000 $1,140,000 $44,800,000 

Alternative 2 -Lake Mitchell $31,180,000 $1,430,000 $59,780,000 

Alternative 3 -Randall CWD $38,270,000 $1,450,000 $67,270,000 

Alternative 4 - Missouri River $54,670,000 $1,340,000 $81,470,000 

 

 Reliability, Redundancy, and Risk 

Each source water alternative was evaluated to determine failure modes associated with critical 

infrastructure that, if it failed, would most likely cause disruption of water service to Mitchell.  In 

most instances, a break in a non-redundant single pipe was the likely failure mode.  Lack of 

access to stored water also was considered a potential failure mode for some alternatives.  Table 

6.2 provides a summary of the critical infrastructure or single point of failure for each 

alternative. 

The redundancy each source water alternative provides to the City of Mitchell’s overall water 

system was evaluated and is presented in Table 6.3.  As each alternative proposed additional 

infrastructure to either improve the redundancy in critical infrastructure or provide emergency 

storage, the level of risk associated with each respective alternative varied.  Table 6.3 also scores 

each alternative, on a 1 to 5 basis, based on the level of overall risk to the City of Mitchells water 

supply system as a whole.  A risk value of 5 is the most susceptible to critical system failure, 

while a risk value of 1 has multiple levels of redundancy built in to minimize the risk potential in 

the system.  The level of redundancy and ultimately the alternative’s overall value of risk play an 

important role in the decision or selection of an alternative. 
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System redundancy was characterized for the alternative into three categories: 

1. Source water redundancy 

2. Infrastructure redundancy 

3. Emergency storage 

Source water redundancy included those alternatives which added a secondary or supplemental 

source water.  The additional source water supply also implied that the source water supply had 

its own single transmission line delivering water to the City of Mitchell.  Inherently, this second 

water source was allowing the City of Mitchell to essentially have two separate pipelines 

bringing water into the City.  In the event of a critical failure to any one of the pipelines bringing 

water to Mitchell (B-Y pipeline or the other proposed alternative source), the City would still be 

able to meet the future average day demands through the other water source pipeline. 

Table 6.2 - Alternative Critical Infrastructure Summary 

Source Water Alternative Critical Infrastructure/Point of Failure 

B-Y Water District 

• Single pipe from B-Y Water District WML Pump Station 

to Tripp storage tank 

• Single pipe from Tripp tank to Mitchell 

Lake Mitchell • None identified 

Randall CWD • None identified 

Missouri River • None identified 

 

Table 6.3 - Alternative Redundancy and Risk Summary 

Source Water Alternative 
Source 

Redundancy 

Infrastructure 

Redundancy 

Emergency 

Storage 

Overall 

Risk 

B-Y Water District   X 2.5 

Lake Mitchell  X   1 

Randall CWD X   1 

Missouri River X   1 

 

Emergency storage was proposed on the B-Y Water District alternative to negate the impacts of 

a pipe failure in the delivery of water from B-Y Water District to Mitchell.  The additional 

storage of 2.5 MG gives the City more than 48 hours of storage at water conservation rate 
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demands.  The storage acts as a buffer to give the City (or B-Y Water District) time to replace or 

repair a potential critical failure in the infrastructure and presents a major risk to the system only 

if that infrastructure repair prolongs past the 48-hour timeframe. 

The risks and critical infrastructure, as mentioned above, can be reduced with redundant pipe 

and/or with additional system storage.  The choice of a desirable source water alternative 

balances the additional cost with the level of risk reduction provided by the additional 

infrastructure to a point at which the system is comfortable. 
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7.0 PROPOSED PROJECT 

7.1 Recommended Alternative 

Based on the LCC and the level of risk presented in the Sections above, the recommended 

alternative is B-Y Water and 2.5 MG Ground Storage.  The alternative consists of the following 

major system improvements: 

Phase 1 Improvements 

• 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank in Mitchell 

• Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution System 

o Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm, 150 ft head) 

o Pump House (40’x50’) 

o Electrical and Controls 

o Piping and Valving 

o Chemical Feed Systems 

o Site Work and Pipe Connections 

o Land Acquisition 

o Geotechnical Services 

• WTP Bypass Piping 

• South Pressure Zone Pumps and Valving 

• South Connection Piping Improvements 

Future Phase Improvements and Projects 

• B-Y Systems Upgrades 

o Piping improvements from the B-Y WTP to the WML Pump Station (~13.5 miles 

of 24” PVC pipe) 

o WML Pump Station Improvements and Capacity Upgrades 

• Abandon WTP 

While this alternative still has risk associated with the single pipeline between B-Y’s pump 

station and the delivery point at Mitchell, the additional emergency storage provided with this 

option allows the City a reasonable amount of time to resolve the potential risk issue, such as a 

break in the pipeline, while still supplying the City with water capable of meeting the City’s 

water conservation demand rate.  The level of risk can also be addressed or reduced in the future 

with the addition of additional pipeline infrastructure.  In addition to providing emergency 

storage, additional storage in Mitchell can further stabilize the flow rate of water delivered by B-

Y Water District to Mitchell, which helps to optimize operations of the B-Y Water District 

system. 
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7.2 Opinion of Total Probable Project Costs 

The estimated total capital cost and O&M costs of the proposed alternative are summarized in 

Table 7.1  The estimated total capital cost of the recommended alternative is $22,000,000.  The 

cost of purchased water from B-Y Water District is approximately 85% of the estimated total 

annual operating costs. 

Table 7.1 - Estimated Capital Cost and O&M Costs of the Proposed Alternative 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price 
Total Cost 

($2020) 

Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution System 1 LS $2,780,000  $2,780,000  

     Mobilization 1 LS $200,000    

     Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm 150 ft TDH) 1 LS $110,000    

     Pump House (40’x50’) 1 LS $510,000    

     Electrical and Controls 1 LS $430,000    

     Piping and Valving 1 LS $350,000    

     Chemical Feed Systems 1 LS $150,000    

     Site Work and Pipe Connections 1 LS $1,030,000    

2.5 MG Finished Water Storage (GSR) 1 LS $2,600,000  $2,600,000  

WTP Bypass Piping 1 LS $250,000  $250,000  

South Connection Piping Improvements 1 LS $150,000  $150,000  

South Pressure Zone Pumps, Piping and Valving 1 LS $500,000  $500,000  

Demolition of Burr Street Tank 1 LS $90,000  $90,000  

Pipeline from B-Y WTP to WML Pump Station 13.50 mi $430,000  $4,650,000  

B-Y WML Pump Station Upgrade 1 LS $1,000,000  $1,000,000  

Abandon WTP Facility 1 LS $1,100,000  $1,100,000  

Subtotal       $13,120,000  

Contingencies*     40% $5,300,000  

Total Construction Costs       $18,420,000  

   Land Acquisition 1 LS $150,000  $150,000  

   Geotechnical Services 1 LS $50,000  $50,000  

   Legal/Admin/Engineering     18% $3,380,000  

Total Capital Cost       $22,000,000  

 

Operations, Maintenance & Replacement Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Pump House Operations/Chemicals 790,400 kgal $ 0.11 $ 83,000 

Replacement 1 LS $ 52,000 $ 52,000 

Storage Maintenance 1 LS $ 39,000 $ 39,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (> 3.15 MGD) 40,000 kgal $ 2.96 $ 119,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (2.90 - 3.15 MGD) 16,300 kgal $ 2.46 $ 41,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (2.65 - 2.90 MGD) 20,200 kgal $ 1.96 $ 40,000 

Purchased Water from B-Y (< 2.65 MGD) 713,900 kgal $ 1.06 $ 757,000 

Total OM&R Cost    $ 1,140,000 
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These costs are planning-level costs presented as a basis for comparing alternatives and include 

the following assumptions. 

• Costs for improvements to the B-Y Water District Infrastructure, including a pipeline 

from the B-Y WTP to the WML pump station and the WML pump station upgrade, are 

placeholders.  As B-Y Water District prepares more detailed cost estimates for the B-Y 

Water District infrastructure, they should be reviewed and inserted in place of these cost 

estimates.  This review should occur during discussions of a new agreement between B-Y 

Water District and the city of Mitchell.  

• Contingencies are estimated at 40%, 30% as appropriate for planning-level cost estimates 

and an additional 10% to account for the unknown design elements associated with the B-

Y specific improvements 

• Legal/Admin/Engineering estimated at 18% of total construction costs. 

• O&M costs do not include existing water infrastructure debt, water distribution system 

operation and maintenance costs and existing personnel costs. 

The recommended alternative can be broken out into several separate construction contracts or 

phases to upgrade the system and reduce the level of risk intermittently.  The following system 

improvements, identified as the most critical upgrades for the system, were selected as afirst 

phase: 

• 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank in Mitchell 

• Direct Connection to Mitchell Distribution System (Pump and Chemical Feed Facility) 

• WTP Bypass Piping (Pipe Modifications at the WTP) 

• Piping Improvements to Minimize Water Age  

• Modifications to Create South Pressure Zone 

The additional items could be captured in additional project phases: 

• Phase 2: B-Y Systems Upgrades 

• Phase 3: Abandon WTP 

The capital costs for Phase 1 were extracted from the recommended alternative capital costs in 

Table 7.1.  The construction and project costs were updated from the 2020 pricing to reflect 

current 2021 pricing, as of August 2021, and then indexed to the midpoint of construction 

(spring 2023) at 3.5 percent per year and are presented in Table 7.2. 
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Table 7.2 - Estimated Phase I Capital Costs ($2023) 

Construction Costs Quantity Unit Unit Price 
Total Cost 

($2023) 

Pump and Chemical Feed Facility 1 LS  $ 3,180,000   $ 3,180,000  

     Mobilization 1 LS  $ 240,000   

     Pumps (3 @ 2,000 gpm 150 ft TDH) 1 LS  $ 130,000   

     Pump House (40’x50’) 1 LS  $ 580,000   

     Electrical and Controls 1 LS  $ 490,000   

     Piping and Valving 1 LS  $ 410,000   

     Chemical Feed Systems 1 LS  $ 170,000   

     Site Work and Pipe Connections 1 LS  $ 1,160,000   

2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank 1 LS  $ 2,920,000   $ 2,920,000  

Pipe Modifications at the Water Treatment Plant 1 LS  $ 290,000   $ 290,000  

Piping Improvements to Minimize Water Age 1 LS  $ 170,000  $ 170,000  

Modifications to Create South Pressure Zone 1 LS  $ 570,000   $ 570,000  

Demolition of Burr Street Tank 1 LS  $ 100,000   $ 100,000  

Subtotal    $ 7,230,000 

   Unidentified Design Elements   20% $ 1,450,000 

   Contingencies   10% $ 730,000 

Total Construction Costs    $ 9,410,000 

   Land Acquisition 1 LS  $ 150,000   $ 150,000  

   Engineering, Design, Bidding    $ 740,000   $ 740,000  

   Geotechnical Services 1 LS  $ 50,000   $ 50,000  

   Engineering Services During Construction   5%  $ 480,000  

   Legal/Admin   2%  $ 190,000  

Total Capital Cost    $ 11,020,000 

7.3 Funding Approach 

To support the implementation of source water improvements, an analysis of funding options and 

rate impacts for the recommended alternative was completed.  A Capital Project Bill Impacts 

Tool was created in Microsoft Excel format and is included under a separate deliverable.  The 

analysis includes capital costs associated with construction of the ground storage reservoir, pump 

station, and associated infrastructure that would be the sole responsibility of the City.  Additional 

capital costs related to future improvements associated with the B-Y Water District system were 

not included in the analysis due to the unknown timing of construction or potential cost-share 

arrangements between the City and the B-Y Water District.  As those additional costs are more 

fully delineated, the Capital Project Bill Impacts Tool can be updated to reflect the impacts on 

future water rates. 

The City of Mitchell has adopted water rates, effective September 1, 2021, that include a fixed 

charge of $9.21 per month in addition to $5.55 per thousand gallons ($4.15 per hundred cubic 

feet) of water use to meet its water system revenue requirements.  This fixed charge includes 

$3.24 per month for future debt service associated with the ground storage reservoir. A 

comprehensive analysis of the ability of the existing rate structure to meet current revenue 
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requirements was beyond the scope of this project, so it was assumed that the existing rates, less 

the surcharge associated with the ground storage reservoir, are adequate to meet current rate 

revenue requirements.  Existing revenue requirements include operation and maintenance 

(O&M) associated with water supply, water treatment and water distribution, as well as 

payments on existing debt.   

The estimated cost of construction of the proposed Phase 1 improvements which include ground 

storage reservoir, pump station, and associated distribution system infrastructure for the 

recommended alternative is $11.020 Million.  It is recommended that the City pursue a loan from 

the State Revolving Fund (SRF) to fund the recommended improvements.   

To illustrate the potential impact of the annual debt repayment requirements for the $11.020 

Million project on the existing fee structure, an impact analysis was completed.  Assumptions 

associated with this analysis are summarized below.  It should be noted that the analysis 

addresses only the impact of debt service requirements associated with the new SRF loan and 

does not account inflationary impacts on current and future O&M revenue requirements. 

General Assumptions:  

• The existing rate structure generates adequate revenue for current O&M, rate-funded 

capital, and existing debt service obligations. 

• The existing rate structure will be adjusted as necessary to keep up with future 

inflationary increases to O&M and rate-funded capital.  

• The City bills 5,780 customers monthly. 

• Average annual billed water sales are 723,430 thousand gallons (1.982 MGD). 

• Current (September 2021) rates are $9.21 per month and $5.55 per thousand gallons 

($4.15 per one hundred cubic feet (CCF)).  The fixed rate of $9.21 includes $3.24 for 

anticipated new debt associated with the ground storage reservoir. 

Recommended Alternative SRF Loan Assumptions:  

• Loan Principal Value: $11.020 Million 

• Annual interest rate: 3.0% 

• Repayment Term: 20 or 30 years 

• Repayment Schedule:  Interest-only during construction (2022-2023), with Principal and 

Interest payments commencing in spring 2024. 

• Funds designated for repayment: New Debt Surcharge adopted as an addition to the 

volumetric rate by mid-2022. 

o Note:  Surcharge could be a combination of fixed and volumetric rates, but for the 

purpose of this analysis was assumed as an addition to the volumetric only. 

• Required annual coverage:  110% 

To meet new debt service revenue requirements as well to ensure adequate coverage on all debt, 

it was assumed the City will adopt a debt surcharge to its existing rate structure.  For this 

evaluation, a volumetric debt surcharge was evaluated. The existing $3.24 new debt-related 
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component of the fixed rate was considered in this analysis. Table 7.3 summarizes the projected 

annual SRF debt payment based on a 20-year term and the calculated volumetric debt surcharge 

required to generate adequate for debt repayment and coverage satisfaction.   

Alternatively, the City may be able to obtain a 30-year debt repayment term.  The rate impact 

associated with a 30-year term is shown in   
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Table 7.4.  The surcharge rates in Table 7.3 and  
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Table 7.4 have been phased to avoid moderate increases in 2023 and 2024.  Figure 7.1 illustrates 

the projected debt surcharge balance and coverage percentage for the 20-year repayment 

scenario.  Should the City determine that additional revenues will be available to cover interest 

on the new debt in 2022, the projected rate increases could be further smoothed. 

 

Table 7.3 - Summary of Projected Volumetric Debt Surcharge ($/thousand gallons) under 20-

Year Repayment Schedule  

 2021 2022 2023 2024 

New SRF Debt Repayment $0 $330,600 $330,600 $814,789 

New SRF Repayment less Fixed 

Debt Surcharge 
$0 $105,874 $105,874 $590,063 

Thousand Gallons Sold 723,430 723,430 723,430 723,430 

Calculated Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.15 $0.67 

Recommended Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.49 $0.83 

Existing Volumetric Charge, per 

thousand gallons 
$5.55 $5.55 $5.55 $5.55 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per thousand gallons* 
$5.55 $5.70 $6.04 $6.38 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per one hundred cubic 

feet* 

$4.15 $4.26 $4.51 $4.76 

Percent Charge  2.7% 6.0% 5.6% 

* Does not account for adjustments required to address inflationary impacts on O&M and future capital. 
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Table 7.4 - Summary of Projected Volumetric Debt Surcharge ($/thousand gallons) under 30-

Year Repayment Schedule  

 2021 2022 2023 2024 

New SRF Debt Repayment $0 $330,600 $330,600 $618,455 

New SRF Repayment less Fixed 

Debt Surcharge 
$0 $105,874 $105,874 $393,729 

Thousand Gallons Sold     723,430       723,430      723,430       723,430  

Calculated Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.15 $0.39 

Recommended Volumetric 

Surcharge, per thousand gallons 
$0 $0.15 $0.35 $0.55 

Existing Volumetric Charge, per 

thousand gallons 
$5.55 $5.55 $5.55 $5.55 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per thousand gallons* 
$5.55 $5.70 $5.90 $6.10 

Total Projected Volumetric 

Charge, per one hundred cubic 

feet* 

$4.15 $4.26 $4.41 $4.55 

Percent Charge  2.7% 3.5% 3.4% 

* Does not account for adjustments required to address inflationary impacts on O&M and future capital. 

 
Figure 7.1 - Projected SRF Debt Surcharge Revenues, Annual Debt Surcharge Account 

Balances, and Debt Service Coverage 
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This analysis provides a funding approach subject to the specific assumptions stated throughout 

this section, including debt payment for only a part of the capital improvements that comprise the 

recommended alternative.  Additional factors may affect the funding approach and rate impacts, 

the most significant of which will likely be Mitchell’s share of the costs of improvements in the 

B-Y Water District system and ongoing purchased water costs.  These costs will only be known 

after the negotiation of a new agreement between B-Y Water District and the city of Mitchell. 
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8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The positive and negative environmental impacts of the alternatives for the project are addressed 

in this chapter of the Facilities Plan.  This project will require compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Endangered Species 

Act, and Clean Water Act.  To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are 

considered in the development of this project, AE2S solicited review and comment of the 

proposed project, pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the NEPA of 1969, as amended, from 

the following agencies: from the following agencies: 

▪ South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks Department 

▪ United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

▪ United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS) 

▪ United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 

 

AE2S requested that each agency review the information provided to them about the project and 

provide written comments or recommendations relative to the impact of this project on wetlands, 

endangered species, threatened species, or their habitat (Endangered Species Act 16 U.S.C 1531, 

Section 7).  Information or comments relating to environmental or other matters that are 

furnished will help determine the impacts of the project.  The responses from these 

environmental solicitations are included in Appendix A of this Facilities Plan. 

Historical and archeological databases were reviewed to determine if the proposed project would 

impact historical sites.    

The proposed alternative includes a continued regional approach of purchasing water from the B-

Y Water District, construction of a new 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank with adjacent Pump 

Station and Chemical Feed Facility, and distribution system modifications. 

The locations of the proposed water system improvements are in Sections 10, 22, 26, 27, 28, 34, 

and 35 of Township 103N, Range 60W, and the general location of the proposed improvements 

are shown in Figure 8.1.  The general locations of the ground storage reservoir, WTP 

improvements, and Burr Street Tower improvements are designated by yellow pins, and 

distribution system modification sites are shown in red.  An additional distribution pipeline is 

shown in Figure 8.1, with the primary route shown in red and an alternate alignment shown in 

pink. 

A proposed layout of the ground storage reservoir site is included in Appendix B.  FEMA Flood 

Maps are included in Appendix C for all proposed locations listed in Figure 8.1.  
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Figure 8.1 - Locations of Proposed Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir, and 

Water Distribution System Modifications  
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8.1 Historical and Archeological Sites 

Available resources, including the National Register of Historic Places were reviewed to 

determine locations of historic places near these project locations and evidence of archeological 

sites in the project area. 

 Impacted Environment 

The National Register of Historic Places listings according to the National Park Service for 

Mitchell, SD and the date the site was listed is presented in Table 8.1.  This list includes both 

properties and districts.  As of August 2, 2021, and as presented in Table 8.1, there are 27 

properties and districts listed on the National Register in the City of Mitchell.  Based on a review 

of the listing, none of these historical sites will be impacted by the recommended alternative. 

Table 8.1 - Historic Sites near the Project Area 

National Register of Historic Places Listing Date 

Anderson, John F., House 7/1/1982 
Bauer, Whittier and Virginia, House 3/1/2010 
Beckwith, Louis, House 7/1/1982 
Bobb, E.B., House 10/31/2002 
Chambers, C. E., House 1/26/1990 
Dakota Wesleyan University 12/22/1976 
Hill, W.S., House 6/19/2009 
Holy Family Church, School, and Rectory 12/12/1976 
Kibbee-Nepstad House 9/22/1995 
Koch Apartments 10/31/1996 
Koch, William, House 10/31/1996 
Mitchell Historic Commercial District 6/27/1975 
Mitchell Historic Commercial District (Boundary Increase and Decrease) 2/27/2013 
Mitchell Historic Commercial District (Boundary Increase) 3/23/1995 
Mitchell Lustron Historic District 12/2/1998 
Mitchell Site 10/15/1966 
Mitchell West Central Residential Historic District 6/16/1999 
Scheurenbrand, Gottlieb and Friederike, House 2/16/2018 
Seaman, Louis N. and Helen, House 2/16/2018 
Site 39DV24 1/31/1984 
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 18-040-137 12/9/1993 
South Dakota Dept. of Transportation Bridge No. 18-060-202 12/9/1993 
Welch, L. J., House 10/19/1989 
Whittier School 1/25/2007 
Reese, Sheldon, Site (39HS23) 3/15/1984 
Site 39HS3 1/31/1984 
Site 39SB15 2/1/1984 

 

These sites are located on land which is neither adjacent to nor nearby the location of the proposed 

improvements. 
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Archeological features in the project area are of interest, relative to potential impacts during 

construction.  The location of the proposed distribution modifications included in the project 

construction is in areas of developments and includes areas in and under existing road rights of 

way, and in areas where existing underground utilities have been constructed. 

 Mitigation Measures  

No impacts to historical architectural resources are expected to occur as a result of the proposed 

project. 

 

Given the prior use of the land on which the facilities will be constructed, no archaeological 

impacts are expected.  However, should buried historic cultural or prehistoric materials be 

discovered during construction, work in that area would stop and appropriate agencies would be 

contacted. 

8.2 Floodplains 

Floodplains are defined in Part 8.4 of Chapter I--Federal Emergency Management Agency, 

Department of Homeland Security of Title 44--Emergency Management and Assistance of the 

Code of Federal Regulations as lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal 

waters including, at a minimum, that area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding 

in any given year.   

The federal floodplain management criteria states that construction which could be damaged by 

floodwaters or that could obstruct flood water flows should not be located in the 100-year 

floodplain.  In areas where this is not practicable, any non-residential construction should be 

placed above or flood-proofed to above the 100-year floodplain surface elevation.  If the 

operation of the constructed facilities is considered “critical” for use during flood periods, these 

facilities should be protected from at least the 500-year flood.  Critical facilities are considered to 

be those facilities that, if lost, would disrupt utility service for a significant amount of time to a 

larger service area or would disrupt utility service to other crucial facilities, such as hospitals.   

Additionally, the construction should be designed to minimize potential harm to or within the 

floodplain.  The natural flood control capacity of these lands decreases with the continued 

encroachment within the floodplain.  This can lead to the need for expensive man-made flood 

control measures, a need for flood control disaster relief activities, and endangers both lives and 

property.  Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to avoid 

actions, to the extent possible, which would result in the location of facilities in floodplains 

and/or affect floodplain values.   

 Impacted Environment 

A floodplain map for the project area (GSR and Pump Station) is shown in Figure 8.2.  Figure 8.2 

shows that the GSR and Pump Station are located in an area of minimal flood hazard.  Additional 

floodplain maps for the additional portions of the project (distribution system modifications) are 

included in Appendix C. 
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Figure 8.2 - FEMA Floodplain Map – GSR and Pump Station Location 

 Mitigation Measures 

In addition to location outside the 100-year floodplain shown in the FEMA floodplain map, all 

aboveground construction subject to flood damage will either be placed above, or flood-proofed 

to, a level above the 100-year flood elevation, and the highest known flood elevation in the project 

area.  If required, flood walls will be constructed as needed to provide an additional measure of 

protection.  Pipelines will be buried deep enough below the beds of the drainageways and rivers 

and appropriately protected to prevent exposure due to riverbed erosion during periods of high 

flood water flows.   

8.3 Wetlands 

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1986 

jointly define wetlands as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater 

at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 

support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  This 
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definition includes those wetlands areas separated from their natural supply of water as a result 

of activities such as the construction of structural flood protection methods or solid-fill road beds 

and activities such as mineral extraction and navigation improvements.  This definition is 

intended to be consistent with the definition utilized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the 

publication entitled Classification of Wetlands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States.  

According to the Wetland Conservation Act of 1991, a wetland is defined by the following 

criteria: 1) largely hydric soils; 2) generally be inundated or saturated above or below the 

surface; and 3) support vegetation adapted to wet soil conditions.  These parameters are also 

outlined in the 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual prepared by the Corps.   

The purpose of Executive Order 11990 is to “minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of 

wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands”.  To meet 

these objectives, the order requires federal agencies, in planning their actions, to consider 

alternatives to wetland sites and limit potential damage if an activity affecting a wetland cannot 

be avoided.  The order applies to:  1) the acquisition, management, and disposition of federal 

lands and facilities construction and improvement projects which are undertaken, financed, or 

assisted by federal agencies; and 2) federal activities and programs affecting land use, including 

but not limited to, water and related land resources planning, regulation, and licensing activities. 

Wetlands are very important ecological structures and natural resources that serve many 

purposes.  These purposes include:  surface water storage (reservoir and flood control), shoreline 

stabilization (wave damage protection/shoreline erosion control), stream flow maintenance 

(maintaining aquatic habitat and aesthetic appreciation opportunities), groundwater recharge, 

sediment removal and nutrient cycling (filters out sediment, nutrients, and toxic chemicals that 

provide water quality protection), supporting aquatic productivity (fishing, shell fishing, and 

waterfowl hunting), production of trees (timber harvest), production of herbaceous growth 

(livestock grazing and haying), production of peaty soils (peat harvest), and provision of plant 

and wildlife habitat (hunting, trapping, plant/wildlife/nature photography, nature observation, 

and aesthetics). 

The Small Wetland Acquisition Program was started in the 1950s to save wetlands from various 

threats, particularly draining.  The passage of Public Law 85-585 on August 1, 1958, amended 

the Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act (Duck Stamp Act) of 1934, allowing 

for the acquisition of Waterfowl Production Areas and Wetland Easements for Waterfowl 

Management Rights.  Revenues from Duck Stamp sales are used to fund the Small Wetland 

Acquisition Program.  A wetland easement is a perpetual agreement entered into by a landowner 

and the USFWS.  In return for a lump sum payment, the landowner agrees not to burn, fill, drain, 

or level the wetlands covered by the easements.  The boundaries for the easements are defined by 

the USFWS based on average high-water levels using several decades of aerial photographs. 

 Impacted Environment 

The anticipated wetlands within the proposed project area were identified by review of the 

National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map shown in Figure 8.3.  The wetlands in the vicinity of the 

project area are encountered at the GSR and Pump Station construction location, along the 

proposed potential routing of the south pressure zone watermain, and adjacent to locations of 

proposed distribution system modifications.  The wetlands encountered include freshwater 
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emergent wetlands, and freshwater forested/shrub wetlands.  Proposed project improvements are 

shown in red. 

 

Figure 8.3 - National Wetlands Inventory Map 

 Mitigation Measures 

In areas where USFWS wetland easements are held, every effort will be made to avoid impacts 

to wetlands per regulatory requirements.  Construction through wetlands, streams, or riparian 

areas will be avoided, where possible, to avoid impacts.  Proposed new facilities and water lines 

need to be placed to avoid wetlands.  Where this is not practical, the proposed pipelines would be 

bored, or other efforts will be taken to minimize or mitigate disturbances.   

8.4 Agricultural Lands 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), the USDA regulation implementing the FPPA (7 

CFR Part 658), and USDA Departmental Regulation No. 9500-3, Land Use Policy, provide 

protection for important farmland and prime rangeland and forest land.  The FPPA is intended to 
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minimize the impact Federal programs have on the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of 

farmland to nonagricultural uses.  It assures that, to the extent possible, Federal programs are 

administered to be compatible with state, local units of government, and private programs and 

policies to protect farmland.  Federal agencies are required to develop and review their policies 

and procedures to implement the FPPA every two years.  The FPPA does not authorize the 

Federal Government to regulate the use of private or nonfederal land or, in any way, affect the 

property rights of owners.  For the purpose of FPPA, farmland includes prime farmland, unique 

farmland, and land of statewide or local importance.  Farmland subject to FPPA requirements 

does not have to be currently used for cropland.  It can be forest land, pastureland, cropland, or 

other land, but not water or urban built-up land.   

Prime farmland, as a designation assigned by USDA, is land that has the best combination of 

physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops 

and is also available for these uses.  It has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply 

needed to produce economically sustained high yields of crops when treated and managed 

according to acceptable farming methods, including water management.  In general, prime 

farmlands have an adequate and dependable water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a 

favorable temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable salt and 

sodium content, and few or no rocks.  Additionally, they are permeable to water and air and are 

not excessively erodible or saturated with water for a long period of time, and they either do not 

flood frequently or are protected from flooding. 

Prime farmland also tends to be well suited for new housing developments.  As a result, prime 

farmland is also prime developable land and prone to conversion when in proximity to urban 

growth areas.  The USDA prime farmland designation helps growth management and resource 

conservation efforts in urban growth areas to use zoning and conservation easements to preserve 

prime farmland resources, maintain local economic diversity, and establish green belts.   

The USDA uses other designations to complement prime farmland, including:  1) farmland of 

statewide importance, 2) farmland of local importance, and 3) unique farmland.  Farmland of 

statewide importance, or of local importance, is land other than prime farmland or unique 

farmland but that is also highly productive.  Criteria for defining and delineating these lands are 

determined by the appropriate state or local agencies in cooperation with USDA.  The biggest 

difference is that although the criteria are not appropriate outside the state or local areas, that 

these lands approach the productivity of lands in their area which meet criteria for prime 

farmland and unique farmland. Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used 

for the production of specific high value food and fiber crops.  It has the special combination of 

soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce economically 

sustained high quality and/or high yields of a specific crop when treated and managed according 

to acceptable farming methods.  Examples of crops are tree nuts, olives, cranberries, citruses and 

other fruits, and vegetables.  

 Impacted Environment 

Comments received from Ms. Jessica Michalski, NRCS State Resource Conservationist indicated 

that the construction of the Mitchell GSR and Pump Station improvements will have no impact 

on prime or important farmland.  Consequently, no mitigation measures are identified in the 
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Facilities Plan.  A copy of the response from Ms. Michalski dated July 6, 2021, is included in 

Appendix A. 

8.5 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The U.S. Congress passed the Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSR) Act in 1968 (Public Law 90-542, 

as amended, 16 United States Code 1271–1287).  This act and accompanying regulations give 

direction to state and federal land management agencies for the protection and management of 

free-flowing rivers.  Regulations for the WSR Act of 1968, approved in 1982, defined the criteria 

WSR, and established an eligibility process for determining whether a river should be considered 

for inclusion in the WSR system.     

The watercourses that are eligible are given a potential classification as Wild, Scenic, or 

Recreational.  To complete the inventory phase of eligible rivers, federal land managers must 

determine the potential classification of any eligible river.  The classification is based on the 

condition of the river and the adjacent land as they exist at the time of the inventory.  Different 

segments of the same river can have different classifications.  Eligible rivers are classified 

according to the evidence of man’s activities.  The following three potential classifications are 

given to eligible rivers:  1) Wild Rivers, which are those rivers or river segments that are free of 

impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail, with watersheds or shorelines 

essentially primitive and waters unpolluted; 2) Scenic Rivers, which are those rivers or river 

segments that are free of impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds still mostly primitive or 

with shorelines mostly undeveloped but accessible in places by roads; or 3) Recreational Rivers, 

which are those rivers or river segments that are readily accessible by road or railroad that may 

have some development along their shorelines and that may have undergone some impoundment 

or diversion in the past. 

 Impacted Environment 

In South Dakota, portions of the Missouri River between Fort Randall Dam to Lewis and Clark 

Lake and between Gavins Point Dam and Ponca State Park are included in the WSR system.  

There are no anticipated impacts to these areas.  Consequently, no mitigation measures were 

identified in the Facilities Plan. 

8.6 Fish and Wildlife Protection 

Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531 requires Federal 

agencies to consult with the USFWS to review and ensure that actions they fund, authorize, 

permit, or otherwise carry out will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed threatened 

or endangered species or adversely modify designated critical habitats.  An endangered species is 

in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range, while a threatened 

species is one that is likely to become endangered in the near future.   

The study area was evaluated to determine the potential for occurrences of federally listed 

threatened or endangered species.  A letter requesting environmental comments to the proposed 
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project was sent to the USFWS on June 25, 2021.  At the time this Facility Plan was completed, 

on August 13, 2021, no response had been received from the USFWS. 

 

The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks (SDGFP) was also sent a letter 

requesting environmental review and comments regarding the project.  In a letter dated July 2, 

2021, Ms. Hilary Morey, Environmental Review Senior Biologist, indicated “based on the 

information provided, there is no anticipated significant impact to fish and wildlife resources and 

would anticipate that to remain if the following suggestions are considered during the planning 

and construction of the project. 

• Disturbance to riparian and wetland areas should be kept to an absolute minimum.  

• If riparian vegetation is lost it should be quantified and replaced on site. Seeding of 

indigenous species should be accomplished immediately after construction to reduce 

sediment and erosion.  

• A site-specific sediment and erosion control plan should be part of the project.  

• A post construction erosion control plan should be implemented in order to provide 

interim control prior to re-establishing permanent vegetative cover on the disturbed site.” 

 Impacted Environment 

It is not anticipated that the project will have negative impact on the environment in the areas of 

the proposed project.  As the USFWS has not responded to the original letter requesting 

environmental comment nor has responded to phone call and email communications dated 

August 6, 2021, environmental impacts may need to be reevaluated at a later date. 

8.7 Water Quality and Quantity 

Concerns over controlling water pollution led to the establishment of the Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act Amendments in 1972.  This law was amended in 1977, and became known as the 

Clean Water Act (CWA).  The CWA provides the structure for regulating discharges of 

pollutants into the waters of the United States, gives EPA the authority to implement pollution 

control programs such as setting wastewater standards for industry, established water quality 

standards for all contaminants in surface waters, and made it unlawful, without a permit, to 

discharge any point source pollutant into United States waters.   

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which regulates point sources 

that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States, is the system for granting and 

regulating discharge permits.  The NPDES program is authorized under Section 402 of the 

CWA.  The permits are issued by state environmental agencies and EPA regional offices.  

Amendments in 1987 expanded the CWA to cover storm water discharges from separated 

municipal storm sewer systems.  Under the CWA, NPDES permits must be reissued every five 

years.  The Surface Water Discharge permit is South Dakota's version of the NPDES permit, as 

the EPA has delegated NPDES authority to the state. 
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The CWA also regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into waters of the United 

States and is administered by the Corps under Section 404.  Section 404 of the CWA regulates 

the discharge of fill and dredged material into waters of the United States.  Under this program, 

all discharges of fill or dredged material disturbing the bottom elevation of a water of the United 

States require a permit from the Corps.  The two main types of permits under Section 404 of the 

CWA are general permits and individual permits.  General permits cover a wide variety of 

activities, and require the permitted user to comply with all the stated conditions.  Individual 

permits must be applied for when there are more activity-specific conditions.  This type of permit 

also contains mandatory conditions that the permitted user must comply with and typically the 

individual permit requires more time and money be expended than a general permit. 

Water quantity was addressed in Chapter 2, Basis of Planning.   

 Impacted Environment 

The water source for the proposed improvements will remain unchanged.  As the recommended 

alternative continues to receive treated water from B-Y Water District, there is not an anticipated 

disturbance to any waters listed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as a Navigable 

Water, and would not be regulated as a Water of the United States via Section 10 of the Rivers 

and Harbors Act. 

The environmental review letter sent to the USACE is provided in Appendix A.  In a response 

letter dated August 10, 2021 from Aaron Quinn, Chief, Environmental and Cultural Resources 

(attached in Appendix A), the USACE directed that since the project does not appear to be 

located wihtin the Corps owned or operated lands, the plans should be submitted to the local 

floodplain adminstrator for review and approval prior to construction.  Compliance with the 

floodplain management criteria of Davison County and the State of South Dakota should be 

ensured, and coordination with the South Dakota Divison of Emergency Management, Mr. Marc 

Macy is required.  Permit requirements under Section 404 (involving the discharging of fill or 

dredge materials) and affiliated preliminary and final project plans be coordinated with the Pierre 

Regulatory Office, Attn. Mr. Steve Naylor. 

 Mitigation Measures 

Best management practices, including top soiling and seeding, silt fence installation and storm 

water control during construction will be used to reduce the potential for erosion of excavated 

areas and subsequent sedimentation and/or runoff.  Storm water management and drainage 

features included in the site design will be compatible with and connect with the City of Mitchell 

storm water system. 

Appropriate permits for discharge into South Dakota waters will be obtained from the SD DANR 

for the project. 
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9.0 ARRANGEMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

The implementation of Phase 1 of the Proposed Project is listed in the sections below. 

9.1 Sponsor Responsibilities 

The citizens of the City of Mitchell rely on the Public Works Department to provide safe and 

reliable utilities, including electric, street, wastewater, and water services.  In addition, the City 

of Mitchell will be responsible for authorizing and paying for all required professional services, 

including but not limited to engineering, legal, and administrative.  Other sponsor responsibilities 

are discussed in the following sections. 

9.2 Study and Report 

The study and report phase for the proposed project will include facility planning, completion of 

the environmental assessment, and completion of the application for Drinking Water State 

Revolving Fund (DWSRF) funding.  The primary sponsor responsibilities during the study and 

report phase include review and concurrence with the results of the preliminary engineering 

activities, completion of this preliminary design report and the alternatives selections, 

completion of the facilities plan (FP) report, and submittal of DWSRF Loan Application 

paperwork. 

9.3 Preliminary Design Phase 

The preliminary design phase will begin with equipment/process layout for the Pump Station and 

Ground Storage Reservoir (GSR).  Preliminary engineering for the Pump Station and GSR, and 

distribution system modifications will likely include detailed site surveys, geotechnical 

investigations at the proposed sites, identification of equipment alternatives for inclusion in the 

project, and development of preliminary site layouts.  Additionally, the team will begin the 

process of obtaining the necessary permitting for construction and completion of the project 

under this phase of the project.   

A 30 percent design review meeting will be conducted with the City of Mitchell staff to review 

the draft preliminary layouts, review the draft specification sections, and obtain comments from 

staff.  Once these tasks have been completed for the preliminary design phase, AE2S will 

assemble the information to clearly outline the feasibility, proposed schedule, anticipated costs, 

proposed materials and components, and preliminary drawings for the project.  This information 

will provide direction for the project to proceed into the next phases of implementation. 
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9.4 Final Design and Bidding Phases 

Final design and bidding phases for the proposed project would include design of the Pump 

Station, GSR, and distribution system modification improvements.  The tasks to be completed 

for the design and bidding phases of the projects include 60 and 95 percent final design 

submittals of the plans and specifications, submittals to the various funding agencies for review 

and approval, and advertising and bidding of the project. 

Sponsor responsibilities during the final design and bidding phases include review, comment 

submittal, and approval of the bidding documents, advertisement of the project upon review of 

plans and specifications by the SD DANR, maintaining a set of bidding documents for review by 

potential bidders, bid opening, reviewing the engineer’s recommendations regarding acceptance 

of construction bids, executing a Notice of Award, and entering into construction agreements 

with successful bidders.   

9.5 Construction Phase 

The proposed improvements are recommended to be constructed under the design-bid-build 

(DBB) project delivery method.  As such, the proposed construction projects would be 

advertised as required under South Dakota Codified Laws and bid according to the statutory 

competitive bidding requirements.  Upon receiving and opening construction bids, and upon 

review and approval by the project engineer and the City’s legal counsel, the City of Mitchell 

will enter into a construction agreement with a reputable and bonded construction contractor for 

the implementation of the proposed project.   

Construction administration for the City of Mitchell will be performed by the project engineer to 

ensure that the Work is completed according to detailed plans and specifications prepared 

specifically for the project.  In addition to normal construction administration tasks such as 

construction observation, shop drawing review, contract document interpretation, and progress 

payment review and approval, the project engineer will prepare and submit DWSRF 

documentation per program requirements. 

The U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) requires that weekly Certified Payroll Reports be 

submitted by the contractor for all prevailing wage projects.  First District will serve as the 

contracting agency that will review the information in the Certified Payroll Reports to determine 

that employees have received legally required wages and fringe benefits and conduct the wage 

interviews per the DWSRF requirements.   

9.6 Ownership, Operation, and Maintenance 

The City of Mitchell has the legal authority and financial capability to construct and operate the 

proposed capital improvements and will assume full responsibility and ownership of the 

improvements and associated equipment and appurtenances.  In addition, City of Mitchell is 

committed to operating and maintaining all proposed improvements to prolong their intended 
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operational life and provide a safe and dependable drinking water system for the City.  The City 

of Mitchell will also be responsible for coordinating operation and maintenance activities.   

Preventive maintenance is currently practiced by City personnel to prolong equipment life and 

minimize repair costs.  All equipment is serviced according to manufacturer requirements, as 

applicable. 

The City of Mitchell will be responsible for setting up and maintaining a water system coverage 

and reserve fund as required under the DWSRF Program.  This reserve fund will also be used to 

cover unforeseen expenses inherent in operating a system that serves potable water to a public 

entity having residential, commercial, and industrial customers. 

9.7 Financial Requirements and Anticipated Rate Impacts 

The City is evaluating funding mechanisms to finance the proposed capital improvements 

through the DWSRF program.  The City has included the appropriate application documentation 

with this facility plan to place the proposed project on the State Water Plan for funding through 

the DWSRF program.  It is anticipated that the funding will be available and approved for the 

project for the 2022 and 2023 timeframe.  It is anticipated that preliminary and final design 

would be completed in 2021 and the majority of the project expenses (construction) would occur 

in 2022 and 2023.   

Repayment of the DWSRF loan will be accomplished through revenue from increased fix rates 

and water sales.   The City of Mitchell charges base rate fees based on the meter size and a 

volumetric fee.  A residential customer using 6,000 gallons per month would currently pay $9.21 

+ 6,000 gallons X $5.55/1000 gallons = $42.51 for their monthly water use.  Rate impacts were 

estimated for the project, with the total monthly base charge anticipated to see very minimal 

increase for the average residential user and the volumetric rate expected to see 4-6% annual 

increases for the average residential user.   

The estimated annual debt service cost for the recommended alternative, was estimated to be 

$814,789 based on a 3.00 percent DWSRF loan interest rate and a 20-year loan repayment term 

and $618,455 based on a 30-year loan repayment term.  In addition to the annual debt service 

cost, per the requirements of the DWSRF program, the City must provide $814,789 in estimated 

annual coverage costs.   

9.8 Permits Required 

Permit requirements for the proposed project include the following and will be obtained from the 

responsible parties. 
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 Highway and Paved Road Crossings 

Highway crossings will be made in accordance with the South Dakota Department of 

Transportation (SDDOT) requirements.  Paved road crossings will comply with the requirements 

of the appropriate jurisdiction (City, County, State, Federal).   

 Railroad Crossings 

Railroad crossings will be made in accordance with requirements that will be stipulated in a 

permit from the railroad company.  Crossings will be made by boring and casing. 

9.9 Implementation Schedule 

A summary of the implementation schedule is provided below. 

1. Spring 2021 – Submit State Water Plan Application Form 

2.  May – September 2021 – Facility Plan and Basis of Design Report 

3. September 2021 – Public Hearing (Minutes in Appendix D) 

4. September 2021 – Submit Facility Plan to SD DANR along with Drinking Water SRF 

Application 

5. September – October 2021 – Preliminary Design (30%) of GSR, Pump Station, and 

Distribution System Modifications 

6. September - October 2021 – Site Survey and Geotechnical Exploration 

7. October – December 2021 – Intermediate Design (60%) of GSR, Pump Station, and 

Distribution System Modifications 

8. January 2021– March 2022 - Final Design (90%) of GSR, Pump Station, and Distribution 

System Modifications 

9. April 2022 – Final drawings and specifications 

10. April 2022 – Bidding Process 

11. August 2022 – December 2023 – Construction of GSR, Pump Station, and Distribution 

System Modifications 
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United States Department of Interior 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

420 S Garfield Avenue, Suite 400 

Pierre, SD 57501-5408 

Attn: Field Supervisor 

 

Re: Request for Environmental Comment 

Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir, and Water Distribution System 

Modifications Facilities Plan 

 Mitchell, South Dakota 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

I am writing on behalf of the City of Mitchell in request of environmental comments on the Pump Station, 

Ground Storage Reservoir, and Water Distribution System Improvements Project. 

 

Overview of the Project 

The City of Mitchell, South Dakota, is completing a Facilities Plan to plan infrastructure improvements to 

meet future water supply and treatment needs, as well as storage requirements and distribution system 

modifications.  Mitchell currently has a population of approximately 16,000 people and has experienced 

steady growth in previous years, with similar growth anticipated to continue.   

Since 2003 the City of Mitchell (City) has purchased water from the Bon Homme-Yankton (B-Y) Water 

District to meet the water demands of its customers.  Mitchell maintains a water treatment plant (WTP) 

that can treat water from Lake Mitchell to supplement water purchased from B-Y Water District, but the 

WTP has not been used since 2003.  The City is preparing to invest in water supply and storage 

infrastructure and recently completed studies that evaluated their current distribution system and storage 

capacities and evaluated alternative water sources to ensure reliable and sustainable water sources are 

available to meet Mitchell’s current and future water needs.  

The Facility Plan evaluates current, and future City demands, alternative sources of water supply, and 

storage and distribution system improvement needs.  

Alternatives were evaluated for water infrastructure improvements from the following source waters: 

• B-Y Water District 

• Randall Community Water District (CWD) 

• Lake Mitchell 

• Missouri River  

Hydraulic modeling evaluated fire flow and emergency storage, elevated and ground storage alternatives, 

and various locations throughout the water system for placement of additional storage.   
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Using the supply, storage, treatment, and distribution improvement goals established for the Facilities 

Plan and a detailed cost analysis for each alternative, the recommended alternative was determined.  This 

alternative includes a continued regional approach of purchasing water from the B-Y Water District, 

construction of a new 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank with adjacent Pump Station and Chemical Feed 

Facility, and distribution system modifications. These changes would: 

• Increase emergency storage,  

• Reduce energy costs related to pumping, 

• Provide for the creation of a new south pressure zone to boost pressures and support future 

development, and 

• Provide a chemical feed source to mitigate low disinfectant residuals. 

 

Project Location 

The locations of the proposed water system improvements are in Sections 10, 22, 26, 27, 28, 34, and 35 of 

Township 103N, Range 60W, and the general location of the proposed improvements are shown in Figure 

1.  The general locations of the ground storage reservoir, WTP improvements, and Burr Street Tower 

improvements are designated by yellow pins, and distribution system modification sites are shown in red.  

An additional distribution pipeline is shown in Figure 1, with the primary route shown in red and an 

alternate alignment shown in pink. 

A detailed proposed layout of the ground storage reservoir site is included in Exhibit 1.  A zoning map for 

the City of Mitchell is included in Exhibit 2.  FEMA Flood Maps are included in Exhibit 3 for all 

proposed locations listed in Figure 1.  



Re:     Request for Environmental Comment 

Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir, and Water Distribution System 

Modifications Facilities Plan 

 Mitchell, South Dakota 

June 25, 2021 

Page 3 of 5 

 

 

Figure 1 - Locations of Proposed Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir, and Water 

Distribution System Modifications 
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Proposed Project Details 

The proposed project for the Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir, and Water Distribution 

System Modifications project is generally assumed to include the following. 

• 2.5 MG Ground Storage Tank:  Due to its age and condition, the Burr Street tank is slated for 

demolition.  The removal of the Burr Street tank was included in a hydraulic modeling evaluation 

to determine the recommended additional storage volume the City would need to adequately meet 

emergency, equalization, and fire flow needs.  This analysis recommended an additional 2.5 MG 

of storage to meet the current and future storage needs through 2040.  A ground storage tank 

provides the best option to cost-effectively increase emergency storage and take advantage of the 

hydraulic configuration of the system relative to water sources and the location of existing 

elevated storage.  

• Pump and Chemical Feed Facility:  A pump station and chemical feed facility will be constructed 

near the ground storage tank.  The pump station will contain booster pumps to deliver water to 

either pressure zone during high-demand periods.  Chemical storage and feed systems will be 

installed to enable operators to feed chlorine and ammonia to manage chloramine disinfectant 

residuals across the entire distribution system.  An additional chemical feed system will optimize 

water stability chemistry and lead and copper corrosion control chemistry.  Instrumentation and 

control systems will be provided to enable SCADA monitoring and control of the pumping and 

chemical feed systems. 

• Distribution System Modifications:  Currently, all treated water is pumped into the distribution 

system at the Mitchell WTP.  Additional piping installed around the WTP will provide an option 

to avoid repumping water and save energy costs.  High water ages and low disinfectant residuals 

are experienced in the south areas of Mitchell farthest from the WTP.  Modifications to piping in 

the distribution system on the south side of the City will reduce water age and mitigate low 

chlorine residual.  Low pressures are experienced in the distribution system south of I-90 during 

high demand periods such as fire flows and during distribution system maintenance flushing.  

Additionally, hotels near the interstate have reported lower pressures on their top floors.  

Installation of pressure control fittings in the pipes that cross I-90 will create a south pressure 

zone that will increase pressure in this area to provide better operating pressures during high flow 

events.   

The South Dakota Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources (SD-DANR) is the lead state agency 

for this project.  Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc. (AE2S) will serve as a 

subconsultant to the lead consultant, Infrastructure Design Group, for the project.   
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Request for Review 

To ensure that all social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the development of this 

project, we are soliciting your review and comment of the proposed project pursuant to Section 102(2) 

(D) (IV) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, and all other applicable 

policies, rules, and regulations. 

 

At this time, we request that you review this document and enclosed exhibits, and provide written 

comments or recommendations relative to the impacts of this project on wetlands, endangered species, 

threatened species, or their habitat (Endangered Species Act 16 U.S.C 1531, Section 7).  Information or 

comments relating to environmental or other matters that you may furnish will help us determine the 

impacts of the project.  We are particularly interested in any property that your department may own, or 

have an interest in, located within the project corridor.  We would also appreciate being made aware of 

any proposed developments your department may be contemplating in the area of the proposed project.  

Any information that might assist in our study would be appreciated.  Because of the timing of this 

project, we request any comments and information be forwarded to our office by July 26, 2021. 

 

Your comments will be incorporated into the Environmental Review section for compliance with the 

Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) program and may lead to a request for further 

involvement from your department, if necessary.  Information or comments relating to environmental or 

other matters that you might furnish will be used in the final design of the project and recorded in a final 

facility design report. 

 

If no reply is received by July 26, 2021, it will be assumed that you have no comments on this project.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (605)-275-5620 if you have any questions or require further 

information.  Thank you for your assistance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

AE2S 

 

 

 

 

Matt Erickson, PE 

Project Engineer  

 

C: Joe Schroeder, PE, City Engineer, City of Mitchell, SD 

C: Phil Gunvaldson, PE, Infrastructure Design Group 

 

Enclosures: 

Exhibit 1 – Proposed Project Site Plan 

Exhibit 2 – City of Mitchell Zoning Map 

Exhibit 3 – FEMA Flood Maps 



 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
200 Fourth Street SW, Room 203, Huron, SD 57350 

Voice:  605.352.1200     Fax:  855.256.2565  
 

An Equal Opportunity Provider, Employer, and Lender 

 
         July 6, 2021 
 
Mr. Matthew Erickson, PE 
Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, LLC 
2401 West Trevi Place, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota  57108 
 
RE:  Environmental Review for: 
        Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage and Water Distribution Improvement 
 
Dear Mr. Erickson: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) review on this 
project.  The project as outlined will have no impact on prime or important farmland. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (605) 352-1234. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
JESSICA MICHALSKI 
State Resource Conservationist 
 
cc: 
Nathan Jones, State Soil Scientist, NRCS, Huron SO 
 
 



 
 

 
605.223.7660  |  GFP.SD.GOV 
WILDINFO@STATE.SD.US  |  PARKINFO@STATE.SD.US   

 

 

SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF  
GAME, FISH AND PARKS 
523 EAST CAPITOL AVENUE | PIERRE, SD 57501 

July 2, 2021 
 
Matt Erickson 
AE2S 
2401 West Trevi Place 
Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
 
 
RE:   Mitchell Pump Station, Ground Storage Reservoir and Water Distribution System 
 
Dear Matt, 
 
The Department of Game, Fish and Parks has reviewed the above project involving infrastructure 
improvements to the water distribution system in Mitchell, South Dakota. 
 

We have conducted a search of the SD Natural Heritage Database for the above referenced project. This 
database monitors species at risk, specifically those species that are legally designated as threatened, 
endangered or rare. We did not find any occurrences of endangered, threatened or rare species in the 
immediate project area. Please note many places in South Dakota have not been surveyed for rare or 
protected species and the absence of a species from the database does not preclude its presence from 
your project area.  Based on the information provided, there is no anticipated significant impact to fish 
and wildlife resources and would anticipate that to remain if the following suggestions are considered 
during the planning and construction of the project. 
 

1. Disturbance to riparian and wetland areas should be kept to an absolute minimum. 
2. If riparian vegetation is lost it should be quantified and replaced on site. Seeding of indigenous 

species should be accomplished immediately after construction to reduce sediment and erosion. 
3. A site-specific sediment and erosion control plan should be part of the project. 
4. A post construction erosion control plan should be implemented in order to provide interim 

control prior to re-establishing permanent vegetative cover on the disturbed site. 
 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 605-773-6208. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Hilary Morey 
Environmental Review Senior Biologist 
523 East Capitol Avenue 
Pierre, SD  57501 
hilary.morey@state.sd.us 

mailto:hilary.morey@state.sd.us
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GSR & PS Site Layout Exhibit 

 



W
W

W
W

6
5
0
.
0
0
'

650.0
0'

2.5 MG WATER STORAGE TANK

(110' ID X 35' SWD)

PUMP STATION AND CHEMICAL FEED FACILITY

(40' X 50')

●
●

●
●

●
●

●
●

●
●

●●●●●●●

●
●

●
●

●
●

●
●

●
●

● ● ● ● ● ● ●

POTENTIAL SECURITY FENCE

POTENTIAL BERM/TREE LINE (EAST, NORTH, & WEST)

325.00'

3
6
5
.
0
0
'

SHEETCHECKED / APPROVEDDRAWING TYPE

PREPARED BY DATE DRAWING

F
i
l
e
:
 
 
C

:
\
U

s
e
r
s
\
m

e
r
i
c
k
s
o
n
\
O

n
e
D

r
i
v
e
 
-
 
A

E
2
S

\
D

e
s
k
t
o
p
\
M

i
t
c
h
e
l
l
 
G

S
R

 
E

x
h
i
b
i
t
.
d
w

g
L
a
s
t
 
S

a
v
e
d
:
 
B

y
:
 
 
M

a
t
t
 
E

r
i
c
k
s
o
n
 
 
 
 
D

a
t
e
:
 
 
M

o
n
d
a
y
,
 
D

e
c
e
m

b
e
r
 
2
1
,
 
2
0
2
0
 
3
:
1
5
:
2
7
 
P

M

P
l
o
t
t
e
d
:
 
B

y
:
 
 
M

a
t
t
 
E

r
i
c
k
s
o
n
 
 
 
 
D

a
t
e
:
 
 
M

o
n
d
a
y
,
 
D

e
c
e
m

b
e
r
 
2
1
,
 
2
0
2
0

L
a
y
o
u
t
:
 
 
L
a
y
o
u
t
2

Mitchell Ground Storage/Water System Updates

City of Mitchell

Mitchell, South Dakota

Proposed Project Site Plan
##############

12/21/2020

PRELIMINARY XXX XXX

MGE

1 1

EX1

E
X

I
S

T
I
N

G
 
2
4
"
 
B

-
Y

 
W

A
T

E
R

 
S

U
P

P
L
Y

256T
H

 S
T

.

S
D

 
H

W
Y

 
3
7
 
(
4
1
0
T

H
 
A

V
E

)

PARCEL ID: 0600-13060-353-00

T103N, R60W SECTION 35



 

 

 

Mitchell Water Systems Improvements Facility Plan 

AE2S 

August, 2021 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

 

FEMA Flood Maps 

  



 

Figure 1 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Ground Storage Reservoir Location 



 

Figure 2 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed WTP Improvements Location 



 

Figure 3 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Burr Street Tower Improvements Location 



 

Figure 4 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Distribution System Modifications Location 



 

Figure 5 – FEMA Flood Map –FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Distribution System Modifications Location 



 

Figure 6 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Distribution System Modifications Location 



 

Figure 7 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Distribution System Modifications Location 



 

Figure 8 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Distribution System Modifications Location 



 

Figure 9 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Distribution System Modifications Location 



 

Figure 10 – FEMA Flood Map: Proposed Additional Water Main Location 
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TITLE: Sanitary/Storm Sewer Facilities Funding Application 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The following application has been received by DANR for funding 

consideration at this meeting.  The project priority points shown in 
the Intended Use Plan are listed in parentheses.   
 

a. Mitchell (26) 
  
  
COMPLETE 
APPLICATIONS: 

The complete application, summary sheet, and financial analysis are 
available online and can be accessed by using the link on the Board 
Agenda. 
 
If you would like a hard copy of the application, please contact Mike 
Perkovich at (605) 773‐4216. 

 



_̂

Sanitary/Storm Sewer Facilities Funding Applications
January 2022

Mitchell

§̈¦29

§̈¦90



FUNDING REQUEST EVALUATION FORM 
CLEAN WATER FACILITIES FUNDING APPLICATION 

APPLICANT:  CITY OF MITCHELL 
 

Project Title: Wastewater Treatment Facility Improvements 
  
Funding Requested: $11,087,000 
  
Other Proposed Funding: None 
  
Total Project Cost: $11,087,000 
  
Project Description: The city of Mitchell is proposing major upgrades to the north plant 

of the wastewater treatment facility. Improvements include 
construction of a new headworks facility, a new equalization basin, 
updates to the sewage receiving structure, upgrades to the 
electrical system, improvements to the existing equalization basin, 
and other site improvements.  
 
This request also includes a nonpoint source portion for further 
improvements along the Firesteel Creek Riparian corridor.  

  
Alternatives Evaluated: A regional wastewater treatment facility, upgrades to existing 

headworks, alternate liquid treatment processes, activated sludge 
basin aeration, and direct discharge to James River were evaluated 
alternatives.  

  
Implementation Schedule: The project is anticipated to be bid in January 2022 with a 

construction completion date of November 2023.  
  
Service Population: 15,566 
  
Current Domestic Rate: $40.74 per 5,000 gallons 

  

Interest Rate: 1.375% Term: 30 years Security: 
 
Project Surcharge 

  
 

DEBT SERVICE CAPACITY 
  

Coverage at Maximum Loan Amount: If all funding is provided as loan Mitchell would have to 
establish a surcharge of approximately $7.30.  When 
added to current rate of $40.74/5,000 gallons residents 
would be paying $48.04/5,000 gallons. 

 

 ENGINEERING REVIEW COMPLETED BY: ABBEY LARSON 

 FINANCIAL REVIEW COMPLETED BY:  DAVID RUHNKE 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

This Facility Plan evaluates the City of Mitchell’s (City) North and South Wastewater Treatment Plant 

(WWTP) facilities to determine existing equipment conditions and operational procedures in order to 

make recommendations for improvements required to meet the City’s needs for wastewater treatment for 

the next 20 years and beyond. 

The City of Mitchell WWTP is split into two facilities, a north plant and a south plant. The north plant 

consists of a stabilization pond, influent Parshall flume, mechanical bar screen, manual raked bar screen, 

cyclone type aerated grit chamber, wet well, raw sewage pumping station, flow equalization basins (with 

aeration), bypass pumping station, and force mains. The south plant consists of extended aeration 

activated sludge basins, final clarifiers, sludge holding ponds, effluent valve control structures, three 

effluent storage ponds, an irrigation system (privately owned), and sludge handling. The WWTP effluent 

discharges into the James River. In emergency situations, the City has the option to discharge to Dry Run 

Creek. 

The facility built in 1978 was designed to accommodate an average daily flow of 2.4 million gallons per 

day (MGD) and a peak day flow of 5 MGD. Several significant industrial users such as Trail King 

Industries, Twin City Fan Industries, and Performance Pet Products (American Food Group) discharge to 

the Mitchell WWTP. 

On-site meetings and discussions were conducted to effectively capitalize on and integrate the 

knowledge and expertise of the City staff and HDR Project team members in order to tailor project 

recommendations to the City’s operations and maintenance preferences. 

As described in the Recommended Improvements Plan, improvements have been prioritized and will be 

bid and constructed in a phased sequence. 

This Facility Plan serves as a roadmap to guide the City in planning capital expenditures and potential 

operational changes. It also takes into consideration proposed and potential regulatory requirements. The 

planned capital improvement projects are organized based on a projected regulatory implementation 

schedule, flow and loading capacity, along with condition assessment results. 

1.2 PROJECT PURPOSE 

The scope of services for this Facility Plan includes the following: 

1. Evaluation of Existing and Future Conditions 

2. Development and Screening of Alternatives 

a. Evaluation of wastewater treatment alternatives and related capital costs and operation 

and maintenance costs. 

b. Selection of a recommended alternative. 

3. Evaluation of Principal Alternatives and Plan Adoption 

a. Prioritize recommended improvements into the capital improvements program. 

4. Selected Plan, Description and Implementation Arrangements 

a. Environmental considerations. 

b. Development of implementation schedule. 

c. Evaluation of user rate impacts. 

5. Public hearing assistance 

6. Submittal to SD DENR for review and approval 
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The Recommended Improvements Plan resulting from this study provides a long-term facility planning 

tool for the WWTP, while identifying a phased construction program to meet reliability, hydraulic capacity, 

and treatment requirements to address growth and regulations for the next 20 years. The plan will be 

refined as part of preliminary design efforts with project costs to match the further refined scope(s). 

 

The plan presents design concepts and budget information to serve as the basis for the preliminary 

design of subsequent projects. Overall, this facility plan will provide direction for the complete project 

development cycle by defining and establishing how the project goals will be realized.  

 

A review of the WWTP capacities complete with a recommended capital improvements plan that reflects 

the timing for the following needs is provided: 

• Phase 1 – North Plant Recommended Improvements 

• Phase 2 – South Plant and Lab Upgrade at North Plant Recommended Improvements 

The goal is to optimize the WWTP to treat the twenty-year flow and loading including: 

• Projections of future flows and loadings. 

• Hydraulic modeling to identify and eliminate hydraulic limitations.  

• Infrastructure impacts generated from pending nutrient removal/permitting requirements.  

• Long-term disinfection expansion alternatives. 

• Long-term treatment solutions for biosolids handling through the review of innovative alternatives. 

In summary, this plan provides whole system optimization of the City’s WWTP and identifies process 

improvement and operation and maintenance projects on a timeline fully vetted by the Planning Team for 

the WWTP. 

1.3 DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM 

Due to age, the efficiency of the existing treatment system is declining, conversely, the population of 

Mitchell is projected to increase at a steady rate. The construction of treatment facilities is crucial to meet 

the flows of the city on a peak day. A majority of the equipment operating at the WWTP is original (1978) 

and is in need of an upgrade to improve efficiency and reliability. 
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2 EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS 

2.1 APPROACH 

The objective of this chapter is to summarize the City’s existing treatment system and describe the 

physical condition of the WWTP equipment and facilities. The approach to achieving this goal was to 

evaluate the existing systems and prioritize the need for upgrades and/or replacement due to either lack 

of capacity or age and condition. Projected flows and loads will be used to determine which existing 

treatment units are considered inadequate. Recommendations are presented along with planning level 

cost estimates in a separate section of this report. 

2.2 PROJECT NEED 

The WWTP began operation in 1978, with upgrades in 1997 and 2007, and was designed for an average 

annual flow of 2.4 MGD and a peak day flow of 5.0 MGD. As process and equipment improvements were 

made over time, the capacity for certain portions of the plant may have increased. The WWTP required 

capacity projections are shown in Table 2-1.  As shown in the table, capacity improvements are needed in 

order for the existing WWTP to be able to treat future projected peak day flows.   

Table 2-1  Mitchell WWTP Summary of Projected Flows & Loads  

Unit 
Process 

Flow (MGD) TBOD (lbs/day) TSS (lbs/day) 

Ave. 
Annual 

Max. 
Month 

Peak 
Day 

Peak 
Hour 

Ave. 
Annual 

Max. 
Month 

Peak 
Day 

Ave. 
Annual 

Max. 
Month 

Peak 
Day 

Year: 2020 
(15,993 
pop.) 
 

1.96 3.5 6.1 - 3,300 5,000 7,500 3,200 5,000 8,000 

Year: 2030 
(16,721 
pop.) 
 

2.0 3.6 6.4 - 3,500 5,200 7,900 3,400 5,300 8,500 

Year: 2040 
(17,449 
pop.) 
 

2.2 3.8 6.82 8.51 3,600 5,500 8,300 3,500 5,600 8,900 

1Projecting actual peak event that occurred in May 2019 (~7.0 MGD) with a peaking factor = 8.5 MGD. This is equal to plant 

capacity through EQ diversion – which occurs prior to raw sewage pumping station. 
2Equals peak flow downstream of raw sewage pumping station. 

A detailed analysis was conducted for the individual WWTP treatment processes to determine the 

capacity of the existing treatment facility as a whole. Reliability with requisite units out-of-service was 

evaluated and considered in the analysis.  The results of this analysis is presented within this report. 
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2.2.1 IMPLEMENTATION & COST CONSIDERATIONS 

The estimates provided herein are approximate and should be developed in more detail as design 

progresses. Estimated costs are based on the year 2020 and do not account for inflation. Each item 

includes a 25% allowance for undefined construction costs and an engineering allowance of 24%. The 

following tables provide a summary of the recommended plant improvements required to treat 2040 

projected max day flow and loads along with the estimated cost for those improvements.   

Note: Table 2-3 improvements do not include provisions for expected future permit changes such as Total 

Nitrogen (TN) and Total Phosphorus (TP) limits. These improvements are addressed in other sections.
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Table 2-2  Detailed Recommendations for Phase 1 – North Plant Recommended Improvements 

 

 
 

Growth  Reliability           

Project No. & 

Title 
Facility Description 

Organic 

Capacity 

Hydraulic 

Capacity 
Regulatory 

Age & 

Condition 

Improve 

Operations 
Recommended Improvements Priority Const. Cost Engineering 

Est. Project 

Cost & CIP 

Phase 1 -  North Plant Recommended Improvements 

1 – Headworks 

and Equalization 

Improvements 

Septage Receiving Structure and Vactor Truck 

Unloading Station 
    

- Improved System for Septage Unloading 

- Provisions for Sampling 

- Better Site Access & Protection 

High $420,000 $100,000 $520,000 

Electric Service Upgrade & Phase 1 Existing 

Headworks Building Improvements 
    

- Misc. Code, Mechanical, and Electrical 

Upgrades 

- Process Improvements 

High $766,000 $184,000 $950,000 

Existing Equalization Basin Improvements     

- Patch and Repair Concrete 

- Provide Hand Railing 

- Coat Interior Concrete of Structures 

High $468,000 $112,000 $580,000 

Site Improvements     

- Site Lighting 

- Site Pavement Improvements 

* Potentially Prioritize Money to Repair 

Erosion on Effluent Cell No. 5 

Medium $60,000 $15,000 $75,000 

New Screening and Grit Removal (Headworks) Facility     
- New Facility for Flow Measurement, 

Screening, and Grit Removal 
High $4,777,000 $1,147,000 $5,924,000 

New 0.4 Million Gallon Equalization Basin     

- Influent Diversion 

- Concrete Basin with Aeration 

- Effluent Control Structure 

- Return Pump Station 

High $1,533,000 $367,000 $1,900,000 

2 - Administration / Office Improvements     
- Provide Back-up Power Source 

- SCADA Monitoring Improvements 
Medium $41,000 $10,000 $51,000 

Phase 1 – North Plant Subtotal  $8,065,000  $1,935,000  $10,000,000  
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Table 2-3  Detailed Recommendations for Phase 2 – South Plant and Lab Upgrade at North Plant Recommended Improvements 

 

 
 

Growth  Reliability           

Project No. & 

Title 
Facility Description 

Organic 

Capacity 

Hydraulic 

Capacity 
Regulatory 

Age & 

Condition 

Improve 

Operations 
Recommended Improvements Priority Const. Cost Engineering 

Est. Project 

Cost & CIP 

Phase 2 -  South Plant and Lab Upgrade at North Plant Recommended Improvements 

3 - New Laboratory at North Plant      - New Laboratory Facility for Sample Testing High $734,000 $176,000 $910,000 

4 – Site 

Improvements 

Site Lighting Improvements     
- Replace All Lighting 

- Add Additional Site Lighting 
Medium $81,000 $19,000 $100,000 

Remove / Demolish Existing Storage Building      - Demolish Existing Storage Building  Medium $33,000 $7,000 $40,000 

Remove Existing Turbine Aerators and Platforms, 

Incorporate Drain Piping 
    

- Remove Existing Surface Aerators 

- Add Drain Piping to Cell No. 3 or Cell No. 4 
High $256,000 $64,000 $320,000 

Remove Damaged Chain Link Perimeter Fence and 

Replace with New 
    

- Remove Damaged Chain Link Fence and 

Replace with New 
Medium $111,000 $29,000 $140,000 

Remove Chain Link Gate and Replace with New Chain 

Link Gate 
     - Remove Gate and Replace with New High $9,000 $1,000 $10,000 

Remove 24” RCP Combined Cell No. 1 & Cell No. 2 

Effluent Pipe & Replace with 36” DIP 
    

- Remove 24” RCP and Install 36” DIP 

- New Wall Pipes and a Slide Gate 
High $430,000 $100,000 $530,000 

Distribution Box Modifications     
- Furnish and Install Slide Gates 

- Coat Interior of Structure 
Medium $199,000 $51,000 $250,000 

Weir Box Rehabilitation     
- Replace Weirs and Slide Gates 

- Coat Interior of Structure 
High $111,000 $29,000 $140,000 

Bank Stabilization of Storage Ponds      - Repair Erosion on Cell No. 5 and No. 6 Medium $135,000 $35,000 $170,000 

Control Structures Rehabilitation     

- Replace Butterfly Valves and MH Top 

Sections 

- Coat Interior of Structure 

High $133,000 $37,000 $170,000 

5 - Phase 2 Existing Headworks Building ASME and Process Improvements     

- Mechanical & Plumbing Upgrades 

- Improve Ventilation 

- Misc. Building Improvements 

High $516,000 $124,000 $640,000 
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Growth  Reliability           

Project No. & 

Title 
Facility Description 

Organic 

Capacity 

Hydraulic 

Capacity 
Regulatory 

Age & 

Condition 

Improve 

Operations 
Recommended Improvements Priority Const. Cost Engineering 

Est. Project 

Cost & CIP 

6 - Refurbish Existing Blower 

/ Electrical Building 

Refurbish Existing Blower / Electrical 

Building, Upgrade HVAC, & Install New 

Blowers 
    

- Install VFDs and New Airlift Pump Blowers 

- New Electrical, Controls, and Ventilation 

Equipment 

- Misc. Building Improvements 

High $259,000 $61,000 $320,000 

Motor Control Center (MCC) and Facility 

Electrical Upgrades     

- Replace MCC and Electrical Equipment, 

Conduits, & Wiring 

- Add Provisions for Portable Generator 

High $275,000 $65,000 $340,000 

7 - Equalization at the South Plant     

- Partition & Repurpose Cell No. 3 or Cell 

No. 4 for EQ 

- Return Pumping & Piping 

High $1,774,000 $426,000 $2,200,000 

8 – New Activated 

Sludge Blower 

Building & Aeration 

System 

Reshape Interior Side Slopes of Aeration Basins      - Reshape Existing Side Slope  Medium $106,000 $24,000 $130,000 

New Fine Bubble Retrievable Aeration System (2 

Basins) 
    

- Install Diffuser System 

- Electrical, Instrumentation, & Controls 
High $1,185,000 $295,000 $1,480,000 

New 175 Hp Blowers (4 each) for Aeration System     
- New Blowers, Piping, & Valves 

- Electrical, Instrumentation, & Controls 
High $1,291,000 $309,000 $1,600,000 

New Blower / Storage Building      - Facility for Blowers & City’s Equipment High $776,000 $184,000 $960,000 

9 – Refurbish 

Existing Clarifiers 

and Construct New 

Clarifier 

Replace Secondary Clarifier Mechanism & Add pH 

Control 
    

- Mechanism Replacement and Concrete 

Coating 

- Control Algae Growth and pH 

Medium $768,000 $182,000 $950,000 

One New 50-ft Diameter Final Clarifier      - New Final Clarifier & Splitter Structure High $1,819,000 $481,000 $2,300,000 

10 - New Aerobic Sludge Digester and Dewatering (1 MG)      - New Digester and Dewatering Equipment High $7,922,000 $1,878,000 $9,800,000 

Phase 2 – South Plant & Lab Upgrade at North Plant Subtotal  $18,923,000  $4,577,000  $23,500,000  

  

Regulatory Improvement Items 

 

      Medium/ 

High 
TBD TBD TBD 

Nutrient Removal and Treatment Renovations       
Medium/ 

High 
TBD TBD TBD 
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2.3 EXISTING WASTEWATER FLOWS AND TREATMENT 

SYSTEMS 

2.3.1 FACILITY BACKGROUND 

The City of Mitchell operates the pre-treatment portion of the facility, along with the lab, administration 

offices, a small stabilization pond, and raw wastewater pumping station (aka North Plant) located 

approximately one and one-half miles east of the city in the Northeast ¼ of Section 26, Township 103, 

Range 60 West, (Latitude 43.697667°, Longitude -97.992417°), and a mechanical wastewater treatment 

plant located approximately three miles southeast of the city in the Northeast ¼ of Section 1, Township 

102 North, Range 60 West, (Latitude 43.66986°, Longitude 97.96794°), Davison County, South Dakota.  

The lagoons are located in the Northwest ¼ of Section 6, Township 102 North, Range 59 West, (Latitude 

43.669861°, Longitude -97.967944°), all in Hanson County, South Dakota. The system serves a 

population of 15,254 (2010 census) in addition to several industrial facilities. 

The City is responsible for a stabilization pond located adjacent to the wastewater treatment plant office 

site. This pond receives commercial waste and domestic septage and has been designated as Outfall 

004. 

Any effluent from the Mitchell WWTP enters the James River (Outfall 001). In emergency situations, the 

WWTP has the ability to discharge to Dry Run Creek (Outfall 003). Any release from Outfall 003 or 004 

will enter Dry Run Creek and flow about one and one-half miles before entering the James River. Dry Run 

Creek is classified by the South Dakota Surface Water Quality Standards (SDSWQS) for the following 

beneficial uses: 

1. Warm water marginal fish life propagation waters 

2. Limited-contact recreation waters 

3. Fish and wildlife propagation, recreation, and stock watering waters and 

4. Irrigation waters 

Any discharge from Outfall 001 will enter the James River, which is classified by the South Dakota 

Surface Water Quality Standards (SDSWQS) for the following beneficial uses: 

1. Warm water semi-permanent fish life propagation waters 

2. Limited-contact recreation waters 

3. Fish and wildlife propagation, recreation, and stock watering waters and 

4. Irrigation waters 

2.3.2 COLLECTION FACILITIES 

The City’s sanitary sewer collection system infrastructure serves a residential population of 15,254 (2010 

census) in addition to several industrial facilities. The large industrial users are subjected to National Pre-

treatment Standards (40 CFR Part 403). The collection system consists of approximately 95 miles of 

sewer pipe, roughly 1,600 manholes, and utilizes fourteen (14) city-owned lift stations. 

2.3.3 PROCESS OVERVIEW 

Lift stations located throughout the City pump wastewater to the collection system which conveys flow to 

the raw sewage pumping station and plant headworks (North Plant). Once at the site, the wastewater 

enters the plant through a 12-inch wide Parshall flume and passes through either a mechanical bar 

screen or can be diverted to a manually raked bar screen. After screening, the wastewater flows through 
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a vortex type aerated grit chamber. Pre-treatment is designed to collect screenings, grit, solids, sludges, 

or other pollutants contained in the wastewater. Flow from the grit chamber goes to a raw wastewater 

wetwell that is connected to an old clarifier and digester system, which now serves as a flow equalization 

basin. Equalization provides storage to help alleviate peak flows and minimize pumping capacities. The 

flow equalization basin has been equipped with aeration to keep the wastewater mixed. The basin also 

contains a manual bypass gate (Outfall 003), which allows the WWTP to bypass wastewater directly to 

Dry Run Creek in emergency situations. Also on the North Plant site is a septage receiving stabilization 

pond, plant main office building, and raw wastewater bypass pumping station. 

The wastewater in the raw sewage pumping station wetwell and flow equalization basin is periodically 

pumped about two and one-half miles southeast to the secondary mechanical treatment process and 

holding pond system. The secondary treatment stage consists of two (2) extended aeration activated 

sludge basins (Cells No. 1 and No. 2) which are operated in parallel. The two (2) basins each have a 

surface area of 0.9 acres, a depth of 16 feet and contain two (2) fixed-platform, slow-speed, surface 

aerators. Wastewater mixed liquor then flows into two (2) 50-foot diameter clarifiers. 

The sludge from the clarifiers is either returned to the aerated activated sludge basins Cells No. 1 and No. 

2 or wasted to Cells No. 3 and No. 4. The effluent from the clarifiers flows into Cells No. 3 and No. 4 

which can be operated in parallel or one of the cells can be completely isolated from the process flow.  

These cells are each 26.4 acres and are 15 feet deep. The effective storage volume is 97 million gallons.  

The effluent from Cells No. 3 and No. 4 flows into Cells No. 5, No. 6, and No. 7, which are operated in 

series and are not aerated. Cell No. 5 is 22.5 acres, has a depth of 11 feet and an effective storage 

volume of 94 million gallons. Cell No. 6 is 35 acres, has a depth of 12 feet and an effective storage 

volume of 109 million gallons. Cell No. 7 is 35.7 acres, has a depth of 18 feet and an effective storage 

volume of 174 million gallons. Each cell can be isolated by a valve control structure. 

The effluent from the lagoon system can be discharged from Cell No. 7 (Outfall 001) to the James River 

or can be land applied (Outfall 002). Land application of the lagoon wastewater for crop irrigation is done 

using a privately owned facility, where wastewater is removed using a land application pump system and 

applied to permitted land application sites. 

The following pages identify and provide descriptions of each WWTP process, which is illustrated and 

tabulated as follows: 

• Figure 2-1 shows the location of the North and South Plants in relation to the City of Mitchell. 

• Figures 2-2 and 2-3 illustrate the general location of each component at the WWTP using labels. 

• Figure 2-4 is a liquid flow schematic and provides a visual of how flows proceed through the 

WWTP. 

• Table 2-4 summarizes the major unit processes at the WWTP including each unit process, 

number of units, and the installation date or latest major improvement date.
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Figure 2-1  Existing Treatment Facilities Overall Location Plan 
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Figure 2-2  North Wastewater Treatment Plant Existing Facilities Location Plan 
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Figure 2-3  South Wastewater Treatment Plant Existing Facilities Location Plan 
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Table 2-4  Summary of Major Unit WWTP Processes 

Unit Processes Quantity Details 

Installation / 

Improvement 

Date 

North Plant 

Septage Receiving/Dumping 1 
Performed at the raw sewage 

pumping influent diversion box 
1977 

Stabilization Pond (Outfall 004) 1 
Receives and stores commercial 

waste and domestic debris 
- 

Influent Diversion Box 1 11’-0” x 9’-0” x 4’-6” tall 1977(1) 

27” Bypass line w/ Bar Screen 

Box 
1 

16’ x 5’-4” x 4’-6” tall 

1-½” bar spacing 
1977 

Influent Parshall Flume (FM-1) 1 12 inch wide throat 1977 

Mechanical Bar Screen 1 
1 HP, 1 inch clear spacing 

3 feet wide 
1995 

Manual raked bar screen 1 
1 inch clear spacing 

3 feet wide 
1977 

Cyclone Type Aerated Grit 

Chamber 
1 

18’ x 9’ x varying depth 

8,000 gallons 
1977 

Aerated Grit Blower (B-1) 1 7.5 HP, 100 CFM 1977 

Aerated Grit Pump (GRP-1) 1 7.5 HP, 100 GPH 1977 

Raw Wastewater Wet Well 1 18’ x 24’-8” x varying depth (6.5 ft) 1977(2) 

Grit Separator and Classifier 1 100 GPH 1977 

Raw Sewage Pumping Station 

(RSP-1, RSP-2, RSP-3). 
3 200 HP, 3,000 gpm at 160 feet TDH 2017 

Equalization Basin No. 2 

(old clarifier) 
1 

60 foot tank diameter 

65 foot launder diameter 

Depth = 8.5 feet 

1932 

Equalization Basin No. 1 

(old digester) 
1 

55 foot diameter 

Depth = 13 feet 
1932 

Equalization Basin Blower 2 15 HP 2004 

Manual Bypass Gate (Outfall 

003) 
1 18 Inch 1977 

Emergency Standby Generator 1 

Model 3412 Caterpillar motor with a 

480 volt generator rated at 625 KVA, 

752 amps and 558.5 kW at 1,800 rpm 

2001 or 02’ 

Bypass Pump Station 1 200 HP, 3,500 gpm @ 176 feet TDH 2017 

Force Main  1 
7,814 feet of 24 inch & 6,178 feet of 

18 inch 

1977, 1978, 

2015, 2016, & 

2017 
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Unit Processes Quantity Details 

Installation / 

Improvement 

Date 

South Plant    

Distribution Box 1 30’-4” x 14’-4” x 27’-6” tall 1977 

Extended Aeration Activated 

Sludge Basins (Cells No. 1 and 

No. 2), operated in parallel 

2 

0.9 acres;  

depth of 16 feet; Volume = 2.65 MG 

Top of Water Elev. = 1352.0 

Lagoon Bot. Elev. = 1336.0 

1977 

Aerated Lagoon Mixers/Surface 

Aerators 

(SA-1, SA-2, SA-3, SA-4) 

4 

225 lbs oxygen per hour per unit at 

high speed and 80 lbs oxygen per 

hour at low speed. 

2-speed, 3-phase motors rated at 

75/33 HP 

1977 

Secondary Clarifiers 

(Clarifier No. 1 North) 

(Clarifier No. 2 South) 

2 
1 HP, 50 foot weir diameter 

SWD of 13.5 feet 
1977 

RAS Pump Blowers (B101, 

B102) 
2 20 HP, 950 gpm 1977 

Weir Box 1 19’-10” x 10’-8” x 11’-3” tall 1977 

Sludge Holding Ponds (Cells No. 

3 and No. 4), operated in parallel 
2 

26.4 acres; 

15 feet deep; Volume = 97 MG 
1977 

Control Structure A 1 84” dia. manhole 1977 

Effluent storage ponds (Cells No. 

5, No. 6, and No. 7), operated in 

series 

3 

33.5 acres, depth of 11 feet, 

Vol. = 94 MG; 

35 acres, depth of 12 feet, 

Vol. = 109 MG, 

& 35.7 acres, depth of 18 feet, 

Vol. = 174 MG 

1977 

Control Structure B 1 72” dia. manhole 1977 

Control Structure C 1 72” dia. manhole 1977 

Outfall Manhole A 1 60” dia. RCP w/ flat top 1977 

Outfall Control Structure (Outfall 

001) 
1 11’-0” x 7’-6” x 9’-6” tall 1977 

1Both slide gates were replaced in 2017. 
2Rehabilitated in 2008. 

SWD = Side Water Depth 
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2.4 PEAK HOUR FLOW 

The WWTP pre-treatment facility must be able to handle the peak hour flow; therefore, a projected peak 

hour flow of 8.5 MGD was used to assess all processes and equipment prior to flow equalization. The 

average day flow and maximum day equalized flow conditions were then evaluated for each unit process 

following equalization. 

The actual value of the past peak flows treated by the City is challenging to define because at a flow over 

4,000 gpm (5.76 MGD) the parshall flume backs up and readings are inaccurate.  Based on available 

data from the City, there were a few days in 2019 (4/17/2019, 5/24/2019, and 7/14/2019) where the 

influent peak hour flow exceeded 7 MGD. To establish a projected peak hour flow for 2040, first, a 

statistical analysis using the actual points from the peak event was performed based on the data for each 

hour. The points were then divided by the base annual average flow (1.93 mgd) to establish a series of 

peaking factors. Lastly, these calculated peaking factors were multiplied by the 2040 projected annual 

average flow (2.15 mgd) to establish a storm hydrograph projected for 2040 growth, resulting in a peak 

hour flow of 8.5 MGD. 

2.5 FUTURE CAPACITY NEEDS 

Table 2-5 presents a summary of the individual process unit capacities, the future capacity needs, and 

the criteria used to establish the capacity rating.  

 

 

 



17 

 

Table 2-5  Liquid Unit Process Capacity Summary 

Unit Process 
Number 
of Units 

Capacity 
Rating/Volume 

(Each) 

Capacity 
Criteria 

Capacity Rating 
Criteria 

Rated Capacity 2040 Condition 
Rated 

Capacity 
Exceeded 

Year 
Installed 

Comment 

Influent Screening (1) 1 8.0 MGD Hydraulic Per 1977 Design Peak Hour: 8.0 MGD Peak Hour: 8.5 MGD Yes 1995 
1 Hp, 1 inch clear spacing, 
3 feet wide 

Grit Removal 1 8.0 MGD Hydraulic Per 1977 Design Peak Hour: 8.0 MGD Peak Hour: 8.5 MGD Yes 1977 
One cyclone type aerated grit chamber 
8,000 gallons. 

Flow Equalization 
Basin 

2 0.21 Mgal Total Hydraulic Per 1977 Design Peak: 8.0 MGD Peak: 8.5 MGD Yes 1977 

Basin No. 1: 
Diameter: 55 feet 
Depth: 13 feet 
 
Basin No. 2: 
Diameter: 60 feet 
Depth: 8.5 feet 

Raw Sewage Pumping 
Station 

3 4.3 MGD Hydraulic Per 2017 Design 
Firm: 

6.8 MGD 
Total:  

8.3 MGD 
Equalized Peak: 6.8 MGD No 2017 200 Hp, 3,000 gpm at 160 feet TDH 

Bypass Pump Station 1 5.0 MGD Hydraulic Per 2017 Design 
Total: 

5.0 MGD 
N/A N/A 2017 200 Hp, 3,500 gpm at 176 feet TDH 

Final Clarification 2 

Surface Overflow Rate: 
Peak: 1,200 gpd/ft2 
Weir Loading Rate: 
Peak: 30,000 gpd/ft 

Hydraulic 

Ten States 
Standards 

Peak: 4.7 MGD 

Equalized Peak: 6.8 MGD Yes 1977 
Capacity with all clarifiers in service 
Diameter: 50 feet, Depth: 13.5 feet Surface Overflow Rate: 

Peak: 2,037 gpd/ft2 
Weir Loading Rate: 
Peak: 28,937 gpd/ft 

Per 1977 Design Peak Day: 8.0 MGD 

RAS Pumps 2 1.4 MGD Hydraulic Per 1977 Design Firm: 1.4 MGD N/A N/A 1977 20 Hp, 950 gpm 

Notes: 

(1)  Ten States Standards requires the screening system to operate at design peak instantaneous flows with one screen out of service. 
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2.6 UNIT PROCESS CAPACITY EVALUATION AND CONDITION 

ASSESSMENT 

This section presents the current capacity and condition of each of the unit processes at the WWTP. The 

objective was to determine the overall existing WWTP capacity and condition based on how all of the 

processes interact. This was done by comparing individual unit process capacities to projected future 

flows to identify future improvement needs based on capacity shortfalls.  The average day flow and 

equalized peak day flow conditions were evaluated for each unit process. 

The current rated capacity of the entire plant is a peak flow of 5.0 MGD. This existing process capacity is 

below the 2040 projected conditions (6.8 MGD). Once the proposed recommendations are incorporated, 

overall capacity exceeds the 2040 projected conditions. 

2.6.1 POWER SUPPLY AT NORTH PLANT 

Mitchell’s north plant currently has two accounts with Northwestern Energy: Electrical Commercial Service 

and Electrical General Service.  Power is fed via overhead distribution lines and the facility has a standby 

generator that has the capability to run the entire facility including multiple raw sewage pumps.  

The north plant electrical service consists of a 300kVA (360A) pad-mounted utility transformer connected 

to a 1200A switchboard with 800A main breaker that serves an 800A automatic transfer switch (ATS).  

A review of previous power bills indicates the maximum demand for the plant is 363kVA (437A), or 121% 

of transformer capacity. Staff indicated the plant sometimes switches to generator power in the somewhat 

rare event a second raw sewage pump is needed in order to avoid a spike in power company demand 

charges, so the actual maximum demand could be somewhat higher. Assuming the 363kVA represents 

one raw sewage pump operating along with all other facility loads, the estimated maximum demand with 

two pumps running is 559kVA (672A), and 755kVA (908A) with three pumps running.  

Utility transformers can typically withstand an overload of up to 125% for 8 hours without damage, but a 

300kVA transformer cannot provide the 800A the service is rated for without experiencing rapid damage.  

The switchboard, generator, and ATS were installed approximately 18 years ago and appear to be good 

condition. Spare parts are typically readily available for this equipment. The current combined ratings of 

this equipment will allow for the operation of up to two raw sewage pumps at full speed, or three pumps at 

reduced speed, but not three pumps at full speed.  

Recommendations 

Given the transformer appears to be original to the 1978 construction and may be significantly 

undersized, replacing it with a larger transformer is recommended. Since the transformer is owned by 

Northwestern Energy, the final determination on sizing is up to them. Depending on estimated future plant 

flows, an increase to 750kVA or possibly 1000kVA is recommended. In addition, Northwestern will also 

need to evaluate capacity on their 12.47kV distribution system as well as the utility primary coming into 

the plant. 

The service can be somewhat easily upgraded to accommodate up to 1200A by upgrading the 

transformer to 1000kVA, upgrading the switchboard main breaker to 1200A, upgrading the service 

conductors to 1200A, and upgrading the ATS to 1200A. The upgraded service would allow for the 

operation of all of the raw sewage pumps as well as providing some additional capacity for additional 

process equipment to be added. Upgrading the ATS would be complicated because there are multiple 
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sets of conductors feeding out to various VFDs and an MCC. Upgrading beyond 1200A would likely 

require construction of a separate service either outdoors or in a separate building due to the size and 

current layout of the electrical room. Upgrading the generator to accommodate up to three raw sewage 

pumps would require replacement of the generator. Upgrading the service conductors, ATS, and 

replacing the MCC in their current locations will require a power outage, so options for how to accomplish 

replacement while maintaining the minimal operation needs of the facility will need to be evaluated.  

2.6.2 EMERGENCY STANDBY GENERATOR 

Standby power is provided by a 2001 or 2002 500kW (625kVA, 752A) diesel generator installed in a walk-

in type enclosure outside of the building (6 second delay before starting up with a 2,000 gallon fuel tank).  

Record drawings indicate there are three sets of four 500 kCmil service conductors in three 3” conduits 

which result in a rated capacity of 1140A. The generator conductors consist of two sets of four 350 kCmil 

conductors in two 3” conduits for a capacity of 620A. The service capacity is limited mainly by the service 

transformer, followed by the size of the main breaker and ATS ratings. Generator capacity is somewhat 

constricted by capacity of the generator conductors. 

The Maintenance Building is on a separate service and not connected to generator. Staff indicated the 

doors don’t open and the radiant heaters do not operate during a power outage.  

Recommendations 

Installation of a small automatic transfer switch with connection to the generator is recommended for the 

Maintenance Building to allow operation of lights, radiant heaters, SCADA, and security system 

components upon power loss. 

2.6.3 MISCELLANEOUS SITE IMPROVEMENTS 

Concrete pavement throughout the site is in poor condition and the concrete sidewalks have several 

areas where there is settlement, cracking, and both vertical and horizontal separation from adjacent 

structures. The narrow sidewalks make it difficult to clear snow using the City’s equipment. 

A woven wire fence is currently used to define the boundary of the City’s facility.  The fence is in fair 

condition, but doesn’t offer much security.  Area lighting could be improved, as the only exterior lighting 

that exists is above the doorways of buildings. 

Recommendations 

Removal of existing concrete sidewalks and replacement with minimum 6 feet wide sidewalks where 

practical is recommended to allow better access for clearing snow with the City’s equipment. Evaluate the 

need and limits of a perimeter fence to improve site security and perform an in-depth lighting audit to add 

additional lighting and replace inefficient lighting systems. 

2.6.4 PRE-TREATMENT 

2.6.4.1 Headworks Building 

An existing Allis-Chalmers motor control center (MCC) is fed from the switchboard and ATS, and feeds 

most of the HVAC and small process equipment in the building. The MCC is original to the 1978 plant 

construction, and replacement is recommended due to age, limited availability of some parts, and 

relatively high cost of replacement parts.  While the supply to the raw sewage pumps has been migrated 

out to VFDs, it appears the pump conductors were routed through the MCC which would further 

complicate its replacement. Since most of the remaining loads in the MCC are fed by feeder breakers 
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rather than motor starters, the MCC could be replaced with a distribution switchboard along with one or 

two MCC sections as needed. This would allow for migration of VFD supply conductors away from the 

ATS. The raw sewage pump VFDs were installed as part of the 2017 improvements project and appear to 

be in good condition. Recommend continued maintenance as required. 

Lighting throughout the plant is generally outdated and should be upgraded with new LED lighting. 

Lighting in the Maintenance Building is newer fluorescent, but an eventual upgrade to LED should be 

considered. Significant portions of the wiring, electrical equipment, and conduits in the main building are 

original to the 1978 construction and replacement should be considered based on surface rusting due to 

building humidity. 

There is currently no air conditioning in the electrical room; it can reach over 90 degrees inside the room 

on hot days.  City staff indicated that the electrical room is currently being cooled by using a fan and 

transferring air from the air conditioned lab.  Exhaust vents were also recently taken and pointed up into 

the air instead of out the side of the building to help with air movement. 

The shower and locker rooms located inside the building are not usable by staff, which creates an 

inconvenience for the staff that use the facility. Construction of updated restrooms and locker room 

facilities is recommended.  The HVAC system should be replaced and updated to accommodate the 

restrooms, showers, and locker rooms. 

Fire detection and suppression is non-existent and needs to be implemented to bring the facility up to 

current NFPA codes.  All exterior access doors should be replaced due to age and weathered condition. 

The sidewalks around the building need to be replaced due to settling and cracking and the repairs to the 

exterior stairways need to be made due to cracking concrete. Replacement of the sidewalk around the 

building is recommended as part of the overall pavement and sidewalk replacement plan.  There are also 

several building defects that were noticed, which affect the integrity of the building as well as create 

safety concerns. 

Recommendations 

1. Building code, mechanical, plumbing, and electrical upgrades. 

2. Life & safety improvements (fire detection, combustible gas monitors). 

3. Provide new electrical main gear, lighting, & wiring. 

4. Add air conditioning to the electrical room.  

5. Repair damaged brick on exterior of building. 

6. Ventilation (HVAC) improvements to meet required air changes. 

7. Replace access doors in the building due to age and weathered condition. 

8. Remove the concrete sidewalks, compact the soils, and replace the sidewalks and stoops. 

2.6.4.2 Septage Receiving/Dumping 

Receiving is allowed at the raw sewage pumping influent diversion box, through a covered plate opening 

in the grating.  Septage receiving is based on an honor system, where haulers manually write down in a 

log book when a septage load is dumped ($10/1,000 gal.). 
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Recommendations 

Recommend an improved system for septage receiving. Currently, there is no sampling. Improvements 

should include:  

• Sampling of septage received, as well as high strength waste. 

• Concrete unloading station. 

• Improved access for larger trucks. 

2.6.4.3 Stabilization Pond (Outfall 004) 

A stabilization pond is located adjacent to the wastewater treatment plant office site and raw wastewater 

pumping station. It receives commercial waste and domestic septage debris and is designated as Outfall 

004. 

Recommendations 

No improvements recommended at this time; however, installation of a pond liner may aid in decanting 

and removal of the debris. 

2.6.4.4 Influent Diversion Box 

A 27” vitrified clay pipe (VCP) interceptor sewer discharges to the influent diversion box where it can be 

directed to either pre-treatment and/or to a 27” bypass line w/ bar screen box connected to flow 

equalization.  At the flow equalization tank, the City has the ability to bypass flows directly to Dry Run 

Creek, through notifying the State and opening a valve (sluice gate).  The concrete in the pump station 

wet well was coated in 2008; however, the influent boxes and channels were not coated and have 

experienced corrosion of the concrete. The influent control gates were replaced in 2017 and appear to be 

in good condition. 

Recommendations 

The influent channel should be coated with a corrosion protective coating and the influent control gates 

should be exercised and maintained as needed. 

2.6.4.5 Influent Flow Measurement 

Influent flow is monitored via a Parshall flume, which is not a highly accurate device; City staff indicated 

that with flows over 4,000 gpm (5.76 MGD) the effluent backs up to where the existing Parshall flume flow 

meter will become submerged and less accurate.  Additionally, even under normal flow conditions, the 

changes in flow direction upstream and downstream of the flume also negatively impact meter accuracy. 

Recommendations 

Removal of the existing Parshall flume (or it could be left in place but not used) and installation of a 

magnetic flow meter on the influent line as a part of the new proposed headworks facility is 

recommended.  A precast manhole could be installed for housing the new flow meter.   

2.6.4.6 Screening 

One (1) mechanical bar screen removes debris from the influent wastewater channel and transports the 

collected screenings into a dumpster.  The influent bar screens (one (1) mechanical and one (1) manual) 

are each rated for a peak hour hydraulic flow of 8.0 MGD.  The bar screens are 3-feet wide and have 1-

inch clear space openings.  The screening influent channels are showing signs of deterioration and 

channel modifications would be required to provide for 8.5 MGD through the existing facility. 
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According to Ten States Standards, the design shall provide for taking any unit out of service without 

sacrificing the capability to handle the design peak instantaneous flows; therefore, additional screening 

capacity would be required. 

Recommendations 

The recommended option is to design and construct a new headworks facility, complete with fine 

screening (0.06 to 0.25 in. opening size), having a capacity to meet peak hour flows.  Fine screens are 

typically used to remove material that may create operation and maintenance problems in downstream 

processes. 

Implementation is recommended to improve screenings performance and energy efficiency and protect 

downstream equipment and processes from premature wear.  Better removal efficiency ultimately 

equates to reduced wear on downstream equipment and processes. 

2.6.4.7 Grit Removal System 

A grit removal system is located downstream of the screening units. The existing grit removal system 

includes an 8,000 gallon vortex type aerated grit tank with one 7.5 HP Sutorbilt blower (assume rotary 

lobe) that supplies air to the grit basin.  One (1) grit pump draws settled grit off the bottom of the chamber 

and sends it to a grit classifier. The dewatered grit is then transferred to a dumpster, for disposal. 

The existing aerated grit system is not effectively removing grit and most of the grit ends up downstream 

in the equalization basin and raw sewage pumping station wet well.  The grit removal equipment (i.e. grit 

pump, blower, classifier, piping, suction valves, and discharge valves) is original (1978), is showing signs 

of deterioration, and should be replaced, as the reliability is uncertain due to age and wear. 

According to Ten States Standards, facilities for larger plants serving sanitary sewers should have at least 

one grit unit with a bypass. The WWTP grit removal system is currently rated for a peak hour hydraulic 

flow of 8.0 MGD, which does not meet the minimum SDDENR peak hour detention time through 2040. 

Recommendations 

The recommended option is to design and construct a new headworks facility, complete with grit removal, 

having a capacity to meet peak hour flows.  With the existing grit removal system being ineffective, grit 

ends up in the downstream equipment causing premature wear on pumps, piping, valves, and other 

equipment.  It is recommended to conduct grit testing in order to determine grit particle distribution and 

estimate the amount of fine grit versus heavy grit in the incoming flows.  The grit removal system shall be 

designed to meet the minimum SDDENR peak hour detention time through 2040. 

Modifying the existing grit removal system to expand the raw sewage pumping wetwell volume to 

accommodate projected future flows is also recommended to be incorporated into the Phase I 

Improvements to the WWTP. 

Implementation is recommended to improve grit performance and energy efficiency and protect 

downstream equipment and processes from premature wear.  Better removal efficiency ultimately 

equates to reduced wear on downstream equipment and processes. 

2.6.5 RAW SEWAGE PUMPING STATION 

2.6.5.1 Raw Wastewater Wet Well & Pumps 

From the grit removal system, flow is conveyed to the raw sewage pumping station wet well.  The raw 

sewage pumping station includes three (3) dry-pit centrifugal pumps with original stated design capacity 
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of 3,000 gpm at 160 feet TDH.  The raw sewage pumping station was upgraded in 2018 with new piping, 

valves, fittings, magnetic flow meter, and check valves.  Motors were rebuilt and installed on new pumps.  

Another part of the upgrade included the installation of new electrical wiring and variable frequency drives 

(VFDs) that allow the pumps to operate at variable speed based on the wastewater flow rate.  Pump 

impellers were also replaced to improve efficiency and pumping capacity. 

Ten States Standards recommends that pumps have sufficient capacity such that, with any unit out of 

service, the remaining units will have capacity to handle the design peak flow. The raw sewage pumps 

have a firm capacity of 6.8 MGD and a total capacity of 8.3 MGD.  The projected facility peak equalized 

flow is 6.8 MGD. 

2.6.5.2 Force Main– 6,178 ft of 18” and 7,814 ft of 24”. 

Wastewater is pumped from the raw sewage pumping station to the treatment clarifiers located 

approximately 2.5 miles southeast of the lift station by using the pumps and a force main with a flow 

meter.  In general, from the WWTP to Interstate-90, the force main is 24” diameter, from ½ mile south of 

Spruce to Lagoon Road, the force main is 18” diameter. The force main was originally installed in ’97 or 

’98 as ductile iron pipe (DIP), but has since been replaced with C-905 PVC. 

Recommendations 

The firm pumping capacity of the raw sewage pumping station is approximately 6.8 MGD. During high 

flow periods the wastewater flow rate to the plant can significantly exceed this pumping capacity.  It is 

recommended that the City consider the implementation of additional wastewater equalization storage to 

provide time for the pumping system to move the wastewater.  Considering that the existing pumps have 

been replaced so recently, the only improvements recommended at this time include upgrading the 

electrical power service at the North Plant to allow running three pumps at the same time and regularly 

inspecting pumps for wearing ring, impeller, or other damage that could affect performance.  Pumps 

should be tested every two to three years to ensure that they are operating efficiently. 

2.6.6 FLOW EQUALIZATION 

Per Ten States Standards, equalization basins should be located downstream of pre-treatment facilities 

such as screening and grit removal. Equalization capacity should be sufficient to effectively reduce 

expected flow and load variations to an economical extent. Based on a diurnal flow pattern, the volume 

required to achieve the desired degree of equalization was determined from a cumulative flow plot over a 

representative 24-hour period, repeating for a duration of four (4) days.  A plot of the September 2019 

peak event was provided to HDR and used in the analysis.  The projected peak hour flow determined 

from calculations was 8.5 MGD. 

Flow equalization is achieved using one (1) 60-foot diameter old clarifier, one (1) 55-foot diameter old 

digester, and one (1) bypass pump station.  The flow equalization basin has been equipped with aeration 

to keep the wastewater mixed and to keep the solids from settling. During a normal day, flow is equalized 

to smooth out flow to the downstream raw wastewater pumping station. During peak events, flow can be 

pumped directly from the equalization tank to the force main utilizing the bypass pump station.  There is a 

manual bypass gate, Outfall 003, which allows the WWTP to bypass wastewater directly from the 

equalization basin to Dry Run Creek in emergency situations.   

There are cracks in the concrete floor and walls of the equalization basins. Operations staff is also unable 

to completely drain the basins without the use of sump pumps.  



24 

 

2.6.6.1 Bypass Pump Station 

During peak events, flow can be pumped directly from the equalization tank to the force main utilizing the 

bypass pump station.  The O&M Manual received from the City indicates a Cornell 200 HP pump with an 

impeller diameter of 16.25” and a design point of 3,500 gpm at 176 ft TDH.  This station was installed in 

2017 and has worked well when operated. 

2.6.6.2 Equalization Scenario #1 

Equalize all flows above 6.8 MGD at the North Plant, using a peak event repeated for 4 days from last 

September.  This results in a total of 1.4 Mgal of equalization volume required or 1.2 Mgal of additional 

equalization volume required.   

2.6.6.3 Equalization Scenario #2 

Equalize all flows above 6.8 MGD at the North Plant, based on the single day highest flow event from last 

September.  This results in a total of 0.6 Mgal of equalization volume required or 0.4 Mgal of additional 

equalization volume required.   

2.6.6.4 Equalization Scenario #3 

Equalize all flows above 8.3 MGD (total pumping capacity) at the North Plant, using a peak event 

repeated for 4 days from last September.  This scenario requires no additional equalization volume at the 

North Plant.  This scenario was evaluated, but significant process and piping improvements would be 

needed at the South Plant to hydraulically handle 8.3 MGD.  Therefore, this scenario would require 

equalization capacity at the South Plant in order to equalize the flows to 6.8 MGD and be viable. 

Recommendations 

Equalization is a key component of the treatment capacity evaluation. The goal is to reduce the peak flow 

as much as practicable without constructing extreme volumes of equalization tankage. The result is an 

overall reduction in cost for facility improvements as equalization tankage is less expensive than 

treatment capacity.   

Flow equalization should be continuously monitored as time progresses in order to attenuate peak flows 

and loadings. The City should evaluate wet well and EQ levels often to optimize existing storage capacity.  

For Phase 1, it is recommended to construct 0.4 Mgal of additional on-site flow equalization storage at the 

North Plant based on the projected 2040 growth. Options for one (1) new tank could include a circular 

tank with inside diameter of 76 feet, 12 foot SWD and 2’ freeboard or rectangular tank with inside 

dimensions of 67 ft x 67 ft x 12’ SWD.  Equalization should be complete with new flow splitting, internal 

tank mixing, domed cover, and effluent pumping. Aeration or mixing equipment should be provided to 

alleviate the accumulation of sludge and grit in the tank. Aeration equipment shall be sufficient to maintain 

a minimum of 1.0 mg/L of dissolved oxygen in the mixed basin contents at all times. Air supply rates 

should be a minimum of 1.25 cfm/1,000 gallons of storage capacity. 

Repair of the concrete walls and floor surfaces is recommended along with grout sloping the basin floors 

to provide better drainage.  The old digester floor especially needs attention as it was filled with sand and 

a floating cap was installed. There is no longer any concrete left in the sump pit.  The guardrail around the 

equalization tanks should be replaced to meet applicable codes. 
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2.6.7 SCADA SYSTEM 

Existing SCADA is cloud based; if power is lost to maintenance building, controls can be seen on cellular 

phone or at the landfill building.  Plant uses SCADA (monitoring mode only) and alarms (auto-dialer) for 

operating the plant. 

Recommendations 

Provide larger screens dedicated for SCADA monitoring. 

2.6.8 LABORATORY 

The City performs effluent testing using an on-site laboratory. City does their own analysis of BOD, 

ammonia, TSS, & potassium.  Testing for E. Coli, TKN, nitrates, & VSS are sent in to the State.  The City 

doesn’t currently use testing hood; however, analyzing VSS might be beneficial once there is better grit 

removal efficiency.  

Recommendations 

Construct a new laboratory facility at the North Plant site to provide sampling and testing services in order 

to comply with discharge permit requirements. 

2.6.9 POWER SUPPLY AT SOUTH PLANT 

The South WWTP obtains electricity from Central Electric Cooperative, which is a part of Touchstone 

Energy Cooperatives.  The South Plant does not have an onsite standby generator, but the primary 

power feed is underground. 

The electrical service consists of an 800A Siemens-Allis Value Line motor control center located in the 

main building, and supplied from a pad-mounted utility transformer located outdoors. The MCC is original 

to the 1978 plant construction, and replacement is recommended due to age, limited availability of some 

parts, and relatively high cost of replacement parts. Replacing the MCC in place will require a significant 

power outage, so options for how to accomplish replacement while maintaining the minimal operation 

needs of the facility will need to be evaluated. The pad-mounted utility transformer, owned by Central 

Electric, appears to significantly newer than the MCC.  

A review of past power bills indicates a maximum demand of 223kW, or 247kVA (298A) assuming a worst 

case power factor of 0.90. The facility is equipped with power factor correction capacitors. There appears 

to be significant capacity for additional load to the facility. Assuming all new loads are considered to be 

continuous, the available capacity is about 340A, or the equivalent of about 280 horsepower. Staff 

indicated that a means for connecting a portable generator would be beneficial in the event of a long-term 

power outage.  

Recommendations 

The MCC is original to the 1978 plant construction, and replacement is recommended. Also, recommend 

providing provisions (concrete pad, elec. hookup, at a minimum) for connecting a portable generator at 

this location or determine if changing to an interruptible rate schedule would make it economical to install 

a permanent on-site generator. 
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2.6.10 MISCELLANEOUS SITE IMPROVEMENTS 

Concrete pavement throughout the site is in poor condition and the concrete sidewalks have several 

areas where there is settlement, cracking, and both vertical and horizontal separation from adjacent 

structures. The narrow sidewalks make it difficult to clear snow using the City’s equipment. 

A chain link fence is currently used to define the boundary of the City’s facility.  The fence is in good 

condition, but is damaged in some locations.  Area lighting could be improved, as the only exterior lighting 

that exists is above the exterior doorways of buildings. 

Recommendations 

Removal of existing concrete sidewalks and replacement with minimum 6 feet wide sidewalks where 

practical is recommended to allow better access for clearing snow with the City’s equipment. Evaluate the 

locations of damaged perimeter fence to improve site security and perform an in-depth lighting audit to 

add additional lighting and replace inefficient lighting systems with more efficient LED lighting. 

2.6.11 SECONDARY TREATMENT 

2.6.11.1 Distribution Box 

This structure consists of a distribution box with gates that splits the flow evenly between two extended 

aeration activated sludge basins.  At the distribution box, the WWTP has the ability to send wastewater 

directly to the holding cells in the event processes need to be bypassed.  The concrete is in good 

condition; however, there are some cracked, deteriorated, and discolored concrete surfaces.  The effluent 

control gates and valves also have signs of corrosion. 

Recommendations 

The distribution box should be coated with a corrosion protective coating, two (2) existing control gates 

should be replaced with stainless steel gates, and four (4) valves require replacement. 

2.6.11.2 Extended Aeration Activated Sludge Basins (Cells No. 1 

and No. 2) 

The City owns and operates a municipal wastewater treatment facility with lagoon activated sludge 

secondary treatment rated for a maximum month flow of 2.65 MGD, according to the 1977 design.  Based 

on the City’s NPDES permit and the operating data, the facility does have ammonia discharge limits that 

vary seasonally in accordance with the flow in the James River.  However, the treatment plant is nitrifying 

ammonia to below the discharge limits.  One key characteristic of the facility is that the system relies on 

surface aerators to supply oxygen for the process. 

This secondary treatment stage consists of two (2) extended aeration activated sludge basins, Cells No. 1 

and No. 2, which are operated in parallel. The two (2) basins each have a surface area of 0.9 acres, a 

depth of 16 feet, and a volume of 2.65 million gallons.  Each basin contains two (2) fixed-platform, slow-

speed, surface aerators with 2-speed, 3-phase motors rated at 75/33 Hp, 460 volt, corresponding to 

1785/1180 rpm.  From the basis of design, the units are rated for 225 lbs oxygen per hour per unit at high 

speed and 80 lbs oxygen per hour at low speed.  The facility has operated the aerators on low speed in 

the past, but has had issues with effluent quality less than 0.5 ppm DO, so two of the four 75 hp aerators 

are currently being operated continuously on high speed.  Mechanical on/off timer controls exist for the 

mixers, but have never been utilized.  When all mixers were on low they experienced sludge “bulking”. 
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To establish proposed recommendations, an activated sludge process model was setup using the data 

from Mitchell showing influent and effluent characteristics based on preliminary design configuration 

details and was sent to manufacturers to obtain aeration system guidelines.   

The primary challenge at this facility relates to minimizing aeration costs associated with inefficient 

surface aerators.  Recommended opportunities include: replacing the existing aeration system with an 

efficient fine bubble diffuser system (including VFD driven PD blowers), reducing nitrification in the system 

with SRT control, and the possible use of modulating air flow in the aeration basin to better control 

nitrification.  Modulating the air flow in the aeration basins can be accomplished by providing air for a 

period of 4 hours and maintaining a DO of 2.0 mg/l and then turning off the air for a period of 2 hours with 

the DO at 0 mg/l.  This would improve oxygen transfer efficiency, reduce the airflow requirements, and 

increase the alkalinity through denitrification. 

A critical process such as activated sludge should always be evaluated when a plant is facing a major 20 

or 30 year upgrade.  During this time, there are opportunities to reconfigure the plant for energy savings.  

Maximizing equipment (blower and pump) turndown capacity and designing for plant upgrades in stages 

is beneficial to meet energy efficiency goals.   

Recommendations 

Replacement of the existing system is recommended. Due to the age and inefficiency of the existing 

system, capital improvement planning should include upgrading the aeration system to a fine bubble type 

of system with new blowers, controls, and motorized valves.  Further information and recommendations 

are provided within the Alternatives Section of the Facility Plan. 

The City requested drain piping and valves be installed from the activated sludge basins to Holding Cell 

No. 3 or Holding Cell No. 4.  The City currently has to pump these basins down to empty them. 

2.6.11.3 Weir Box 

Effluent from the activated sludge basins divides evenly among the two (2) 50 foot diameter clarifiers 

through the use of a weir box. The concrete is in good condition; however, there are some cracked, 

deteriorated, and discolored concrete surfaces.  The effluent control gates and weirs also have signs of 

corrosion. 

Recommendations 

The weir box should be coated with a corrosion protective coating and the control gates and weirs should 

be replaced with stainless steel gates and stainless steel components to minimize or eliminate corrosion. 

2.6.11.4 Secondary Clarifiers 

The final clarifiers were originally designed for a peak day flow of 5.0 MGD.  Two (2) circular final clarifiers 

are used to settle out the sludge formed from the biological activity in the aeration basins.  Each final 

clarifier has a weir diameter of 44 feet with a water depth of 13.5 feet.  Skimmer arms in the clarifier collect 

scum off the top of the clarifier. Sludge is removed from the secondary clarifiers by suction type sludge 

collectors.  Effluent from the clarifiers is conveyed to the storage ponds before discharge to the James 

River.  The City has noticed algae build up on clarifier launders and in lagoons at certain times during the 

year. 

Ten States Standards requires the surface overflow rate (SOR) for final clarifiers be less than 800 gpd/sf 

at average design flow and 1,200 gpd/sf at peak day flow. The existing side water depth is 13.5 feet, 
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which meets the minimum recommended (12 feet) per Ten States Standards. The weir loading rate 

(WLR) shall not exceed 30,000 gpd/ln-ft. at peak day flows per Ten States Standards. 

Table 2-6 provides future SOR and WLR projections, which are used for establishing hydraulic capacity. 

Table 2-6  Final Clarifier SOR & WLR Evaluation 

Parameter 
Ave. Annual Max. Month Peak Day 

2.2 mgd 3.8 mgd 6.8 mgd 

SOR Criteria (gpd/sf) 800  1,200 

Actual SOR (One clarifier in service) (gpd/sf) 1,120 1,935 3,463 

Actual SOR (Two clarifiers in service) (gpd/sf) 560 968 1,732 

Three Final Clarifiers (One New Added) (gpd/sf) 373 645 1,154 

Four Final Clarifiers (Two New Added) (gpd/sf) 280 484 866 

WLR Criteria (gpd/lf) 30,000 

Actual WLR (One clarifier in service) (gpd/lf) 15,915 27,490 49,193 

Actual WLR (Two clarifiers in service) (gpd/lf) 7,958 13,745 24,597 

Three Final Clarifiers (One New Added) (gpd/lf) 5,305 9,163 16,398 

Four Final Clarifiers (Two New Added) (gpd/lf) 3,979 6,873 12,298 

To perform properly while producing a concentrated return flow, activated sludge settling tanks shall be 

designed to meet thickening and solids separation requirements.  Ten States Standards requires the SLR 

for final clarifiers be less than 35 lb/d/sf at peak day flow plus the design maximum return sludge rate 

requirement using the design MLSS under aeration.  Table 2-7 shows the values for future solids loading 

rate (SLR) projections. 

Table 2-7  Final Clarifier SLR Evaluation 

Parameter 
Ave. Annual Max. Month Peak Day 

2.2 mgd 3.8 mgd 6.8 mgd 

 + RAS Flow 2.2 mgd 2.0 mgd 2.0 mgd 

@ MLSS 1,600 mg/l 1,600 mg/l 1,600 mg/l 

SLR Criteria (lb/d/sf)  35 

Actual SLR (One clarifier in service) (lb/d/sf) 30 39 60 

Actual SLR (Two clarifiers in service) (lb/d/sf) 15 20 30 

Three Final Clarifiers (One New Added) (lb/d/sf) 10 13 20 

Four Final Clarifiers (Two New Added) (lb/d/sf) 7 10 15 

Note:  1,600 mg/L MLSS was the maximum range indicated by the Biowin™ Model. 
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The existing equipment located inside the final clarifiers, including the sludge collectors, mechanism 

drives, weirs, and scum troughs are over 40 years old and have visible wear and some corrosion. The 

concrete in the basins is in good condition; however, there are some cracked, deteriorated, and 

discolored concrete surfaces.  There is corrosion on the electrical boxes and conduits at the access 

platforms and clarifier walkway bridges.    

Recommendations 

The mechanism drives should be replaced and a spare drive provided for emergency replacement.  The 

metal surfaces of the sludge collection equipment including the center column, influent well, drive cage, 

arms, skimmer, cross collectors, weirs, and scum trough should be replaced or sandblasted and 

recoated.  The electrical conduits and boxes on the walkway bridges should be replaced with upgrades to 

the mechanisms.  Concrete surfaces of the clarifiers should be coated and restored to minimize further 

deterioration.  Installation of weir covers to control algae and adding chemical feed (sulfuric acid or 

hydrochloric acid) for pH control is also recommended. 

The existing final clarifiers do not have adequate capacity to accommodate for the projected peak day 

flow, especially if one clarifier is down for maintenance. Adding a third or fourth clarifier would allow for 

redundancy if one unit is taken down for maintenance during peak flow periods. 

Recommend providing additional secondary treatment capacity through one (1) new final clarifier. A new 

final clarifier influent splitter box is also recommended to evenly split the flow between the existing and 

additional clarifier. 

2.6.12 RAS PUMPS 

Return activated sludge (RAS) is returned from the secondary clarifiers by two (2) air lift pumps, which 

were originally each rated at 950 gpm per pump.  Recently, one of the blowers has been slowed down so 

RAS can be matched to approximately 100% of the influent flow with both blowers operating.  The 

blowers consist of 20 Hp, 3 Phase, Sutorbilt constant speed units which were installed as original 

equipment in 1978.  The pumps are very limited in ability to vary RAS rates. 

Recommendations 

Installation of VFDs on the airlift pump blowers is recommended for improved RAS control, increased 

energy efficiency, and to allow the airflow rates and RAS rates to be varied.  Improved control of the 

return activated sludge rate is important for process operations and control of effluent quality. 

2.6.13 BLOWER BUILDING 

The exhaust fan system inside the building has exceeded its useful life and needs to be replaced. The 

blower building stays heated using dissipated heat from the RAS pump blowers.  Staff indicated some 

additional site lighting would be helpful for security and maintenance purposes.  

The exterior masonry block is showing signs of wear and the joints of the building are deteriorated.  The 

age and location of the switchgear is a potential hazard. The controls for the treatment system equipment 

are old, outdated, and showing signs of deterioration.  

Recommendations 

There are several building defects which affect the integrity of the building as well as create safety 

concerns. Recommended improvements for addressing these defects include: 1) remove the concrete 

sidewalks, compact the soils, and replace the sidewalks and stoops, 2) replace backer rod and joint 
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sealant in the masonry control joints, 3) tuck-pointing of the exterior masonry, and 4) replace the exterior 

access doors in the building due to age and weathered condition. 

A separate equipment storage building on the site is powered from a lighting panel in the blower building. 

Replacement of the lighting panel is recommended due to age and condition, but this is likely not a high 

priority item depending on intended future uses for the storage building. 

Lighting is antiquated and replacement with modern LED fixtures is recommended.  Replacement of the 

switchgear should be done in combination with installation of the RAS pump VFDs. Replacement of 

conduits, wiring, and receptacles throughout the facility is recommended due to the age, as well as the 

replacement of the controls with new automated and advanced controls. 

Process piping in the building has corrosion and peeling paint due to moisture. Sandblasting and 

recoating the process piping in the building is recommended. 

2.6.14 COLD STORAGE/GARAGE BUILDING 

This building is used strictly for storage.  Lighting is antiquated and deterioration of conduits, wiring, and 

receptacles throughout the facility is noticeable due to the age. The exterior masonry sealant of the 

building is severely deteriorated and the building has signs of settlement.  

Recommendations 

Recommend demolishing the building.  A new storage facility is included as a future CIP project in 

conjunction with the new aeration system blower building. The new fine bubble aeration system would 

require a new facility to protect components such as blowers, controls, and motorized valves. 

2.6.15 EFFLUENT & SOLIDS HANDLING 

2.6.15.1 Sludge Holding Ponds 

Effluent from the clarifiers is discharged into Holding Cells No. 3 and No. 4, which are operated in parallel.  

These cells are each 26.4 acres and are 15 feet deep. The effective storage volume is 97 million gallons.  

The sludge level in these basins is unknown, but City indicated they are likely full of sand.  In the past, the 

City has been able to drain ponds down to 3 feet remaining.  At the seven (7) foot level sludge is visible in 

Cell No. 3; higher in corners.  Majority of waste activated sludge is stored in holding Cell No. 3 as holding 

Cell No. 4 is used as a back-up for sludge storage.  The discharge from these cells normally exits from an 

overflow manhole to a downstream valve control structure. 

Recommendations 

Conduct formalized sludge judging to assist in determining how much sludge removal is required and 

ultimately plan for sludge removal. 

Storing waste activated sludge in the holding ponds may result in an increase in ammonia in the effluent 

discharge from the ponds to the James River.  Consideration should be given to storing waste activated 

sludge in a pond that is isolated from the effluent. 

2.6.15.2 Effluent Storage Ponds 

From Cells No. 3 and No. 4, the effluent flows into Cells No. 5, No. 6, and No. 7.  These cells are 

operated in series and are not aerated.  Cell No. 5 is 33.5 acres, has a depth of 11 feet, and an effective 

storage volume of 94 million gallons.  Cell No. 6 is 35 acres, has a depth of 12 feet, and an effective 
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storage volume of 109 million gallons.  Cell No. 7 is 35.7 acres, has a depth of 18 feet, and an effective 

storage volume of 174 million gallons.  Each cell has the option to be isolated by a valve control structure.  

There is erosion on the bank on the southwest side of Storage Cell No. 5, possibly from wave action or 

seepage from Holding Cell No. 4.  There is also erosion of the bank on the south side of Storage Cell No. 

6. 

Recommendations 

Repair erosion on southwest side of Cell No. 5 & south side of Cell No. 6. 

2.6.15.3 Effluent Valve Control Structures 

Clearwater from clarifiers to effluent ponds No. 5, No. 6, & No. 7 travels via overflows.  The concrete 

overflow structures are in fair condition; however, there are some cracked, deteriorated, and discolored 

concrete surfaces.  The manhole flat top sections and access hatches are deteriorated the worst and 

should be replaced.  The actuators and valves used for effluent control are old and outdated and not 

completely operable.    

Recommendations 

Replacement of all the valves (4 total), actuators, access hatches, and manhole flat top sections is 

recommended along with sandblasting and recoating the piping.  The interior of the structures should be 

coated with a corrosion protective coating to minimize further deterioration. 

2.6.16 IRRIGATION SYSTEM (OUTFALL 002) 

The effluent can be discharged from Cell No. 7 to the James River (Outfall 001) or can be land applied by 

an irrigation system (Outfall 002) for disposal.  The irrigation building and irrigators are privately owned 

and only used when the owner needs to irrigate.  Based on recent weather patterns, this system has not 

been used extensively in the last five (5) years.  This facility is only permitted to land apply treated 

wastewater pumped from Cell No. 7.   

2.6.17 SLUDGE HANDLING 

The WWTP has solids handling facilities made up of sludge lagoons.  Sludge from the secondary 

clarifiers is either returned to Aeration Cells No.1 and No. 2 or wasted to Holding Pond Cells No. 3 and 

No. 4.   

Recommendations 

The recommended plan includes design and construction of an aerobic digester followed by dewatering 

to be land applied or alternately disposed of at the landfill. 

2.7 WWTP HYDRAULIC CAPACITY ANALYSIS  

2.7.1 PRE-TREATMENT FACILITY 

The main hydraulic concern in the existing pre-treatment building is the 12 inch wide parshall flume and 

the bottleneck it creates. 
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2.7.2 RAW SEWAGE PUMPING STATION 

Pumping capacity of the raw sewage pumping station was evaluated using a range of Hazen Williams C-

values and varying water static head levels. The following information was used in the calculations. 

• Force main length of approximately 14,014 feet, including the 16” discharge header in the pump 

station. 

o 7,814 feet of 24” PVC force main 

o 6,178 feet of 18” PVC force main 

• Static head of 122 feet. 

• Three Cornell 200 Hp pumps. According to Dakota Pump, these pumps have an impeller 

diameter of 15.38” (design point of 3,000 gpm at 160 feet TDH). This concurs with the pump 

curve received from General Repair Service. 

• One Cornell 200 Hp bypass pump. O&M manual indicates this pump has an impeller diameter of 

16.25” (design point of 3,500 gpm at 176 feet TDH). 

Table 2-8  Pump Station and Force Main Hydraulics 

Raw Sewage Pumping Station Capacity (Existing Conditions) 

# Pumps Operating Pump Station 
Capacity, GPM 

Pump Station 
Capacity, MGD 

Notes 

One 3,000 4.3  

Two 4,750 6.8 Able to run two pumps on main power. 

Three 5,750 8.3 Requires startup of the standby 
generator to run three pumps. 

Once electrical improvements are made to upgrade the capacity of the power feed supply at the north 

plant, the total capacity of the raw sewage pump station would be 8.3 MGD. 

2.7.3 SOUTH PLANT HYDRAULICS 

A hydraulic profile of the processes at the south plant was developed using Visual Hydraulics modeling 

software. This was a plan-level analysis of the existing facility using as-recorded plans to obtain 

dimensions and elevations for model inputs. 

The results indicated that there are no significant hydraulic concerns at a future maximum month flow of 

3.8 MGD and 50% RAS. 
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Figure 2-5  South Plant Hydraulics at Future 3.8 MGD Max Month Flow and 50% RAS Rate 
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At the max. day flow of 6.8 MGD and 30% RAS the hydraulic restrictions are: 

o W.S. elevation in aeration basins is 1.13 feet above normal operating W.S. elevation, reducing 

freeboard to 2.87 feet. 

o Weirs in aeration basin effluent control structure are submerged by 0.86 feet. 

o Over 2 feet of headloss in the 24” RCP from the aeration basin effluent structure to the 

distribution box. 

o Final clarifier surface overflow rate is high at 1,732 gpd/sf.  

 

Figure 2-6  South Plant Hydraulic Restrictions at a Future 6.8 MGD Max Day Flow and 30% RAS Rate 
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At the peak hour flow of 8.5 MGD and 25% RAS the hydraulic restrictions are:  

o W.S. elevation in aeration basins is 1.54 feet above normal operating W.S. elevation, reducing 

freeboard to 2.46 feet.   

o Flow velocity in the weir troughs is high.   

o Weirs in aeration basin effluent control structure are submerged by 2.1 feet.  

o Nearly 3 feet of headloss in the 24” RCP from the aeration basin effluent structure to the 

distribution box.  

o Weirs in final clarifiers are submerged by 2-1/2 inches.   

o Final clarifier surface overflow rate is very high at 2,165 gpd/sf.   

 

Figure 2-7  South Plant Hydraulic Restrictions at a Future 8.5 MGD Peak Hour Flow and 25% RAS Rate 

Given the impact of the 2019 peak events (7.0 MGD), along with future growth, hydraulic improvements 

will be recommended to help alleviate water level backups and allow a peak day equalized flow (6.8 

MGD) to hydraulically pass through the south plant. 

2.7.4 HYDRAULIC IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following is a list of recommended capital improvement action items related to the south plant 

hydraulics: 

• Activated Sludge Basins Effluent Pipe: Replacement of the 24” RCP between the activated 

sludge basins effluent control structure and the final clarifier’s influent distribution box with a 

minimum 36 inch diameter pipe to reduce headloss and correct hydraulic limitations. 

• Final Clarifier: Add at least one additional final clarifier to provide a reasonable surface 

overflow rate.
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2.8 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

The City of Mitchell has a surface water discharge permit (SD0023361) to discharge effluent from the 

WWTP to the James River (Latitude 43° 40' 41", Longitude -97° 57' 15.1"). Effluent discharge quality is 

required to meet the minimum limits listed in Table 2-9. 

2.8.1 EXISTING PERMIT 

Effluent Limits – Outfall 001 

Effective when issued and lasting through the life of the permit, the following quality of effluent discharged 

by the facility shall, at a minimum, meet the limits set forth as follows: 
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Table 2-9 NPDES Permit Summary 
Effluent Characteristic Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average1 7-Day Average1 Daily Maximum1 

BOD5, mg/L 30 45 N/A 

Total Suspended Solids, mg/L 30 45 N/A 

Fecal Coliform, no./100 mL2 

(May 1 – September 30) 

1,000 N/A 2,000 

Ammonia-Nitrogen, lb/day (as N) 1 

March 1 – March 31 

James River Flow <100 cfs 

 

 

143 

N/A  

 

468 

James River Flow 100 – 1000 cfs 309  1,015 

James River Flow >1000 cfs 604  2,523 

April 1 - April 30 

James River Flow < 100 cfs 143 

  

468 

James River Flow 100 – 1000 cfs 309  655 

James River Flow > 1000 cfs 594  1,068 

May 1 to August 31 

James River Flow < 100 cfs 80  141 

James River Flow 100 – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River Flow > 1000 cfs 306  572 

September 1 to October 31 

James River Flow < 100 cfs 

107  201 

James River Flow 100 – 1000 cfs 205  522 

James River Flow > 1000 cfs 323  849 

November 1 – November 30 

James River Flow < 100 cfs 

115  201 

James River Flow 100 – 1000 cfs 289  522 

James River Flow > 1000 cfs 466  849 

December 1 to February 29 

James River Flow < 100 cfs 

477   

1,041 

James River Flow 100 – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River Flow > 1000 cfs 1,849  3,239 

Oil and Grease, mg/l N/A N/A 10 

The Oil and Grease concentration shall not exceed 10 mg/l in any single sample and/or measurement or 

impart a visible film or sheen to the surface of the water or the adjoining shorelines. 

The pH of the discharge shall not be less than 6.5 units nor greater than 9.0 units in any sample. 

There shall be no Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity in the discharge, as measured by the WET test. 

No chemicals, such as chlorine, shall be used without prior written permission. 
1   See Definitions 
2   Fecal Coliform organisms from May 1 to September 30 shall not exceed a concentration of 1,000 

per 100 millimeters as a geometric mean based on a minimum of five samples obtained during 

separate 24-hour Periods for any 30-day period. They shall not exceed 2,000 per 100 millimeters in 

any one sample from May 1 to September 30. 
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2.8.2 FUTURE REGULATORY DRIVERS FOR WWTP IMPROVEMENTS 

The regulatory items listed below reflect the anticipated implementation of ammonia and nutrient standards, 

based on discussions with SD DENR: 

• E. coli Limits:  

o Remain the same. 

o Did not discuss if the seasonal would change to year-round, but not a large impact to 

Mitchell. 

• TSS Limit: Remain the same. 

• BOD Limit: Remain the same. 

• Flow Limit:  None anticipated. 

• Ammonia Limit:  

o Ammonia limits will be approximately ½ of the existing levels for 30 day average. 

o Timing is likely next permit cycle but could be this permit cycle if issuance is delayed. 

New water quality standards will be out in October at the earliest, SDDENR hopes to get 

new permit issued this fall so it could be before or after new water quality standards.   

o Discussed including a compliance schedule to help the City have time to plan for any 

improvements. 

o Open to either mass or concentration limits. 

 HDR noted that since Mitchell can store, leaving at mass limits would be 

beneficial. 

• Switching from acute to chronic WET testing. 

• Adding total nitrogen and total phosphorous monitoring. 

• Future Nutrient Limits (Date TBD): 

o Total Nitrogen (TN) Limit: To be less than 10 mg/l. 

o Total Phosphorus (TP) Limit: To be less than 1 mg/l. 

• Nitrate Limits: This has been a bigger deal on the Big Sioux River as there are Rural Water 

Drinking Water systems that have wells that are argued to be under the influence of the river. 

All prospective effluent limits should be thoroughly reviewed when permits are issued. 

2.8.3 REGULATORY TRIGGERS 

Table 2-10 presents a summary of anticipated future Mitchell WWTP discharge permit renewal dates and 

the anticipated limitations to be included in each permit. In addition, the corresponding recommended 

activity for the City is listed. The regulatory timeline reflects the anticipated schedule for approval and 

implementation of nutrient standards. 

As previously stated, the nutrient removal treatment capacity evaluations, along with the recommended 

improvements, are based on meeting a “Level 1” TN requirement of less than 10 mg/l and a TP limit of 1 

mg/l. The permit sequence is defined as follows: 

• Current permit (2012)  

• Permit #1 (Anticipate 2020) – New Ammonia Standards 

• Permit #2 (2030) – New Nutrient Standards 

• Permit #3 (2035) – Potentially more Stringent TN and TP 
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Table 2-10  Projected Limitation with Corresponding Permit Recommended Activity Timing 

Permit Cycle 
(Year) 

Projected Limitations Recommended Activity 

Current Permit:  
  

Carbonaceous Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand (CBOD5) 
pH 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Escherichia coli (E. coli) 
Oil and Grease 
Ammonia 
Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) 

Ammonia standards. Identify how to achieve reliable 
ammonia removals and improve plant serviceability and 
reliability.  
 
Escherichia coli (E. coli): Plan for disinfection at future 
flows. 

Permit #1 
(2020) 

New Ammonia Standards 

Assuming required improvements for ammonia removals 
complete, if necessary. 

Begin design to construct modifications to achieve 
nutrient removal (TN 10 / TP 1) to be constructed by 
2026. 

Permit #2 
(2030) 

New Nutrient Standards: Total 
Maximum Monthly Average 
Nitrogen @ 8-10 mg/l TN and 
Total Monthly Average 
Phosphorus Limits at <1.0 mg/l 
P 

Assuming modifications to achieve nutrient reduction (TN 
10 / TP 1) are complete. Nutrient discharge limits have 
medium level of uncertainty. 

Track potential proposed changes in the nutrient 
standards. 

Permit #3 
(2035) 

Potentially more Stringent TN 
and TP 

Track potential for more stringent nutrient standards. 

This permitting schedule reflects discussions with SD DENR and progress in similar states. 

2.9 FUTURE CONDITIONS 

2.9.1 POPULATION AND LAND USE PROJECTIONS 

In October 2019, SPN & Associates completed a Sanitary Sewer System Facility Plan for the City of 

Mitchell. This plan established population projections out to the year 2050. HDR discussed these 

projections with the City of Mitchell staff and they determined these projections should be used for this 

Facility Plan. Mitchell is currently a mechanical wastewater treatment plant that serves a population of 

about 15,993 (estimated) in addition to several industrial facilities.   

 

Figure 2-8 illustrates an approximate city outline (not including the north end of Lake Mitchell or the 

Mitchell Municipal Airport) that indicates where the high-density area of the current population is, as well 

as the projected growth area for the 2040 population of 17,449. The City has generally seen a steady 

increase in population over time. SPN & Associates, Inc. indicated that much of the commercial 

expansion is taking place in the south portion of the City, while residential expansion is occurring along 

the northwest, west, and east edges of the City. The projected growth is presented in Table 2-11 below.  
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Figure 2-8  Mitchell Growth Projection Map Comparison 

 

    Table 2-11  Historic & Projected Population 

 2000 2010 
2020 

(Est.) 

2030 

(Est.) 

2040 

(Est.) 

2050 

(Est.) 

Population 14,558 15,254 15,993 16,721 17,449 18,177 

Increase from 

previous year listed 
- 696 142 728 728 728 

% Increase - 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.4 4.2 
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The service area population has seen an increase of 1,435 people from 2000 to 2020 and the projected 

growth is 1,456 people from 2020 to 2040. 

2.9.2 FORECASTS OF FLOWS AND WASTE LOADS 

Flows and loads were determined based on a statistical analysis using 2017-2019 daily flow information 

and recorded weekly loading data to arrive at a baseline for the current flows and loadings to use in 

projecting future flows and loads. The 50th percentile was used for the baseline. 

Population growth was applied to existing average annual flows; no increase in inflow and infiltration is 

assumed at this time and the growth includes no industrial reserve. 

o Average annual: Represents 50th percentile of occurrence 

o Maximum month: Represents 91.7th (1/12) percentile 

o Maximum day: Represents a 99.7th (1/365) percentile 

Table 2-12 summarizes the baseline values used as well as the projected capacities for 2020 thru 2040.  

Note that the seemingly high TSS numbers and ammonia numbers were deleted before running the 

probability analysis as they appeared to be outliers.
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Table 2-12  Mitchell WWTP Facility Plan – Design Basis  

    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    BaselineBaselineBaselineBaseline    2020202020202020    2030203020302030    2040204020402040    

PopulationPopulationPopulationPopulation  15,566 15,709 15,851 15,709 15,993 16,721 17,449 

Annual Annual Annual Annual 

Average Average Average Average 

SummarySummarySummarySummary    

    

Total Flow (MGD) 1.59 1.79 2.84 1.93 1.96 2.0 2.2 

BOD (lbs/day) 2,900 3,100 4,100 3,200 3,300 3,500 3,600 

TSS (lbs/day) 2,900 3,200 3,800 3,100 3,200 3,400 3,500 

Ammonia (lbs/day) 476 565 460 438 450 460 475 

Max MontMax MontMax MontMax Month h h h 

SummarySummarySummarySummary    

    

Total Flow (MGD) 1.75 2.35 4.17 3.41 3.5 3.6 3.8 

BOD (lbs/day) 3,400 3,600 5,300 4,800 5,000 5,200 5,500 

TSS (lbs/day) 4,800 3,900 4,700 4,900 5,000 5,300 5,600 

Ammonia (lbs/day) 494 522 612 590 600 620 640 

Max Max Max Max DayDayDayDay    

SummarySummarySummarySummary    

    

Total Flow (MGD) 2.18 3.23 7.25 6.05 6.1 6.4 6.8 

BOD (lbs/day) 4,600 5,400 7,700 7,300 7,500 7,900 8,300 

TSS (lbs/day) 4,600 6,400 7,800 7,800 8,000 8,500 8,900 

Ammonia (lbs/day) 494 522 612 795 810 830 860 

Notes regarding the basis for current flows and loads: 
1.  For 2017 the max. day TSS of approx. 9,400 mg/l in August was not considered as it appears to be an outlier. 
2.  For 2018 the max. day Ammonia of over 800 mg/l in April and November were not considered as they appeared to be 
outliers. 
3.  For 2019 the max. day TSS of approx. 9,500 mg/l in January was not considered as it appears to be an outlier. 

2.9.3 WWTP DESIGN CRITERIA 

Projected flows and loads are presented below. Table 2-13 presents data on a pounds per day basis and 

Table 2-14 presents data on a concentration, or mg/l, basis.

Table 2-13  2040 Design Flows and Loads 

Parameter Annual Average Maximum Month Maximum Day 

Flow  (mgd) 2.15 3.80 6.74 

BOD  (lbs/d) 3,630 5,462 8,247 

TSS (lbs/d) 3,520 5,600 8,944 

Ammonia (lbs/d) 474 637 857 
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Table 2-14  2040 Design Influent Wastewater Composition 

Parameter Average Maximum Month Maximum Day 

Flow (mgd) 2.15 3.80 6.74 

BOD (mg/L) 203 173 147 

TSS (mg/L) 196 177 159 

Ammonia (mg/L) 26 20 15 
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3     DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF 

ALTERNATIVES 

3.1 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

The City of Mitchell retained HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) to evaluate needed improvements for the 

City’s WWTP. The goal of this section is to identify and screen alternatives for facility improvements 

required to be implemented to provide for wastewater treatment needs for the next 20 years. The 

developed alternatives include: 

 Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility, and 

 Upgrading Existing Headworks Versus A New Headworks, and 

 Concrete Versus Earthen Equalization, and 

 Evaluate Alternate Liquid Treatment Process Versus Current Activated Sludge, and 

 Assessment of Activated Sludge Basin Aeration Technology, and 

 Direct Discharge to James River with Disinfection Versus Maintaining the Existing Storage 

Lagoons 

The areas to be addressed reflect the thorough involvement of City’s staff in the development of this 

important strategy. 

This screening of alternatives will result in the identification of alternative approaches that will be 

examined further. This process consists of an evaluation of the monetary and non-monetary costs of 

alternatives, which will result in the minimum total resource costs over the life of the project. Monetary 

costs include an assessment of existing capacity, initial construction costs, costs for replacement of 

equipment during the project life, and annual operation and maintenance costs. Non-monetary 

considerations include environmental impacts, implementation capability, energy and resource utilization, 

and reliability of the proposed facilities. 

3.1.1 REGIONAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

It is always prudent to investigate the potential for a centrally located “Regional” wastewater treatment 

facility. In the Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility alternative, Mitchell’s plant would be the most 

logical central wastewater treatment plant and force mains and interceptor sewers would be constructed 

to provide service to the adjacent communities. These could include Fulton, Mount Vernon, Alexandria, 

and/or Ethan.   

The advantages of this alternative are that it both achieves economies of scale by expanding upon a 

single treatment plant and also that operational effort and maintenance is concentrated on a single, 

central facility.   

The disadvantages of this alternative are that very long force mains would be required for very small 

communities. A significant, immediate investment to capitalize a new interceptor sewer and force main 

system would be required as it is 12.6 miles to Fulton, 13.4 miles to Ethan, 14.3 miles to Mount Vernon, 

and 15 miles to Alexandria. 
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Upon a cursory review, it would be more than $7-$9 million dollars for each force main alone and this 

does not include substantial investments in each new main pump station, easements, and ‘Buy In’ costs 

to the regional facility for very small towns that have limited growth. 

Therefore, this alternative will be eliminated from further review or consideration at this time.   

However, given the excess treatment capacity of the existing activated sludge basins, this should be 

evaluated further if a specific need arises in one of these communities. In general, the impact of these 

loads would be small and could be considered when designing the recommended improvements. 

3.1.2 UPGRADING EXISTING HEADWORKS VERSUS A NEW 

HEADWORKS 

A review of the present condition and capacity of the existing headworks facility was completed and is 

summarized below. 

• The existing headworks capacity is limited by one mechanically cleaned bar screen.  

• The Parshall Flume flow measurement system becomes submerged at approximately 5 

MGD and complete removal would be required. 

• The existing headworks facility is 43 years old and is in poor condition. 

• The existing grit removal system was not constructed to today’s standards and is not 

designed to handle the projected flow. 

• The existing grit system is removing less than ¼ of a typical grit system. 

• Due to the lack of duplicity in the existing headworks, there is a risk of having to bypass 

directly to Dry Run Creek due to difficult construction sequencing. 

Based on the above items, the alternative for rehabilitating and expanding the existing headworks will be 

eliminated from further review or consideration at this time. 

A cost matrix of a number of improvement alternatives is presented in the following table. 
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Table 3-1  Headworks Improvements Alternatives Cost Matrix 

New Headworks Building 

  
Option 

1 

Option 

2 

Option 

3 

New Building with Fine 

Screening & Vortex Grit X   

New Building with Fine 

Screening & Aerated Grit  X  

New Building with Fine 

Screening & Headcell   X 

Options Cost (Millions) 
$5.92 $6.51 $7.05 

Percentage of Lowest Cost 

Alternative 76% 100% 82% 

It is recommended to construct a new headworks facility complete with septage receiving, influent flow 

measurement, fine screening, and vortex grit removal designed to meet the projected flows and loads for 

2040.  

3.1.3 EVALUATE ALTERNATE LIQUID TREATMENT PROCESS VERSUS 

CURRENT ACTIVATED SLUDGE 

The hydraulic and organic capacity of the earthen activated sludge basins was modeled in BioWin™. The 

BioWin simulator is used world-wide in the analysis and design of municipal wastewater treatment plants. 

BioWin whole plant modeling provides process insights that reduce capital costs and operating expenses. 

The simulations indicated that while additional clarification is required for the higher flows, the earthen 

activated sludge basins and clarifiers have organic capacity through year 2040.   

Since the City has a significant investment in earthen activated sludge basins and final clarifiers, which 

are in serviceable condition; it is not practical or necessary to change to a different type of wastewater 

treatment facility at this time.  

Therefore, this alternative will be eliminated from further review or consideration at this time. 

3.1.4 ASSESSMENT OF ACTIVATED SLUDGE BASIN AERATION 

TECHNOLOGY 

The secondary treatment stage consists of two (2) extended aeration activated sludge basins, Cells No. 1 

and No. 2, which are operated in parallel. The two (2) basins each have a surface area of 0.9 acres, a 

depth of 16 feet, and a volume of 2.65 million gallons. Each basin contains two (2) fixed-platform, slow-

speed, 75 Hp surface aerators. The facility has operated the aerators on low speed in the past, but has 

had issues with effluent quality and less than 0.5 ppm DO, so two of the four 75 Hp aerators are currently 

being operated continuously on high speed. When all mixers were on low operators experienced sludge 

“bulking”. 
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As noted above, a mechanical mixer is used to provide oxygen to the activated sludge basins. This is 

atypical with today’s available aeration systems. Thousands of LightninTM Mixers have been placed in 

service since the design was first created in the late 1960s. While these mixers have served the Mitchell 

WWTP well there have been significant advances in aeration systems for activated sludge basins of this 

size. These modern aeration systems and controls are evaluated in the following paragraphs. 

3.1.4.1 Process Aeration Control Options 

Mitchell currently operates a lagoon-based, activated sludge process that effectively treats and reclaims 

wastewater. The process aerates continuously while maintaining high dissolved oxygen (DO) 

concentrations. Additional process aeration options may be employed that improve energy efficiency 

while maintaining effective treatment. Two key aeration control strategies are discussed briefly below; 

intermittent aeration and ammonia based aeration control. 

Intermittent Aeration 

The intermittent aeration strategy cycles aeration on and off as the name implies. The on and off periods 

vary depending on facility needs. The goal is to aerate to low ammonia levels, then cycle aeration off in 

part of the aeration system (front zones) to allow for the process to shift from aerobic to anoxic operation 

while ammonia levels remain below a target maximum value (Figure 3-1). The process shifts from fully 

nitrifying to partly nitrifying to denitrifying. Ammonia concentrations remain low due to dilution of the 

influent. An ammonia probe may be employed to assist with, and if preferred, automate operation with 

this aeration strategy. With this scheme, aeration should be split into multiple zones with aeration running 

continuously in the last treatment zone. 

 
 
Figure 3-1  General Intermittent Aeration Control Diagram 
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Ammonia Based Aeration Control 

This aeration control strategy relies on ammonia based aeration control (ABAC), whereby online 

ammonia measurements are used to continuously control the aeration rate (Figure 3-2). As shown in the 

figure, the ammonia measurement is compared to a setpoint target ammonia concentration. If the 

measured concentration is lower than the target, then the system has more dissolved oxygen than 

needed to achieve the target ammonia limit. As a result, aeration is reduced by lowering the DO setpoint 

automatically. Similar to intermittent aeration, the aeration grid is usually split into multiple zones with the 

ABAC control strategy. The front zones may operate at DO concentrations as low as 0.1-0.2 mg/L. The 

later zones are usually set to run with higher DO concentrations with the final zone operating between 1 

and 2 mg/L. In addition to conserving energy by only providing the aeration needed to achieve the 

ammonia target, the front zones often operate at a low enough DO concentration to support partial 

denitrification. 

 

 
Figure 3-2  General Ammonia Based Aeration Control Scheme 

3.1.4.2 Modeling Results 

Preliminary modeling of the Mitchell facility shows that with continuous aeration, the current operating 

strategy, discharge ammonia concentrations should be lower than 1 mg-N/L with an effluent TN 

concentration between 20 and 22 mg-N/L. Aeration is projected between 3,000 and 3,500 scfm with 

conventional aeration. When shifting to aeration strategies presented above, the model shows the effluent 

ammonia concentration can be targeted to 1 mg-N/L with a corresponding TN concentration between 8 

and 10 mg-N/L. The aeration required drops to between 2,000 and 2,500 scfm or about a 30% reduction. 

Additionally, denitrification results in alkalinity recovery between 50 and 100 mg-CaCO3/L. 

3.1.4.3  Energy Considerations:  

The aeration system requires over 50 percent of the plant’s total energy use. Replacement of the surface 

aerators with a fine bubble diffused aeration system utilizing the control schemes described above would 

provide more efficient aeration and save on energy costs. 
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3.1.5 DIRECT DISCHARGE TO JAMES RIVER WITH DISINFECTION 

VERSUS MAINTAINING THE EXISTING STORAGE LAGOONS 

Sludge has been collecting in the storage lagoons for decades, which is imparting an increase in 

ammonia in the effluent prior to discharge; therefore, it is prudent to evaluate the direct discharge 

complete with continuous disinfection versus maintaining the existing storage lagoons. 

For this alternative, Holding Cell No. 3 could be taken out of the flow pattern completely and used for flow 

equalization and waste activated sludge (WAS) holding with a decant chamber in short term.  All flow 

would then be conveyed through Cells No. 4, No. 5, No. 6, and No. 7.  Once ammonia limits come into 

effect, the City could switch to continuous discharge with disinfection and bypass effluent ponds 

altogether. The ponds could still be filled as needed for irrigation and utilized for emergency storage. A 

schematic of this alternative is presented in Figure 3-3.  This alternative would require replacement 

(upsizing) of the final clarifier effluent pipe going to Cell No. 4 in order to hydraulically handle projected 

flows, but may delay the need for aerobic digestion and sludge dewatering.
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Figure 3-3  Process Flow Schematic for Direct Discharge to James River with Disinfection 
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3.2 ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT SYSTEMS 

This section will further examine specific options for the City’s strategy to address wastewater treatment 

needs for the year 2040.  The following alternatives have been carried forward and will be analyzed to 

determine which alternative is best suited to meet the City’s needs: 

1. Concrete Versus Earthen Equalization Basins, and 

2. Assessment of Activated Sludge Basin Aeration Technology, and 

3. Direct Discharge Complete with Continuous Disinfection Versus Maintaining the Existing 

Storage Lagoons. 

3.2.1 LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 

A Life-Cycle Cost Analysis (LCCA) is a process for evaluating total cost of a project looking at capital, 

operation, maintenance, repair/replacement, and end of life value over a specified time period (e.g., 20-

year life-cycle). A LCCA can be a standalone assessment and the basis of a decision, or used as the cost 

development methodology in any of the other decision support processes which have a cost component.  

A LCCA has three main components: 

1. Initial capital expenditure 

2. Operational and Maintenance costs for annual expected upkeep of the project 

3. Anticipated replacement costs for parts, equipment, etc. within the identified life-cycle period 

These costs are converted to a single present day value of the project. Factored into the present day 

value is escalation, inflation, and deprecation factors. 

3.2.2 FAILURE MODES AND CONSEQUENCES 

These modes of decision support evaluation mechanisms (i.e., functional, design, or process modes) that 

infrastructure can “fail” (i.e., be unable to serve its intended purpose). Sometimes, but not always, the 

failure modes are in response to external forces (e.g., flooding, high winds, wildfire). Consequences (e.g., 

human life loss, cost) are outcomes of failures and used as a basis to decide if and how to mitigate the 

risk. 

3.2.3 NEW CONCRETE VERSUS EARTHEN EQUALIZATION BASIN 

3.2.3.1 Equalization Needs 

The City has approximately 214,000 gallons of existing equalization capacity in concrete basins if flow 

into and out of both existing basins is by gravity. When operation is set to pump from one basin into the 

other to maximize the volume of the old digester during a storm, then the total equalization basin volume 

is approximately 300,000 gallons.  

A volume of 1.2 MG of additional equalization is required to equalize all flows above 6.8 MGD at the north 

plant, based on a 4 day event from last September. 

As presented in Figures 3-4 and 3-5 below, equalization was initially evaluated as earthen at the north 

plant. Given the topography, a significant amount of fill would be required. Therefore, earthen equalization 

was evaluated at the south plant. 

Equalization costs were evaluated for both concrete and earthen basins as follows: 
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• Concrete Equalization Basin = $4.0 per gallon (based on Cost per MG estimate below) 

• Earthen Equalization Basin = $2.5 per gallon (based on Cost per MG estimate below) 

 

Figure 3-4  Earthen Equalization Area at North Plant 

 

1.2 MG EQ Basin 
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Table 3-2  New Concrete Equalization Basin – Per 1 Million Gallons 
    ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE 

ITEM 
NO. 

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT 
APPROX 
QTY 

UNIT BID 
PRICE 

AMOUNT BID 

1 
18-inch PVC EQ Influent Gravity 
Piping 

LF 250 $150 $37,500 

2 Influent Diversion Structure LS 1 $40,000 $40,000 

3 Concrete Tank LS 1 $1,300,000 $1,300,000 

4 Site work LS 1 $400,000 $400,000 

5 18-inch PVC Return Piping LF 150 $150 $22,500 

6 Effluent Control Structure LS 1 $40,000 $40,000 

7 Valves Each 2 $10,000 $20,000 

8 Electrical LS 1 $75,000 $75,000 

9 Instrumentation and Controls LS 1 $60,000 $60,000 

10 Erosion Control LS 1 $15,000 $15,000 

11 Site Seeding and Restoration LS 1 $20,000 $20,000 

Subtotal $2,030,000 

Undeveloped Design Details (25%) $508,000 

Construction Subtotal W/Contingencies $2,538,000 

General Conditions, Mobilization (5%) $127,000 

Tax Allowance (5%) $133,000 

Overhead & Profit (15%) $420,000 

Bonds & Insurance (2%) $64,000 

Total Construction Cost $3,282,000 

Engineering, Admin, Legal, Permitting (24%) $788,000 

Total Project Cost $4,070,000 
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Figure 3-5  Alternate Earthen Equalization Location at South Plant 
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Table 3-3  New Earthen Equalization Basin – Per 1 Million Gallons 
    ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE 

ITEM 
NO. 

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT 
APPROX 
QTY 

UNIT BID 
PRICE 

AMOUNT 
BID 

1 18-inch PVC EQ Influent Gravity Piping LF 250 $150 $37,500 

2 Influent Diversion Structure LS 1 $40,000 $40,000 

3 Common Excavation and Embankment CY 6,100 $4.50 $27,450 

4 Haul Excess Excavation Material Offsite CY 4,541 $4.50 $20,434 

5 HDPE Liner (60 Mil) & Geotextile Fabric SF 48,000 $6.00 $288,000 

6 18-inch PVC Return Piping LF 150 $150 $22,500 

7 Effluent Control Structure LS 1 $40,000 $40,000 

8 Return PS Structural Soil Excavation CY 5,400 $15 $81,000 

9 Return PS Compacted Backfill CY 6,000 $10 $60,000 

10 Base Aggregate CY 12 $25 $300 

11 Cast-in-Place Concrete  CY 12 $1,400 $16,800 

12 Precast Concrete Box (Wet Well & Valve Vault) LS 1 $100,000 $100,000 

13 Aluminum Access Hatches Each 3 $3,500 $10,500 

14 Internal Process Piping LS 1 $35,000 $35,000 

15 Check Valves Each 2 $10,000 $20,000 

16 Plug Valves Each 2 $10,000 $20,000 

17 Davit Crane Each 1 $15,000 $15,000 

18 PVC Force Main Piping LS 100 $100 $10,000 

19 25 HP Submersible Pumps Each 2 $50,000 $100,000 

20 Electrical LS 1 $75,000 $75,000 

21 Instrumentation and Controls LS 1 $100,000 $100,000 

22 Add for Variable Frequency Drives Each 2 $12,000 $24,000 

23 Dewatering LS 1 $50,000 $50,000 

24 Erosion Control LS 1 $15,000 $15,000 

25 Site Seeding and Restoration LS 1 $20,000 $20,000 

Subtotal $1,228,000 

Undeveloped Design Details (25%) $307,000 

Construction Subtotal W/Contingencies $1,535,000 

General Conditions, Mobilization (5%) $77,000 

Tax Allowance (5%) $81,000 

Overhead & Profit (15%) $254,000 

Bonds & Insurance (2%) $39,000 

Total Construction Cost $1,986,000 

Engineering, Admin, Legal, Permitting (24%) $474,000 

Total Project Cost $2,460,000 
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3.2.3.2 LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 

Equalization costs are converted to a single present day value of the project. Factored into the present 

day value is escalation, inflation, and deprecation factors. 

Table 3-4  Life Cycle Comparison of Earthen vs Concrete EQ 

CRITERIA 
CRITERIA 

PORTION 

Alternative 1a Alternative 1b 

Earthen Basin 

Equalization 

Concrete Basin 

Equalization 

Economic Evaluation 

0.2 

  

Capital Cost $1,228,000 $2,030,000 

O&M 20-Year Present 

Worth Cost 
$670,000 $560,000 

Present Worth of 

Replacement Costs 
$1,228,000 $2,030,000 

Salvage Value Present 

Worth Cost 
-$606,000 -$1,196,000 

Total 20-Year Present 

Worth Cost 
$2,520,000 $3,424,000 

Percent of Minimum 

Present Worth Cost 
100% 136% 

Economic Evaluation 

Points 
0.20 0.15 

 

3.2.3.3 Non-Economic Comparison of Earthen Versus Concrete EQ 

The non-monetary evaluation process includes the following steps:  

 Weighting of the criteria based on relative importance based on a scale of zero (least important) to 5 

(most important), 

 Scoring each of the alternatives relative to the others for each criterion individually, and  

 Calculating an overall non-monetary value (score) for each alternative that included all the criteria as 

a weighted sum. 
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Non-monetary criteria were developed as follows: 

 Process Operational Requirements 

 Maintenance Requirements 

 Impact to Operations during Construction 

 Ability to Handle Peak Flows 

The criteria are further defined in the following table. 

Table 3-5  Non-Monetary Criteria  

Definition 

Process 

Operational 

Requirements 

Continuously meeting permit requirements requires ongoing operations 

expertise and attention. O&M costs include operational labor. This criterion 

considers whether there are qualitative differences in sophistication or 

complexity of processes or equipment, or both, that make an alternative more 

operator friendly.  

Maintenance 

Requirements 

Continuously meeting permit requirements requires ongoing maintenance 

expertise and attention. O&M costs include maintenance labor. This criterion 

considers whether there are qualitative differences in sophistication or 

complexity of processes or equipment, or both, that are maintenance friendly 

including factors such as limited or no need for special equipment, or limited 

or no requirement on external service from manufacturer. 

Impact to 

Operations during 

Construction 

The existing WWTP must continue to meet permit requirements throughout 

construction of nutrient control facilities. This criterion considers whether there 

are quantifiable differences in site layout and interfaces with existing facilities 

that minimize disturbances or potential operational risks during construction 

and/or provide greater assurance that permit requirements can be met 

throughout construction.  

Ability to Handle 

Peak Flows 

Each alternative is developed to consistently achieve the targeted effluent 

quality. Therefore, this criterion considers whether there are quantifiable 

hydraulic differences in one or more processes or equipment, or combinations 

of processes or equipment, to provide a lower susceptibility to hydraulic failure 

that could improve the reliability to achieve targeted effluent quality. 

 

Non-Economic comparison of earthen versus concrete equalization basins were calculated with the 

advantage going to the concrete equalization basins.  Refer to the following tables. 
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Table 3-6  Non-Economic Comparison of Earthen Versus Concrete EQ 

Criteria Weighting Factor: (5 to 1) 5 = More Important, 1 = Less Important 

Score: (5 to 1) 5 = Most Favorable, 1 = Least Favorable 

CRITERIA 
WEIGHTED 

% 

Alternative 1a Alternative 1b 

Earthen 

Equalization 

Basin 

Concrete 

Equalization 

Basin 

Score Total Score Total 

Process Operational Requirements 25.0% 3 0.75 4 1.00 

Maintenance Requirements 30.0% 4 1.20 5 1.50 

Impact to Operations during Construction 20.0% 4 0.80 4 0.80 

Ability to Handle Peak Flows 25.0% 5 1.25 5 1.25 

Total Weighted Score 100% 4.00 4.55 

 

3.2.3.4 Economic and Non-Economic Evaluation 

Description of Economic and Non-Economic table:    

 The alternative selection assigns criteria portions for both the economic evaluation and non-

economic evaluation criteria.   

 This serves as a weighting factor for the criteria under evaluation. The criteria portions add up to 

100%. 

 The alternative cost information is referenced in from the life cycle analyses. 

 Non-economic weighted scores are referenced in from the non-economic comparison table. 

 Total Scores are calculated for each alternative.   

 Higher Total Scores indicate that the alternative is more preferable. 



59 
 

Table 3-7 Economic and Non-Economic Evaluation of Earthen Versus Concrete EQ 

CRITERIA 
CRITERIA 

PORTION 

Alternative 1a Alternative 1b 

Earthen 

Equalization 

Basin  

Concrete 

Equalization 

Basin  

Economic Evaluation 

0.2 

  

Capital Cost 
$1,228,000 $2,030,000 

O&M 20-Year Present Worth Cost 
$670,000 $560,000 

Present Worth of Replacement Costs 
$1,228,000 $2,030,000 

Salvage Value Present Worth Cost 
-$606,000 -$1,196,000 

Total 20-Year Present Worth Cost 
$2,520,000 $3,424,000 

Percent of Minimum Present Worth Cost 
100% 136% 

Economic Evaluation Points 
0.20 0.15 

Non-Economic Evaluation 

0.8 

  

Non-Economic Weighted Score 
4.00 4.55 

Percent of Maximum Weighted Score 
88% 100% 

Non-Economic Evaluation Points 
0.703 0.800 

Total Score*  0.90 0.95 

* Total Scores are calculated for each alternative. Higher Total Scores indicate that the 

alternative is more preferable. 

 

Frequency of use is another factor that should be considered when making a decision.  If the proposed 

facility is anticipated to be used frequently, a concrete tank would be advantageous; however, if it is 

expected to receive infrequent use, an earthen basin is more practical.  Based on the above analysis and 

considering the anticipated high frequency of use of the new equalization basin, a concrete equalization 

basin is recommended. 

3.2.4 OPTIMUM OPERATION OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED 

EQUALIZATION FACILITIES 

The equalization basins serve to maximize the hydraulic WWTP capacity as presented in the following 

bullets: 

 Provide the most resourceful and economical solution for wastewater service to the 

community 
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 Allowing equalization of the peak storm flow/volume which controls the plant hydraulic 

capacity requirements 

 Reduces size and cost of treatment improvements required at the higher peak flows   

 Improves the treatment processes performance during peak flow events 

 A typical flow equalization basin arrangement is presented below. 

 

3.2.5 SUMMARY OF EQUALIZATION RECOMMENDATIONS  

A total of 1.2 MG of equalization volume is required. Based on both the economic and non-economic 

evaluations, a phased approach is recommended as presented in the following. 

Phased improvements to provide the required equalization: 

 Phase 1 - Equalize all flows above 6.8 MGD, based on the single day highest flow event from last 

September: 

 Total of 0.6 MG of equalization volume required. 

 0.4 MG of additional equalization volume required. 

 A concrete circular tank with inside diameter of 76 ft and 12’ SWD and 2’ freeboard or 

rectangular tank with inside dimensions of 67 ft x 67 ft x 12’ SWD would provide 

approximately 0.4 MG of storage.   

 Phase 2 - Equalize all flows above 6.8 MGD, based on the 4 day event from last September. 

 0.8 MG of additional equalization volume required. 

 Two circular concrete tanks with inside diameter of 76 ft and 12’ SWD and 2’ 

freeboard or rectangular tank with inside dimensions of 67 ft x 67 ft x 12’ SWD would 

provide approximately 0.8 MG of storage. This configuration would be analyzed 

further during design to minimize cost, as an earthen basin is more practical at the 

south plant. 

Phasing recommended improvements allows the City to continue to address inflow and infiltration in the 

collection system and track impacts of peak events to best determine Phase 2 sizing.  
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3.2.6 ASSESSMENT OF ACTIVATED SLUDGE BASIN AERATION 

TECHNOLOGY 

A preliminary power distribution of major equipment operated at the WWTP was first assessed as part of 

a 2012 energy audit to get a relative feel for major equipment and processes that consume the majority of 

power. The percentages of total horsepower presented in Figure 3-6 are based on nameplate horsepower 

data, staff input, and process observations during the field investigation. Figure 3-6 is based on the 

following assumptions: one influent screen operating, one aerated grit blower operating, one aerated grit 

pump operating, one equalization basin blower operating, one raw sewage pump operating, four aerated 

lagoon mixers/surface aerators operating, and one RAS pump blower operating. It is important to note 

that Figure 3-6 reflects only large motors and process equipment and the figure does not consider items 

such as building electricity requirements and small motors. As indicated by the graph in Figure 3-6, the 

raw sewage influent pumps and aerated lagoon mixers/surface aerators are the largest consumers of 

energy at the plants, and combined account for approximately 90 percent of all the energy used. 

 

Figure 3-6 Major Equipment Process Energy Distribution 

3.2.6.1 Aeration and Process Modeling 

Process evaluations were conducted with the support of the wastewater simulator Biowin™, with HDR’s 

mass balance program Envision™, and with reference to biological wastewater treatment textbook 

standards. The goals of the process evaluations include reducing aeration demand, recovering alkalinity 

in order to reduce supplemental chemical dosing, reducing pumping demand, and giving an overall 

reduced energy footprint. The primary focal point for the process evaluations were secondary treatment 

systems and for Mitchell, the activated sludge processes. Only liquid treatment systems were evaluated; 
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full liquid stream process flows were evaluated in some cases and specific unit processes were evaluated 

in other cases. 

One key characteristic of the facility is that the system relies on surface aerators to supply oxygen for the 

process. The primary challenge at this facility relates to minimizing aeration costs associated with 

inefficient surface aerators. Energy and cost saving opportunities identified include installation of an 

efficient fine bubble diffuser system, reducing nitrification in the system with SRT control, and the possible 

use of modulating air flow to better control nitrification. 

An activated sludge process model was setup using the data from Mitchell showing influent and effluent 

characteristics and based on the design configuration details provided. The basic model schematic is 

shown in Figure 3-7 below. L1-1 and L1-2 is intended to reflect the influent and effluent portions of the 

north aerated activated sludge lagoon and L2-1 and L2-2 reflect the influent and effluent portions of the 

south aerated activated sludge lagoon. Table 3-8 indicates the parameters used in the Biowin Model 

Configuration for the Mitchell aerated lagoon activated sludge system. 

 

Figure 3-7 Activated Sludge Biowin Model for Mitchell, SD WWTP 

Table 3-8 Biowin Modeling Parameters 

Elements 
Liquid volume [Mil. 

Gal] 
MLSS [mg/L] 

Total oxygen uptake 

rate [mgO/L/hr.] 

Dissolved 

oxygen 

[mg/L] 

Liquid 

depth 

[ft] 

L1-1 1.32 1680.72 8.74 0.86 16 

L1-2 1.32 1634.11 3.78 5.07 16 

L2-1 1.32 1680.72 8.74 0.86 16 

L2-2 1.32 1634.11 3.78 5.07 16 

The theoretical oxygen demand and power consumption for a surface aeration system was evaluated 

using the process model. Then, several alternatives were tested for reducing oxygen consumption and 

reducing aeration costs. First, a system model using fine bubble diffused aeration was tested. Table 3-9 

shows the Biowin modeling results with a new fine bubble aeration system. A fine bubble aeration system 

would result in only a 10% reduction in aeration requirements, because airflow rate for mixing would be 

the limiting factor in sizing the aeration system. 

  

L1-1
Mitchell Effluent

WAS

Mitchell Raw WW
L1-2

L2-1 L2-2
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Table 3-9  Basic Modeling Results for a New Diffused Aeration System in the Aerated Lagoons 

Elements Total COD 

[mg/L] 

Total 

Carbonaceous 

BOD [mg/L] 

Total 

Suspended 

Solids 

[mgTSS/L] 

Volatile 

Suspended 

Solids 

[mgVSS/L] 

Total 

Kjeldahl 

Nitrogen 

[mgN/L] 

Ammonia 

N [mgN/L] 

Mitchell 

Raw WW 481.78 239.00 200.04 180.00 33.00 21.78 

Mitchell 

Effluent 31.17 1.59 5.27 4.23 2.18 0.12 

WAS 
4,517.74 744.77 3,761.83 3,016.48 252.19 0.12 

Table 3-10 shows the Biowin modeling results while operating the activated sludge system at a low solids 

retention time (SRT). 

Table 3-10  Biowin Model Results for Low SRT Operation of the Activated Sludge System 

Elements Total COD 

[mg/L] 

Total 

Carbonaceous 

BOD [mg/L] 

Total 

Suspended 

Solids 

[mgTSS/L] 

Volatile 

Suspended 

Solids 

[mgVSS/L] 

Total 

Kjeldahl 

Nitrogen 

[mgN/L] 

Ammonia 

N [mgN/L] 

Mitchell 

Raw WW 481.78 239.00 200.04 180.00 33.00 21.78 

Mitchell 

Effluent 29.47 2.30 3.49 2.94 4.70 2.59 

WAS 
476.97 162.90 365.45 307.97 31.79 2.59 

Table 3-11 shows the Biowin modeling results while modulating the airflow to the aerated lagoons. 

Modulating the airflow rate would result in approximately a 40% reduction in the airflow requirements.  

Table 3-11  Biowin Model Results for Modulating Airflow Operation with New Diffused Aeration 
System 

Elements Total COD 

[mg/L] 

Total 

Carbonaceous 

BOD [mg/L] 

Total 

suspended 

solids 

[mgTSS/L] 

Volatile 

suspended 

solids 

[mgVSS/L] 

Total 

Kjeldahl 

Nitrogen 

[mgN/L] 

Ammonia 

N [mgN/L] 

Mitchell 

Raw WW 481.78 239.00 200.04 180.00 33.00 21.78 

Mitchell 

Effluent 31.32 1.81 4.80 3.86 2.24 0.18 

WAS 
4,088.77 872.19 3,403.85 2,734.51 231.44 0.18 
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3.2.6.2 Energy Conservation Measure: Replace Existing Aeration System 

with a Fine Bubble Aeration System 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Remove the existing surface aerators and install a fine bubble diffused aeration system, with VFD driven 

PD blowers to improve oxygen transfer efficiency.  

ENERGY COST SAVINGS 

Energy Savings  156,800 kWh/yr.  

Demand Savings 18 kW 

Annual Cost Savings $10,200 

Cost of Change $462,000 

Simple Payback Greater than 50 Years 

Recommend Yes, Existing system has 

reached the service life 

and parts are not 

available 

DISCUSSION 

Blowers and aeration system has to be oversized considerably just to meet minimum mixing requirements 

because of the size of the aerated lagoons, making replacement with a fine bubble aeration system 

uneconomical. However, power savings is over $10,000 per year. Due to the age and inefficiency of the 

existing system capital improvement planning should include upgrading the aeration system to a fine 

bubble type of system. 

3.2.6.3 Modulate Airflow in the Aeration Basins in Combination with New 

Fine Bubble Aeration System 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Remove the existing surface aerators and install a fine bubble diffused aeration system with VFD driven 

PD blowers to improve oxygen transfer efficiency and reduce airflow requirements. Modulate the air flow 

in the aeration basins by providing air for a period of 4 hours and maintaining a DO of 2.0 mg/l and then 

turning off the air for a period of 2 hours with the DO at 0 mg/l. This would reduce the aeration 

requirements and increase the alkalinity through denitrification; therefore, reducing chemical usage. 

ENERGY COST SAVINGS 

Energy Savings  732,202 kWh/yr. 

Demand Savings 18 kW 

Annual Cost Savings $47,000 

Recommend Yes, Existing system has 

reached the service life 

and parts are not 

available  
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DISCUSSION 

There would be a significantly higher energy savings by modulating air with a fine bubble aeration 

system. However, the capital cost of a new fine bubble aeration system with blowers, new controls, and 

motorized valves would still make the payback period longer than 10 years. The existing system has 

reached the service life and parts are not available and these improvements are recommended. 

3.2.6.4 Summary of Aeration Recommendations  

Given the existing system has reached the service life and parts are not available the following 

improvements are recommended: 

 Remove the existing surface aerators and install a fine bubble diffused aeration system, with 

VFD driven PD blowers. 

o Blowers and aeration system.  

o Power savings is approximately $10,000 per year.   

o Service life of the existing aeration system has been reached and parts are not 

available. 

 Modulate the air flow in the aeration basins by providing air for a period of 4 hours and 

maintaining a DO of 2.0 mg/l and then turning off the air for a period of 2 hours with the DO at 

0 mg/l.   

o This would reduce the aeration requirements and increase the alkalinity through 

denitrification; therefore, reducing chemical usage. 

o Provide data for planning to meet future Total Nitrogen permit limitations. 
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3.2.7 DIRECT DISCHARGE COMPLETE WITH CONTINUOUS 

DISINFECTION VERSUS MAINTAINING THE EXISTING STORAGE 

LAGOONS 

As part of this analysis, HDR evaluated multiple alternatives to meet the long-term NPDES Ammonia 

Discharge Permit Requirements for 2020 Ammonia Criteria. The SD DENR is beginning the process to 

determine Mitchell’s final effluent ammonia limit, based on the 2013 Ammonia Criteria. Refer to permit 

discussion section of this report. 

3.2.7.1 Option 1: Direct Discharge Complete with Continuous Disinfection 

Ammonia limit improvements will be driven by expected ammonia limits.   

This option includes the following design improvements: 

 A new disinfection building which will include: 

o Chlorine feed and storage room 

o Dechlorination feed and storage room  

o Electrical room 

 Installation of a chlorine contact via a new 6,400 foot long 30-inch outfall to allow adequate 

disinfection before dechlorination and final discharge.  

The proposed improvements are intended to allow the treatment plant to meet ammonia discharge permit 

requirements and avoid sludge removal and disposal. 

Total Cost for New Chlorine Contact/Outfall complete with Disinfection Building: $8 million. 

3.2.7.2 Option 2: Maintain the Existing Storage Lagoons 

Sludge removal and disposal would be completed by dredging or mechanical removal after draining 

complete with testing for land application.  

Sludge removal and disposal is preliminarily estimated at $5-10 million. The storage lagoons would 

continue to be utilized and filled for the land application outfall option to provide for maximum beneficial 

use. 

3.2.7.3 Summary of Outfall Recommendations  

Option 2, maintaining the existing storage lagoons is the recommended option. 

Permit drivers include both ammonia and total nitrogen future permit limitations. The following action 

items are recommended to assist in planning for maintaining the existing lagoons: 

o Conduct formalized sludge judging to assist in determining how much sludge removal is required. 

o Plan for sludge removal. 

o Conduct process ammonia testing at clarifier effluent and at intermediate points between clarifiers 

and existing outfall to track ammonia levels. 
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4 EVALUATION OF PRINCIPAL ALTERNATIVES AND 

PLAN ADOPTION 

4.1 TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION 

Treatment Alternative 1 “No Action” is not recommended. This alternative will not address any of the 

deficiencies that were identified.  

Treatment Alternative 2 “Phase 1 – North Plant Recommended Improvements” is recommended. The city 

should consider completion of the proposed project in order to address the deficiencies in the City’s 

wastewater treatment system. Below are the proposed improvements: 

• Headworks and Equalization Improvements 

o Septage Receiving Structure and Vactor Truck Unloading Station 

o Phase 1 Existing Headworks Building Architectural, Structural, Mechanical, Electrical 

(ASME) and Process Improvements 

o Electrical Service Upgrade to Run Three (3) Raw Sewage Pumps in Parallel 

o New Screening and Grit Removal (Headworks) Facility 

o Existing Equalization Basin Improvements 

o  New 0.4 Million-Gallon Equalization Basin 

o Safety and miscellaneous site lighting 

• Administration / Office Improvements 

Treatment Alternative 3 “Phase 2 – South Plant & Lab Upgrade at North Plant Recommended 

Improvements” is not recommended at this time. This is the second phase and will be considered after 

the first phase is complete.  

4.2 EVALUATION OF MONETARY COSTS 

A summary of the project costs for the recommended alternatives are shown in the following table. 

Total Project Cost Summary 

Alternative Capital Cost

Treatment Alternative 2: Phase 1 Improvements 10,000,000$      

Combined Project Cost $10,000,000  

4.3 DEMONSTRATION OF FINANCIAL CAPACITY 

The city has an enterprise sewer fund to collect revenue to cover expenses. The city will need to increase 

sewer rates to assist with financing this project.  
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4.4 CAPITAL FINANCING PLAN 

The City plans to increase customer sewer rates to fund this project. The current sewer rate is a monthly 

flat rate of $10.75 plus a usage charge of $2.95 per one (1) unit (750 gallons). For example, the current 

charge for 5,000 gallons is $30.42. 

Payment for the proposed improvements will be by a combination of loan/grant monies and local funds. 

The city has not received any funding (grants, etc.) to date for these projects; however, any grants or 

principal forgiveness received would offset the amount of loans needed to fund this project. For 

estimating purposes, the following table shows repayment options that do not include any grant funds. 

The loan payment is based on a 30 year loan at 2.125% interest. 

Capital Financing Plan 

Revenue $4,965,000.00

Expenses $4,835,000.00

Current Debt Payment $130,000.00

Net Cash From Operations $0.00

New Loan Payment $454,300.00

Debt Reserves (10%) $45,430.00

Net Fund Balance -$499,730.00

Monthly Rate Increase $7.50

Number of Customers 5,575

Annual Revenue Generated $501,750.00

Fund Balance After Increase $2,020.00  

 

Potential Grant and Rate Increase 

 

 

 

  

Grant/Loan 30/70 20/80 10/90 0/100

Current Rate if Using 5,000 Gallons $30.42 $30.42 $30.42 $30.42

Total Project Cost $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000 $10,000,000

Grant Amount $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $0

Loan Amount $7,000,000 $8,000,000 $9,000,000 $10,000,000

Flat Rate Increase per Customer $5.23 $5.97 $6.72 $7.47

Proposed Monthly Rate if Using 5,000 Gallons $35.65 $36.39 $37.14 $37.89
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4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

This section considers potential project impacts (direct and indirect) on social and environmental 

resources based on a No-Action Alternative and the Selected Alternative which includes, but is not limited 

to, constructing and operating a new equalization basin, new blower building, new final clarifier, new 

solids dewatering facility, and a new aerobic sludge digestion basin at the South Plant and a new 

equalization tank, new screening, and new grit removal facilities at the North Plant. The Project Area 

encompasses the locations where direct and indirect impacts from construction would occur for each of 

the Alternatives analyzed. 

4.5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

4.5.1.1 Land Use 

a) Existing Conditions 

Land surrounding the Project Area is comprised of undeveloped densely wooded areas at the North Plant 

and undeveloped agricultural land at the South Plant.  The Project Area itself is an existing wastewater 

treatment facility and is zoned for industrial use. 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative and the Selected Alternative would not affect current land use.   

4.5.1.2 Noise 

a) Existing Conditions 

Existing noise levels are typical for an industrial area and are dependent on the activities taking place at 

the site. 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not affect noise levels within the Project Area. 

The Selected Alternative would also not impact long-term noise levels within the Project Area.  Temporary 
noise impacts on surrounding areas would occur during the construction of the Selected Alternative.  
Although noise levels may temporarily increase, no impacts would result of the increased noise levels due 
to being appropriate distances away from residences and businesses.  If necessary, Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) such as daily construction timing restrictions would be incorporated to mitigate for 
construction-related noise impacts. 

4.5.1.3 Parks, Recreation Area, Public Services, and Facilities 

a) Existing Conditions 

Public services are provided to the Project Area and include fire protection, ambulance emergency 

services, and law enforcement.  Public facilities include infrastructure for wastewater treatment, water 

supply, electricity, and natural gas.  No parks or recreational areas are present within the Project Area. 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not cause any short-term impacts to public services. In the long term, the 

No-Action Alternative may limit the operational efficiency of staff at the Wastewater Treatment Facility 

since the proposed improvements would not occur.  

The Selected Alternative would have a beneficial impact on public services and facilities.  Coordination 

will continue throughout final design to ensure that emergency service vehicles can access the WWTF 

during construction.  There are no impacts to parks or recreational areas under either the No-Action or 

Selected Alternative.  
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4.5.1.4 Air Quality 

a) Existing Conditions 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) regulates air pollutants in part by primary and 

secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  South Dakota Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources (SDDENR) adopted the Federal regulations by reference and operates a network 

of air monitors that track the regulated pollutants at various locations in South Dakota. 

The nearest air quality monitoring site is located in Sioux Falls that tracks the concentrations of particulate 

matter and other regulated pollutants (ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide).  Based on the most 

recent 5-year assessment of air monitoring sites throughout South Dakota, the Project Area is in 

attainment of the primary and secondary regulatory standards set for ambient air quality (SDDENR, 

2015). 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not adversely impact air quality in the Project Area. 

The Selected Alternative would not adversely impact air quality in the Project Area.  Construction may 

cause short-term elevations of air emissions as a result of construction equipment.  During construction, 

air emissions would be minimized through smooth traffic-flow patterns and regular scheduling of water 

sprinkling would be implemented for dust suppression, if needed. 

4.5.1.5 Regulated Materials 

a) Existing Conditions 

Properties where hazardous material spills or leaks have occurred may present risk to a project.  

Contaminated, or potentially contaminated, properties are a concern to projects because of associated 

liability of the potential cleanup costs and the safety concerns related to exposure to contaminated soil, 

surface water, or groundwater. 

A SD Department of National Resources (SDDENR) Environmental Events Database file search was 

completed for the Project Area.  There are no “open” spill cases present within the Project Area. 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not impact nor be impacted by any regulated materials sites. 

The Selected Alternative would not impact or be adversely impacted by regulated materials in the Project 

Area.  During construction, the Contractor should be aware of areas of soil staining, objectionable odors, or if 

buried drums or underground storage tanks are discovered.  In addition, all soil borings would be inspected 

for contaminants. If hazardous materials are detected during construction, the City would coordinate with 

SDDENR prior to continuing work in the area and determine the appropriate course of action. 

4.5.1.6 Farmland 

a) Existing Conditions 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 (7 CFR 658) requires that federal projects minimize the 

conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses.  To the extent practicable, state and local farmland 

policies are to be considered.  Specially classified farmlands, such as prime farmland, unique farmland, 

and farmland of statewide or local importance, are closely scrutinized under this act. 

The project is entirely located within the boundaries of the existing wastewater treatment plant site and 

there is no farmland impacted. 
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b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action and Selected Alternative would have no effect on prime or important farmlands since the 
construction is occurring on the existing WWTF site.  A coordination letter was sent to the NRCS via email 
for their verification (see Appendix). 

4.5.1.7 Floodplain, Wetlands, and Waterways 

a) Existing Conditions 

The extents of the 1% annual chance flood hazard area within proximity to the Project was determined 

using National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) rate maps. All flood hazard areas and regulatory 

floodway are located outside the boundaries of the Project Area (See Appendix). 

No formal field wetland delineations have been completed for this environmental review. A desktop 

review of aerial imagery and the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) was completed and it was determined 

no wetlands are within the vicinity of the proposed Project Improvements (See Appendix). 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative would not affect the floodplain, wetlands, or 

waterways.  The Selected Alternative does not require a Section 404 permit or coordination with the local 

floodplain administrator. 

4.5.1.8 Threatened and Endangered Species 

a) Existing Conditions 

There is no potential habitat for threatened and endangered species within the Project Area.  Open areas 

around the Project Area include agricultural/crop lands. The federally threatened and endangered species 

in Davison County, SD and Hanson County, SD are shown in Table 4-1 based on a species list generated 

using the USFWS Information for Panning and Consultation (IPaC) website (Event Code: 06E14000-

2020-E-02061). 

Table 4-1  Federally Threatened and Endangered Species 

Species Status Species or Habitat Present in 

Project Area? 

Effect 

Determination 

Rufa Red Knot  Threatened No No effect 

Northern Long-eared Bat Threatened No No effect 

Whooping Crane Endangered No No effect 

Topeka Shiner Endangered No No effect 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would have no direct effect on threatened or endangered species. 

The Selected Alternative would have no direct effect on threatened and endangered species or their 

designated critical habitats.  The USFWS reviewed the project and responded with “No Objection” to the 

proposed project on July 21, 2020.  If any federal or state listed threatened or endangered species are 

observed during construction of the project, the appropriate agencies will be notified. 

A letter received from the SDGFP, dated June 12, 2020, stated that the Project will have no impact on 

fish and wildlife resources (see Appendix) 
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4.5.1.9 Water Quality and Quantity 

a) Existing Conditions 

Water resources within the Project Area includes groundwater sources.  The James River is nearby to the 

Project Area, as well as minor creeks and drainage ways. 

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative as well as the selected alternative would have no impact on the water quantity 

or quality. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Regulations requires erosion 

prevention during the construction of the selected alternative.  The requirements include reestablishment 

of vegetation and installation of temporary sediment and erosion control structures.  BMPs will be 

implemented to minimize impacts to the adjacent waterways. 

4.5.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW 

a) Existing Conditions 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to 

determine whether their undertakings would have adverse impacts on historic properties that are listed on 

or are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

An archeological records search was conducted for the Project Area.  The records search revealed no 

archeological or historical sites or structures present.  The Project Area is located within the existing 

wastewater treatment plant facility site in an area that has been previously disturbed.   

b) Impacts of No-Action Alternative and Selected Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not affect any archeological sites or historic structures. 

A determination of “No Historic Properties Affected” is recommended as planned construction activities 

will only involve work within the existing plant sites for which ground disturbing activities have already 

taken place.  However, if buried prehistoric or historic cultural materials are encountered during 

construction, work should cease in that area and the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) should 

be contacted immediately. 
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4.5.3 REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS 

Agency scoping letters were sent to resource agencies on June 11, 2020 to request their review and 

comments regarding the proposed Project.  Table 4-2 summarizes the agency responses. A copy of the 

coordination letters are provided in Appendix C. 

Table 4-2  Agency Responses 

Agency Date Response 

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture July 15, 2020 No impact on prime or important farmland. 

SD Game, Fish, and Parks June 12, 2020 
There is no anticipated significant impacts to fish and 

wildlife resources. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service July 21, 2020 
We have reviewed and have no objection to this proposed 

Project. 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers July 13, 2020 

Ensure that the proposed project is in compliance with the 

floodplain management criteria of Davison County and the 

State of South Dakota. 
 

Additionally, coordinate with the floodplain management 

office as the SD Division of Emergency Management (if 

within a floodplain). 
 

Obtain a 404 permit if fill material is being placed into 

waters of the United States. 

4.5.4 FUTURE ACTIONS 

Future actions that may be required were addressed in each specific resource section and are 

summarized here to provide a consolidated discussion. 

 Noise – If necessary, BMPs would be utilized to mitigate for construction-related noise impacts 

(e.g. daily time restrictions on construction). 

 Threatened and Endangered Species – If any federal or state listed T&E species are observed 

during construction of the project, the appropriate agencies would be notified. 

 Air Quality – During construction, air emissions would be minimized through smooth traffic-flow 

patterns and regular scheduling of water sprinkling for dust suppression, if needed. 

 Water Quality – The NPDES Stormwater Regulations prevent erosion during construction.  The 

requirements include reestablishment of vegetation and installation of temporary sediment and 

erosion control structures.  If necessary, BMPs would be implemented to minimize impacts to the 

adjacent waterways.  Soil erosion will be minimized through the enforcement of the Soil Erosion 

and Sedimentation Control Plan.  Construction operations will include dust control measures. 

 Regulated Materials – During construction, the contractor should be aware of any areas of soil 

staining, objectionable odors, or if buried drums or underground storage tanks are discovered.  If 

any are noted during construction, coordination with SDDENR is required prior to continuing work 

in those areas. 

 Cultural Resources –If buried prehistoric or historic cultural materials are encountered during 

construction, work should cease in that area and the SHPO should be contacted immediately. 

 Public Services – Coordination will continue throughout final design to provide the appropriate 

detours during construction to allow access for the public services that exist within the area. 
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5 SELECTED PLAN, DESCRIPTION AND 

IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT 
In this chapter recommendations are presented along with planning level cost estimates. 

5.1 JUSTIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED PLAN 

5.1.1 JUSTIFICATION 

A no action alternative delays making the inevitable improvements for the community until conditions 

worsen to a point where the City has to act immediately due to some unforeseen circumstance. Project 

costs go up with time and waiting to do these improvements will only increase the cost of the projects due 

to inflation. It is recommended that the selected alternatives described in this facilities plan be adopted by 

the city. 

5.1.2 RELIABILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

A condition assessment of the WWTP was conducted by HDR to determine the estimated remaining 

useful life of the facilities’ components and is documented in this report. Based on the assessment, the 

WWTP is in general need for updates since most facilities are past their design life. As part of the 

condition assessment, a recommendation for replacement and/or renovation was developed. The drivers 

for the schedule are the estimated remaining useful life, reliability, and risk of failure for each item and 

coordination with future improvements. 

5.1.3 OPERATIONAL ISSUES 

Operational and maintenance issues were assembled from consultations with WWTP staff. Priority was 

given to critical facility replacement items that also affect plant reliability and vulnerability. This facility plan 

includes recommendations for addressing the issues brought up by WWTP staff. 

5.1.4 PLAN DESCRIPTION 

This section presents the recommended improvements as part of a preliminary capital improvements plan 

that reflects the phasing for the following needs: 

• Population Growth: Recommend increasing flow and load capacity for growing population. 

• Regulatory: Need to meet near-term ammonia requirements and long-term nutrients 

requirements. 

• Reliability: Need to provide reliability for the process equipment, structural and architectural 

modifications, update electrical, and implement additional life safety measures. 

The recommended WWTP capital improvement plan (CIP) provides a near-term plan for ultimate 

improvements/expansion of the plant, while identifying a phased construction program to meet capacity 

and treatment requirements for the next 20 years. The plan will be refined as part of preliminary design 

efforts with project costs to match the further defined scope(s).   

The near-term improvements include liquid process improvements, solids handling improvements, and 

WWTP high and medium priority “reliability” items. It is recommended that the following improvements be 

made in the near term: 
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Phase 1 - North Plant: 

1. Headworks and Equalization Improvements 

o Septage Receiving Structure and Vactor Truck Unloading Station 

o Phase 1 Existing Headworks Building Architectural, Structural, Mechanical, Electrical 

(ASME) and Process Improvements 

o Electrical Service Upgrade to Run Three (3) Raw Sewage Pumps in Parallel 

o New Screening and Grit Removal (Headworks) Facility 

o Existing Equalization Basin Improvements 

o  New 0.4 Million-Gallon Equalization Basin 

o Safety and miscellaneous site lighting 

2. Administration / Office Improvements 

Table 5-1  Cost Summary of Phase 1 Improvements 

PHASE 1 - NORTH PLANT RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Total Project Cost 

Headworks and Equalization Improvements 
$9,949,000 

Administration / Office Improvements 
$51,000 

Phase 1 - North Plant Subtotal  
$10,000,000 

Phase 2 - South Plant and Lab Upgrade at North Plant: 

1. New Laboratory Facility 

2. Site Improvements 

3. Phase 2 Existing Headworks Building Architectural, Structural, Mechanical, Electrical (ASME) and 

Process Improvements 

4. Refurbish Existing Blower/Electrical Building 

5. Equalization at the South Plant 

6. New Activated Sludge Blower Building & Aeration System 

8. Refurbish Existing Clarifiers and Construct New Clarifier 

9. New Aerobic Sludge Digestion and Dewatering 
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Table 5-2 Cost Summary of Phase 2 Improvements 

PHASE 2 - SOUTH PLANT AND LAB UPGRADE 
AT NORTH PLANT RECOMMENDED 

IMPROVEMENTS 

Total Project Cost 

New Laboratory Facility $910,000 

Site Improvements $1,870,000 

Phase 2 Existing Headworks Building Architectural, Structural, 

Mechanical, Electrical (ASME) and Process Improvements 
$640,000 

Refurbish Existing Blower/Electrical Building $660,000 

Equalization at the South Plant $2,200,000 

New Activated Sludge Blower Building & Aeration System $4,170,000 

Refurbish Existing Clarifiers and Construct New Clarifier $3,250,000 

New Aerobic Sludge Digestion and Dewatering $9,800,000 

Phase 2 - South Plant and Lab Upgrade at North Plant Subtotal  $23,500,000 

For the long-term improvement plan, it is suggested that the following improvements be made: 

• Condition Assessment Items 

• Regulatory Improvement Items 

• Nutrient Removal and Treatment Renovations 

5.2 DESIGN OF SELECTED PLAN 

The display maps with the alternatives provide the preliminary layout of the proposed projects. Further 

analysis and design will be performed for the project during the final design phase and prior to 

construction of the project. The plans will be designed by HDR and submitted to the appropriate funding 

agencies for review. 

5.2.1 100-YEAR FLOOD PROTECTION 

Ten States Standards recommends that all wastewater treatment facilities (structures, electrical, and 

mechanical equipment) be protected from physical damage by the one-hundred (100) year flood. 

Wastewater treatment facilities should also remain fully operational and accessible during the twenty-five 

(25) year flood. Finished floor elevations or top of structure elevations for all the buildings/vaults/lift 

stations located within the WWTP site and measures for implementing flood protection will be considered 

during design of plant improvements. 
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5.3 COST ESTIMATES FOR THE SELECTED PLAN 

This section presents a description and associated capital cost of the recommended facility 

improvements. Note that costs have been rounded and are in terms of 2020 project costs and future 

costs need to be adjusted to reflect inflation. 

The specific improvements listed are required to provide adequate capacity for the projected 20-year 

nominal 2040 planning period using 8.5 MGD for peak hour flow and 6.8 MGD peak day flow (equalized) 

for all processes following the proposed new equalization. The equalized peak flow assumes that a new 

0.4 million-gallon basin is constructed in the near-term plan. 

5.3.1 PHASE 1 – RECOMMENDED NORTH PLANT IMPROVEMENTS 

Phase 1 - North Plant: 

• Septage Receiving Structure and Vactor Truck Unloading Station - $520,000 

o Improved system for septage unloading (from haulers) and provisions for sampling 

o Flood & boundary protection of dedicated storage of decanted material/sludge/debris 
unloaded from the septage trucks 

• Electric Service Upgrade & Phase 1 Existing Headworks Building Improvements - $950,000 

o Headworks Building is in need of miscellaneous code, mechanical, and electrical 
upgrades. 

 Upgrade utility transformer to 1,000 kVA, upgrade service conductors to 1,200 A, 
upgrade switchboard main breaker trip unit, upgrade automatic transfer switch 
(ATS), add distribution switchboard, replace MCC, and reconfigure VFD supply 
conductors. 

 Electrical Upgrades (replace receptacles, lighting, & wiring) 

 Fire & life safety improvements (fire detection, combustible gas monitors)   

 Install air conditioning (AC) to maintain a cool temperature for motor drives and 
City’s personnel 

o Process Improvements 

 Remove existing bar screens and grit removal system 

 Abandon Parshall Flume and expand wet well 

• New Screening and Grit Removal (Headworks) Facility (9 MGD) - $5,924,000 

o Facility complete with structural, architectural, mechanical, electrical, and civil 
components needed to house the treatment equipment. 

 Mechanical fine screens with bypass channel 

 Screenings washer / compactor and conveyor 

 Vortex grit chamber complete with grit pumps and grit washer / dewatering unit 

• Existing Equalization Basin Improvements - $580,000 

o Patch concrete in miscellaneous areas 

o Install new concrete floor in modified digester 

o Install hand railing around modified digester 

o Coat interior concrete of structures 

• New 0.4 Million Gallon Equalization Basin - $1,900,000 

o Influent diversion structure with feed piping 
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o Concrete basin with aeration 

o Effluent control structure with return piping 

o Return pump station with concrete wet well, valves, piping, and submersible pumps. 

• Administration / Office Improvements - $51,000 

o Route back-up power from generator to maintenance building to run SCADA 

o SCADA System Monitoring Improvements 

• Site Improvements - $75,000 

o Site lighting - replace inefficient lighting systems with LED 

o Install perimeter lighting and place additional fixtures above exterior entry doors 

*Note – A portion of the money allocated for this project may need to be prioritized to repair 
the erosion occurring in Cell No. 5, so that Sludge Holding Cell No. 4 can become operational 
if needed. 

 

• SUBTOTAL - $10,000,000 
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Figure 5-1 North Plant Recommended Improvements
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Table 5-3  Itemized List & Associated Cost of Phase 1 Improvements (Costs in 2020 Dollars). 

PHASE 1 - NORTH PLANT RECOMMENDED 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Total Project Cost 

1: Septage Receiving Structure and Vactor Truck Unloading Station 
$520,000 

2: Electric Service Upgrade & Phase 1 Existing Headworks Building 
ASME & Process Improvements 

$950,000 

3: Existing Equalization Basin Improvements 
$580,000 

4: Miscellaneous Site Lighting Improvements 
$75,000 

5: Administration / Office Improvements 
$51,000 

6: New Screening & Grit Removal (Headworks) Facility 
$5,924,000 

7: New Equalization Basin 
$1,900,000 

Phase 1 - North Plant Subtotal  $10,000,000 
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Table 5-4  Driving Forces for Improvement at North Plant  

NORTH PLANT - DRIVING FORCE FOR 
IMPROVEMENT 

 

 

Growth   Reliability 

Organic 
Capacity 

Hydraulic 
Capacity 

Regulatory  Age & 
Condition 

Improve 
Operations 

Priority 

1: Septage Receiving Structure and 
Vactor Truck Unloading Station 

  
   

High 

2: Electric Service Upgrade & Phase 1 
Existing Headworks Building ASME & 
Process Improvements 

 
    

High 

3: Existing Equalization Basin 
Improvements 

 
 

 

  
High 

4: Miscellaneous Site Lighting 
Improvements 

    
 

Medium 

5: Administration / Office Improvements 
   

  
Medium 

6: New Screening & Grit Removal 
(Headworks) Facility 

 
    

High 

7: New Equalization Basin 
 

 
 

  
High 
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5.3.2 PHASE 2 – RECOMMENDED SOUTH PLANT AND LAB UPGRADE 

AT NORTH PLANT IMPROVEMENTS 

Phase 2 - South Plant & Lab Upgrade at North Plant: 

• New Laboratory at North Plant - $910,000 

o New laboratory facility complete with all new casework, glassware, testing equipment, & 
safety provisions. 

• Phase 2 Existing Headworks Building ASME and Process Improvements - $640,000 

o Headworks Building is in need of miscellaneous code, mechanical, and electrical 
upgrades. 

 Mechanical & Plumbing Upgrades (HVAC). 

 Improve ventilation (achieve required air changes to avoid accumulation of foul 
air). 

 Repair foyer and other areas of failing brick (building exterior). 

• Motor Control Center (MCC) and Facility Electrical Upgrades - $340,000 

o Replace MCC with some combination of VFDs and additional equipment. 

o Add provisions for connection of portable generator. 

o Replace all conduits and wiring in the facility. 

• Refurbish Existing Blower / Electrical Building, Upgrade HVAC, & Install New Blowers - $320,000 

o Install VFDs and new 20 Hp airlift pump blowers to allow the airflow rates and RAS rates 
to vary. 

o Install new electrical, controls, and ventilation equipment. 

o Miscellaneous building improvements (tuck point). 

• Site Lighting Improvements - $100,000 

o Replace all lighting in the facility. 

o Add site lighting. 

• Remove/Demolish Existing Storage Building - $40,000 

• Remove Damaged Chain Link Perimeter Fence and Replace with New - $140,000 

• Remove Chain Link Gate and Replace with New Chain Link Gate - $10,000 

o Remove the chain link gate and replace with a new 9’ tall 30’ wide cantilever aluminum 
chain link gate. 

• Equalization at the South Plant - $2,200,000 

o Partition & re-purpose Cell No. 3 or Cell No. 4 for EQ. 

o Return pumping & piping. 

• Remove Existing Turbine Aerators and Platforms, Incorporate Drain Piping - $320,000 

o Remove the existing fixed platform surface aerators in their entirety. 

o Add piping and valves to be able to drain activated sludge basins to either Cell No. 3 or 
Cell No. 4. 
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• Reshape Interior Side Slopes of Earthen Aeration Basins to 2:1 - $130,000 

o Shape side slope of basin per diffuser manufacturer’s recommendations. 

• New Fine Bubble Retrievable Aeration System (2 Basins) - $1,480,000 

o Install diffuser system with air piping laterals, butterfly valves, and valve actuators. 

o Electrical, instrumentation, & controls. 

• New 175 HP Blowers (4 each) for Aeration System - $1,600,000 

o Miscellaneous piping & valves. 

o Electrical, instrumentation, & controls. 

• New Blower/ Storage Building - $960,000 

o Facility to protect positive displacement blowers (PD), electrical components, and City’s 
maintenance equipment. 

• Replace Secondary Clarifier Mechanisms and add pH control via chemical feed (2 EA) - 
$950,000 

o Mechanism replacement and coating of exposed concrete surfaces. 

o Control algae growth and perform pH control via chemical feed. 

• One New 50-foot Diameter Final Clarifier - $2,300,000 

o Concrete, metals, equipment, mechanical, electrical, and site construction. 

• Remove 24” Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP) Combined Cell No.1 & Cell No. 2 Effluent Pipe and 
Replace with 36” Ductile Iron Pipe (DIP) - $530,000 

o Remove RCP and replace with Protecto 401 lined DIP. 

o Remove 24” slide gate and core drill a larger opening at the weir structure and 
distribution box. 

o Install new wall pipes and a 36” slide gate. 

• Distribution Box Modifications - $250,000 

o Furnish and install replacement slide gates. 

o Apply coatings to exposed concrete surfaces.  

• Weir Box Rehabilitation - $140,000 

o Replace effluent control weirs and slide gates.    

o Recoat interior of structure.   

• Bank Stabilization of Storage Ponds - $170,000 

o Repair erosion on southwest side of Cell No. 5 and south side of Cell No. 6. 

• Control Structures Rehabilitation - $170,000 

o Replace butterfly valves and manhole flat top sections. 

o Coat exposed concrete surfaces. 

• New Aerobic Sludge Digester (1 MG) & Dewatering - $9,800,000 

o Concrete, metals, equipment, mechanical, electrical, and site construction. 

 

SUBTOTAL - $23,500,000 
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Figure 5-2 South Plant Recommended Improvements
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A summary of the Phase 2- South Plant and Lab Upgrade at North Plant capital costs for the WWTP are presented in Table 5-5. 

Table 5-5  Itemized List & Associated Cost of Phase 2 Improvements (Costs in 2020 Dollars). 

PHASE 2 - SOUTH PLANT & LAB UPGRADE AT NORTH PLANT – 
RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

TOTAL PROJECT 
COST 

9: New Laboratory at North Plant $910,000 

10: Phase 2 Existing Headworks Building ASME and Process Improvements $640,000 

11: Motor Control Center (MCC) and Facility Electrical Upgrades $340,000 

12: Refurbish Existing Blower / Electrical Building, Upgrade HVAC, & Install New Blowers $320,000 

13: Site Lighting Improvements $100,000 

14: Remove/Demolish Existing Storage Building $40,000 

15: Remove Damaged Chain Link Perimeter Fence and Replace with New $140,000 

16: Remove Chain Link Gate and Replace with New Chain Link Gate $10,000 

17: Equalization at the South Plant $2,200,000 

18: Remove Existing Turbine Aerators and Platforms, Incorporate Drain Piping $320,000 

19: Reshape Interior Side Slopes of Aeration Basins $130,000 

20: New Fine Bubble Retrievable Aeration System (2 Basins) $1,480,000 

21: New 175 HP Blowers (4 each) for Aeration System $1,600,000 
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PHASE 2 - SOUTH PLANT & LAB UPGRADE AT NORTH PLANT – 
RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

TOTAL PROJECT 
COST 

22: New Blower/ Storage Building $960,000 

23: Replace Secondary Clarifier Mechanism & pH Control $950,000 

24: One New 50-ft Diameter Final Clarifier $2,300,000 

25: Remove 24" RCP Combined Cell No. 1 & Cell No. 2 Effluent Pipe & Replace with 36" 
DIP 

$530,000 

26: Distribution Box Modifications $250,000 

27: Weir Box Rehabilitation $140,000 

28: Bank Stabilization of Storage Ponds $170,000 

29: Control Structures Rehabilitation $170,000 

30: New Aerobic Sludge Digester and Dewatering (1 MG) $9,800,000 

Phase 2 - South Plant & Lab Upgrade at North Plant Subtotal $23,500,000 
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Table 5-6  Driving Forces for Improvement at South Plant 

SOUTH PLANT - DRIVING FORCE FOR IMPROVEMENT 
 

Growth   Reliability 

 

Organic 
Capacity 

Hydraulic 
Capacity 

Regulatory  Age & 
Condition 

Improve 
Operations 

Priority 

9: New Laboratory at North Plant 
  

   High 

10: Phase 2 Existing Headworks 
Building ASME and Process 
Improvements 

     High 

11: Motor Control Center (MCC) and 
Facility Electrical Upgrades      High 

12: Refurbish Existing Blower / 
Electrical Building, Upgrade HVAC, & 
Install New Blowers 

     High 

13: Site Lighting Improvements 

     Medium 

14: Remove/Demolish Existing Storage 
Building      Medium 

15: Remove Damaged Chain Link 
Perimeter Fence and Replace with New      Medium 

16: Remove Chain Link Gate and 
Replace with New Chain Link Gate 

   
  High 
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SOUTH PLANT - DRIVING FORCE FOR IMPROVEMENT 
 

Growth   Reliability 

 

Organic 
Capacity 

Hydraulic 
Capacity 

Regulatory  Age & 
Condition 

Improve 
Operations 

Priority 

17: Equalization at the South Plant 
    

High 

18: Remove Existing Turbine Aerators 
and Platforms, Incorporate Drain Piping 

  
   High 

19: Reshape Interior Side Slopes of 
Aeration Basins  

 
   Medium 

20: New Fine Bubble Retrievable 
Aeration System (2 Basins)  

 
   High 

21: New 175 HP Blowers (4 each) for 
Aeration System     

High 

22: New Blower/ Storage Building 
 

 
   High 

23: Replace Secondary Clarifier 
Mechanism & pH Control 

 
    Medium 

24: One New 50-ft Diameter Final 
Clarifier 

 
   

 
High 

25: Remove 24" RCP Combined Cell 
No. 1 & Cell No. 2 Effluent Pipe & 
Replace with 36" DIP 

 
 

   
High 
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SOUTH PLANT - DRIVING FORCE FOR IMPROVEMENT 
 

Growth   Reliability 

 

Organic 
Capacity 

Hydraulic 
Capacity 

Regulatory  Age & 
Condition 

Improve 
Operations 

Priority 

26: Distribution Box Modifications 
 

 
 

  Medium 

27: Weir Box Rehabilitation 
 

 
 

  High 

28: Bank Stabilization of Storage Ponds 
  

  
 

Medium 

29: Control Structures Rehabilitation 
  

   High 

30: New Aerobic Sludge Digester and 
Dewatering (1 MG)  

 
   High 

 

 



  
 

90 

5.3.3 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS ESTIMATION CLASS 

The Facility Plan is a planning level document, and the measures recommended should be implemented 

after conducting pre-design and design level analysis. This document uses equipment and construction 

cost estimates consistent with a level of accuracy corresponding to a Class 4 according to the Association 

for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) International Recommended Practices and Standards, 

No 18R-97. 

Table 5-7  Estimation Class and Contingency Category of Capital Cost Estimates 

Footnotes 

- The state of process technology and availability of applicable reference cost data affect the range markedly. The +/ value 

represents typical percentage variation of actual costs from the cost estimate after applying contingency (typically at a 50 

percent level of confidence) for a given scope. 

- If the range index value of “1” represents 0.005 percent of project costs, then an index value of 100 represents 0.5 

percent. Estimate preparation effort is highly dependent on project size and the quality of estimating data and tools. 

- Class 3 estimates prepared for this EDA Preliminary Engineering Report. 

Estimate 

Class 

Primary 

Characteristic 

Secondary Characteristic 

Level of 

Project 

Definition 

Expressed As 

Percent of 

Complete 

Definition 

End Usage Methodology 

(Typical 

Estimating 

Method) 

Expected 

Accuracy 

Range 

(Typical 

Variation in 

Low and High 

Ranges1) 

Preparation 

Effort (Typical 

Degree of 

Effort Relative 

to Least Cost 

Index of 12) 

Class 5 0 to 2 
Concept 

Screening 

Capacity Factored, 

Parametric Models, 

Judgment, or 

Analogy 

L: -20% to -

50% 

H: +30% - 

+100% 

1 

Class 4 1 to 15 
Study or 

Feasibility 

Equipment 

Factored or 

parametric Models 

L: -15% to -

30% 

H: +20% - 

+50% 

2 to 4 

Class 3 10 to 40 

Budget, 

Authorization, 

or Control 

Semi-Detailed Unit 

Costs with 

Assembly Level 

Line Items 

L: -10% to -

20% 

H: +10% - 

+30% 

3 to 10 

Class 2 30 to 70 
Control or 

Bid/Tender 

Detailed Unit Cost 

with Forced 

Detailed Take-Off 

L: - 5% to -15% 

H: +5% - +20% 
4 to 20 

Class 1 50 to 100 

Check 

Estimate or 

Bid/Tender 

Detailed Unit Cost 

with Detailed Take-

Off 

L: -3% to -10% 

H: +3% - +15% 
5 to 100 
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The sources of construction cost data are:  

• Construction cost data for the recent City of Mitchell’s improvements, adjusted to 2020 dollars.  

• Recent construction costs for other, similar facilities, adjusted to regional market conditions and 2020 

dollars. 

• Equipment pricing from manufacturers, including installation, structure, and housing costs. 

All capital costs include allowances for site work and yard piping; contractor mark-up; contingencies; and 

engineering, legal and administration costs. 

AACE International has defined contingency as "An amount added to an estimate to allow for items, 

conditions, or events for which the state, occurrence, or effect is uncertain and that experience shows will 

likely result, in aggregate, in additional costs. Estimated using judgment based on past asset or project 

experience. Some of the items, conditions, or events for which the state, occurrence, and/or effect is 

uncertain include, but are not limited to: 

• minor price fluctuations (other than general escalation),  

• design developments  

• variations in market  

• Environmental conditions (i.e. wet weather). 

 

5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LONG-TERM BIOLOGICAL 

NUTRIENT REMOVAL REQUIREMENTS 

5.4.1 LONG-TERM NUTRIENT REMOVAL IMPROVEMENTS 

The alternatives considered to better provide biological nutrient removal for nitrogen and chemical 

phosphorous include the following:   

• Simultaneous Nitrification Denitrification Activated Sludge with Chemical Phosphorus 
Removal  
 

When fully constructed, biological nutrient removal and polishing scheme will provide treated effluent of a 

quality suitable to meet the expected ammonia, total nitrogen, and total phosphorus design effluent 

criteria. 

Anticipating that regulatory requirements will change in the future, the plan provides flexibility to 

incorporate the work in phases and includes provisions for future process changes.  

No costs are allocated for potential future needs beyond the WWTP Design Criteria stipulated in the 

following section. Costs may be substantial and should be reviewed along with consent requirements 

included with future permits. 

Nutrient removal is recommended to be addressed as a future phase with Simultaneous Nitrification 

Denitrification Activated Sludge with Chemical Phosphorus Removal.  

This alternative requires less initial capital cost, but it relies on chemical addition for phosphorus removal. 

For process residuals, onsite solids handling includes mechanical thickening followed by aerobic 

digestion. 



  
 

92 

5.4.2 SUMMARY OF LONG-TERM NUTRIENT REMOVAL 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The long-term capital costs for nutrient removal are triggered by anticipated future regulations. The 

nutrient removal recommendations for the WWTP are presented in phases, which allows the final phase 

nutrient removal project to be deferred and reduce initial capital costs. 

The scope of this Facility Plan included providing planning level costs to address future nutrient removal 

requirements so that the Mitchell WWTP could prepare well in advance for these improvements. 

Depending on the final regulatory effluent requirements for total phosphorus and total nitrogen, planning 

level estimated costs range from $10 to $20 million. A number of enhanced treatment process have been 

developed over the last 5 years so the expectation is that given this is more than 10 years out, enhanced 

treatment process may be developed that reduce the impact of these improvements. 

Based on correspondence with SDDENR, there is not a current planned date for establishing nutrient 

criteria for South Dakota. The discussions with SDDENR indicate that it is reasonable to plan for permit 

levels for nutrients consisting of discharge concentrations in the ranges of a monthly average 1.0 mg/l P 

and maximum daily average 10 mg/l TN to be met in year 2030. Planning and design should begin in year 

2026, or approximately four (4) years prior to when the permit is implemented. 

5.5 CONSEQUENCES OF INACTION 

Failure to implement the recommended improvements in a timely manner could have significant adverse 

impacts on the City of Mitchell WWTP, including: 

• Limitations on City and Regional growth. 

• Non-compliance with discharge permit requirements. 

• Non-compliance with City Treatment Capacity per Ordinance. 

• Raw sewage spills and associated public health impacts. 

• Water quality. 

• Inability to handle wastewater generated by the community. 

These consequences would likely lead to regulatory enforcement actions and fines, and may result in a 

moratorium on new construction within the City’s service area. 

5.6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF SELECTED PLAN 

The impacts of these projects on the environment will be minimized during construction by a variety of 

methods. The utility trenches will be brought back to existing grade and shaped to the proposed cross 

sections. The disturbed areas will be seeded or re-paved to prevent erosion. Other erosion control 

features such as storm water inlet protection, silt fences, vehicle tracking stations, etc. will be utilized in all 

construction areas.  

Other environmental impacts relating to this type of construction project include air quality, noise and solid 

waste management. This project will not include any long-term air emissions. Short-term effects on air 

quality arise from emissions from the construction equipment and the potential for dust. Construction 

equipment must meet OSHA, state and Federal law regarding air and noise emissions. Dust will be 

controlled during the project with the use of watering trucks. Solid waste materials emanating from this 

construction site will be disposed of at an approved sanitary landfill.  
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5.7 ARRANGEMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION  

5.7.1 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The City is dedicated to properly operating and maintaining all facilities, treatment processes, and control 

systems to meet permit requirements. City staff is diligent about performing tasks such as inspecting the 

wastewater treatment facility, outfall structures, land application sites, and lift stations regularly. Reliable 

operation of back-up or auxiliary facilities or similar systems that are installed for redundancy is important 

when operation is necessary to achieve compliance with the permit. Management has also developed 

capacity, operation, and maintenance programs in order to address, reduce, or eliminate the frequency of 

sanitary sewer overflows or emergency discharges. 

5.7.2 PRE-TREATMENT PROGRAM 

Several significant industrial users discharge to the WWTP and include: 1) Trail King Industries, 2) Twin 

City Fan Industries, and 3) Performance Pet Products (American Food Group) and are subject to National 

Pre-treatment Standards. The City has an approved pre-treatment program and issues its own industrial 

pre-treatment permits. 

5.8 LAND ACQUISITIONS  

Land or temporary construction easements will not be required for the proposed project improvements. 

5.9 IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

Project implementation is presented in the following table. 

 Schedule 

State Water Plan Application   October 2020 

DENR Funding Application    December 2020 

DENR Board Meeting  March 2021 

Complete Design  November, 2021 

Bid Project  January 2022 

Start Construction   April 2022 

Finish Construction   November 2023 
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Permit No.: SD0023361 

SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT 

AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
 

Surface Water Discharge Permit 

Authorizing Discharge 

Under The South Dakota Surface Water Discharge System 
 

In compliance with the provisions of the South Dakota Water Pollution Control Act and the 

Administrative Rules of South Dakota, Article 74:52,  

City of Mitchell 

is authorized under this permit to discharge to 

the James River 

from its wastewater treatment facility located approximately one and one-half miles east of the 

city in the Northeast ¼ of Section 26, Township 103 North, Range 60 West, (Latitude 

43.697667°, Longitude  -97.992417°), the lagoons located in the Northwest ¼ of Section 6, 

Township 102, North, Range 59 West, (Latitude 43.669861º, Longitude  -97.967944º), all in 

Hanson County, South Dakota, and the lagoons located in the Northeast ¼ of Section 1, 

Township 102 North, Range 60 West, Davison County, South Dakota, in accordance with 

discharge points, effluent limits, monitoring requirements, and other conditions set forth herein. 

Authorization is limited to those outfalls specifically listed in the permit. The permittee must 

comply with all conditions of this permit. Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of 

the South Dakota Water Pollution Control Act and is grounds for enforcement action; for permit 

termination, revocation and reissuance, or modification; or for denial of a permit renewal 

application. 

This permit shall become effective October 1, 2012.  

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight, September 30, 2017. 

Signed this 1
st
 day of October, 2012.   

 
 Authorized Permitting Official 

Steven M. Pirner 

Secretary 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources
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1.0 DEFINITIONS  

“30-day (and monthly) Average” means the arithmetic average of all samples collected during 

a consecutive 30-day period or calendar month, whichever is applicable. The calendar month 

shall be used for purposes of reporting self-monitoring data on discharge monitoring report 

forms. 

“7-day (and weekly) Average” means the arithmetic mean of all samples collected during a 

consecutive 7-day period or calendar week, whichever is applicable. The calendar week that 

begins on Sunday and ends on Saturday, shall be used for purposes of reporting self-monitoring 

data on discharge monitoring report forms. Weekly averages shall be calculated for all calendar 

weeks with Saturdays in the month. If a calendar week overlaps two months (i.e., the Sunday is 

in one month and the Saturday in the following month), the weekly average calculated for that 

calendar week shall be included in the data for the month that contains the Saturday. 

“Acute Toxicity” occurs when 50 percent or more mortality is observed for either species at any 

effluent concentration. Mortality in the control must simultaneously be 10 percent or less for the 

effluent results to be considered valid. 

The “Approval Authority” is the Secretary of the South Dakota Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources. 

 “ARSD” means the Administrative Rules of South Dakota. 

An “Authorized Release” is a discharge from a permitted outfall that meets all permit 

conditions and effluent limits. 

“Biosolids” means any sewage sludge or material derived from sludge that can be beneficially 

used. Beneficial use includes, but is not limited to, land application to agricultural land, forest 

land, a reclamation site or sale or give away to the public for home lawn and garden use. 

“BOD5” means Five-Day Biochemical Oxygen Demand. BOD is a measurement of the amount 

of oxygen utilized by the decomposition of organic material, over a specified time period 

(usually 5 days) in a sample. 

A “Bypass” is the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a collection system 

or treatment facility other than the permitted outfall(s). Bypasses do not include releases from the 

sanitary sewer collection system (see “Sanitary Sewer Overflow”) or emergency releases from 

the treatment facility (see “Emergency Discharge”). If a bypass results in a release of 

wastewater, it shall be sampled and reported as either a sanitary sewer overflow from the 

collection system or an emergency discharge from the treatment facility. 

“Chronic Toxicity” occurs when the survival, growth, or reproduction, as applicable, for either 

test species, at the effluent dilution(s) designated in this permit, is significantly less (at the 95 

percent confidence level) than that observed for the control specimens. 
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“Composite Samples” shall be flow proportioned. The composite sample shall contain at least 

four samples collected over the compositing period. Unless otherwise specified, the time 

between the collection of the first sample and the last sample shall not be less than six hours nor 

more than 24 hours. Acceptable methods for preparation of composite samples are as follows: 

1. Constant time interval between samples, sample volume proportional to flow rate at time 

of sampling; 

2. Constant time interval between samples, sample volume proportional to total flow 

(volume) since last sample. For the first sample, the flow rate at the time the sample was 

collected may be used; 

3. Constant sample volume, time interval between samples proportional to flow (i.e., sample 

taken every “X” gallons of flow); and, 

4. Continuous collection of sample, with sample collection rate proportional to flow rate. 

“Daily Maximum (Daily Max.)” is the maximum value allowable in any single sample or 

instantaneous measurement. 

“DMR” means Discharge Monitoring Report, EPA Form 3320-1, or a report filed electronically 

by an EPA-approved electronic system, which is used to report sampling data. 

An “Emergency Discharge” is a discharge from the treatment or containment system through a 

release structure or over or through retention dikes or walls. An emergency discharge is 

distinguished from a sanitary sewer overflow in that a sanitary sewer overflow discharges 

wastewater prior to reaching the treatment or containment system. An emergency discharge must 

meet the conditions of Section 3.2.1. 

“EPA” or “US EPA” means United States Environmental Protection Agency.  

A “Grab Sample,” for monitoring requirements, is a single “dip and take” sample collected at a 

representative point in the discharge stream. 

IC25 (Inhibition Concentration) is a point estimate of the toxicant concentration that would 

cause a 25% reduction in a nonlethal biological measurement of the test organism, such as 

reproduction or growth. 

An “Industrial User” is a non-domestic source of pollutants discharged into a publicly owned 

treatment works.  

An “Instantaneous Measurement,” for monitoring requirements, is a single reading, 

observation, or measurement either taken at the facility or within 15 minutes of the sample. 

“MGD” is the measure of flow rate meaning million gallons per day. 
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NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) is the highest tested concentration of an effluent or a 

toxicant at which no adverse effects are observed on the aquatic test organism at a specific time 

of observation. Determined using hypothesis testing. 

“pH” is the measure of the hydrogen ion concentration of water or wastewater; expressed as the 

negative log of the hydrogen ion concentration. A pH of 7 is neutral. A pH less than 7 is acidic, 

and a pH greater than 7 is basic. 

A “Publicly-Owned Treatment Works” or “POTW” is any device or system used in the 

treatment, including recycling and reclamation, of municipal sewage or industrial waste of a 

liquid nature that is owned by the state or a municipality. This term includes sewers, pipes, or 

other conveyances only if they convey wastewater to a publicly owned treatment works 

providing treatment. 

A “Sanitary Sewer Overflow” or “SSO” is the intentional or unintentional discharge of 

untreated sewage from the sanitary sewer collection system, including sewer lines, manholes, lift 

stations, etc. 

“SDDENR” means the South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources. 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of the South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural 

Resources, or authorized representative. 

“Severe Property Damage” is substantial physical damage to property, damage to the treatment 

facilities that causes them to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural 

resources that can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe property 

damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays in production. 

“Sewage Sludge” is any solid, semi-solid, or liquid residue removed during the treatment of 

municipal wastewater or domestic sewage. Sewage sludge includes but is not limited to solids 

removed during primary, secondary or advanced wastewater treatment, scum, septage, portable 

toilet pumpings, and sewage sludge products. Sewage sludge does not include grit, screenings, or 

ash generated during the incineration of sewage sludge. 

A “Significant Industrial User” is defined as an industrial user discharging to a publicly-owned 

treatment works (POTW) that satisfies any of the following: 

1. Is subject to Categorical Pretreatment Standards under ARSD Chapter 74:52:10 (a.b.r. 40 

CFR 403.6 and 40 CFR chapter I, subchapter N);  

2. Discharge an average of 25,000 gallons per day or more of process wastewater to the 

publicly owned treatment works (excluding sanitary, non-contact cooling water, and 

boiler blowdown wastewater); 

3. Contributes a process wastewater that makes up 5 percent or more of the average dry 

weather hydraulic or organic capacity of the publicly owned treatment works; or, 
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4. Is designated as such by the Secretary on the basis that the Industrial User has a 

reasonable potential for adversely affecting the publicly owned treatment works or for 

violating any pretreatment standard or requirement.  

“TSS” means Total Suspended Solids. TSS is a measure of the filterable solids present in a 

sample. 

An “Unauthorized release” is a discharge from the treatment or containment system through a 

release structure or over or through retention dikes or walls that does not meet all permit 

conditions or effluent limits. An unauthorized release is distinguished from an emergency 

discharge in that a permittee must document the discharge meets the conditions of Section 3.2.1. 

to be considered an emergency discharge.  

“Upset” means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary 

noncompliance with technology-based permit effluent limits because of factors beyond the 

reasonable control of the permittee. An upset does not include noncompliance to the extent 

caused by operational error, improperly designed treatment facilities, inadequate treatment 

facilities, lack of preventive maintenance, or careless or improper operation. 
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2.0 PERMIT COVERAGE 

2.1 Permit Transfers 

1. Coverage under this permit may be transferred to a new permittee if: 

a. The signatory authority notifies the Secretary at least 30 days in advance 

of the proposed transfer date; 

b. The notice includes a written agreement between the existing and new 

permittee containing a specific date for transfer of permit responsibility, 

coverage, and liability between them; and 

c. The new permittee submits a Certification of Applicant form certifying the 

new permittee is qualified to perform the obligations of a permit holder in 

accordance with South Dakota Codified Law 1-40-27.  

2. The Secretary will notify the existing and new permittee of his or her intent to 

transfer, modify, or revoke and reissue the permit based on the information 

received and other permit information.  

2.2 Reopener Provisions  

This permit may be reopened and modified (following proper administrative procedures) 

to include the appropriate effluent limits (and compliance schedules, if necessary), or 

other appropriate requirements if one or more of the following events occurs: 

1. Water Quality Standards: The water quality standards of the receiving waters 

applicable to this permit are modified in such a manner as to require different 

effluent limits than contained in this permit; 

2. Water Quality Management Plan: A revision to the current water quality 

management plan is approved and adopted that calls for different effluent limits 

than contained in this permit; 

3. Effluent Guidelines: Effluent limit guidelines are promulgated or revised for point 

sources covered by this permit; 

4. Total Maximum Daily Load: Additional controls in the permit are necessary to 

implement a total maximum daily load approved by the Secretary and/or EPA; 

5. Noncompliance: The discharger is a significant contributor of pollution to waters 

of the state, presents a health hazard, or is in noncompliance with the conditions 

of the permit; 

6. Whole Effluent Toxicity: Whole effluent toxicity is detected in the discharge; 
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7. Pretreatment Program: The permittee is required to develop and implement a 

pretreatment program, regulating indirect discharges of wastewater into its 

publicly owned treatment works; or  

8. Other Changes: Other conditions or standards change so that the discharge no 

longer qualifies for this permit, such as the permittee being designated as a major 

discharger, changes in necessary influent or effluent pollutant monitoring, 

additional industrial pretreatment requirements become applicable to the 

permittee, or other items. 

2.3 Toxicity Limit-Reopener Provision 

This permit may be reopened and modified (following proper administrative procedures) 

to include a new compliance date, additional or modified numerical limits, a new or 

different compliance schedule, a change in the whole effluent protocol, or any other 

conditions related to the control of toxicants if one or more of the following events occur: 

 

1. Toxicity was detected late in the life of the permit near or past the deadline for 

compliance. 

 

2. The TRE results indicate that compliance with the toxic limits will require an 

implementation schedule past the date for compliance and the permit issuing 

authority agrees with the conclusion. 

 

3. The TRE results indicate that the toxicant(s) represent pollutant(s) that may be 

controlled with specific numerical limits, and the permit issuing authority agrees 

that numerical controls are the most appropriate course of action. 

 

4. Following the implementation of numerical controls on toxicants, the permit 

issuing authority agrees that a modified whole effluent protocol is necessary to 

compensate for those toxicants that are controlled numerically. 

 

5. The TRE reveals other unique conditions or characteristics which, in the opinion 

of the permit issuing authority, justify the incorporation of unanticipated special 

conditions in the permit. 

2.4 Duty to Reapply  

If the permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after its expiration 

date, the permittee must apply for and obtain coverage under a new permit. The permit 

application must be submitted at least 180 days before the expiration date of this permit. 

Periodically during the term of this permit and at the time of reissuance, the permittee 

may be requested to reaffirm its eligibility to discharge under this permit. 

2.5 Continuation of the Expired Permit  

An expired permit continues in full force and effect until a new permit is issued. If the 

permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after its expiration date, 
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the permittee must submit an application at least 180 days before the expiration date of 

the permit. 

2.6 Property Rights  

1. The Secretary’s issuance of this permit, adoption of design criteria, and approval 

of plans and specifications, does not convey any property rights of any sort, any 

exclusive privileges, any authorization to damage, injure or use any private 

property, any authority to invade personal rights, any authority to violate federal, 

state or local laws or regulations, or any taking, condemnation or use of eminent 

domain against any property owned by third parties. 

2. The State does not warrant that the permittee’s compliance with this permit, 

design criteria, approved plans and specifications, and operation under this 

permit, will not cause damage, injury or use of private property, an invasion of 

personal rights, or violation of federal, state or local laws or regulations. The 

permittee is solely and severably liable for all damage, injury or use of private 

property, invasion of personal rights, infringement of federal, state or local laws 

and regulations, or taking or condemnation of property owned by third parties, 

that may result from actions taken under the permit. 

2.7 Permit Actions  

The Secretary may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate coverage under this permit 

for cause, including failure to comply with any provision of this permit or any condition 

imposed by the Secretary upon granting coverage under this permit. The filing of a 

request by the permittee for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or 

termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance, does not 

stay any permit condition. 

2.8 Severability  

The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this permit, or the 

application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance, is held invalid, the 

application of such provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of this permit, 

shall not be affected thereby. 
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3.0 EFFLUENT LIMITS  

3.1 Description of Discharge Points 

The authorization to discharge provided under this permit is limited to those outfalls 

specifically designated below as discharge locations. Discharges at any location not 

authorized under this permit is a violation of the South Dakota Water Pollution Control 

Act and could subject the person(s) responsible for such discharge to penalties under 

Section 34A-2-75 of the Act. Knowingly discharging from an unauthorized location or 

failing to report an unauthorized discharge within a reasonable time from the permittee 

first learning of an unauthorized discharge could subject the permittee to penalties as 

provided under the South Dakota Water Pollution Control Act. 

Outfall 

Number  Description of Discharge Points 

001A Any discharge from Cell #7 into the James River (Latitude 

43.678044°, Longitude -97.954189°). 

002N Any discharge to waters of the state from the land application 

pump system or land application sites (Latitude 43.670453º, 

Longitude -97.966147º). No discharge shall occur from Outfall 

002.  

002R Land application of wastewater to the land application sites 

(Latitude 43.670453º, Longitude -97.966147º). Land application 

of wastewater is not considered a discharge. 

003N Any discharge from the manual bypass gate in the flow 

equalization basin to Dry Run Creek (Latitude 43.697661º, 

Longitude -97.992414º). No discharge shall occur from Outfall 

003. 

004N Any discharge from the stabilization pond located adjacent to the 

Mitchell wastewater treatment plant office site and raw wastewater 

pumping station to Dry Run Creek (Latitude 43.697778º, 

Longitude -97.992500º). No discharge shall occur from Outfall 

004. 

3.2 Emergency Discharges and Sanitary Sewer Overflows  

1. Discharges of wastewater are prohibited from locations other than the discharge 

points described in Section 3.1– Description of Discharge Points and the 

Secretary may take enforcement action against a permittee, unless the discharge 

or sanitary sewer overflow is an emergency and meets each of the following 

conditions:  



Permit No: SD0023361 

Page 12 of 52 

 

  

a. The emergency discharge or sanitary sewer overflow was unavoidable to 

prevent loss of life, threat to public health, personal injury, or severe 

property damage; 

b. There were no feasible alternatives to the emergency discharge or sanitary 

sewer overflow, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, retention 

of untreated wastes, or maintenance during normal periods of equipment 

downtime. This condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up equipment 

should have been installed in the exercise of reasonable engineering 

judgment or proper operation and maintenance to prevent an emergency 

release that occurred during normal periods of equipment downtime or 

preventive maintenance; and, 

c. The permittee submitted notices as required under Section 4.16 – 

Emergency Release Reporting Requirements. 

2. If an emergency discharge, sanitary sewer overflow, or other discharge occurs or 

is expected to occur, the permittee shall take the appropriate measures to 

minimize the discharge of pollutants. Such measures may include the closing of 

facilities that contribute wastewater to the sewer system until the discharge is 

terminated. 

3. Any emergency discharge or sanitary sewer overflow that meets the conditions of 

paragraph 1 above shall be reported as soon as possible (but in no case more than 

24 hours after becoming aware of the circumstances) in accordance with the 

provisions in Section 4.16 – Emergency Release Reporting Requirements. The 

report shall be made to the Secretary at (605) 773-3351 during regular business 

hours (8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. Central Time) or to the South Dakota Emergency 

Management at (605) 773-3231 any other time.  

3.3 Proper Operation and Maintenance  

The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and treatment 

and control systems that are installed or used by the permittee to achieve compliance with 

the conditions of this permit or other conditions required by the Secretary upon issuance. 

1. This may include the maintenance of freeboard levels of lagoons or holding 

ponds.  

2. Proper operation and maintenance may also include adequate laboratory controls 

and appropriate quality assurance procedures. This provision requires the 

operation of back-up or auxiliary facilities or similar systems that are installed by 

a permittee only when the operation is necessary to achieve compliance with the 

conditions of the permit. 
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3.4 Interim Effluent Limits – Outfall 001A 

Effective immediately and lasting through April 30, 2014 the quality of effluent 

discharged by the facility shall, as a minimum, meet the limits as set forth below: 

Effluent Characteristic 

Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average 
1
 7-Day Average 

1
 Daily Maximum 

1
 

Five Day Biochemical Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5), mg/L 
30 45 N/A 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 

mg/L 
30 45 N/A 

Fecal Coliform, no./100 mL 
2
 

 (May 1 – September 30) 1,000 N/A 2,000 

Oil and Grease (hexane ext.), mg/L N/A N/A 10 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), lb/day
3
 

January 1 – January 31 
 N/A  

James River < 100 cfs 477  1,041 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River > 1000 cfs 1,849  3,239 

February 1 – February 29    

James River <100 cfs 477  1,041 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River > 1000 cfs  1,849  3,239 

March 1 – March 31    

James River <100 cfs 143  468 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 309  1,015 

James River > 1000 cfs  604  2,523 

April 1 – April 30    

James River <100 cfs 143  468 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 309  655 

James River > 1000 cfs  594  1,068 
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Effluent Characteristic 

Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average 
1
 7-Day Average 

1
 Daily Maximum 

1
 

May 1 – May 31    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

June 1 – June 30    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

July 1 – July 31    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

August 1 – August 31    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

September 1 – September 30    

James River <100 cfs 107  201 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 205  522 

James River > 1000 cfs  323  849 

October 1 – October 31    

James River <100 cfs 107  201 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 205  522 

James River > 1000 cfs  323  849 

November 1 – November 30    

James River <100 cfs 115  201 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 289  522 

James River > 1000 cfs  466  849 
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Effluent Characteristic 

Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average 
1
 7-Day Average 

1
 Daily Maximum 

1
 

December 1 – December 31    

James River <100 cfs 477  1,041 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River > 1000 cfs  1,849  3,239 

The pH of the discharge shall not be less than 6.5 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 

units in any sample. 

There shall be no Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity in the discharge, as measured by the WET test. 

The Oil and Grease concentration shall not impart a visible film or sheen to the surface of the 

water or the adjoining shorelines. 

No chemicals, such as chlorine, shall be used without prior written permission. 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
 Fecal Coliform organisms from May 1 to September 30 shall not exceed a concentration of 

1,000 per 100 milliliters as a geometric mean based on a minimum of five samples obtained 

during separate 24-hour periods for any calendar month. They shall not exceed 2,000 per 100 

milliliters in any one sample from May 1 to September 30. 

3
 30-day Average Ammonia-Nitrogen limits will be based upon the 30-day average instream 

flow of the James River. The daily maximum limit will be based upon the daily flow of the 

James River.   
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3.5 Final Effluent Limits – Outfall 001A 

Effective May 1, 2014, and lasting through the life of this permit, the quality of effluent 

discharged by the facility shall, as a minimum, meet the limits as set forth below: 

Effluent Characteristic 
Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average 
1
 7-Day Average 

1
 Daily Maximum 

1
 

Five Day Biochemical Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5), mg/L 
30 45 N/A 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 

mg/L 
30 45 N/A 

Escherichia coli (E. coli), no./100 

mL 
2
  (May 1 – September 30) 

630 N/A 1,178 

Oil and Grease (hexane ext.), mg/L N/A N/A 10 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), lb/day
3
 

January 1 – January 31 
 N/A  

James River < 100 cfs 477  1,041 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River > 1000 cfs 1,849  3,239 

February 1 – February 29    

James River <100 cfs 477  1,041 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River > 1000 cfs  1,849  3,239 

March 1 – March 31    

James River <100 cfs 143  468 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 309  1,015 

James River > 1000 cfs  604  2,523 

April 1 – April 30    

James River <100 cfs 143  468 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 309  655 

James River > 1000 cfs  594  1,068 

May 1 – May 31    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 
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Effluent Characteristic 
Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average 
1
 7-Day Average 

1
 Daily Maximum 

1
 

June 1 – June 30    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

July 1 – July 31    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

August 1 – August 31    

James River <100 cfs 80  141 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 192  354 

James River > 1000 cfs  306  572 

September 1 – September 30    

James River <100 cfs 107  201 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 205  522 

James River > 1000 cfs  323  849 

October 1 – October 31    

James River <100 cfs 107  201 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 205  522 

James River > 1000 cfs  323  849 

November 1 – November 30    

James River <100 cfs 115  201 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 289  522 

James River > 1000 cfs  466  849 

December 1 – December 31    

James River <100 cfs 477  1,041 

James River 100 cfs – 1000 cfs 917  2,091 

James River > 1000 cfs  1,849  3,239 

The pH of the discharge shall not be less than 6.5 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 

units in any sample. 

There shall be no Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity in the discharge, as measured by the WET test. 
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Effluent Characteristic 
Effluent Limit 

30-Day Average 
1
 7-Day Average 

1
 Daily Maximum 

1
 

The Oil and Grease concentration shall not impart a visible film or sheen to the surface of the 

water or the adjoining shorelines. 

No chemicals, such as chlorine, shall be used without prior written permission. 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
 E. coli organisms from May 1 to September 30 shall not exceed a concentration of 630 per 100 

milliliters as a geometric mean based on a minimum of 5 samples obtained during separate 24-

hour periods for any calendar month. They shall not exceed 1,178 per 100 milliliters in any one 

sample from May 1 to September 30. 

3
 30-day Average Ammonia-Nitrogen limits will be based upon the 30-day average instream 

flow of the James River. The daily maximum limit will be based upon the daily flow of the 

James River.   

3.6 Effluent Limits – Outfall 002R 

Effective immediately and lasting throughout the life of this permit, the permittee shall 

have no discharge from its land application pump system and no discharge of land 

applied waters to waters of the state, except in accordance with the bypass or emergency 

release provisions of the permit. The act of land applying treated wastewater is not 

considered a discharge. 

1. The application rate at the land application site shall be controlled so as to prevent 

any surface runoff of the effluent. 

2. To prevent ground saturation and runoff, no application is permitted during 

periods of heavy or prolonged rainfall, snow cover or when the ground is frozen.  

3. The land application equipment shall, to the extent feasible, be installed in such a 

manner as to minimize wind drift of the effluent and formation of aerosols. 

4. Appropriate warning signs shall be posted on the land application site to inform 

the public of the nature of the water. 

5. By April 1, 2013, the permittee will update and submit a land application best 

management plan for approval by SDDENR. The land application best 

management plan shall be based on South Dakota Recommended Design Criteria 

Manual for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. Once approved, the 

land application best management plan becomes an enforceable part of the permit. 

3.7 Effluent Limits – Outfalls 003N and 004N 

Effective immediately and lasting through the life of this permit, there shall be no 

discharge from Outfalls 003N and 004N except in accordance with the emergency 

release, bypass, or sanitary sewer overflow provisions of this permit. If an 

emergency release, bypass, sanitary sewer overflow, or other discharge occurs or 

is expected to occur, the permittee shall report the occurrence in accordance with 
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Section 4.16 – Emergency Release Reporting Requirements and take the 

appropriate measures to minimize the discharge of pollutants. Such measures may 

include the closing of facilities that contribute wastewater to the sewer system 

until the discharge is terminated. 

3.8 Inspection Requirements  

The permittee shall inspect its wastewater treatment facility, outfall structures, land 

application sites, and lift stations regularly as outlined below. The inspections shall be 

conducted to determine if a discharge is occurring, has occurred since the previous 

inspection, and/or if a discharge is likely to occur before the next inspection. In addition, 

the inspections shall be performed to determine if proper operation and maintenance 

procedures are being undertaken at the wastewater treatment facility and lift stations. The 

permittee shall maintain a notebook recording information obtained during the 

inspection.  

1. Facility Inspections. The permittee shall inspect the mechanical facility at least 

five (5) times per week. Outfalls 001 and 002 shall be inspected on a monthly 

basis. Outfalls 003 and 004 shall be inspected on a weekly basis. During a 

discharge, the permittee shall inspect the discharge location on at least a daily 

basis. At a minimum, the notebook shall include the following: 

a. Date and time of the inspection; 

b. Name of the inspector(s); 

c. The facility’s discharge status; 

d. The measured amount of freeboard or water depth in each pond; 

e. Identification of operational problems and/or maintenance problems; 

f. Recommendations, as appropriate, to remedy identified problems; 

g. A brief description of any actions taken with regard to problems 

identified; and, 

h. Other information, as appropriate. 

2. Land Application Inspections. Land application equipment and land application 

sites shall be inspected at least daily while land application is occurring. The 

inspection shall be conducted to determine that the land application system is 

operating correctly and to ensure that no runoff is occurring as a result of land 

application of treated wastewater. At a minimum, the notebook shall include the 

following: 

a. Date and time of the inspection; 

b. Name of the inspector(s); 

c. The facility’s land application status, including any runoff from the 

application site or discharge from the piping equipment; 

d. Identification of operational problems and/or maintenance problems; 

e. Recommendations, as appropriate, to remedy identified problems; 
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f. A brief description of any actions taken with regard to problems 

identified; and, 

g. Other information, as appropriate. 

3. Lift Station Inspections. The permittee shall inspect each lift station at least two 

times per week. The inspections shall be performed to determine if proper 

operation and maintenance procedures are being undertaken and verify no 

sanitary sewer overflows are occurring or have occurred. During any sanitary 

overflow, the lift stations shall be inspected on a daily basis. At a minimum, the 

notebook shall include the following for each lift station: 

a. Date and time of the inspection; 

b. Name of the inspector(s); 

c. Whether a sanitary sewer overflow is occurring or has occurred; 

d. Identification of operational problems and/or maintenance problems; 

e. Cleaning of screenings, if applicable; 

f. Testing of alarms, if applicable; 

g. Hour meter readings; 

h. Recommendations, as appropriate, to remedy identified problems; 

i. A brief description of any actions taken with regard to problems 

identified; and, 

j. Other information, as appropriate. 

4. The permittee shall maintain the notebook(s) for the facility, land application 

areas, and each lift station in accordance with proper record-keeping procedures 

and shall make the notebook(s) available for inspection, upon request, by the 

Secretary or the US EPA. 

3.9 Best Management Practices Plan – Land Application  

By April 1, 2013, the permittee shall submit to SDDENR for review and approval a Best 

Management Practices plan for land application. The goal of the plan shall be to ensure 

protection of surface and ground water supplies and to protect human health. The plan 

shall be prepared in accordance with the South Dakota Recommended Design Criteria 

manual for Wastewater Collection and Treatment Facilities. 

The department shall be kept informed of the irrigation sites and the proposed time frame 

of use, and shall be notified at least 30 days in advance of any changes. The plan must be 

updated to include all site changes and submitted to SDDENR for review and approval. 

3.10 Capacity, Management, Operation, and Maintenance 

In the event that the Secretary notifies the permittee of the need to develop a capacity, 

management, operation, and maintenance program in order to address, reduce, or 

eliminate the frequency of sanitary sewer overflows or emergency discharges, the 
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permittee shall develop and submit the program to the Secretary. The program shall, at a 

minimum, address the following areas: 

1. Sewer management program: This program includes personnel organizational 

structure, training, communication information systems, noncompliance 

notification program, and other appropriate items; 

2. Collection system operation program: This program includes operational 

budgeting, monitoring, safety, emergency preparedness and response, pump 

stations, operational recordkeeping, and other appropriate items; 

3. Collection system maintenance program: This program includes maintenance 

budgeting, planned and unplanned maintenance; sewer cleaning; maintenance 

recordkeeping, parts and equipment inventory, and other appropriate items; and 

4. Sewer system capacity evaluation: The capacity evaluation includes the 

following: 

a. System inventory (sewer locations, sizes, slopes, materials, age, condition, 

etc.); 

b. Identification of problem areas (overflows, surcharged lines, basement 

backups, etc.); 

c. Capacity evaluation of problem areas (utilizing flow and precipitation 

records, infiltration and inflow investigation, manhole and pipe 

inspections and televising, smoke and dye testing, and building 

inspections); and 

d. Sewer rehabilitation recommendations. 

5. Timelines: This program shall identify timelines and specific dates for completing 

any identified changes or improvements.  

6. SDDENR Approval: The permittee shall submit the program to SDDENR for 

approval. Upon approval, the permittee shall implement the program. 
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4.0 MONITORING, RECORD KEEPING, & REPORTING REQUIREMENTS  

4.1 Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing – Acute Toxicity 

Effective immediately, the permittee shall, at least once each calendar quarter in which a 

discharge is occurring, conduct acute static renewal toxicity tests on a sample of the 

discharge. If a single, continuous discharge occurs in two (2) calendar quarters and has a 

duration less than or equal to 90 days, only one WET test is required for that discharge. 

Quarterly samples shall be collected on a two day progression; i.e., if the first quarterly 

sample is on a Monday, during the next quarter, sampling shall be on a Wednesday, etc. 

The static renewal toxicity test shall be conducted in accordance with the procedure set 

out in the latest revision of “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and 

Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms,” Fifth Edition, October 2002 

(EPA-821-R-02-012). The permittee shall conduct an acute 48-hour static renewal 

toxicity test using Ceriodaphnia dubia and an acute 96-hour static renewal toxicity test 

using Pimephales promelas (fathead minnows).  

Acute toxicity occurs when 50 percent or more mortality is observed for either species at 

any effluent concentration. If more than 10 percent control mortality occurs, the test shall 

be repeated until satisfactory control survival is achieved. 

If acute toxicity occurs, an additional test shall be conducted within 14 days of the date of 

when the permittee learned of the failed test. If only one species fails, retesting may be 

limited to this species. Should acute toxicity occur in the second test, testing shall occur 

once a month until further notified by the department. 

The results of the re-test must be reported within 24-hours or by the next business day to 

SDDENR at (605) 773-3351. If the re-test fails, SDDENR may require the permittee to 

undertake a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) / Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 

(TRE) to establish the cause of the toxicity, locate the source(s) of the toxicity, and 

develop control of, or treatment for the toxicity. 

WET test data results shall be summarized on the latest revision of the “Region 8 

Acute/Chronic Toxicity Test Report Format” form and shall be submitted along with the 

completed Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) for the end of the calendar period during 

which the whole effluent toxicity test was run.  The complete lab data packet does not 

need to be submitted with the DMR unless requested by SDDENR. 

If the results for ten consecutive quarters/tests of testing indicate no acute toxicity, 

the permittee may request the permit issuing authority to allow a reduction to 

quarterly acute toxicity testing on only one species on an alternating basis. The 

permit issuing authority may approve or deny the request based on the results and 

other available information without an additional public notice. If the request is 

approved, the test procedures are to be the same as specified above for the test 

species. 
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4.2 Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE)/Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) 

If acute and/or chronic toxicity occurs, an additional test shall be conducted within 14 

days of the date of when the permittee learned of the test. If only one species fails, 

retesting may be limited to this species. Should acute toxicity and/or chronic toxicity 

occur in the second test, a TIE-TRE shall be undertaken by the permittee to establish the 

cause of the toxicity, locate the source(s) of the toxicity, and develop control of, or 

treatment for the toxicity. Failure to initiate, or conduct an adequate TIE-TRE, or delays 

in the conduct of such tests, shall not be considered a justification for noncompliance 

with the whole effluent toxicity limits. A TRE plan needs to be submitted to the 

permitting authority within 45 days after confirmation of the continuance of effluent 

toxicity. 

4.3 Chronic Toxicity Limit-Reopener Provision 

This permit may be reopened and modified (following proper administrative procedures) 

to include chronic whole effluent toxicity limits if any other information or data are 

developed indicating that chronic whole effluent toxicity limits are needed. Also see 

Section 2.3 of this permit for additional whole effluent toxicity reopener provisions. 

If acceptable to the permit issuing authority, and if in compliance with current 

regulations, this permit may be reopened and modified to incorporate TRE conclusion 

relating to additional numerical limits, a modified compliance schedule, and or modified 

whole effluent protocol. 

4.4 Interim Self-Monitoring Requirements – Outfall 001A 

Effective immediately and lasting through April 30, 2014, all authorized discharges, shall 

be monitored for the following parameters at the frequency and with the type of 

measurement indicated. The permittee shall report the monitoring results in accordance 

with Section 4.14 – Reporting of Monitoring Results. 

Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Values 
1
 Sample Type 

1
 

Flow Rate, MGD 
At least three 

per discharge
2 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous 

James River instream flow rate, 

cfs 

At least three 

per discharge
2, 3 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous 

pH, standard units 
At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Minimum; 

Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous

4, 5
 

Water Temperature, °C 
At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous

5, 6
 

Five Day Biochemical Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5), mg/L 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Max. 7-Day Average; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 

mg/L 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Max. 7-Day Average; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 



Permit No: SD0023361 

Page 24 of 52 

 

  

Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Values 
1
 Sample Type 

1
 

Fecal Coliform, no./100 mL 
At least three 

per discharge
2, 7

 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Geometric Mean 
Grab 

Escherichia coli (E. coli), 

no./100 mL 

At least three 

per discharge
2,

 
7
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Geometric Mean 
Grab 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), 

mg/L  

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab

3, 5
 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), 

lb/day 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Calculate

8
 

Oil and Grease, visual 
9
 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Presence or absence of 

sheen 
Visual 

Oil and Grease (hexane ext), 

mg/L  
Contingent

9
 Daily Maximum Grab 

Total Flow, million gallons Monthly Monthly Total
10

 Calculate 

Duration of Discharge, days Monthly Monthly Total Calculate 

Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity, 

TUa 
Quarterly 

11
 

Pass/Fail; 

Actual Value 
Grab 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
  A minimum of three samples shall be taken during any discharge. A sample shall be taken at 

the beginning, middle, and end of the discharge if the discharge is less than one week in 

duration. If a single, continuous discharge is greater than one week in duration, three samples 

shall be taken the first week and one each following week. All of the samples collected during 

the 7-day or 30-day period are to be used in determining the averages. The permittee always 

has the option of collecting additional samples if appropriate. 

3
  James River flow must be recorded when ammonia samples are collected. The flow rate shall 

be calculated using the flow from USGS 06478000 and subtracting the permittee’s discharge 

flow rate (in cfs). 

4
  The pH shall be taken within 15 minutes of sample collection with a pH meter. The pH meter 

must be capable of simultaneous calibration to two points on the pH scale that bracket the 

expected pH and are approximately three standard units apart. The pH meter must read to 0.01 

standard units and be equipped with temperature compensation adjustment. Readings shall be 

reported to the nearest 0.1 standard units. 

5
 The pH and temperature of the effluent shall be determined when ammonia samples are 

collected. 

6
  The water temperature of the effluent shall be taken as a field measurement at the time of 

sampling. Measurement shall be made with a mercury-filled, or dial type thermometer, or a 

thermistor. Readings shall be reported to the nearest whole degree Celsius.  
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7
 For fecal coliform and E. coli, if a minimum of five samples are collected in a calendar month, 

all of the samples collected are to be used in determining the geometric mean. Samples are to 

be collected at the same time as BOD5, TSS, etc. Additional samples are to be collected during 

any other separate 24-hour periods. If less than five samples are taken during any calendar 

month, the maximum limit still applies. This sampling protocol only applies if the discharge 

occurs between May 1 and September 30.  

8
  Daily ammonia-nitrogen loadings (lb/day) shall be calculated by the following equation: 

        (
  

   
)         (

  

 
)                (   )       

 The 30-Day average ammonia loading (lb/day) shall be calculated by averaging the computed 

daily ammonia loadings (lb/day). 

9
 A grab sample shall be taken if a visual sheen is observed and a concentration shall be 

determined using EPA method 1664A oil and grease hexane extraction. 

10
 The date and time of the start and termination of each discharge shall also be reported in the 

comment section of the DMR. 

11
 Acute WET testing shall be conducted during each calendar quarter in which a discharge is 

occurring. If a single, continuous discharge occurs in two calendar quarters and has a duration 

less than or equal to 90 days, only one WET test is required for that discharge. Refer to Section 

4.1 – Whole Effluent Toxicity – Acute Toxicity for additional WET testing requirements.  

 

4.5 Final Self-Monitoring Requirements – Outfall 001A 

Effective May 1, 2014, and lasting through the life of the permit, all authorized 

discharges shall be monitored for the following parameters at the frequency and with the 

type of measurement indicated. The permittee shall report the monitoring results in 

accordance with Section 4.14 – Reporting of Monitoring Results. 

Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Values 
1
 Sample Type 

1
 

Flow Rate, MGD 
At least three 

per discharge
2 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous 

James River instream flow rate, 

cfs 

At least three 

per discharge
2, 3  

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous 

pH, standard units 
At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Minimum; 

Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous

4, 5
 

Water Temperature, °C 
At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous

5, 6
 

Five Day Biochemical Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5), mg/L 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Max. 7-Day Average; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Values 
1
 Sample Type 

1
 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 

mg/L 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Max. 7-Day Average; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Escherichia coli (E. coli), 

no./100mL 

At least three 

per discharge
2, 7

  

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Geometric Mean 
Grab 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), 

mg/L  

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab

3, 5
 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), 

lb/day 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Calculate

8
 

Oil and Grease, visual 
9
 

At least three 

per discharge
2
 

Presence or absence of 

sheen 
Visual 

Oil and Grease (hexane ext), 

mg/L  
Contingent

9
 Daily Maximum Grab 

Total Flow, million gallons Monthly Monthly Total
10

 Calculate 

Duration of Discharge, days Monthly Monthly Total Calculate 

Acute Whole Effluent Toxicity, 

TUa 
Quarterly

11
 

Pass/Fail; 

Actual Value 
Grab 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
  A minimum of three samples shall be taken during any discharge. A sample shall be taken at 

the beginning, middle, and end of the discharge if the discharge is less than one week in 

duration. If a single, continuous discharge is greater than one week in duration, three samples 

shall be taken the first week and one each following week. All of the samples collected during 

the 7-day or 30-day period are to be used in determining the averages. The permittee always 

has the option of collecting additional samples if appropriate. 

3
 James River flow must be recorded when ammonia samples are collected. The flow rate shall 

be calculated using the flow from USGS 06478000 and subtracting the permittee’s discharge 

flow rate (in cfs). 

4
  The pH shall be taken within 15 minutes of sample collection with a pH meter. The pH meter 

must be capable of simultaneous calibration to two points on the pH scale that bracket the 

expected pH and are approximately three standard units apart. The pH meter must read to 0.01 

standard units and be equipped with temperature compensation adjustment. Readings shall be 

reported to the nearest 0.1 standard units. 

5
 The pH and temperature of the effluent shall be determined when ammonia samples are 

collected. 

6
  The water temperature of the effluent shall be taken as a field measurement at the time of 

sampling. Measurement shall be made with a mercury-filled, or dial type thermometer, or a 

thermistor. Readings shall be reported to the nearest whole degree Celsius.  
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7
 For E. coli, if a minimum of five samples are collected in a calendar month, all of the samples 

collected are to be used in determining the geometric mean. Samples are to be collected at the 

same time as BOD5, TSS, etc. Additional samples are to be collected during any other separate 

24-hour periods. If less than five samples are taken during any calendar month, the maximum 

limit still applies. This sampling protocol only applies if the discharge occurs between May 1 

and September 30.  

8
  Daily ammonia-nitrogen loadings (lb/day) shall be calculated by the following equation: 

        (
  

   
)         (

  

 
)                (   )       

 The 30-Day average ammonia loading (lb/day) shall be calculated by averaging the computed 

daily ammonia loadings (lb/day). 

9
A grab sample shall be taken if a visual sheen is observed and a concentration shall be 

determined using EPA method 1664A oil and grease hexane extraction. 

10
The date and time of the start and termination of each discharge shall also be reported in the 

comment section of the DMR. 

11
 Acute WET testing shall be conducted during each calendar quarter in which a discharge is 

occurring. If a single, continuous discharge occurs in two calendar quarters and has a duration 

less than or equal to 90 days, only one WET test is required for that discharge. Refer to Section 

4.1 – Whole Effluent Toxicity – Acute Toxicity for additional WET testing requirements.  

 

4.6 Land Application Self-Monitoring Requirements – Outfall 002R 

All land application of wastewater shall be monitored for the following parameters at the 

frequency and with the type of measurement indicated. The permittee shall report the 

land application monitoring results in accordance with Section 4.14– Reporting of 

Monitoring Results. 

Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Values
1
 Sample Type

1
 

Rate of Land Application, MGD Weekly 
Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous 

Days Land Applied, days Monthly Monthly Total Calculate 

Total Amount Land Applied, 

million gallons 
Monthly Monthly Total

2
 Calculate 

pH, standard units Monthly
3
 

Daily Minimum; 

Daily Maximum 
Instantaneous

4,5
  

Water Temperature, ºC Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Instantaneous

4,6
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Values
1
 Sample Type

1
 

Fecal Coliform, no./l00 mL
7
 Monthly

3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Geometric Mean 
Grab 

Sodium Absorption Ratio (SAR)
8
 Monthly

3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Conductivity, µmhos/cm Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Ammonia-Nitrogen (as N), mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Nitrates (as N), mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Nitrites (as N), mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Sulfates, mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Chlorides, mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Phosphorous (as P), mg/L Monthly
3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), 

mg/L 
Monthly

3
 

Daily Maximum; 

30-Day Average 
Grab 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
  The date and time of the start and termination of each land application event shall also be 

reported in the comments section of the DMR. 

3
  A minimum of one sample per month shall be taken for the duration of land application 

activities. Samples shall be taken from the irrigation wetwell and shall be representative of the 

land applied water. The permittee always has the option of collecting additional samples if 

appropriate. 
4
 The pH and temperature of the effluent shall be determined when ammonia samples are 

collected. 
5
  The pH shall be taken within 15 minutes of sample collection with a pH meter. The pH meter 

must be capable of simultaneous calibration to two points on the pH scale that bracket the 

expected pH and are approximately three standard units apart. The pH meter must read to 0.01 

standard units and be equipped with temperature compensation adjustment. Readings shall be 

reported to the nearest 0.1 standard units. 
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6
  The water temperature of the effluent shall be taken as a field measurement. Measurement shall 

be made with a mercury-filled, or dial type thermometer, or a thermistor. Readings shall be 

reported to the nearest whole degree Celsius. 
7
  For fecal coliform, if a minimum of five samples are collected in a calendar month, all of the 

samples collected are to be used in determining the geometric mean. Samples are to be 

collected at the same time as BOD5, TSS, etc. Additional samples are to be collected during 

any other separate 24-hour periods. If less than five samples are taken during any calendar 

month, the maximum limit still applies. 

8
 The sodium absorption ratio is calculated using the Gapon equation: 

 
2

MgCa

Na
SAR


  

4.7 Unauthorized Release Monitoring Requirements  

Promptly upon discovery of a discharge from Outfalls 003N and/or 004N or runoff from 

the land application site (Outfall 002N), emergency discharge, or sanitary sewer 

overflow, the discharge shall be monitored for the following parameters at the frequency 

and with the type of measurement indicated. Knowingly discharging or failing to report a 

discharge within a reasonable time from the permittee first learning of a discharge could 

subject the permittee to penalties as provided under the South Dakota Water Pollution 

Control Act. 

The permittee shall report the monitoring results in accordance with Section 4.16 – 

Emergency Release Reporting Requirements. 

Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Value Sample Type
1
 

Total Flow, million gallons 
Each 

Discharge
2
 

Event Total Calculated 

Duration of Discharge, days 
Each 

Discharge
2 Event Total Calculated 

Flow Rate, gallons per day Daily
3
 Actual Value Instantaneous 

pH, standard units Daily
3
 Actual Value Instantaneous

4,5
 

Water Temperature, ºC  Daily
3 

 Actual Value Instantaneous
4,6

 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), 

mg/L 
Daily

3
 Actual Value Grab 

Five-Day Biochemical Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5), mg/L 
Daily

3
 Actual Value Grab 

Ammonia as N, mg/L Daily
3 

 Actual Value Grab
4
 

Escherichia coli (E. coli), no./l00 

mL 
Daily

3
 Actual Value Grab 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Reporting Value Sample Type
1
 

Oil and Grease, visual Daily
3
 

Presence or 

Absence of Sheen 
Visual 

Oil and Grease, mg/L Contingent
7
 Actual Value Grab 

                                                 

1 See Definitions. 

2 The permittee shall report the date and time of the start and termination of each discharge, 

along with the total number of gallons discharged during the entire discharge event.  

3 The permittee shall take a minimum of one sample per day during any emergency release, 

bypass, sanitary sewer overflow, or other discharge unless SDDENR authorizes an alternative 

sampling schedule. 

4 The pH and temperature of the effluent shall be determined when ammonia samples are 

collected. 

5 The pH shall be taken within 15 minutes of sample collection with a pH meter. The pH meter 

must be capable of simultaneous calibration to two points on the pH scale that bracket the 

expected pH and are approximately three standard units apart. The pH meter must read to 0.01 

standard units and be equipped with temperature compensation adjustment. Readings shall be 

reported to the nearest 0.1 standard units. 

6 The water temperature of the effluent shall be taken as a field measurement. Measurement shall 

be made with a mercury-filled, or dial type thermometer, or a thermistor. Readings shall be 

reported to the nearest whole degree Celsius. 

7  The presence or absence of an oil sheen shall be visually monitored. In the event that an oil 

sheen or floating oil is observed during discharge, grab samples shall be taken immediately and 

a concentration shall be determined using EPA method 1664A oil and grease hexane 

extraction.  

 

4.8 Self-Monitoring Requirements - Metals 

The permittee shall analyze the treatment facility influent and effluent for the presence 

of the toxic pollutants listed below at least as often as required below.  

The results of these analyses shall be attached to, and reported along with the Discharge 

Monitoring Report (DMR) submitted for the end of that reporting period. 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

Antimony, total, mg/L Semiannually 3 Grabs 

Arsenic, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Beryllium, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Cadmium, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Chromium, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Copper, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Cyanide, weak acid 

dissociable, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Lead, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Mercury, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Molybdenum, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Nickel, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Selenium, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Silver, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Thallium, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Zinc, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Cyanide, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

Phenols, total, mg/L 
Semiannually 

3 Grabs 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
 At least three grab samples, taken at equal intervals over a representative 24-hour period, shall 

be taken. 

4.9 Self-Monitoring Requirements – Priority Pollutants 

The permittee shall analyze the treatment facility influent and effluent for the presence 

of the toxic pollutants listed below at least as often as required below.  

 

The results of these analyses shall be attached to, and reported along with the Discharge 

Monitoring Report (DMR) submitted for the end of that reporting period. 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

acrolein, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

acrylonitrile, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

benzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

bis (chloromethyl) ether, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

bromoform, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

carbon tetrachloride, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

chlorobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

chlorodibromomethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

chlorethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2-chloroethylvinyl ether, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

chloroform, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

dichlorobromomethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

dichlorodifluoromethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,1-dichloroethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,2-dichloroethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,1-dichloroethylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,2-dichloropropane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,3-dichloropropylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

ethylbenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

methyl bromide, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

methyl chloride, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

methylene chloride, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

tetrachloroethylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

toluene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,2-trans-dichloroethylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,1,1-trichloroethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,1,2-trichloroethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

trichloroethylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

trichlorofluoromethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

vinyl chloride, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

2-chlorophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2,4-dichlorophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2,4-dimethylphenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4,6-dinitro-o-cresol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2,4-dinitrophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2-nitrophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4-nitrophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

p-chloro-m-cresol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

pentachlorophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

phenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2,4,6-trichlorophenol, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

acenaphthene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

acenaphthylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

anthracene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

benzidine, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

benzo(a)anthracene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

benzo(a)pyrene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

3,4-benzofluoranthene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

benzo(ghi)perylene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

benzo(k)fluoranthene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

bis(2-chloroethyoxy)methane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

bis(2-chloroethyl)ether, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4-bromophenyl phenyl ether, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

butylbenzyl phthalate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2-chloronapthalene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

chrysene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,2-dichlorobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

1,3-dichlorobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,4-dichlorobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

3,3'-dichlorobenzidine, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

diethyl phthalate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

dimethyl phthalate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

di-n-butyl phthalate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2,4-dinitrotoluene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

2,6-dinitrotoluene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

di-n-octyl phthalate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,2-diphenylhydrazine (as 

azobenzene), µg/L 
Annual 3 Grabs 

fluoranthene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

fluorene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

hexachlorobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

hexachlorobutadiene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

hexachlorocyclopentadiene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

hexachloroethane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

isophorone, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

naphthalene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

nitrobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

N-nitrosodimethylamine, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

N-nitrosodiphenylamine, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

phenanthrene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

pyrene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

aldrin, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

alpha-BHC, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

beta-BHC, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

gamma-BHC, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

delta-BHC, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

chlordane, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4,4'-DDT, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4,4'-DDE, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

4,4'-DDD, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

dieldrin, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

alpha-endosulfan, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

beta-endosulfan, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

endosulfan sulfate, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

endrin, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

endrin aldehyde, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

heptachlor, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

heptachlor epoxide, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1242, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1254, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1221, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1232, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1248, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1260, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

PCB-1016, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

toxaphene, µg/L Annual 3 Grabs 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
 At least three grab samples, taken at equal intervals over a representative 24-hour period, shall 

be taken. 

 

4.10 Self-Monitoring Requirements – Other Toxics 

If, based upon information available to the permittee, there is reason to suspect the 

presence of any toxic or hazardous pollutant below, or any other pollutant, known or 

suspected adversely affect treatment plant operation, receiving water quality, or solids 

disposal procedures, analysis for those pollutants shall be performed at least semiannually 

on both the influent and the effluent.  

The results of these analyses shall be attached to, and reported along with the Discharge 

Monitoring Report (DMR) submitted for the end of that reporting period. 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

Asbestos, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Acetaldhyde, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Allyl alcohol, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Allyl chloride, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Amyl acetate, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Aniline, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Benzonitrile, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Benzyl chloride, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Butyl acetate, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Butylamine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Captan, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Carbaryl, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Carbofuran, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Carbon disulfide, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Chlorpyrifos, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Coumaphos, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Cresol, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Crotonaldehyde, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Cyclohexane, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

2,4-D(2,4-Dichlorophenoxy 

acetic acid), µg/L 
Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Diazinon, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Dicamba, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Dichlobenil, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Dichlone, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

2,2-Dichloropropionic acid, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Dichlorvos, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Diethyl amine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Dimethyl amine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Dintrobenzene, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Diquat, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 
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Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

Disulfoton, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Diuron, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Epichlorohydrin, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Ethanolamine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Ethion, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Ethylene diamine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Ethylene dibromide, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Formaldehyde, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Furfural, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Guthion, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Isoprene, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Isopropanolamine 

dodecylbenzenesulfonate, µg/L 
Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Kelthane, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Kepone, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Malathion, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Mercaptodimethur, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Methoxychlor, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Methyl mercaptan, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Methyl methacrylate, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Methyl parathion, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Mevinphos, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Mexacarbate, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Monoethyl amine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Monomethyl amine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Naled, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Napthenic acid, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Nitrotoluene, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Parathion, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Phenolsulfanate, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Phosgene, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Propargite, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 



Permit No: SD0023361 

Page 38 of 52 

 

  

Effluent Characteristic Frequency Sample Type
1, 2

  

Propylene oxide, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Pyrethrins, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Quinoline, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Resorcinol, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Strontium, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Strychnine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Styrene, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

2,4,5-T(2,4,5-Trichlorophenoxy 

acetic acid), µg/L 
Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

TDE(Tetrachlorodiphenylethane), 

µg/L 
Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

2,4,5-TP {2-(2,4,5-

trichlorophenoxy)propanoic acid} 
Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Trichlorofan, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Triethanolamine, µg/L 

dodecylbenzenesulfonate, µg/L 
Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Triethylamine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Trimethylamine, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Uranium, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Vanadium, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Vinyl acetate, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Xylene, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Xylenol, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

Zirconium, µg/L Semiannually, if suspected 3 Grabs 

                                                 

1
 See Definitions. 

2
 At least three grab samples, taken at equal intervals over a representative 24-hour period, shall 

be taken. 

4.11 Representative Sampling 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements established under this 

permit shall be collected from the effluent stream prior to discharge into the receiving 

waters. Samples and measurements shall be representative of the volume and nature of 

the monitored discharge. 
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4.12 Monitoring Procedures  

1. Effluent samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements 

established under this permit shall be collected prior to discharge into the 

receiving waters. Samples and measurements shall be representative of the 

volume and nature of the monitored discharge.  

2. Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved under 

ARSD Section 74:52:03:06 (a.b.r. 40 CFR, Part 136), unless other test procedures 

have been specified in this permit or approved by the Secretary.   

4.13 Additional Monitoring by the Permittee  

If the permittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by this permit at the 

designated points, using test procedures approved under ARSD Section 74:52:03:06 

(a.b.r. 40 CFR 136) or as specified in this permit, the results of this monitoring shall be 

used in determining compliance with this permit and reported to SDDENR. 

4.14 Reporting of Monitoring Results 

1. Effluent monitoring results obtained from Outfalls 001A and 002R (land 

application) during the previous month shall be summarized, reported on separate 

Discharge Monitoring Report Forms (EPA No. 3320-1), and submitted to 

SDDENR on a monthly basis. These must be postmarked no later than the 28th 

day of the month following the completed reporting period. If no discharge occurs 

during the reporting period, “no discharge” shall be reported. Legible copies of 

these, and all other reports required herein, shall be signed and certified in 

accordance with Section 4.19 – Signatory Requirements and submitted to the 

Secretary at the following address: 

South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources 

Surface Water Quality Program 

PMB 2020 

Joe Foss Building 

523 East Capitol 

Pierre, SD 57501-3182 

2. In accordance with SDCL 1-40-39, the Secretary is authorized to accept a 

document with an electronic signature. SDDENR shall provide for the 

authenticity of each electronic signature by adhering to any standards established 

by the South Dakota Bureau of Information and Telecommunications pursuant to 

SDCL 53-12-47 and 53-12-50 or any other standards established by rules 

promulgated pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26.  

4.15 Reporting of Monitoring Results-No Discharge Outfalls 

1. Effluent monitoring results obtained from Outfall 002N (release of land applied 

wastewater), Outfall 003N, and Outfall 004N during the previous month shall be 

summarized, reported on a copy of the Emergency Release Reporting Form 

(found in Appendix A), and submitted to SDDENR no later than the 28th day of 

the month following the completed reporting period. Legible copies of these, and 
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all other reports required herein, shall be signed and certified in accordance with 

Section 4.19 – Signatory Requirements and submitted to the Secretary at the 

following address: 

South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources 

Surface Water Quality Program 

PMB 2020 

Joe Foss Building 

523 East Capitol 

Pierre, SD 57501-3182 

2. In accordance with SDCL 1-40-39, the Secretary is authorized to accept a 

document with an electronic signature. SDDENR shall provide for the 

authenticity of each electronic signature by adhering to any standards established 

by the South Dakota Bureau of Information and Telecommunications pursuant to 

SDCL 53-12-47 and 53-12-50 or any other standards established by rules 

promulgated pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26. 

4.16 Emergency Release Reporting Requirements  

1. The permittee shall report any emergency related to this permit or permitted 

facility that may endanger health or the environment as soon as possible, but no 

later than 24 hours after becoming aware of the circumstances as follows: 

a. During regular business hours (8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Central Time), the 

report shall be made at (605) 773-3351. 

b. Outside of normal business hours, the permittee shall contact the South 

Dakota Emergency Management at (605) 773-3231. 

2. Sanitary sewer overflows, emergency discharges, upsets, and other unauthorized 

releases that do not meet the conditions of Paragraph 1 above shall be reported to 

the Secretary within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes aware of the 

circumstances as follows:  

a. During regular business hours (8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Central Time), the 

report shall be made at (605) 773-3351. 

b. Outside of normal business hours, the permittee shall leave a message at 

1-800-GET-DENR (1-800-438-3367).  

3. Anticipated releases shall be reported to the Secretary in advance, if possible.  

4. The Secretary may require the permittee to notify the general public or 

downstream users that could be or will be impacted by the emergency discharge. 

a. In making the decision to require public notification, the Secretary will 

consider the potential impacts as a result of the discharge, the downstream 

beneficial uses (such as drinking water or recreation), and the potential for 

public contact. 
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b. If required by the Secretary, the permittee shall notify the public and/or 

downstream users as soon as possible, but in no case more than 24 hours 

after the discharge begins.  

5. In addition to verbal notification, the permittee shall submit a written report of the 

circumstances regarding the sanitary sewer overflow, emergency discharge, or 

other unauthorized release to the Secretary using the Emergency Release 

Reporting Summary Form in Appendix A.  

a. Reports shall be submitted to the address listed in Section 4.14 – 

Reporting of Monitoring Results.  

b. The written submission shall contain: 

i. A description of the event and its cause; 

ii. The period of the event, including exact dates and times; 

iii. Where the wastewater was discharged;  

iv. The estimated time the event is expected to continue if it has not 

been corrected; 

v. Any adverse effects, such as fish kills;  

vi. If public notification was required, describe how the public was 

notified of the discharge; and  

vii. Steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent 

reoccurrence of the event. 

c. The written report shall be submitted by the 28
th

 day of the following 

month. The Secretary may require a written report to be submitted sooner 

or may require additional information if the discharge has the potential to 

impact human health or the environment. 

4.17 Bypass Reporting  

1. The permittee may allow anticipated bypasses to occur that do not result in a 

discharge and will not result in a violation of the effluent limits, but only if for 

essential maintenance to ensure efficient operation.  

2. The permittee shall submit notice of bypass as follows: 

a. Anticipated bypass. If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a 

bypass, it shall submit prior notice to the Secretary at least 10 days before 

the date of the bypass. 

b. Unanticipated bypass. The permittee shall submit notice of an 

unanticipated bypass to the secretary at (605) 773-3351 by the first 

workday (8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. Central Time) following the day the 

permittee became aware of the circumstances.  

4.18 Records Contents 

Records of monitoring information shall include: 

1. The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements; 
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2. The initials or names of the individuals who performed the sampling or 

measurements; 

3. The dates analyses were performed; 

4. The time analyses were initiated; 

5. The initials or names of individuals who performed the analyses; 

6. References and written procedures, when available, for the analytical techniques 

or methods used; and,  

7. The results of such analyses, including the bench sheets, instrument readouts, 

computer disks or tapes, etc., used to determine these results. 

4.19 Signatory Requirements 

1. All permit applications, reports or information submitted to the Secretary shall be 

signed and certified by either a principal executive officer or ranking elected 

official. 

2. All reports required by the permit and other information requested by the 

Secretary shall be signed by a person described in paragraph 1 of this section or 

by a duly authorized representative of that person. A person is a duly authorized 

representative only if: 

a. The authorization is made in writing by a person described above and 

submitted to the Secretary; and, 

b. The authorization specifies either an individual or a position having 

responsibility for the overall operation of the regulated facility, such as the 

position of superintendent or equivalent responsibility, or an individual or 

position having overall responsibility for environmental matters. A duly 

authorized representative may be either a named individual or any 

individual occupying a named position. 

3. If an authorization under paragraph 2 a. above is no longer accurate because a 

different individual or position has responsibility for the overall operation of the 

facility, a new authorization must be submitted to the Secretary. 

4. Any person signing a document under this section shall make the following 

certification: 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all 

attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in 

accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified 

personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. 

Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the 

system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the 

information, the information submitted is, to the best of my 

knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware 
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that there are significant penalties for submitting false 

information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for 

knowing violations. 

4.20 Retention of Records  

1. The permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information and other data 

required by this permit. This includes:  

a. Data collected on site; 

b. Copies of all Discharge Monitoring Report Forms; 

c. A copy of the permit;  

d. All calibration and maintenance records; 

e. All original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring 

instrumentation; 

f. Copies of all other reports required by this permit; and  

g. Records of all data used to complete the application for this permit.  

2. This information must be retained for a period of at least three years from the 

date of the sample, measurement, report, or application. This period may be 

extended by request of the Secretary at any time. Data collected on site, copies of 

Discharge Monitoring Reports, and a copy of this permit must be maintained on 

site during the duration of the permitted activity. 

4.21 Availability of Reports  

Except for data determined to be confidential under ARSD Section 74:52:02:17, all 

reports prepared in accordance with the terms of this permit shall be available for public 

inspection at the office of SDDENR. The name and address of the permittee, permit 

applications, notices of intent, permits, and effluent data shall not be considered 

confidential. 

4.22 Duty to Provide Information  

1. The permittee shall furnish to the Secretary, within a reasonable time, any 

information the Secretary may request to determine whether cause exists for 

modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this permit, or to determine 

compliance with this permit. The permittee shall also furnish to the Secretary, 

upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this permit. 

2. If the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a 

permit application form, or submitted incorrect information in a permit 

application form or any report to the Secretary, it shall promptly submit such facts 

or information.  

4.23 Planned Changes 

The permittee shall give notice to the Secretary as soon as possible of any planned 

physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility. Notice is required only when the 
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alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the quantity of 

pollutant discharged, or could result in noncompliance with permit conditions. This 

notification also applies to pollutants that are not subject to effluent limits or other 

notification requirements in this permit.  
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5.0 COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS 

5.1 Duty to Comply 

The permittee shall comply with all conditions of this permit. Any permit noncompliance 

constitutes a violation of the South Dakota Water Pollution Control Act and the federal 

Clean Water Act and is grounds for enforcement action; for permit termination, 

revocation and reissuance, or modification; or for denial of a permit renewal application 

(a violation of a condition of this permit is subject to SDCL Section 34A-2-75).  

5.2 Duty to Mitigate  

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any wastewater 

discharge and/or sludge disposal or reuse in violation of this permit that has a reasonable 

likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the environment. 

5.3 Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense  

It shall not be a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been 

necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the 

conditions of this permit. 

5.4 Upset Conditions 

1. An upset constitutes an affirmative defense to an action brought for 

noncompliance with technology based permit effluent limits if the requirements of 

Paragraph 2 of this section are met. No determination made during administrative 

review of claims that noncompliance was caused by upset, and before an action 

for noncompliance, is final administrative action subject to judicial review (i.e., 

Permittees will have the opportunity for a judicial determination on any claim of 

upset only in an enforcement action brought for noncompliance with technology-

based permit effluent limits). 

2. Conditions necessary for a demonstration of upset. A permittee who wishes to 

establish the affirmative defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly 

signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that: 

a. An upset occurred and that the permittee can identify the cause(s) of the 

upset; 

b. The permitted facility was at the time being properly operated; 

c. The permittee submitted notice of the upset as required under Section 

4.16– Emergency Release Reporting Requirements; and, 

d. The permittee complied with mitigation measures required under Section 

5.2 – Duty to Mitigate. 

3. Burden of proof. In any enforcement proceeding, the permittee seeking to 

establish the occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof. 
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5.5 Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions  

Any person who violates a permit condition is in violation of the provisions of SDCL 

34A-2-36, and is subject to penalties under SDCL 34A-2-75. In addition to a jail sentence 

authorized by SDCL 22-6-2, such violators are subject to a criminal fine not to exceed ten 

thousand dollars per day of violation. The violator is also subject to a civil penalty not to 

exceed ten thousand dollars per day of violation, or for damages to the environment of 

this state. Except as provided in Section 5.4 – Upset Conditions, nothing in this permit 

shall be construed to relieve the permittee of the civil or criminal penalties for 

noncompliance. 

5.6 Penalties for Falsification of Reports 

1. Any person who knowingly makes any false statement, representation, or 

certification in any record or other document submitted or required to be 

maintained under this permit, including monitoring reports or reports of 

compliance or noncompliance, is in violation of the provisions of SDCL 34A-2-

77, and is subject to penalties under SDCL 34A-2-75. 

2. Any person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders inaccurate any 

monitoring device or method required to be maintained under this permit is in 

violation of the provisions of SDCL 34A-2-77, and is subject to penalties under 

SDCL 34A-2-75.  

3. In addition to a jail sentence authorized by SDCL 22-6-2, such violators are 

subject to a criminal fine not to exceed ten thousand dollars per day of violation. 

The violator is also subject to a civil penalty not to exceed ten thousand dollars 

per day of violation, or for damages to the environment of this state. 

5.7 Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude SDDENR from taking any legal 

action or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to that the 

permittee is or may be subject under section 311 of the Federal Clean Water Act. 
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6.0 INDUSTRIAL WASTES 

The permittee shall operate an industrial pretreatment program in accordance with the 

Administrative Rules of South Dakota, Chapter 74:52:11 and the approved POTW pretreatment 

program submitted by the permittee. The pretreatment program was approved on August 21, 

1995 and has subsequently incorporated significant modifications approved by the Approval 

Authority. The POTW approved pretreatment program, and any Approval Authority approved 

modifications thereto, is hereby incorporated by reference and shall be implemented in a manner 

consistent with the following requirements: 

6.1 Contributing Industries and Pretreatment Requirements 

1. Industrial user information shall be updated at a minimum of once per year or that 

frequency necessary to ensure that all industrial users are properly permitted 

and/or controlled at all times. Records shall be maintained and updated as 

necessary; 

 

2. The permittee shall sample and inspect each Significant Industrial User at least 

once a year ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01, [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.8 (f)(2)(v)]. This is in 

addition to any industrial self-monitoring activities; 

 

3. The permittee shall require a slug prevention plan, including a spill prevention 

plan where appropriate, from all Significant Industrial Users with a potential to 

discharge slugs or spills. Where a slug prevention plan is required, the permittee 

shall review and update this plan every two years and insure that the plan contains 

at least the minimum elements required in ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01, [a.b.r. 40 

CFR 403.8(f)(2)(v)]; 

 

4. The permittee shall enforce all applicable pretreatment standards and 

requirements and obtain remedies for noncompliance by any industrial user; 

 

5. The permittee shall control through the legal authority in the approved 

pretreatment program, the contribution to the POTW by each Industrial User to 

ensure compliance with applicable Pretreatment Standards and Requirements. In 

the case of Industrial Users identified as significant under ARSD, Section 

74:52:11:01, [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.3(t)], this control shall be achieved through 

permit, order, or similar means and contain at a minimum, the following 

conditions: 

 

a. Statement of duration (in no case more than five years); 

b. Statement of non-transferability without, at a minimum, prior notification 

to the POTW and provision of a copy of the existing control mechanism to 

the new owner or operator; 

c. Effluent limits based on applicable general pretreatment standards, 

categorical pretreatment standards, local limits, and State and local law; 

d. Self-monitoring, sampling, reporting, notification and record keeping 

requirements, including an identification of the pollutants to be monitored, 

sampling location, sampling frequency, and sample type, based on the 

applicable general pretreatment standards in ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 
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[a.b.r. 40 CFR 403], categorical pretreatment standards, local limits, and 

State and local law; and 

e. Statement of applicable civil and criminal penalties for violation of 

pretreatment standards and requirements, and any applicable compliance 

schedule. Such schedules may not extend the compliance date beyond 

federal deadlines. 

 

6. The permittee shall provide adequate staff, equipment, and support capabilities to 

carry out all elements of the pretreatment program; 

 

7. The pretreatment program shall not be substantially modified by the permittee 

without the prior approval of the Approval Authority. Substantial and non-

substantial modifications shall follow the procedures outlined in ARSD, Section 

74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.18]; and 

 

8. The permittee shall notify all significant industrial users of the user’s obligation to 

comply with applicable requirements under the South Dakota Solid and 

Hazardous Waste Management Acts and ARSD, Articles 74:27 and 74:28. 

 

6.2 Local Limits 

1. The permittee shall establish and enforce specific local limits to implement the 

provisions of ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.5(a) and (b)], as 

required by ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.5(c)]. Each POTW 

with an approved pretreatment program shall continue to develop these limits as 

necessary and effectively enforce such limits. 

 

2. In accordance with EPA policy and with the requirements of ARSD, Section 

74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.8(f)(4) and 40 CFR 403.5(c)], the permittee shall 

determine if technically based local limits are necessary to implement the general 

and specific prohibitions of ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.5(a) 

and (b)]. This evaluation should be conducted in accordance with the latest 

revision of the “EPA Region VIII Strategy for Developing Technically Based 

Local Limits,” and after review of the “Guidance Manual on the Development 

and Implementation of Local Discharge Limits Under the Pretreatment Program”, 

(2005). 

 

3. All specific prohibitions or limits developed under this requirement are deemed to 

be conditions of this permit. 

 

6.3 Enforcement Response Plan 

The permittee shall develop, implement, and maintain an enforcement response plan as 

required by ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.8(f)(5)] which shall: 

 

1. Describe how the POTW will investigate instances of noncompliance; 

 

2. Describe the types of escalating enforcement responses the POTW will take in 

response to all anticipated type of users violations; and 
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3. Describe the time periods within which such responses will be taken and identify 

the POTW staff position(s) responsible for pursuing these actions. 

 

6.4 Industrial Users in Significant Violation 

The permittee shall prepare annually a list of Industrial Users, which during the preceding 

12 months have significantly violated pretreatment requirements. This list is to be 

published annually in the largest newspaper in the municipality. 

 

6.5 Annual Reporting Requirements 

In addition, on or before March 28
th

 of each year, the permittee shall submit a 

pretreatment program annual report to the Secretary and EPA, which contains the 

following information: 

 

1. An updated list of all significant industrial users as defined by ARSD, Section 

74:52:11:01, [a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.3(t)]. For each significant industrial user listed, 

the following information shall be included: 

 

a. All applicable Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes and 

categorical determination, as appropriate. In addition, a brief description 

of the industry and general activities; 

b. Permit status. Whether each significant industrial user has an effective 

control document and the date such document was last issued, reissued, or 

modified, within the previous 12 months; 

c. A summary of all monitoring activities performed within the previous 12 

months. The following information shall be reported: 

 

1. Total number of inspections performed; 

2. Total number of significant industrial users inspected; 

3. Total number of sampling visits made; and 

4. Total number of significant industrial users sampled. 

 

2. For all other industrial users that were in significant noncompliance during the 

previous 12 months; provide the name of the violating industrial user, indicate the 

nature of the violations, the type and number of actions taken (warning letter, 

notice of violation, administrative order, criminal or civil suit, fines or penalties 

collected, etc.) and current compliance status. If the industrial user was put on a 

schedule to attain compliance with effluent limits, indicate the date the schedule 

was issued and the date compliance is to be attained. Determination of significant 

noncompliance shall be determined as required in ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 

[a.b.r. 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii)]. 

 

3. A list of all significant industrial users whose authorization to discharge was 

terminated or revoked during the preceding 12 month period and the reason for 

termination. 
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4. A report on any interference, pass through, upset or POTW permit violations 

known or suspected to be caused by industrial contributors and actions taken by 

the permittee in response. 

 

5. The results of all influent, effluent and sludge analyses performed during the 

reporting period. 

 

6. Verification of publication of Industrial Users in significant noncompliance. 

 

7. Identification of the specific locations, if any, designated by the POTW for receipt 

of trucked or hauled waste. 

 

8. Identification of any source of discharge to the POTW from the following 

activities: 

 

a. Clean-up from underground storage tanks; 

b. Hauled industrial waste; and 

c. Groundwater clean-up from RCRA or Superfund sites. 

 

9. A description of any waste minimization, source reduction, or pollution 

prevention initiatives being implemented by the POTW through its industrial 

pretreatment program. In addition, the POTW should report any activities being 

undertaken by the industrial users towards pollution prevention; 

 

10. A description of all changes made during the previous calendar year to the 

permittee’s pretreatment program. For each change, indicate if the change was 

substantial, the date the change was submitted to the Secretary, and if substantial, 

the date approved by the Secretary, and the effective date of the change; and 

 

11. Other information that may be deemed necessary by the Pretreatment Approval 

Authority. 

 

The permittee may be required to complete a pretreatment program annual report form 

provided by the Secretary. This form may be completed and submitted in lieu of the 

information listed above. 

 

6.6 Prohibited Pollutants 

The following pollutants shall not be introduced into the treatment facility: 

 

1. Pollutants, which create a fire or explosion hazard in the POTW, including, but 

not limited to, wastestreams with a closed cup flashpoint of less than 60 degrees 

Centigrade (140 degrees Fahrenheit) using the test methods specified in ARSD, 

Section 74:28:22:01, a.b.r. 40 CFR 261.21; 

 

2. Pollutants, which will cause corrosive structural damage to the POTW, but in no 

case discharges with pH lower than 5.0 or greater than 12.5, unless the works are 

specifically designed to accommodate such discharges; 
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1. Solid or viscous pollutants in amounts, which will cause obstruction to the flow in 

the POTW, or other interference with the operation of the POTW; 

 

4. Any pollutant, including oxygen demanding pollutants (e.g., BOD), released in a 

discharge at a flow rate and/or pollutant concentration which will cause 

interference with the POTW; 

 

5. Heat in amounts, which will inhibit biological activity in the POTW resulting in 

interference but in no case heat in such quantities that the temperature at the 

POTW treatment plant exceeds 40 degrees Centigrade (104 degree Fahrenheit); 

 

6. Petroleum oil, nonbiodegradable cutting oil, or products of mineral oil origin in 

amounts that will cause interference or pass through; 

 

7. Pollutants, which result in the presence of toxic gases, vapors, or fumes within the 

POTW in a quantity that may cause acute worker health and safety problems; 

 

8. Any trucked or hauled pollutants, except at discharge points designated by the 

POTW; and 

 

9. Any specific pollutant, which exceeds a local limit established by the POTW in 

accordance with the requirements of ARSD, Section 74:52:11:01 [a.b.r. 40 CFR 

403.5(c) and (d)]. 

 

The permittee shall provide adequate notice of any substantial change in the volume or 

character of pollutants being introduced into the treatment works by an industrial user. 

 

Adequate notice shall include information on: 

 

1. The quality and quantity of effluent to be introduced into the treatment works, and 

 

2. Any anticipated impact of the change on the quality or quantity of effluent to be 

discharged from the POTW. 

 

6.7 Other Requirements 

1. Section 309(f) of the federal Act provides that EPA or state may issue a notice to 

the POTW stating that a determination has been made that appropriate 

enforcement action must be taken against an industrial user for noncompliance 

with any pretreatment requirements. The notice provides the POTW with 30 days 

to commence such action. The issuance of such permit notice shall not be 

construed to limit the authority to meet an applicable pretreatment standard. 

 

2. The permit issuing authority retains the right to take legal action against any industrial 

user and/or the POTW for those cases where a SWD permit violation has occurred 

because of failure of an industrial user to meet an applicable pretreatment standard. 
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7.0 ADDITIONAL PERMIT CONDITIONS  

7.1 Inspection and Entry  

The permittee shall allow the Secretary or EPA, upon the presentation of credentials and 

other documents as may be required by law, to: 

1. Enter the permittee’s premises where a regulated facility or activity is located or 

conducted, or where records must be kept under the conditions of this permit; 

2. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept under 

the conditions of this permit; 

3. Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and 

control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under this 

permit; and, 

4. Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purpose of assuring permit 

compliance or as otherwise authorized by the South Dakota Water Pollution 

Control Act, any substances or parameters at any location. 

7.2 Removed Substances  

1. Collected screenings, grit, solids, sludges, or other pollutants removed in the 

course of treatment shall be disposed of in such a manner so as to prevent any 

pollutant from entering any waters of the state or creating a health hazard in 

accordance with applicable requirements of SDCL 34A-2, -6, and -11. 

2. If sludge disposal is necessary, the permittee shall submit to the Secretary a 

sludge disposal plan for review and approval prior to the removal and disposal of 

sludge. The permittee shall not dispose of sludge without the Secretary’s 

approval.  
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EMERGENCY RELEASE REPORTING FORM 

This form is to be used to summarize the reporting requirements for any emergency discharge, sanitary sewer overflow, or 

unauthorized discharge from the permitted facility. 

Address: 

  Outfall 002N      Outfall 003N  

 Outfall 004N 

Facility 

Contact: 

 
 

Phone: 

 

Description of Event 
(Attach additional sheets if necessary) 

Please check the boxes below, as appropriate, to indicate the type of emergency release being reported (See 

Definitions for an explanation of each term).  

☐ Emergency Discharge  ☐ Sanitary Sewer Overflow  ☐ Unauthorized Release 

Date and Time the discharge began or was 
discovered: 

 

Date and Time the discharge was stopped:   

Describe the events resulting in the discharge and its cause(s): 

 

 

 

 

Where was the wastewater discharged: 

 

 

Describe the steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence: 

 

 

 

 

Time and Date 24-Hour Notice of 
Noncompliance given to SDDENR: 

 

Describe any adverse effects, such 
as fish kills, etc.: 

 

Duration of discharge  

 (include dates and times): 

 

Total flow, million gallons:  
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ANALYTICAL RESULTS 

Parameter Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 Sample 5 Sample 6 Sample 7 

Date and time of sample        

Flow Rate, million gallons per day        

pH, standard units        

Water Temperature, °C        

Escherichia Coli, no./l00 mL        

Total Coliform, no./l00 mL        

Ammonia as N, mg/L        

Total Suspended Solids (TSS), mg/L        

Five-Day Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

(BOD5), mg/L 

       

Oil and Grease, visual        

Oil and Grease, mg/L        

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to 

assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or 

those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. 

I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

Name (print):   Title:   

Signature:   Date:   

 





 

 

   

  

 

   

  

Appendix B 

 

City of Mitchell Condition 

Assessment Summary Table 

 

 

March 2020 
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NORTH PLANT 

Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Septage 

Receiving/Dumping  

N/A One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Performed at the raw sewage pumping influent diversion box.  

Based on an honor system, haulers manually write down in a 

log book when a load is dumped. 

 

Proposed: 

Need an improved system for septage receiving.  Provisions for 

sampling and dedicated storage for sludge (debris) that can be 

decanted.  Better access for larger trucks. 

Stabilization Pond 

(Outfall 004) 

Varies One 1 N/A N/A Existing: 

Located adjacent to the WWTP office site and raw wastewater 

pumping station. Receives commercial waste and domestic 

septage. 

 

Proposed: 

Improvements that allow for decanting of waste. 

Influent Diversion 

Box 

11’-0” x 9’-0” x 

4’-6” tall 

One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Incoming sewer is a twenty seven inch (27”) VCP interceptor.  

Ability to use a slide gate to convey flow through a 27”bypass 

line, through a bar screen box, to flow equalization tank 

(modified clarifier).  Both slide gates were replaced in 2017. 

 

Proposed: 

Coat exposed concrete surfaces. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

27” Bypass line w/ 

Bar Screen Box 

16’ x 5’-4” x 4’-

6” tall 

1-½” bar 

spacing 

One N/A N/A 1978 Existing: 

Flow can be diverted at influent diversion box to go directly to 

EQ basin (modified final clarifier). 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Headworks 

Building 

58’-0” x 37’-0” x 

17’-0” tall 

(above grade). 

One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Flow measurement, coarse screening, grit removal, and 

pumping of raw wastewater. 

 

Proposed: 

Miscellaneous code, mechanical, plumbing, and electrical 

upgrades.  Life & safety improvements (fire detection, 

combustible gas monitors).  Repair foyer and other areas of 

failing brick (building exterior).  New electrical main gear, 

lighting, & wiring. New exterior doors and sidewalks. 

 

Influent Parshall 

Flume (FM-1) 

12 inch wide 

throat 

One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Used for influent flow measurement.  With flows over 4,000 

gpm (5.76 MGD) the Miltronics backs up. 

 

Proposed: 

Abandon in-place and incorporate new influent flow 

measurement inside the proposed new pre-treatment building. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Mechanical Bar 

Screen 

1 inch clear 

spacing. 

3 feet wide 

One 1 1.0 HP 1995 Existing: 

Cog-wheel type mechanically cleaned unit which operates 

automatically based on channel level.  Main function is the 

removal of rags and debris.   

 

Proposed: 

Remove from channel and add screening inside proposed new 

screenings facility. 

Manual raked bar 

screen  

1 inch clear 

spacing. 

3 feet wide 

One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

One bypass channel with manual bar screen.   

 

Proposed: 

Remove from channel and add screening inside proposed new 

screenings facility. 

Cyclone Type 

Aerated Grit 

Chamber 

18’ x 9’ x 

varying depth 

8,000 gallons 

 

One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Grit removal system is old and ineffective.  The facility is 

essentially getting no grit removal.  Since ineffective, grit ends 

up in the downstream equipment causing premature wear on 

pumps, piping, valves, and other equipment. The current unit is 

inaccessible and under the screening room floor and would 

require major renovation.  Ability to bypass process by opening 

PV-3. 

 

Proposed: 

The grit removal system should be removed and improved in 

order to extend the life of the pumps and reduce maintenance 

costs for cleaning the equalization basin.  Install a new grit 

removal system (with better removal performance and 

efficiency) adjacent to the Headworks building. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Aerated Grit 

Blower (B-1) 

100 CFM One 1 7.5 Hp, 

3 PH, 

Sutorb-

ilt 

1978 Existing: 

Supplies air to the grit basin. Assume rotary lobe. Operates 

24/7.  Includes inlet filter, inlet silencer, pressure relief, and 

discharge silencer. 

 

Proposed: 

Removal is recommended, in conjunction with construction of 

new grit removal system. 

Aerated Grit Pump 

(GRP-1) 

100 GPH One 1 7.5 Hp 1978 Existing: 

Operates on a timer at 15 minute intervals.  Pumps to grit 

separator and classifier. 

 

Proposed: 

Removal is recommended, in conjunction with construction of 

new grit removal system. 

Raw Wastewater 

Wetwell 

18’ x 24’-8” x 

varying depth 

(6.5 ft) 

One N/A N/A 1978 

Rehab in 

2008 

Existing: 

Connected to both an old clarifier and digester system, which 

now serve as a flow equalization basin.  Ability to bypass wet 

well by opening GV-4. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Grit Separator and 

Classifier 

100 GPH One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Separate grit and discharge it to trailer and return water to wet 

well.  Hydroclone separator & screw type classifier and washer. 

 

Proposed: 

Removal is recommended, in conjunction with construction of 

new grit removal system. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Laboratory 13’-2” x 20’-0” One 3 N/A 1978 Existing: 

City does their own analysis of BOD, ammonia, TSS, & 

potassium.  Testing for E. Coli, TKN, nitrates, & VSS are sent in 

to the State.  City doesn’t currently use testing hood. 

 

Proposed: 

All new cabinets in the lab and potentially take out fume hood. 

Electrical Room 20’-10” x 36’-4” One 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

One primary power feed (overhead).  No air conditioning is 

present; City indicated it has reached over 90 degrees inside 

this room in the past.  Corrosivity is a concern.  Exhaust vents 

were recently taken and pointed up into the air instead of out 

the side of the building. 

 

Proposed: 

Install AC to maintain a cool temperature and improve 

ventilation (achieve required air changes to avoid accumulation 

of foul air). 

Shower and Locker 

Room 

11’-8” x 7’-4” One 5 N/A 1978 Existing: 

City does not currently use these rooms. 

 

Proposed: 

Make improvements to these facilities to make them useable. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Raw Sewage 

Pumping Station 

(RSP-1, RSP-2, RSP-

3). 

Design - 3,000 

gpm at 160 feet 

TDH 

Three N/A 200 

Hp, 

460 A, 

3 PH, 

1,800 

RPM 

2017 Existing: 

Recent improvements which included repair and/or 

replacement of piping, valves, pumps, and motors, new 

electrical wiring and VFDs, and new magnetic flow meter that 

measures flow to the South Plant.  Pump wastewater 

approximately 1.5 miles southeast to the secondary mechanical 

treatment process and holding pond system. Dry-pit style 

vertical centrifugal non-clog pumps with rebuilt motors (original 

in 1991) and VFDs.  Run as lead-lag-backup. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Flow Equalization 

Basins 

39,500 gallons 

per foot; 3.5 

feet = 140,000 

gallons. 

Two 1 N/A 1932 Existing: 

City uses as storage to minimize level fluctuations within the 

wet well.  If EQ is shut off, one pump @ low speed is too fast 

(pump cycles too often). 

 

Proposed: 

Increase equalization volume by constructing basin on City 

owned property east of the plant.  Install new perimeter fence.  

Evaluate wet well and EQ levels to optimize existing storage 

capacity. 

Equalization Basin 

#2 (old clarifier) 

60 foot tank 

diameter 

65 foot launder 

diameter 

Depth = 8.5 feet 

 

One 1 N/A 1932 Existing: 

Includes clarifier tied to the wet well from the original facility. 

 

Proposed: 

Keep in operation.  Patch concrete in miscellaneous areas.   
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Equalization Basin 

#1 

(old digester) 

55 foot 

diameter 

Depth = 13 feet 

One 1 N/A 1932 Existing: 

Includes a modified digester tied to the wet well from the 

original facility. 

 

Proposed: 

Keep in operation.  Concrete floor could use some 

improvements. There is no concrete left in the sump pit.  

Replace fence on EQ tank so it meets code. 

Equalization Basin 

Blower 

 Two N/A 15 Hp, 

3 PH, 

480 V, 

Sutorb-

ilt 

2004 Existing: 

Equipped with aeration to keep the wastewater mixed and to 

keep the solids from settling. Operate on VFDs. Air flow (blow 

speed) is varied based on EQ basin level and the system 

operates 24/7. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Manual Bypass 

Gate (Outfall 003) 

18” One N/A N/A 1978 Existing: 

Allows the WWTF to bypass wastewater directly from the 

equalization basin to Dry Run Creek in emergency situations. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Emergency 

Standby Generator 

Model 3412 

Caterpillar 

motor with a 

480 volt 

generator rated 

at 625 KVA, 752 

amps and 500 

kW at 1,800 

rpm 

One N/A 720 Hp 2001 or 

‘02 

Existing: 

Diesel powered, 6 second delay before starting up, and 2,000 

gallon fuel tank.  Has the capability to run the entire facility 

including multiple raw sewage pumps. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Bypass Pump 

Station 

3,500 gpm @ 

176 ft TDH 

One N/A 200 Hp 2017 Existing: 

11 foot diameter steel prefabricated pump station; 12 feet 

deep.  Cornell pump with VFD. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Force Main  

 

7,814 feet of 24 

inch & 6,178 

feet of 18 inch 

One N/A N/A 1978, 

2015, 

2016, 

2017 

Existing: 

Discharges to the South Plant. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Site Lighting Unknown Unknown 1 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Area lighting could be improved. 

 

Proposed: 

Replace inefficient lighting systems with LED. 

Administration 

Offices/Shop 

Unknown One 2 N/A  Existing: 

Used for storage and repair of equipment and supplies. 

 

Proposed: 

Route back-up power from generator to maintenance building 

to run SCADA. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

SCADA N/A N/A 2 N/A  Existing: 

Cloud based, if power is lost to maintenance building, controls 

can be seen on cellular phone or at the landfill building. City 

cannot control remotely and uses monitoring only mode and an 

auto-dialer for sending out alarms; calls WWTP, then on-call 

City phone, then Jon. 

 

Proposed: 

Provide bigger screens for SCADA monitoring. 

 

SOUTH PLANT 

Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Power Supply 480V, 3 Phase, 

800 Amp 

One 6 N/A 1978 Existing: 

One primary power feed (underground). 

 

Proposed: 

Investigate implementation of natural gas generator or 

implement provision for a portable generator (concrete pad, 

elec. hookup). 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Distribution Box 30’-4” x 14’-4” x 

27’-6” tall 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Receives wastewater via force main and distributes to Aerated 

Cells No. 1 and No. 2. Gates (SG-101, SG-102) were replaced in 

2015. 

Receives flow from Cells No. 1 and No. 2 weir box and 

distributes to clarifiers.  Isolation gates (SG-103, SG-104) need 

replacing. 

Receives clarifier effluent and discharges to holding cell No. 3 

and No. 4. Isolation gates (SG-110, SG-111) need replacing. 

 

Proposed: 

Replace four (4) slide gates listed above; 24” x 24” wall 

mounted with manual surface mounted actuator, as well as 

gates SG-105 & SG-107. Re-coat all concrete surfaces. 

Extended Aeration 

Activated Sludge 

Basins (Cells 1 and 

2), operated in 

parallel  

0.9 acres;  

depth of 16 

feet; Volume = 

2.65 MG 

Top of Water 

Elev. = 1352.0 

Lagoon Bot. 

Elev. = 1336.0 

Two  4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Blowers and aeration system used to meet minimum mixing 

and oxygen requirements, based on the size of the aerated 

lagoons.  Sludge levels are unknown.   

 

Proposed: 

Due to the age and inefficiency of the existing system, upgrade 

the aeration system to a fine bubble type of system.  Add piping 

and valves to be able to drain activated sludge basins to either 

Cell 3 or Cell 4. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Aerated Lagoon 

mixers/surface 

aerators 

(SA-1, SA-2, SA-3, 

SA-4) 

225 lbs oxygen 

per hour per 

unit at high 

speed and 80 

lbs oxygen per 

hour at low 

speed 

Four 8 2-

speed, 

3-

phase 

motors 

rated 

at 

75/33 

HP, 

460 V, 

1785 

/1180 

rpm 

1978 Existing: 

Each basin contains two fixed platform type surface Lightnin 

Aerators, slow speed surface aerators.  One aerator per cell is 

continuously operated on high speed and the second is 

continuously operated on low speed.  Experienced sludge 

“bulking” when all mixers were on low. Mechanical on/off 

timer control exists for the mixers, but has never been utilized.  

Cannot run the aerated lagoons in series, as the gates are not 

currently set up that way. 

 

Proposed: 

Remove the existing fixed platform surface aerators and install 

a fine bubble diffused aeration system with VFD driven PD 

blowers, new controls, and motorized valves.  Modulate the air 

flow in the aeration basins by providing air for a period of 4 

hours and maintaining a DO of 2.0 mg/ and then turning off the 

air for a period of 2 hours with the DO at 0 mg/l.  This would 

reduce the aeration requirements and increase the alkalinity 

through denitrification.  Benefits of modulating airflow will also 

be the improved control of filamentous bacteria and improved 

control of pH as a result of alkalinity recovery. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Secondary 

Clarifiers 

(Clarifier #1 North) 

(Clarifier #2 South) 

50 foot weir 

diameter. 

Depth of 13.5 

feet. Rated at 

610 gpd per sq. 

ft. at Ave. flow 

 

Two 9 1.0 Hp 1978 Existing: 

Settle out the sludge formed from the biological activity 

occurring in the aeration basins.  Sludge removed via suction 

type sludge collectors.  Algae does build up on the clarifier 

launders.  Clear water from clarifiers goes to sludge holding 

ponds 3 & 4 via distribution box. Sludge from the secondary 

clarifiers is returned to aeration cells 1 and 2 or wasted to 

holding ponds cells 3 and 4. 

 

Proposed: 

Implement sulfuric acid or hydrochloric acid for the control of 

pH.  Re-coat concrete surfaces. 

RAS Pump Blowers 

(B101, B102) 

950 gpm Two 6 20 Hp, 

3 PH 

Sutorb-

ilt 

const-

ant 

speed 

units 

1978 Existing: 

RAS returned from secondary clarifiers by air lift pumps.  Pumps 

are very limited in ability to vary RAS rates.  RAS is measured 

using a 9” wide fiberglass parshall flume. 

 

Proposed: 

Install VFDs on the 20 Hp blowers to allow the airflow rates and 

RAS rates to be varied.  Improved control of the return 

activated sludge rate is important for process operations and 

control of effluent quality. 

Weir Box 19’-10” x 10’-8” 

x 11’-3” tall 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Four (4) Fiberglass weir troughs (18” wide x 12” tall x 6’-6” long) 

split flow from aerated cells and flow goes to either clarifiers 

(SG-112) or to holding cell no. 3 (SG-113). 

 

Proposed: 

Replace effluent control weirs and slide gates. Recoat interior 

of structure. 



Page 13 of 15 

 

Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Sludge Holding 

Ponds (Cells 3 and 

4), operated in 

parallel 

26.4 acres; 

15 feet deep; 

Volume = 97 

MG 

Two N/A N/A 1978 Existing: 

Can be aerated with portable aerators if necessary.  Discharge 

exists via an overflow manhole to downstream valve control 

structure.  Depth of sludge is unknown.  At seven (7) foot level 

sludge is visible in cell 3; higher in corners.  Majority of WAS is 

stored in cell 3, cell 4 is used as a back-up for sludge storage. 

Clear water from cells goes to storage ponds 5, 6, & 7 via 

control structures. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Control Structure A 84” dia. 

manhole 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Effluent from Cells No. 3 and No.4 distributed to storage Cell 

No. 5 

 

Proposed: 

Replace two (2) 24 inch butterfly valves w/ rotary manual 

actuators. Replace flat top cover and access hatch (36” square 

S.S. access hatch single leaf w/ locking hasp). 

Effluent storage 

ponds (Cells 5, 6, 

and 7), operated in 

series 

33.5 acres 

depth of 11 

feet, 

Vol. = 94 MG; 

35 acres, 

depth of 12 

feet, 

Vol. = 109 MG, 

& 35.7 acres, 

depth of 18 

feet, Vol. = 174 

MG 

Three 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Not aerated.  Each cell may be isolated by a valve control 

structure.  Erosion on dike on southwest side of cell 5.  Also 

erosion of the dike on the south side of cell 6. 

 

Proposed: 

Repair erosion on southwest side of cell 5 and south side of cell 

6. 
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Control Structure B  72” dia. 

manhole 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Distributes flow from Cell No. 5 to Cell No. 6. 

 

Proposed: 

Replace one (1) 24 inch butterfly valve w/ rotary manual 

actuator.  

Control Structure C 72” dia. 

manhole 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Distributes flow from Cell No. 6 to Cell No. 7. 

 

Proposed: 

Replace one (1) 24 inch butterfly valve w/ rotary manual 

actuator. 

Outfall Manhole A 60” dia. RCP w/ 

flat top 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Distributes flow from Cell No. 7 to the Outfall Control Structure. 

Contains an overflow outlet pipe at an elevation of 1335.0 feet. 

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Outfall Control 

Structure (Outfall 

001) 

11’-0” x 7’-6” x 

9’ – 6” tall 

One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Convey and measure wastewater flow rate from Cell No. 7 to 

the James River. 

 

Proposed: 

Establish plan for incorporating disinfection.  Replace one (1) 24 

inch butterfly valve w/ rotary manual actuator.  
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Description: Size: 

(Each) 

Quantity: CIP 

Item 

No.: 

Motor 

Size: 

Year 

Installed: 

Notes: 

Irrigation System 

(Outfall 002) 

N/A One N/A N/A N/A Existing: 

Ability for wastewater to be applied to farm ground for 

disposal.  Irrigation building and irrigators are privately owned 

and only used when the farmer needs water; pumped from cell 

#7.  

 

Proposed: 

No changes. 

Garage Building 30 ft x 24 ft One 4 N/A Unknown Existing: 

Overhead door for access.  Building is in poor shape. 

 

Proposed: 

Demolish building and construct new storage building. 

Blower Building 22’-8” x 18’-8” x 

10’-8” tall 

One 6 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Building stays heated from dissipated heat.  CMU block is 

showing signs of wear. 

 

Proposed: 

Install new electrical and ventilation equipment.  Miscellaneous 

building improvements (tuck point). 

Exterior Site N/A One 4 N/A 1978 Existing: 

Site has been well maintained. 

 

Proposed: 

Remove and replace sections of broken or damaged perimeter 

fencing.  Add additional exterior security lighting. 
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North Plant - Mitchell, SD

Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community
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1

Vande Kamp, Kendall

From: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:45 PM

To: Scott Larson (scott_larson@fws.gov)

Cc: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Subject: City of Mitchell - Wastewater Treatment Facility Improvements - State Revolving Fund 

Project

Attachments: 2020_0611_L_(Mitchell WWTP Facility Plan)_HDR_FWS.PDF

Mr. Larson, 

 

On behalf of the City of Mitchell, attached is a solicitation of view letter in regards to the proposed wastewater 

treatment facility improvement project in Mitchell South Dakota. The City is planning to finance the project with Clean 

Water State Revolving Funds and consequently is completing a Facilities Plan which includes an environmental review in 

accordance with 40 C.F.R. §35.3140 and §35.3580.  HDR Engineering is completing the Facilities Plan on the City’s behalf. 

Please respond by July 13 as your agency’s response is a critical component of the environmental review.  

  

Best regards, 

 

 

Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

HDR  

6300 S. Old Village Place, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
D [605.782.8115] M [507.360.4186] 
kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

 

 



 

hdrinc.com  

 6300 S. Old Village PlaceSuite 100Sioux Falls, SD  57108-2102 

(605) 977-7740 

 

June 11, 2020 

Mr. Scott Larson 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 
420 S. Garfield Avenue, Suite 400 
Pierre, SD 57501-5408 
 
RE: Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Facility Plan 

Dear Mr. Larson, 

The City of Mitchell (the City) is developing a Facility Plan for constructing and operating a new 

equalization basin, new blower building, new final clarifier, new solids dewatering facility, and a new 

aerobic sludge digestion basin in the South Plant and a new equalization tank, new screening 

facilities and new grit removal facilities in the North Plant (the Project).  The Facility Plan is 

necessary to secure a loan from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) administered by the South Dakota 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources. The new facilities would be constructed on 

previously disturbed areas in both the North and South Plant properties (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

Two trees would be removed at the North Plant for the construction of the screening and grit 

removal facilities. The proposed location of the new equalization basin, new solids dewatering 

facility, and the new aerobic sludge digestion basin are in the lagoons at the South Plant. The total 

footprint of the North Plant improvements is under 103,000 SF and the total footprint of the South 

Plant improvements is under 95,000 SF. 

Based on a review of an official species list generated via the Information for Planning and 

Consultation (IPaC), there is no designated critical habitat for listed threatened and endangered 

species.  Northern long-eared bat, red knot, whooping crane, and the Topeka shiner are all listed 

species that may occur in the proposed project location.  During our review of the project location, 

no suitable habitat was apparent for the red knot, whooping crane, or the Topeka shiner.  Should 

the trees removed for the construction of the screening and grit removal facilities provide suitable 

summer roosting habitat for the northern long-eared bat, it is our understanding that this project 

may rely on the USFWS January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion on Final 4(d) Rule for 

the Northern Long-Eared Bat and Activities Excepted from Take Prohibitions to fulfill its Section 

7(a)(2) consultation obligation. 

Agency coordination letters are being sent to both state and federal agencies. As part of our early 

coordination efforts, we are alerting you to the initiation of this study and requesting any comments 

you may have about the project due to your agency’s area of expertise and/or jurisdiction by law. 

Please send comments and concerns to the address below, or through email to 

Kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com.  Your agency’s response is a necessary component of the 

Facility Plan and we would appreciate if it was received by July 13, 2020.  If you have any 



questions regarding the enclosed information, please feel free to call me at (605) 782-8115. Thank 

you for your consideration of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

HDR ENGINEERING, INC. 

 
Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

• Figure 1. Project Location Map 

• Figure 2. Detail of proposed improvements at South Plant. 

• Figure 3. Detail of proposed improvements at North Plant. 

• Official Species List 
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Vande Kamp, Kendall

From: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:49 PM

To: Morey, Hilary

Cc: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Subject: RE: City of Mitchell - Wastewater Treatment Facility Improvements - State Revolving 

Fund Project

Attachments: 2020_0611_L_(Mitchell WWTP Facility Plan)_HDR_GFP.PDF

Ms. Morey, 

 

On behalf of the City of Mitchell, attached is a solicitation of view letter in regards to the proposed wastewater 

treatment facility improvement project in Mitchell South Dakota. The City is planning to finance the project with Clean 

Water State Revolving Funds and consequently is completing a Facilities Plan which includes an environmental review in 

accordance with 40 C.F.R. §35.3140 and §35.3580.  HDR Engineering is completing the Facilities Plan on the City’s behalf. 

Please respond by July 13 as your agency’s response is a critical component of the environmental review.  

  

Best regards, 

 

 

Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

HDR  

6300 S. Old Village Place, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
D [605.782.8115] M [507.360.4186] 
kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

 

 



 

hdrinc.com  

 6300 S. Old Village Place Suite 100 Sioux Falls, SD  57108-2102 

(605) 977-7740 

 

June 11, 2020 

Ms. Hilary Morey 
Environmental Review Senior Biologist 
SD Department of Game, Fish, & Parks 
523 East Capitol Avenue 
Pierre, SD  57501 
 
RE: Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Facility Plan 

Dear Ms. Morey, 

The City of Mitchell (the City) is developing a Facility Plan for constructing and operating a new 

equalization basin, new blower building, new final clarifier, new solids dewatering facility, and a new 

aerobic sludge digestion basin in the South Plant and a new equalization tank, new screening 

facilities and new grit removal facilities in the North Plant (the Project).  The Facility Plan is 

necessary to secure a loan from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) administered by the South Dakota 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources. The new facilities would be constructed on 

previously disturbed areas in both the North and South Plant properties (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

Two trees would be removed at the North Plant for the construction of the screening and grit 

removal facilities. The proposed location of the new equalization basin, new solids dewatering 

facility, and the new aerobic sludge digestion basin are in the lagoons at the South Plant. The total 

footprint of the North Plant improvements is under 103,000 SF and the total footprint of the South 

Plant improvements is under 95,000 SF. 

Agency coordination letters are being sent to both state and federal agencies. As part of our early 

coordination efforts, we are alerting you to the initiation of this study and requesting any comments 

you may have about the project due to your agency’s area of expertise and/or jurisdiction by law. 

Please send comments and concerns to the address below, or through email to 

Kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com.  Your agency’s response is a necessary component of the 

Facility Plan and we would appreciate if it was received by July 13, 2020.  If you have any 

questions regarding the enclosed information, please feel free to call me at (605) 782-8115. Thank 

you for your consideration of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

HDR ENGINEERING, INC. 

 
Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

 



Attachments: 

• Figure 1. Project Location Map 

• Figure 2. Detail of proposed improvements at South Plant. 

• Figure 3. Detail of proposed improvements at North Plant. 
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Vande Kamp, Kendall

From: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:50 PM

To: Nathan Jones (nathan.jones@sd.usda.gov)

Cc: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Subject: RE: City of Mitchell - Wastewater Treatment Facility Improvements - State Revolving 

Fund Project

Attachments: 2020_0611_L_(Mitchell WWTP Facility Plan)_HDR_NRCS.PDF

Mr. Jones, 

 

On behalf of the City of Mitchell, attached is a solicitation of view letter in regards to the proposed wastewater 

treatment facility improvement project in Mitchell South Dakota. The City is planning to finance the project with Clean 

Water State Revolving Funds and consequently is completing a Facilities Plan which includes an environmental review in 

accordance with 40 C.F.R. §35.3140 and §35.3580.  HDR Engineering is completing the Facilities Plan on the City’s behalf. 

Please respond by July 13 as your agency’s response is a critical component of the environmental review.  

  

Best regards, 

 

 

Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

HDR  

6300 S. Old Village Place, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
D [605.782.8115] M [507.360.4186] 
kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

 

 



 

hdrinc.com  

 6300 S. Old Village Place Suite 100 Sioux Falls, SD  57108-2102 
(605) 977-7740 

 

June 11, 2020 

Mr. Nathan Jones 
State Soil Scientist 
USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service 
200 Fourth Street SD, Room 203 
Huron, SD 57350 
 
RE: Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Facility Plan 

Dear Mr. Jones, 

The City of Mitchell (the City) is developing a Facility Plan for constructing and operating a new 

equalization basin, new blower building, new final clarifier, new solids dewatering facility, and a new 

aerobic sludge digestion basin in the South Plant and a new equalization tank, new screening 

facilities and new grit removal facilities in the North Plant (the Project).  The Facility Plan is 

necessary to secure a loan from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) administered by the South Dakota 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources. The new facilities would be constructed on 

previously disturbed areas in both the North and South Plant properties (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

Two trees would be removed at the North Plant for the construction of the screening and grit 

removal facilities. The proposed location of the new equalization basin, new solids dewatering 

facility, and the new aerobic sludge digestion basin are in the lagoons at the South Plant. The total 

footprint of the North Plant improvements is under 103,000 SF and the total footprint of the South 

Plant improvements is under 95,000 SF. 

Agency coordination letters are being sent to both state and federal agencies. As part of our early 

coordination efforts, we are alerting you to the initiation of this study and requesting any comments 

you may have about the project due to your agency’s area of expertise and/or jurisdiction by law. 

Please send comments and concerns to the address below, or through email to 

Kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com.  Your agency’s response is a necessary component of the 

Facility Plan and we would appreciate if it was received by July 13, 2020.  If you have any 

questions regarding the enclosed information, please feel free to call me at (605) 782-8115. Thank 

you for your consideration of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

HDR ENGINEERING, INC. 

 
Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

 



 

Attachments: 

• Figure 1. Project Location Map 

• Figure 2. Detail of proposed improvements at South Plant. 

• Figure 3. Detail of proposed improvements at North Plant. 
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Vande Kamp, Kendall

From: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:57 PM

To: Laux, Eric A CIV USARMY CENWO (US)

Cc: Vande Kamp, Kendall

Subject: RE: City of Mitchell - Wastewater Treatment Facility Improvements - State Revolving 

Fund Project

Attachments: 2020_0611_L_(Mitchell WWTP Facility Plan)_HDR_USACE.PDF; 46035C0190C - South 

Plant.pdf; 46035C0180C - North Plant.pdf

Mr. Laux, 

 

On behalf of the City of Mitchell, attached is a solicitation of view letter in regards to the proposed wastewater 

treatment facility improvement project in Mitchell South Dakota.  Also attached are the flood insurance rate maps 

depicting the project locations.  Project activities would occur within Zone A floodplain and we will be coordinating with 

the local floodplain administrator as project planning progresses. 

 

The City is planning to finance the project with Clean Water State Revolving Funds and consequently is completing a 

Facilities Plan which includes an environmental review in accordance with 40 C.F.R. §35.3140 and §35.3580.  HDR 

Engineering is completing the Facilities Plan on the City’s behalf. Please respond by July 13 as your agency’s response is a 

critical component of the environmental review.  

  

Best regards, 

 

 

Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

HDR  

6300 S. Old Village Place, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
D [605.782.8115] M [507.360.4186] 
kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

 

 



 

hdrinc.com  

 6300 S. Old Village Place Suite 100 Sioux Falls, SD  57108-2102 

(605) 977-7740 

 

June 11, 2020 

Mr. Eric Laux 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District 
Planning Branch 
1616 Capitol Avenue 
Omaha, NE 68102-4901 
 
RE: Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Facility Plan 

Dear Mr. Laux, 

The City of Mitchell (the City) is developing a Facility Plan for constructing and operating a new 

equalization basin, new blower building, new final clarifier, new solids dewatering facility, and a new 

aerobic sludge digestion basin in the South Plant and a new equalization tank, new screening 

facilities and new grit removal facilities in the North Plant (the Project).  The Facility Plan is 

necessary to secure a loan from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) administered by the South Dakota 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources. The new facilities would be constructed on 

previously disturbed areas in both the North and South Plant properties (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

Two trees would be removed at the North Plant for the construction of the screening and grit 

removal facilities. The proposed location of the new equalization basin, new solids dewatering 

facility, and the new aerobic sludge digestion basin are in the lagoons at the South Plant. The total 

footprint of the North Plant improvements is under 103,000 SF and the total footprint of the South 

Plant improvements is under 95,000 SF. 

Agency coordination letters are being sent to both state and federal agencies. As part of our early 

coordination efforts, we are alerting you to the initiation of this study and requesting any comments 

you may have about the project due to your agency’s area of expertise and/or jurisdiction by law. 

Please send comments and concerns to the address below, or through email to 

Kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com.  Your agency’s response is a necessary component of the 

Facility Plan and we would appreciate if it was received by July 13, 2020.  If you have any 

questions regarding the enclosed information, please feel free to call me at (605) 782-8115. Thank 

you for your consideration of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

HDR ENGINEERING, INC. 

 
Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

 



Attachments: 

• Figure 1. Project Location Map 

• Figure 2. Detail of proposed improvements at South Plant. 

• Figure 3. Detail of proposed improvements at North Plant. 
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605.223.7660  |  GFP.SD.GOV 
WILDINFO@STATE.SD.US  |  PARKINFO@STATE.SD.US   

 

 

SOUTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF  
GAME, FISH AND PARKS 
523 EAST CAPITOL AVENUE | PIERRE, SD 57501 

June 12, 2020 
 
Kendall Vande Kamp 
HDR Inc. 
6300 S Old Village Place 
Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
 
RE: Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facility Upgrades/Expansion 
 
Dear Kendall, 
 
The Department of Game, Fish and Parks has reviewed the above project involving the expansion and 
upgrade of wastewater treatment facilities in Mitchell, South Dakota. 
 
Based on the information provided, there is no anticipated significant impact to fish and wildlife 
resources. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 605-773-6208. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Hilary Morey 
Environmental Review Senior Biologist 
523 East Capitol Avenue 
Pierre, SD  57501 
hilary.morey@state.sd.us 

mailto:hilary.morey@state.sd.us








Natural Resources Conservation Service 
200 Fourth Street SW, Room 203, Huron, SD 57350 

Voice:  605.352.1200     Fax:  855.256.2565  
 

An Equal Opportunity Provider, Employer, and Lender 

July 15, 2020 

Ms. Kendall Vande Kamp 
Environmental Scientist 
HDR Inc. 
6300 South Old Village Place, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57108-2102 

RE:  Environmental Review for: 
  Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facilites 

Dear Ms. Vande Kamp: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) review on this 
project.  The project as outlined will have no impact on prime or important farmland. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (605) 858-6670. 

Sincerely, 

TIM NORDQUIST 
Conservationist Agronomist 

cc: 
Nathan Jones, State Soil Scientist, NRCS, Huron SO 
Jessica Michalski, State Resource Conservationist, NRCS, Huron SO 



 

hdrinc.com  

 6300 S. Old Village PlaceSuite 100Sioux Falls, SD  57108-2102 

(605) 977-7740 

 

June 11, 2020 

Mr. Scott Larson 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 
420 S. Garfield Avenue, Suite 400 
Pierre, SD 57501-5408 
 
RE: Mitchell Wastewater Treatment Facilities – Facility Plan 

Dear Mr. Larson, 

The City of Mitchell (the City) is developing a Facility Plan for constructing and operating a new 

equalization basin, new blower building, new final clarifier, new solids dewatering facility, and a new 

aerobic sludge digestion basin in the South Plant and a new equalization tank, new screening 

facilities and new grit removal facilities in the North Plant (the Project).  The Facility Plan is 

necessary to secure a loan from the State Revolving Fund (SRF) administered by the South Dakota 

Department of Environment & Natural Resources. The new facilities would be constructed on 

previously disturbed areas in both the North and South Plant properties (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

Two trees would be removed at the North Plant for the construction of the screening and grit 

removal facilities. The proposed location of the new equalization basin, new solids dewatering 

facility, and the new aerobic sludge digestion basin are in the lagoons at the South Plant. The total 

footprint of the North Plant improvements is under 103,000 SF and the total footprint of the South 

Plant improvements is under 95,000 SF. 

Based on a review of an official species list generated via the Information for Planning and 

Consultation (IPaC), there is no designated critical habitat for listed threatened and endangered 

species.  Northern long-eared bat, red knot, whooping crane, and the Topeka shiner are all listed 

species that may occur in the proposed project location.  During our review of the project location, 

no suitable habitat was apparent for the red knot, whooping crane, or the Topeka shiner.  Should 

the trees removed for the construction of the screening and grit removal facilities provide suitable 

summer roosting habitat for the northern long-eared bat, it is our understanding that this project 

may rely on the USFWS January 5, 2016, Programmatic Biological Opinion on Final 4(d) Rule for 

the Northern Long-Eared Bat and Activities Excepted from Take Prohibitions to fulfill its Section 

7(a)(2) consultation obligation. 

Agency coordination letters are being sent to both state and federal agencies. As part of our early 

coordination efforts, we are alerting you to the initiation of this study and requesting any comments 

you may have about the project due to your agency’s area of expertise and/or jurisdiction by law. 

Please send comments and concerns to the address below, or through email to 

Kendall.vandekamp@hdrinc.com.  Your agency’s response is a necessary component of the 

Facility Plan and we would appreciate if it was received by July 13, 2020.  If you have any 

This Constitutes a report of the Department of the Interior 
prepared in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq). We have reviewed and have NO 
OBJECTION to this proposed project.

Field Supervisor



questions regarding the enclosed information, please feel free to call me at (605) 782-8115. Thank 

you for your consideration of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

HDR ENGINEERING, INC. 

 
Kendall Vande Kamp 

Environmental Scientist 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

• Figure 1. Project Location Map 

• Figure 2. Detail of proposed improvements at South Plant. 

• Figure 3. Detail of proposed improvements at North Plant. 

• Official Species List 
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Figure 3. Detail of proposed improvements at North Plant. 



   January 6, 2021 
Item 8 

  

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

TITLE:  Solid Waste Management Program Funding Applications 
  
  
  
EXPLANATION: The following applications have been received by DANR for funding 

consideration at this meeting: 
 

a) Canistota 
b) SD Solid Waste Management Association 
c) Watertown 

 

  
COMPLETE 
APPLICATIONS: 

The complete applications, summary sheets, and financial analysis are 
available online and can be accessed by using the link on the Board Agenda. 
 
 
If you would like a hard copy of the applications, please contact Drew Huisken 
at (605) 773‐4216. 

  
 



_̂
_̂

Solid Waste Management Funding Applications
January 2022

§̈¦29

§̈¦90

Watertown

Canistota

South Dakota Solid
Waste Management

Association (Statewide)



FUNDING REQUEST EVALUATION FORM 
 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FUNDING APPLICATION  

APPLICANT: CANISTOTA 
 
Project Title: Restricted Use Site Improvements 
  
Funding Requested: $11,225 
  
Other Proposed Funding: $11,225 – Local cash 
  
Total Project Cost: $22,450 
  
Project Description: Canistota is proposing to make improvements to its 

restricted use site including purchase and installation of 
an access control system, purchase of equipment to 
remove freon from appliances, and purchase of a 
screening bucket for their wheel loader.  

  
Type:  Solid Waste 
  
Service Population: 709 
  
Financial & History Information: N/A 
  
Implementation Schedule: If funding is awarded, Canistota anticipates purchasing 

the equipment in spring of 2022, with installation of the 
access control system completed in summer of 2022.  

  
Fees: $40 for annual access pass 

$20 annual access to grass disposal area 
  

Interest Rate: N/A Term: N/A Security: N/A 
  

 

 Engineering Review Completed By: Tyler Zettl 

 Financial Review Completed By: Stephanie Riggle 
 
 
 
 
 
 

















































FUNDING REQUEST EVALUATION FORM 
 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FUNDING APPLICATION  

APPLICANT: SD SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
 
Project Title: Manager of Landfill Operations (MOLO) Certification and 

Training Course 
  
Funding Requested: $34,000 
  
Other Proposed Funding: $10,000 – Registration Fees 

$5,000 – In-Kind Contributions 
  
Total Project Cost: $49,000 
  
Project Description: Every 3 years, SDSWMA hosts a Manager of Landfill 

Operations (MOLO) training course to certify new landfill 
managers and operators, maintain existing certifications, 
and train other staff and contractors in the solid waste 
industry state-wide. Funding for this project helps to 
offset the registration costs for South Dakota solid waste 
operators and ensure qualified personnel are available to 
operate the State’s solid waste facilities. The current 
MOLO course is scheduled for April of 2022.  

  
Type:  Solid Waste 
  
Service Population: 886,667 
  
Financial & History Information: Since 2002, SDSWMA has received seven grants totaling 

$210,325 to help provide MOLO training courses. 
 
In June of 2016, SDSWMA was awarded a $15,000 SWMP 
grant to assist with the costs of hosting a joint conference 
with the North Dakota Solid Waste and Recycling 
Association. 
 

  
Implementation Schedule: If awarded, funds will be utilized in April 2022 to ease 

costs of registration for South Dakota participants. 
 

 

 Engineering Review Completed By: Tyler Zettl 

 Financial Review Completed By: Stephanie Riggle 
 























































Oct '21 - Sep 22

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

1200 · Membership Dues 19,500.00

1500 · Meeting Income 45,000.00

1600 · Grants 0.00

1700 · Foundation 5,500.00

1770 · Dividends and Interest 2,000.00
1900 · Reimbursed Expenses 8,000.00

Total Income 80,000.00

Gross Profit 80,000.00

Expense
3000 · Staff & Labor 29,400.00

3300 · Telephone/Fax 1,500.00

3400 · Supplies & Repairs 500.00

3800 · Postage and Delivery 150.00

3901 · Insurance 510.00
3915 · Bankcard Processing Fees 0.00
3920 · Professional Fees 1,800.00

3930 · Dues, Subscriptions, Permit 800.00

3940 · Awards 250.00
3945 · Scholarship Foundation 8,000.00

3980 · Miscellaneous Expenses 400.00
4000 · Travel & Ent 0.00

5000 · Printing and Reproduction 100.00

6000 · Meeting Expenses 35,500.00

66900 · Reconciliation Discrepancies 0.00

Total Expense 78,910.00

Net Ordinary Income 1,090.00

Net Income 1,090.00

10:34 AM South Dakota Solid Waste Mngmt
11/18/21 Approved Budget
Cash Basis 2021-2022 Fiscal Year

Page 1





FUNDING REQUEST EVALUATION FORM 
 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FUNDING APPLICATION  

APPLICANT: CITY OF WATERTOWN 
 
Project Title: Watertown Landfill Improvements  
  
Funding Requested: $1,073,500 
  
Other Proposed Funding: $1,073,576 – Local Cash 
  
Total Project Cost: $2,147,076 
  
Project Description: The City of Watertown is proposing to construct a new 

Waste Cell #7, refurbish its compositing pad and install 
stormwater improvements at its landfill facility. The 
proposed project includes excavation, berm construction, 
rip rapping, leachate system installation, compost pad 
bituminous paving, road graveling and various 
stormwater improvements. Since the proposed project is 
necessary for continued operation, the city has already 
begun activities to move forward with the project. 

  
Type:  Regional Landfill 
  
Service Population: 41,000 
  
Financial & History Information: In 2018, Watertown was awarded a $108,000 SWMP 

grant and $157,587.20 SWMP loan for landfill stormwater 
control improvements. 
 
In 2013, Watertown was awarded a $258,378.89 SWMP 
grant to construct cell #5. 
 
In 2012, Watertown was awarded a $232,800 SWMP 
grant to purchase recycling containers and a recycling 
collection vehicle. 
 

Implementation Schedule: Watertown anticipates bidding the project in December 
2021 with a project completion date of September 2022 

  
Fees: $42.00 per ton of MSW 
  

Interest Rate: N/A Term: N/A Security: N/A 
 

 Engineering Review Completed By: Oliver Izana 
     Financial Review Completed By: Stephanie Riggle 







































































   January 6, 2022 
Item 9 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TITLE: Federal Fiscal Year 2021 Clean Water State Revolving Fund Annual Report 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The South Dakota Conservancy District is required to submit an annual 

report to the Environmental Protection Agency for the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund (SRF).  The Federal Fiscal Year 2021 report follows the same 
format as previous years and discusses activity from October 1, 2020, to 
September 30, 2021. 
 
Highlights of FFY 2021 Clean Water SRF funding include the following: 
 

a. Twenty-one Clean Water SRF loans and one loan amendment were 
awarded for total funding of $41,357,000. 

b. Four loans received principal forgiveness in the aggregate total of 
$6,083,000. 

c. Loan repayments totaled more than $53 million dollars, with $45.7 
million in principal, $5.6 million in interest, and $1.8 million in 
administrative surcharge. 

 
 

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Approve the annual report for the Clean Water SRF program and authorize 
staff to distribute the report. 

  
  
CONTACT: Stephanie Riggle, 773-4216 
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DRAFT



 
 

 

 

DRAFT



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

THE SOUTH DAKOTA CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 

CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 

ANNUAL REPORT 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2021 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources  

Division of Financial and Technical Assistance 
523 East Capitol Avenue 

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-3181 
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THE SOUTH DAKOTA CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
BOARD MEMBERS 

 
JERRY SOHOLT, CHAIRMAN 

Sioux Falls, SD 
Member since 2014 

GENE JONES, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
Sioux Falls 

Member since 2002 

TODD BERNHARD, SECRETARY 
Fort Pierre  

Member since 2010 
 

KARLTON ADAM 
Pierre 

Member since 2019 

DR. PAUL GNIRK 
New Underwood 

Member since 2009 

JACKIE LANNING 
Brookings 

Member since 2011 
 

VANCE NEWMAN 
Rapid City 

Member since 2021 
 

DR. KATHRYN JOHNSON 
Hill City 

Member 2019-2021 
 

 

 

The South Dakota Conservancy District was created by the state legislature for the purpose of planning, 
developing, and managing the use and conservation of the water resources of the state. The district is 
governed by the Board of Water and Natural Resources. The members of the board are appointed by the 
governor of the state, and serve for four year terms. The boundaries of the district coincide with the 
boundaries of the state. The district is a governmental agency and body politic and corporate with 
authority to exercise the powers specified in South Dakota Codified Laws. 

DRAFT
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MISSION 

The mission of the South Dakota Clean Water State Revolving Fund loan program 
is to capitalize the fund to the fullest; maintain, restore and enhance the 
chemical, physical and biological integrity of the state’s waters for the benefit of 
the overall environment; protect public health; and promote the economic well-
being of the citizens of the State of South Dakota. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The State of South Dakota submits its Annual Report for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2021 (October 
1, 2020 through September 30, 2021). This report describes how South Dakota has met the goals 
and objectives of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan program as identified in the 
2021 Intended Use Plan, the actual use of funds, and the financial position of the Clean Water 
SRF. 
 

The Annual Report consists of three main sections.  The Executive Summary section provides an 
overview of the Clean Water SRF program and the FFY 2021 activities. The next section 
addresses the Goals and Environmental Results the State of South Dakota identified in its 2021 
Intended Use Plan and the steps that have been taken to meet these measures. The Details of 
Activities section provides information on the financial status of the program, the financial 
assistance provided during FFY 2021 and compliance with the EPA grant and operating 
agreement conditions. 
 

The Annual Report is followed by a brief history of the Clean Water SRF program. The program 
history is followed by the Clean Water SRF Loan Portfolio. The loan portfolio provides 
information on the interest rates, loan amounts, projects, and loan terms. Exhibits I through VIII 
provide detailed financial and environmental program information. Exhibits IX, X, and XI are the 
financial statements of the Clean Water SRF program prepared by the Department of Agriculture 
and Natural Resources. Addendum A is the Intended Use Plan for Federal Fiscal Year 2022. The 
primary purpose of the Intended Use Plan is  to outline the proposed use of the funds available 
to the Clean Water SRF program. Addendum B is the list of each loan closed in Federal Fiscal 
Year 2021 Environmental Benefits Reporting. This information is entered and is available for 
individual loans in the EPA Clean Water Benefit’s online database to document the 
environmental benefits of each loan. 
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EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 

 

The South Dakota Clean Water SRF program received a federal capitalization grant of 
$7,779,000 in FFY 2021. The grant was matched by $1,555,800 of bond proceeds and were 
supplemented by accumulated loan repayments and interest earnings.   
 
CLEAN WATER SRF LOANS 

 

The Conservancy District approved 21 loans and one amendment to 18 borrowers totaling 
$41,357,000. A summary of loans approved in FFY 2021 is provided in Table 1. 

 
Federal Fiscal Year 2021 

 Table 1 
Clean Water Loans 

Recipient Project Description 
Assistance 

Amount Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Alcester (01) Wastewater System Improvements – Phase I $3,710,000  2.125% 30 

Canistota (05) Sanitary and Storm Sewer Improvements $1,758,000  2.125% 30 

Chancellor (03) Sanitary and Storm Sewer Improvements $470,000  2.125% 30 

Cresbard (01) Sanitary and Storm Sewer Improvements $3,124,000  2.125% 30 

Crooks (04) New Lift Station Sanitary Sewer Expansion  $1,173,000  2.125% 30 

Custer (05) Treatment Facility Upgrade & Forcemain Slip-lining $1,539,000  2.125% 30 

Elkton (03) Utility Improvements – Phase II $383,000  2.125% 30 

Lake Norden (03) Wastewater Lagoon Improvements $1,435,000  2.125% 30 

Lennox (09) Boynton Avenue Utility Improvements $2,299,000  2.125% 30 

Roscoe (03) Wastewater Infrastructure Improvements $220,000  2.125% 30 

Saint Lawrence (02) Wastewater Collection System Improvements $396,000  2.125% 30 

Salem (04) Industrial Area Sanitary Sewer Improvements $1,128,000  2.125% 30 

Salem (05) Storm Sewer Improvements $847,000  2.125% 30 

Tabor (01) Wastewater Collection System Improvements $2,248,000  2.125% 30 

Tea (09) Regionalization with Sioux Falls $8,394,000  2.125% 30 

Tea (10) 272nd Street Sanitary Sewer Extension $1,402,000  2.125% 30 

Vermillion (09) New Landfill Cells 6 and 7 $1,966,000  1.875% 10 

Vermillion (10) Highway 50 Storm Sewer Installation $500,000  2.00% 20 

Watertown (13) Primary Clarifier Replacement $2,500,000  2.00% 20 

Waubay (04) Wastewater Treatment Facility Bank Stabilization $1,365,000  2.125% 30 

Yankton (05) Wastewater Treatment Facility Improvements $4,500,000  2.00% 20 

TOTAL  $41,357,000    

 

 

Loan disbursements from the program to the current and prior year borrowers totaled 
$65,496,767. As of September 30, 2021, 254 loans were in repayment, and FFY 2021 
repayments totaled $53,046,205. Of this amount, $45,686,645 was for principal, $5,557,897 
was for interest, and $1,801,663 was for administrative surcharge. 
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Included in these repayments were eight loans that completed payments during the fiscal 
year, bringing the number of loans that have been paid in full to 176. This includes nine loans 
that received 100% principal forgiveness. 
 

Since the program was initiated in 1988, 511 loans have been awarded with 34 loans 
subsequently being rescinded or deobligated in full. The projects associated with 480 loans 
are fully constructed or essentially complete and in operation. The following 20 projects 
initiated operations this past year: 
 

Belle Fourche (04) Lennox (07) 

Bridgewater (04) Mellette (01) 

Canistota (03) Miller (03) 

Cavour (02) Mitchell (05) 

Colton (03) Mitchell (06) 

Dell Rapids (09) Presho (01) 

Elk Point (08) Raymond (02) 

Elkton (02) Sioux Falls (39NPS) 

Irene (02) Watertown (12) 

Lake Norden (02) Yankton (04) 
 
Application forms for Sanitary and Storm Sewer Facilities funding are provided in the 
Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources’ State Water Planning Process document. 
This document contains application forms and instructions for the State Water Plan and 
various funding programs.  All forms are also available at the following website: 
 

https://danr.sd.gov/Funding/EnviromentalFunding/default.aspx 
 

ADDITIONAL SUBSIDY 

 

With passage of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act in June 2014, states may 
provide additional subsidization when the national allotment for capitalization grants 
exceeds $1 billion. Additional subsidization can be awarded to a recipient only if it meets the 
affordability requirements established by the state or to projects that implement a process, 
material, technique, or technology with water efficiency, energy efficiency, mitigation of 
stormwater runoff, or sustainability benefits. 
 
The board has chosen to use principal forgiveness as the method to provide the additional 
subsidy. Municipalities and sanitary districts are required to charge monthly residential 
wastewater rates of at least $30 (based on 5,000 gallons water usage or a flat rate) to be 
eligible to receive principal forgiveness. Other applicants are required to charge monthly 
residential wastewater rates of at least $40 (based on 7,000 gallons water usage or a flat 
rate) to be eligible for principal forgiveness. 
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The 2021 appropriation act required an additional 10 percent of the capitalization grant be 
used for additional subsidy and was available for any eligible borrower. The additional 10 
percent made available as principal forgiveness will be provided to borrowers who met the 
state’s affordability criteria. 
 
Table 2 summarizes the amounts of principal forgiveness provided through the 2010-2021 
capitalization grants.  Table 3 recaps the projects awarded principal forgiveness in FFY 2021. 

 

Table 2 
Principal Forgiveness Awarded 

 
 

 Principal Forgiveness for all Borrowers 

 
Year 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Awarded 
from FY 
Grant 

2010 $1,497,982 $4,993,274 $4,993,274 
2011 $669,233 $2,230,777 $2,230,777 
2012 $383,922 $575,882 $575,882 
2013 $307,120 $460,680 $359,114 
2014 $372,924 $559,386 $548,729 
2015 $0 $2,045,100 $2,045,100 
2016 $652,500 $2,610,000 $2,610,000 
2017 $647,400 $2,589,600 $2,589,600 
2018 $785,900 $3,143,600 $3,143,600 
2019 $777,900 $3,111,600 $3,111,600 
2020 $778,000 $3,112,000 $3,112,000 
2021 $777,900 $3,111,600 $2,976,947 

TOTALS $7,650,781 $28,543,499 $28,296,623 

 
 

Table 3 
FFY 2021 Clean Water SRF Loans Additional 

Subsidy Awarded 
 

Sponsor 

Total 
Assistance 

Amount 

Principal 
Forgiveness 

Awarded 

Alcester (01) $3,710,000  $2,650,000  

Cresbard (01) $3,124,000  $2,363,000  

Lake Norden (03) $1,435,000  $525,000  

Waubay (04) $1,365,000  $545,000  

TOTAL $9,634,000  $6,083,000  
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BOND ISSUE 

 

There were no bond issues in FFY 2021.   

 

INTEREST RATES 

 

Interest rates are reviewed periodically to ensure that they are below market rate and are 
competitive with other funding sources, such as the federal Rural Development program. 
 
The current rates, which were approved in April of 2020 for loans awarded after April 17, 
2020 are 1.875 percent for loans up to 10 years, 2.00 percent for loans up to 20 years, 2.125 
percent for loans up to 30 years, and an interim financing rate of 2.00 percent for up to five 
years. The term of each loan is at the discretion of the borrower provided that the proposed 
repayment source produces the required debt service coverage and does not exceed the 
useful life of the facilities being financed. 
 

In addition to the base rates, the board has established a Clean Water SRF incentive rate for 
nonpoint source (NPS) projects and an interim financing rate. The NPS incentive rates are 
1.00 percent for loans with a term of 10 years or less, 1.25 percent for loans with a term 
greater than 10 years up to 20 years, and 1.50 percent with a term up to 30 years. The 
interim financing rate is 2 percent for 5 years.  
 
ADMINISTRATIVE SURCHARGE 

 

The Clean Water SRF program continues to use administrative surcharge funds for activities 
to protect and enhance water quality. In FFY 2021, $1,250,000 of administrative surcharge 
funds was allocated for the following activities: nonfederal cost-share for Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) assessment and implementation projects, planning grants, and to 
supplement the Consolidated program with grants for wastewater treatment projects. 

 

The Small Community Planning Grant program encourages proactive planning by small 
communities or systems by providing grants for the preparation of an engineering study or   
rate analysis for systems serving populations of 2,500 or less. For engineering studies, the 
program provides an 80 percent cost-share up to $10,000. Grants awarded in FFY 2021 are 
shown in Table 4. 
 

Table 4 
Small Community Planning 

Grants FFY 2021 
 

Recipient Type of Study Amount 

Alexandria Storm Water Engineering Study $10,000 
Canova Storm Water Engineering Study $10,000 
Corona Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
Isabel Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
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Recipient Type of Study Amount 
Lake Poinsett Sanitary District Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
Lennox Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
Oacoma Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
Parkston Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
Wall Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 
Wessington Wastewater Engineering Study $10,000 

TOTAL  $100,000 
 

 

The board provided additional grant assistance from Clean Water Administrative Surcharge 
fees. The construction of wastewater treatment, collection, or conveyance projects, 
watershed assessment and restoration projects, and other special studies are eligible uses 
for these fees. Table 5 shows the Water Quality grants awarded in FFY 2021. 

 

Table 5 
Water Quality 

Grants FFY 2021 
 
 

Sponsor Project Amount 

Chancellor Sanitary and Storm Sewer Improvements $1,019,000 

TOTAL   $1,019,000 
 

 

The board continues to provide assistance to revolving fund borrowers with the preparation 
of applications and on-going loan administration activities. In June of 2021, the district 
entered into new joint powers agreement contracts with the state’s six planning districts  
and will receive up to $10,500 per loan for application and loan administration duties and 
will receive $1,600 per project for Davis-Bacon wage rate verification and certification. The 
2021 Intended Use Plan allocated $200,000 for the planning districts’ joint powers 
agreements. 

 

LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND OTHER STATE PROGRAMS 

 

In FFY 2018, Midwest Assistance Program (MAP) was awarded a $300,000 three-year 
contract for technical, financial, and managerial evaluations, and on January 7, 2021, the 
contract was extended for an additional three years to end January 31, 2024. The contract 
was funded by $25,000 of Clean Water SRF administrative fees for FFY 2021. During FFY 2021 
MAP assisted seven communities with wastewater technical, financial, and managerial 
capacity assessments. 
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BUILD AMERICA BOND ACTIVITIES AND USES 

 
The Series 2010A bonds that were issued in December 2010 were designated as Build America 
Bonds.  As a result, the District receives subsidy payments from the U.S. Treasury equal to 35% 
of the interest payable on its Series 2010A Bonds.   
 
There were no Build America Bond allocations in FFY 2021.  
 
The following is a list of projects that received BABs funding from prior year allocations:  
 

Sponsor 

BABs 
Funding 

Awarded 

Elkton $111,000 
Roscoe $500,000 
Saint  Lawrence $102,000 

TOTAL $713,000 

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESULTS 
 

Short-term Goals and Objectives 
 

In the 2021 Intended Use Plan, the State of South Dakota identified one short-term goal to 
be implemented and three objectives to be accomplished. The state has made significant 
progress toward successful completion of its short-term goal and objectives. 

 

Goal:  To fully capitalize the fund. 
 

As of September 30, 2021, South Dakota has made binding commitments to fully utilize all 
but $7,726,840 of its capitalization awards and associated state matching funds. 

 

Objective: Ensure the technical integrity of the Clean Water SRF projects through the review 
of planning, design, plans and specifications, and construction activities. 

 

Each Clean Water SRF application is assigned to an engineer and is followed through by that 
engineer until project completion and initiation of operations. Plans and specifications and 
facilities plans are reviewed and approved by the Department of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources. Pre-construction, initial, interim, and final construction inspections are conducted 
to ensure each project's technical integrity. 

 

Objective: Ensure compliance with all pertinent federal, state, and local water pollution 
control laws and regulations. 
 
The state works with all pertinent federal, state, and local agencies to ensure compliance. 
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Objective: Obtain maximum capitalization of the funds for the state in the shortest time 
possible. 

 

The state applied for its FFY 2021 capitalization grant during FFY 2021, and state matching 
funds were in place prior to receiving the grant. Loans are awarded by assessing the following 
criteria: (1) the availability of funds in the Clean Water SRF program; (2) the applicant’s need; 
(3) violation of health or safety standards; and (4) the applicant’s ability to repay. South 
Dakota has not reverted any capitalization grant funds due to the eight-quarter time limit. 
Funds are usually awarded within one year of receiving each capitalization grant. 

 

Long-term Goals and Objectives 
 

In the 2021 Intended Use Plan, the State of South Dakota identified two long-term goals and 
two objectives to be accomplished. 

 

Goal:  To fully capitalize the Clean Water SRF. 
 

The state has received and obligated each capitalization grant in the required time period and 
has had state match moneys available for each capitalization grant. As of September 30, 2021, 
South Dakota has made binding commitments to fully utilize all but $7,726,840 of its 
capitalization awards and associated state matching funds through the FFY 2021 award. 

 

Goal: To maintain or restore and enhance the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
the state's waters for the benefit of the overall environment, the protection of public 
health, and the promotion of economic well-being. 

 

The state has awarded 511 loans to 178 entities to assist with construction of wastewater, 
storm sewer, and nonpoint source projects. 

 

Objective: Maintain a permanent, self-sustaining Clean Water SRF program that will serve 
in perpetuity as a financing source for wastewater treatment works projects and nonpoint 
source pollution control projects. 

 

By ensuring that all loans are made to financially sound and responsible borrowers, the Clean 
Water SRF program will serve in perpetuity for South Dakota's wastewater, storm sewer, and 
nonpoint source projects. 
 
Objective: Fulfill the requirements of pertinent federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations governing water pollution control activities while providing the state and local 
project sponsors with maximum flexibility and decision-making authority regarding such 
activities. 

 

The state has tailored its Handbook of Procedures to be customer service oriented and user 
friendly for Clean Water State Revolving Fund Loan program recipients. The handbook also 
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allows for maximum program flexibility while continuing to maintain sufficient state oversight 
of the program’s activities. 

 

Environmental Results 
 

Effective January 1, 2005, states have been required to quantify and report the 
environmental benefits being realized through the Clean Water SRF program. The reporting 
requirement is being accomplished using an on-line environmental benefits assessment 
developed by EPA in cooperation with the states and other organizations. The list of all loans 
closed in FFY 2021 can be found in Addendum B.  Individual Benefits Reporting Summary for 
each loan is available through EPA’s online database. 

 

 

DETAILS OF ACTIVITIES 
 

Fund Financial Status 
 

Sources of Funds: During FFY 2021, funding from the following sources was made 
available for award under the Clean Water SRF program in addition to prior year 
funds: 

 
FFY 2021 federal capitalization grant $7,779,000 
FFY 2021 state match $1,555,800 
Principal repayments * $10,114,633 
Interest repayments * $9,127,431 

TOTAL $28,576,864 
* Amount transferred to cumulative excess accounts and available to loan 

 
Annual amounts of capitalization grants, state match, and periodic leveraged bond funds are 
shown in Figure 1. 
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FIGURE 1 

Source of State Revolving Funds by Year 

Binding Commitments: In order to provide financial assistance for Section 212 
(wastewater and storm water) and nonpoint source projects, the state approved 21 
binding commitments totaling $41,357,000. Exhibit I lists the recipients of these 
Clean Water SRF loans, and Exhibit II details the needs categories for those projects. 
Figure 2 shows the total amount of binding commitments made by year.  

 

FIGURE 2 
Binding Commitments Made by Year 
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Revenues and Expenses: Fund revenues consisted of capitalization grants, 
administrative expense surcharge payments, and interest earned on loans and 
investments. In state fiscal year 2021 (July 1, 2020 - June 30, 2021) these earnings 
totaled $23,169,656. Fund expenses included administrative expenditures, interest 
payable on bonds, bond's issuance cost, arbitrage expense, and a refund of prior year 
revenue.  These expenses totaled $18,113,011. 

 

Disbursements and Guarantees:  There were no loan guarantees during FFY 2021. 
 

Findings of the Annual Audit and EPA Oversight Review: The state revolving fund 
programs were audited by the South Dakota Department of Legislative Audit for 
state fiscal year 2021 (July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021), and the audit reports 
were issued on October 20, 2021. The audit did not contain any written findings or 
recommendations for the Clean Water SRF Program. 

 

Region VIII conducted its annual oversight review of the South Dakota Clean Water 
SRF program. A final report was received on September 15, 2021, and there were no 
material recommendations. 
 

Assistance Activity 
 

 

 

Exhibits I through VIII illustrate the assistance activity of the Clean Water SRF in FFY 2021. 

 
Exhibit I The recipients that received Clean Water SRF loans during 

FFY 2021. 

Exhibit II The assistance amount provided to each project by needs 
category. 

Exhibit III The total Clean Water SRF dollars available by fiscal year, 
capitalization amounts, state match, and leveraged amounts. 

Exhibit IV The loan draws and administrative disbursements for FFY 
2021. 

Exhibit V The estimated and actual cash disbursement schedule from the 
federal Letter of Credit for FFY 2021. The estimated schedule 
was established by the state and EPA through the annual 
capitalization grant application process. 

Exhibit VI The environmental review and land purchase information for 
the loans made in FFY 2021. 

Exhibit VII Loan transactions by borrower as of September 30, 2021. 

Exhibit VIII Projected principal and interest payments for FFY 2022. 
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Provisions of the Operating Agreement/Conditions of the Grant 
 

The State of South Dakota agreed to a number of conditions in the Operating Agreement and 
Capitalization Grant Agreement. The following conditions have been met and need no further 
description: 

 

Agreement to accept payments 
Cash draws for Clean Water SRF program separate from all other EPA draws 
Prior incurred costs not as state match 
Revenues dedicated for repayment of loans 
Procurement actions - 40 CFR Part 31 
Administrative surcharge 
State match 
Cash draw schedule  
Anti-lobbying 
Expenditure of state matching funds 
Deposit of state matching funds with federal funds 
Binding commitment ratio 
Timely and expeditious use of funds 

No transfer of Title II funds  

Conduct environmental reviews  

Eligibility of storm sewers 
Clean Water SRF contains an 83.33 percent federal and 16.67 percent state split 

The following grant conditions are described in detail below: 

• Establishment of Minority Business Enterprise (MBE)/Women's Business 
Enterprise (WBE) Goals and Submittal of MBE/WBE Utilization Report. 

 

The state and EPA have agreed on "fair share" goals of 1 percent MBE and 4 
percent WBE. The actual MBE/WBE participation achieved for FFY 2021 was 
0.03 percent MBE and 2.86 percent for WBE. 

 

• The state must use at least $777,900 and may use no more than $3,111,600 of the 
funds provided by the FFY 2021 capitalization grant for additional subsidy. 

 

The state intends to provide the maximum amount allowable of its FFY 2021 
capitalization grant for additional subsidy to eligible recipients.  The state has 
met its reporting requirements for additional subsidy awarded with the FFY 
2020 capitalization grant 
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• The state must make a timely and concerted solicitation for projects that address 
green infrastructure, water or energy efficiency improvements in an amount equal 
to at least 10 percent of the FFY 2021 capitalization grant. 

 
The CWSRF program utilizes incentive rate financing to help encourage 
borrowers to take additional loan funds for Section 319 Nonpoint Source 
project funding.  In South Dakota many nonpoint source projects include the 
purchase of easements adjacent to impaired waterbodies to reduce nutrient 
loading into the streams by installing best management practices.  These 
activities are green projects as defined by EPA’s eligibility criteria and have 
been used to meet a portion of the 2016-2020 Green Project Reserve 
requirements.  As additional funds are allocated to projects and funds are 
expended, they will be recorded for Green Project Reserve tracking.  
Additionally, the Sioux Falls Water Reclamation Facility expansion will replace 
a significant amount of mechanical equipment. The energy efficiency realized 
by the equipment replacement will be determined later and the Green 
Project Reserve amount will be updated. These projects will provide sufficient 
funds to meet the 10 percent requirement of the remaining 2021 and 2022 
capitalization grants. 
 

• Davis-Bacon Wage Rate Requirements 
 

The state contracts with the six planning districts to monitor Davis-Bacon Wage 
rate requirements for all entities with the exception of Sioux Falls, which 
provides its own reporting. 

 

• Reporting subawards as required by the Federal Financial Accountability and 
Transparency Act (FFATA) 
 

The state has met its reporting requirements for FFATA for the FFY 2020 
capitalization grant. The FFATA reporting requirements for the FFY 2021 grant 
has not yet been met. The state continues to seek projects to meet the 
reporting requirements. 

 

2022 Intended Use Plan 
 

The Annual Report contains the 2022 Intended Use Plan as approved by the Board of Water 
and Natural Resources on November 4, 2021. The 2022 Intended Use Plan is included in the 
Annual Report as Addendum A.  

 

 

 

 

DRAFT



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

DRAFT



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

CLEAN WATER 

STATE REVOLVING FUND 

LOAN PROGRAM HISTORY 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

DRAFT



 

 

 

DRAFT



15 

 

 

INITIATION OF THE PROGRAM 
 

The State Water Pollution Control Revolving Loan Fund, also known as the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund Loan program (SRF), is a low-interest loan program to finance the construction of 
wastewater facilities, storm sewers, and nonpoint source pollution control projects. The program 
was created by the 1987 Clean Water Act amendments. Funds are provided to the states in the form 
of capitalization grants awarded annually through the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

 
The 1988 South Dakota Legislature authorized the State Water Pollution Control Revolving Loan 
Fund program. Additionally, the legislature appropriated $1,200,000 and directed the South Dakota 
Conservancy District, in its capacity as the Board of Water and Natural Resources, to administer the 
program. 

 

CAPITALIZATION GRANTS 
 

Since  1988,  the  Conservancy  District   has  received   33  base  capitalization   grants    totaling 
$205,510,600 This does not include the 2002 and 2003 Clean Water SRF Capitalization Grants that 
were transferred to the Drinking Water SRF Program. In order to receive each of the capitalization 
grants, the Conservancy District must have state matching funds in place equal to 20 percent of 
each grant. To meet this requirement, the Conservancy District used a state appropriation as well 
as revenue bonds and administrative expense surcharge funds to provide for the required 
$41,102,120 in state matching funds. In addition to the base capitalization grants, the Conservancy 
District received $19,239,100 in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds, for which no 
match was required. Exhibit III shows the capitalization grant and state match amounts by year. 

 
STATE MATCHING FUNDS 

 

The federal capitalization grants are matched by state funds at a ratio of 5 to 1. The 1988 
appropriation of $1,200,000 is the only state match provided through the state appropriation 
process.  The first program bonds were issued for state match purposes in 1989.  To date, 
$40,589,678 in state match bonds has been issued. Table 6 recaps the state match bond issues. 

 

TRANSFERS BETWEEN PROGRAMS 
 

In federal fiscal years 2002 and 2003, because of the demand on the Drinking Water program, 
the Clean Water SRF capitalization grants and state match were transferred to the Drinking 
Water SRF program (see Table 6).  These grants amounted to $12,978,600, with   a corresponding 
state match of $2,595,720.  In 2006, $7,500,000 of the Series 2005 Drinking Water bond 
proceeds were transferred to the Clean Water program to meet demand, and in 2010, 
$10,000,000 of repayment funds were transferred to the Clean Water program. 
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Table 6 
Transfers between Clean Water SRF and Drinking Water SRF Programs 

 
 

 
From 

 

 
To 

 
Date of 
Transfer 

 
Capitalization 

Grant 

 
State 

Match 

Bonds/ 
Repayment 
Transferred 

 

 
Total 

Clean Water SRF Drinking Water SRF 09/2002 $6,510,800 $1,302,160  $7,182,960 

Clean Water SRF Drinking Water SRF 05/2003 $6,467,800 $1,293,560  $7,761,360 

Drinking Water SRF Clean Water SRF 03/2006   $7,500,000 $7,500,000 

Drinking Water SRF Clean Water SRF 05/2011   $10,000,000 $10,000,000 

 

 
LEVERAGED PROGRAM BONDS AND NOTES 

 

The Conservancy District has the authority to issue revenue bonds and notes above the amount 
required for state match to leverage additional funds for the programs. Leveraged bonds for the 
Clean Water SRF program were issued in 1995, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2017, 2018, and 
2020. 

 
The Series 2005 bonds initially provided $33,500,000 of leveraged funds for the Clean Water SRF 
program. Subsequently, the District transferred an additional $7,500,000 of Series 2005 
leveraged bond proceeds to the Clean Water SRF program from the Drinking Water SRF program 
(see Table 7). 

 
In August 2009, the Series 2009 Bond Anticipation Notes provided $37,455,570 in leveraged 
funds for the program. The 2010 Bond Anticipation Notes were issued in August 2010 to pay the 
redemption price of the Series 2009 Bond Anticipation Notes which were due on   September 
10, 2010.   Concurrent with the redemption, the District converted $3,543,094 of the proceeds 
to state match funds reducing the amount of Clean Water SRF leveraged funds to $33,912,476.  
The cumulative amount of leveraged bonds and notes for the Clean Water SRF program is $415.7 
million.  Table 7 recaps the leveraged bonds and notes. 
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Table 7 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program 

Bond and Note Issues 
 

    

True 
Interest Bond Ratings 

Series Match Refund Leveraged  Cost Moody's S & P 

1989 $5,875,000      7.12%  AAA* 

1992 $4,180,000    6.83%  BBB 

1994 $631,195    5.01% A  

1995 $3,462,460  $9,299,195  $4,507,540  5.94% A1  

1996 $2,770,000    5.86% A1  

2001 $4,405,000    4.85% Aa1  

2004  $11,450,913   4.48% Aaa AAA 

2005 $1,558,349   $41,000,000  4.36% Aaa AAA 

2008 $1,964,580   $19,826,250  ** VMIG-1 A-1+ 

2009B   $37,455,570  0.58% MIG-1 SP-1+ 

2010B $3,543,094  $37,455,570  ($3,543,094) 0.35% MIG-1 SP-1+ 

2010A  $26,315,168   3.39% Aaa AAA 

2010B  $32,097,173   3.59% Aaa AAA 

2012A  $39,624,316   2.42% Aaa AAA 

2012B $1,700,000  $2,946,204  $55,000,000  2.82% Aaa AAA 

2014A $4,000,000    1.69% Aaa AAA 

2014B   $53,000,000  3.02% Aaa AAA 

2017A $6,500,000  $765,666   2.18% Aaa AAA 

2017B  $35,961,380  $42,531,976  2.77% Aaa AAA 

2018     $66,007,810  3.37% Aaa AAA 

2020   $100,004,289 2.35% Aaa AAA 
 $40,589,678  $195,915,585  $415,790,341    

 
* Insured by Capital Guaranty Insurance Company 
** Multi-modal variable rate issue 

Initial Pricing March 2008: 2.35% in effect until August 1, 2008 
Rate Reset on August 1, 2008: 1.90% in effect until February 1, 2009 
Rate Reset on February 1, 2009: 1.00% in effect until August 1, 2009 
Rate Reset on August 1, 2009: 0.70% in effect until February 1, 2010 
Rate Reset on February 1, 2010: 0.34% in effect until August 1, 2010 
Rate Reset on August 1, 2010: 0.40% in effect until February 1, 2011 

B    
Bond Anticipation Notes 
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OTHER FUNDS 
 

The Clean Water SRF program is intended to revolve in perpetuity. As borrowers repay their 
loans, the principal repayments are used to pay debt service on leveraged bonds. Excess 
repayments are then available to be loaned. The first principal repayment loan was made in 1995. 
The interest repaid by borrowers and investment earnings are dedicated to pay debt service on 
state match bonds. The excess interest (unrestricted cumulative interest) is then available to be 
loaned. The first unrestricted cumulative interest loan was made in 2005. When the federal 
capitalization grants cease, all loans will be made from these sources. 

 
TRUSTEE 

 

The trustee manages and invests all funds and accounts for the Drinking Water SRF program, 
issues amortization schedules, disburses loan funds, and receives all loan repayments. The First 
National Bank in Sioux Falls was the trustee since the onset of the program in 1997. On 
September 2, 2016, the First National Bank in Sioux Falls provided the department with written 
notice of its intent to terminate its consultant contract as trustee. U.S. Bank National Association 
began serving as trustee on April 24, 2017. 

 

BOND COUNSEL 
 

Altheimer & Gray served as bond counsel for the Series 1998A and Series 2001 Drinking Water 
State Revolving Fund Program Bonds. In July 2003, Altheimer & Gray law firm dissolved, and 
Perkins Coie LLP was retained to serve as bond counsel. Perkins Coie served as bond counsel for 
the Series 2004, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014,  2017, 2018, and 2020 bond issues and 2009 and 
2010 bond anticipation notes. 

 

UNDERWRITER 
 

Piper Jaffray served as underwriter for the Series 1998A Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
Program Bonds. Dougherty and Company served as underwriter for the Series 2001 bonds. UBS 
Financial Services served as underwriter for the Series 2004 and Series 2005 State Revolving Fund 
Program Bonds. Wachovia Bank, National Association was selected as underwriter and 
remarketing agent for the Series 2008 bonds. Piper Jaffray & Company was selected through a 
competitive bid process as the underwriter for the Series 2009 Bond Anticipation Notes, and J.P. 
Morgan Securities L.L.C was chosen through a competitive bid process as the underwriter for the 
Series 2010 Bond Anticipation Notes. 

 
In October 2010, a request for proposals was circulated for investment banking services. Three 
firms were retained to provide investment banking services through December 2013. For the 
2010 Series Bonds, J.P. Morgan served as the book running senior manager and Piper Jaffray & 
Co. and Wells Fargo Securities, N.A. served as co-senior manager and co-manager, respectively. 
For the Series 2012 bonds, Wells Fargo Securities served as lead underwriter, with Piper Jaffray 
and Company and J.P. Morgan serving as co-managers. 
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In June 2014, another request for proposals was circulated for investment banking services. 
Two firms were selected to provide investment banking service until October 8, 2017. J.P. 
Morgan served as lead underwriter on the 2014 issue and Wells Fargo Securities served as co- 
manager. Wells Fargo Securities served as lead underwriter on the 2017 issue and J.P. Morgan 
served as co-manager. 

 
In July 2018, a request for proposals was circulated for investment banking services. Three firms 

were selected to provide investment banking services until September 30, 2021. Citigroup Global 
Markets, Inc. acted as lead underwriter for the 2018 issue with J.P Morgan Securities, LLC and 
Bank of America Merrill Lynch serving as co-managers. Bank of America Merrill Lynch acted as 
lead underwriter with J.P Morgan Securities, LLC and Citigroup Global Markets, Inc. serving as 
co-managers for the 2020 bond issue. 

 

FINANCIAL ADVISOR 
 

In September 2003, PFM Financial Advisors, LLC (formerly Public Financial Management, Inc.) 
was retained to provide financial services related to the SRF programs. PFM prepares program 
cash flow models that assist in the rating and sale of the District’s bonds, assesses the financial 
impacts of transfers between the Clean Water and Drinking Water programs, maintenance of 
SRF funds in perpetuity, and short- and long-term effects of refunding some or all of the 
District’s outstanding debt. PFM Financial Advisors prepares a capacity model designed to 
evaluate the impacts to current and future lending capacity considering factors including loan 
terms, loan rates, leveraging the programs and various methods by which required state 
matching funds may be provided. PFM Financial Advisors also provides guidance regarding 
TIPRA compliance and maintaining the funds in perpetuity. 

 

INVESTMENT MANAGER 
 

The Board of Water and Natural Resources authorized distribution of a Request for Proposals 
for an Investment Manager for the SRF programs in January 2013. On March 11, 2013, the 
board selected PFM Asset Management as the investment manager, to direct the investment 
of certain SRF program funds. The contract with PFM Asset Management expired March 31, 
2019, and the board chose to discontinue utilizing PFM Asset Management’s services.  A new 
investment manager is not expected to be retained in the near future, and investments will 
be directed by staff. 

 

EPA REGION VIII 
 

Region VIII of the Environmental Protection Agency oversees the Clean Water State Revolving 
Fund Loan program. EPA assists the state in securing capitalization grants and guides the 
Conservancy District in its administration of the program. 
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Table 8 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund Loan Program 

Portfolio Active Clean Water SRF Loans 
 

Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original 
Binding 

Commitment 
Amount 

Final Loan 
Amount 

Aberdeen (03) 03/28/2013 2.25% 10 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 

Alcester (01) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $3,710,000 $3,710,000 

Alpena (01) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $1,465,000 $905,474 

Andover (01) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $194,000 $194,000 

Andover (02) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $1,168,000 $1,168,000 

Astoria (02) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $744,000 $600,656 

Aurora (01) 07/27/2000 5.00% 20 $410,000 $309,759 

Aurora (02) 07/23/2009 3.25% 30 $660,000 $421,303 

Aurora (03) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $2,002,000 $2,002,000 

Avon (01) 03/29/2019 2.50% 20 $138,000 $138,000 

Baltic (01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $465,000 $405,646 

Baltic (02) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $433,000 $276,164 

Baltic (03) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $764,700 $705,015 

Belle Fourche (03) 01/05/2017 2.25% 20 $2,125,000 $2,125,000 

Belle Fourche (04) 03/29/2019 2.50% 20 $1,836,000 $1,836,000 

Beresford (02) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $789,790 $789,790 

Beresford (03) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $605,000 $560,821 

Bison (01) 06/24/2011 3.00% 20 $504,000 $504,000 

Blunt (01) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $710,000 $709,991 

Bonesteel (01) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $588,000 $370,456 

Brandon (06) 03/31/2016 3.00% 20 $2,598,000 $2,598,000 

Brant Lake Sanitary District (01) 06/24/2010 3.25% 30 $1,700,000 $1,700,000 

Brentford (01) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $194,000 $171,507 

Bridgewater (02) 06/23/2005 3.25% 20 $321,600 $321,600 

Bridgewater (03) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $261,000 $256,273 

Bridgewater (04) 03/29/2019 2.75% 30 $1,760,000 $1,760,000 

Bristol (01) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $1,000,000 $893,785 

Britton (02) 09/26/2002 3.50% 20 $322,500 $291,854 

Britton (03) 01/05/2012 3.00% 20 $1,042,034 $897,735 

Britton (04) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $2,500,000 $1,935,489 

Brookings (02) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $1,190,000 $744,545 

Brookings (03) 06/24/2010 3.00% 20 $665,000 $433,909 

Brookings (04) 06/24/2011 3.00% 20 $483,538 $335,314 

Brookings (05) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $549,476 $226,121 

Brookings (06) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $3,222,319 $1,972,719 
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Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original 
Binding 

Commitment 
Amount 

Final Loan 
Amount 

Brookings (07) 06/29/2012 3.25% 30 $30,600,000 $30,017,417 

Brookings (09) 01/10/2014 3.00% 20 $1,570,000 $448,140 

Brookings (10) 01/03/2020 2.25% 20 $850,000 $850,000 

Burke (01) 01/05/2006 3.25% 20 $155,000 $155,000 

Canistota (01) 03/27/2009 3.25% 30 $616,840 $616,840 

Canistota (02) 12/16/2009 3.25% 30 $188,669 $186,183 

Canistota (03) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $381,000 $381,000 

Canistota (04) 06/23/2016 3.25% 30 $378,000 $378,000 

Canistota (05) 06/24/2021 2.125% 30 $1,758,000 $1,758,000 

Canova (01) 01/07/2011 3.25% 30 $262,500 $238,713 

Canton (02) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $600,000 $600,000 

Canton (03) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $2,462,000 $2,462,000 

Canton (04) 06/29/2012 3.25% 30 $732,000 $732,000 

Canton (05) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $1,648,000 $1,609,567 

Castlewood (01) 01/31/2002 3.50% 20 $250,000 $215,859 

Castlewood (02) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $160,000 $160,000 

Cavour (01) 06/25/2015 3.25% 30 $150,000 $73,794 

Cavour (02) 06/28/2018 2.50% 30 $192,000 $192,000 

Centerville (01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $500,000 $500,000 

Centerville (02) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $435,471 $400,509 

Centerville (03) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $240,000 $240,000 

Chamberlain (05) 01/03/2019 2.00% 10 $300,000 $300,000 

Chancellor (01) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $574,000 $573,999 

Chancellor (02) 03/31/2016 2.25% 10 $180,000 $120,520 

Chancellor (03) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $470,000 $470,000 

Claremont (01) 03/29/2019 2.75% 30 $1,832,000 $1,832,000 

Claremont (02) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $625,000 $625,000 

Clark (01) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $400,000 $400,000 

Clark (02) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $2,485,000 $1,911,549 

Clear Lake (02) 06/25/2004 3.25% 20 $910,000 $687,227 

Colman (01) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $1,574,248 $1,574,248 

Colman (02) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $800,000 $766,243 

Colton (02) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $189,200 $140,826 

Colton (03) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $1,974,000 $1,907,852 

Cresbard (01) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $3,124,000 $3,124,000 

Crooks (03) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 

Crooks (04) 06/24/2021 2.125% 30 $1,173,000 $1,173,000 

Custer (04) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $1,633,000 $925,919 

Custer (05) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $1,539,000 $1,539,000 
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Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original 
Binding 

Commitment 
Amount 

Final Loan 
Amount 

Dell Rapids (03) 09/27/2007 3.25% 20 $1,062,000 $1,062,000 

Dell Rapids (04) 09/25/2008 3.25% 20 $950,000 $950,000 

Dell Rapids (06) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $612,000 $612,000 

Dell Rapids (07) 01/10/2014 3.00% 20 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 

Dell Rapids (08) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $2,386,000 $1,975,384 

Dell Rapids (09) 03/27/2018 1.50% 30 $2,324,000 $2,324,000 

Dell Rapids (09NPS) 03/27/2018 1.50% 30 $337,700 $337,000 

Dell Rapids (10) 04/27/2020 1.375% 30 $1,964,000 $1,964,000 

Dell Rapids (10NPS) 04/27/2020 1.375% 30 $213,500 $213,500 

Delmont (01) 06/25/2020 0.00% 0 $1,210,000 $1,210,000 

Dimock (01) 09/24/2015 3.25% 30 $478,000 $478,000 

Doland (01) 03/31/2017 2.00% 10 $150,000 $82,699 

Dupree (01) 06/28/2013 3.25% 30 $450,000 $450,000 

Dupree (02) 01/08/2015 3.25% 30 $192,000 $192,000 

Eagle Butte (02) 11/06/2014 3.25% 30 $2,410,000 $1,781,743 

Elk Point (02) 01/31/2002 3.50% 20 $450,000 $450,000 

Elk Point (04) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $100,000 $100,000 

Elk Point (05) 06/26/2008 3.25% 20 $150,000 $150,000 

Elk Point (06) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $931,700 $607,840 

Elk Point (07) 06/23/2016 3.25% 30 $235,000 $132,455 

Elk Point (08) 01/03/2020 2.50% 30 $593,000 $593,000 

Elkton (01) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $510,000 $505,464 

Elkton (02) 03/29/2019 2.75% 30 $1,206,000 $1,206,000 

Elkton (03) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $383,000 $383,000 

Emery (01) 06/25/2015 3.25% 30 $3,084,000 $2,502,877 

Ethan (01) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $500,000 $489,349 

Eureka (01) 09/27/2012 3.25% 30 $1,494,000 $1,383,155 

Faulkton (01) 09/27/2012 3.25% 30 $902,000 $790,879 

Fort Pierre (03) 01/09/2004 3.50% 20 $450,000 $443,223 

Fort Pierre (05) 02/11/2009 3.00% 20 $900,000 $495,549 

Fort Pierre (06) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $266,000 $266,000 

Fort Pierre (07) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $3,701,000 $3,701,000 

Freeman (03) 06/26/2014 3.00% 20 $1,536,000 $1,000,000 

Garretson (02) 03/27/2008 3.25% 20 $507,445 $503,239 

Garretson (03) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $1,160,000 $1,160,000 

Garretson (04) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $917,000 $917,000 

Gettysburg (01) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $624,000 $535,758 

Gregory (01) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $357,000 $241,574 

Gregory (02) 09/27/2013 2.25% 10 $259,000 $229,958 
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Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original 
Binding 

Commitment 
Amount 

Final Loan 
Amount 

Gregory (03) 03/31/2017 2.25% 20 $260,000 $260,000 

Groton (08) 06/24/2010 2.25% 10 $322,000 $206,979 

Groton (09) 06/24/2011 2.25% 10 $485,000 $249,240 

Harrisburg (03) 06/25/2009 3.25% 30 $5,911,800 $2,544,036 

Harrisburg (04) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $1,435,340 $679,217 

Harrisburg (05) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $1,783,760 $1,402,976 

Harrisburg (07) 09/27/2018 2.50% 30 $24,487,000 $24,487,000 

Hartford (01) 04/13/2000 5.00% 20 $504,000 $504,000 

Hartford (02) 04/13/2000 5.00% 20 $690,804 $690,804 

Hartford (03) 04/12/2002 3.50% 20 $300,000 $300,000 

Hartford (04) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $550,035 $550,035 

Hartford (05) 06/28/2007 3.25% 20 $583,000 $523,629 

Hartford (06) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $1,482,000 $1,482,000 

Hartford (07) 09/26/2019 2.75% 30 $1,334,000 $1,334,000 

Hecla (01) 07/06/2009 3.00% 20 $143,390 $101,909 

Hermosa (01) 03/25/2011 3.25% 30 $303,604 $292,156 

Herreid (01) 03/25/2011 3.25% 30 $694,300 $694,300 

Hot Springs (02) 09/24/2010 3.00% 20 $1,453,000 $1,227,332 

Hoven  (01) 06/26/2014 3.25% 30 $656,000 $470,351 

Hudson (01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $898,000 $898,000 

Humboldt (01) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $417,200 $340,287 

Humboldt (03) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $1,876,000 $1,876,000 

Humboldt (04) 03/27/2018 2.00% 10 $290,000 $113,477 

Hurley (01) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $835,964 $835,964 

Hurley (02) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $188,000 $188,000 

Huron (05) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $14,946,000 $14,946,000 

Interior (01) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $250,000 $246,721 

Irene (01) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $656,000 $613,952 

Irene (02) 06/27/2019 2.75% 30 $3,392,000 $3,392,000 

Java (01) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $438,325 $393,252 

Jefferson (01) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $320,000 $166,084 

Kennebec (01) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $723,000 $642,079 

Kennebec (02) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $437,000 $390,362 

Keystone (01) 06/23/2016 3.00% 20 $431,000 $429,140 

Lake Madison Sanitary District (03) 09/24/2015 3.25% 30 $428,000 $428,000 

Lake Norden (01) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $1,285,000 $923,366 

Lake Norden (02) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $671,000 $671,000 

Lake Norden (03) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $1,435,000 $1,435,000 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (02) 06/28/2007 3.50% 30 $1,094,700 $1,094,700 
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Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original 
Binding 

Commitment 
Amount 

Final Loan 
Amount 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (03) 09/24/2010 3.25% 30 $3,075,000 $2,413,671 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (04) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $1,917,000 $1,827,216 

Lake Preston (01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $758,000 $758,000 

Lead (05) 01/06/2005 3.25% 20 $333,700 $220,029 

Lead (06) 06/28/2007 3.25% 20 $240,000 $240,000 

Lead (07) 09/24/2010 3.00% 20 $200,000 $192,541 

Lead (08) 03/28/2014 3.00% 20 $937,000 $829,854 

Lead (09) 06/23/2016 2.25% 10 $427,000 $342,380 

Lennox (04) 06/25/2009 3.25% 30 $1,942,273 $1,942,273 

Lennox (05) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $1,290,000 $1,290,000 

Lennox (06) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $1,873,000 $1,853,747 

Lennox (07) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $1,496,000 $1,496,000 

Lennox (08) 09/26/2019 2.75% 30 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

Lennox (09) 06/24/2021 2.125% 30 $2,299,000 $2,299,000 

Letcher (01) 06/28/2013 3.25% 30 $775,000 $742,374 

Madison (02) 09/27/2007 3.25% 20 $5,343,256 $4,986,796 

Marion (01) 09/25/2008 3.50% 30 $1,710,000 $1,707,908 

Marion (03) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $420,000 $420,000 

McLaughlin (01) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $1,145,675 $1,050,424 

Mellette (01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $286,000 $286,000 

Menno (01) 09/24/2010 3.00% 20 $240,000 $191,500 

Menno (02) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $1,230,000 $1,170,777 

Miller (03) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $1,875,000 $1,875,000 

Miller (04) 03/28/2019 2.50% 30 $1,900,000 $1,900,000 

Mina Lake Sanitary District (01) 06/23/2016 3.25% 30 $559,000 $431,803 

Mitchell (02) 09/25/2003 3.50% 20 $1,320,000 $1,320,000 

Mitchell (03) 02/11/2009 2.00% 20 $1,534,224 $1,534,224 

Mitchell (03NPS) 02/11/2009 2.00% 20 $148,523 $148,523 

Mitchell (04) 03/28/2013 3.00% 20 $800,000 $543,447 

Mitchell (05) 09/27/2018 1.25% 20 $7,832,000 $7,832,000 

Mitchell (05NPS) 09/27/2018 1.25% 20 $780,750 $780,750 

Mitchell (06) 01/03/2019 1.25% 20 $3,575,000 $3,572,349 

Mitchell (06NPS) 01/03/2019 1.25% 20 $356,000 $356,000 

Mitchell (07) 04/27/2020 1.25% 20 $4,200,000 $1,000,000 

Mitchell (07NPS) 04/27/2020 1.25% 20 $311,700 $74,225 

Mitchell (08) 09/24/2020 1.375% 30 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 

Mitchell (08NPS) 09/24/2020 1.375% 30 $163,000 $163,000 

Mobridge (05) 01/08/2015 3.00% 20 $1,475,000 $1,475,000 

Montrose (02) 03/27/2009 3.25% 30 $804,000 $767,190 
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Montrose (04) 09/24/2020 2.125% 30 $363,200 $363,200 

Mount Vernon (01) 01/07/2011 3.25% 30 $2,300,000 $2,300,000 

Nisland (01) 01/06/2005 3.25% 20 $204,000 $204,000 

Northville (01) 03/25/2011 3.25% 30 $238,300 $111,405 

Onida (01) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 

Onida (02) 06/27/2019 2.75% 30 $1,426,000 $1,426,000 

Parker (01) 09/23/2004 3.25% 20 $824,000 $430,000 

Parker (02) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $620,000 $480,501 

Parker (03) 03/27/2009 3.25% 30 $700,900 $694,329 

Parker (04) 03/28/2013 3.25% 20 $295,000 $203,257 

Parker (05) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $731,000 $615,619 

Parkston (01) 06/26/2008 3.25% 20 $650,000 $635,690 

Philip (04) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $1,073,300 $865,546 

Philip (05) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $750,000 $604,122 

Philip (06) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $536,000 $414,302 

Philip (07) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $605,000 $485,821 

Pierpont (01) 09/26/2019 2.25% 10 $132,000 $132,000 

Pierre (04) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $1,378,404 $1,199,832 

Pierre (05) 09/25/2008 3.25% 20 $976,953 $612,159 

Pierre (06) 09/26/2014 2.25% 10 $817,600 $817,600 

Pierre (07) 03/31/2016 3.00% 20 $3,821,000 $2,708,381 

Pierre (08) 06/23/2016 2.25% 10 $1,450,000 $912,203 

Pierre (09) 06/25/2020 2.00% 20 $15,310,000 $15,310,000 

Plankinton (01) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $1,005,744 $1,005,744 

Plankinton (02) 03/31/2017 2.00% 10 $240,000 $240,000 

Platte (02) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $2,300,000 $1,735,634 

Powder House Pass CID (01) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $2,575,218 $2,575,218 

Powder House Pass CID (02) 09/29/2017 2.50% 30 $2,060,000 $1,703,499 

Presho (01) 06/28/2018 2.50% 30 $4,048,000 $4,048,000 

Rapid City (06) 09/23/2009 3.00% 20 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 

Redfield (02) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $884,000 $803,423 

Renner Sanitary District (01) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $1,147,000 $1,147,000 

Roscoe (02) 03/29/2019 2.75% 30 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 

Roscoe (03) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $220,000 $220,000 

Saint  Lawrence (01) 09/26/2014 3.25% 30 $193,000 $148,224 

Saint  Lawrence (02) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $396,000 $396,000 

Salem (01) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $592,307 $518,035 

Salem (03) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $2,556,000 $2,412,689 

Salem (04) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $1,128,000 $1,128,000 
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Salem (05) 06/24/2021 2.125% 30 $847,000 $847,000 

Scotland (02) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $945,930 $804,740 

Sinai (01) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $500,000 $366,668 

Sioux Falls (21A) 03/31/2005 2.25% 20 $12,500,000 $12,500,000 

Sioux Falls (21B) 10/19/2005 2.25% 20 $21,608,000 $19,188,341 

Sioux Falls (21NPS) 03/31/2005 2.25% 20 $3,269,418 $3,125,636 

Sioux Falls (32) 01/07/2011 1.25% 10 $23,400,000 $21,848,437 

Sioux Falls (32NPS) 01/07/2011 1.25% 10 $1,189,400 $1,189,400 

Sioux Falls (33) 06/24/2011 1.25% 10 $14,000,000 $12,945,439 

Sioux Falls (33NPS) 06/24/2011 1.25% 10 $711,614 $711,614 

Sioux Falls (34) 09/27/2012 2.25% 10 $12,464,000 $12,040,836 

Sioux Falls (35) 03/27/2015 1.25% 10 $11,400,000 $11,400,000 

Sioux Falls (35NPS) 03/27/2015 1.25% 10 $579,457 $579,457 

Sioux Falls (36) 03/27/2015 1.25% 10 $24,800,000 $15,750,044 

Sioux Falls (36NPS) 03/27/2015 1.25% 10 $1,260,000 $800,500 

Sioux Falls (37) 06/23/2016 1.25% 10 $8,838,000 $6,901,585 

Sioux Falls (37NPS) 06/23/2016 1.25% 10 $449,000 $449,000 

Sioux Falls (38) 03/31/2017 1.00% 10 $11,000,000 $11,000,000 

Sioux Falls (38NPS) 03/31/2017 1.00% 10 $559,125 $559,125 

Sioux Falls (39) 01/04/2018 1.00% 10 $8,400,000 $8,400,000 

Sioux Falls (39NPS) 01/04/2018 1.00% 10 $429,000 $429,000 

Sioux Falls (40) 03/29/2019 1.50% 20 $24,400,000 $24,400,000 

Sioux Falls (40NPS) 03/29/2019 1.50% 20 $2,408,800 $2,408,800 

Sioux Falls (41) 09/26/2019 2.50% 20 $41,625,000 $41,625,000 

Sioux Falls (42) 01/03/2020 1.00% 10 $9,000,000 $9,000,000 

Sioux Falls (42NPS) 01/03/2020 1.00% 10 $457,400 $457,400 

Sioux Falls (43) 09/24/2020 2.00% 20 $18,500,000 $18,500,000 

Southern Missouri Recyc/Waste Mgmt Dist (02) 06/29/2012 2.25% 10 $242,000 $223,813 

Spencer (01) 06/24/2010 3.25% 30 $230,156 $230,156 

Springfield (01) 06/27/2019 2.75% 30 $1,950,000 $1,950,000 

Sturgis (06) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $16,247,000 $16,247,000 

Summerset (01) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $300,000 $257,947 

Summerset (02) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $1,769,000 $1,741,865 

Tabor (01) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $2,248,000 $2,248,000 

Tea (05) 06/26/2003 3.50% 20 $495,490 $495,490 

Tea (06) 06/28/2007 3.25% 20 $858,000 $787,174 

Tea (07) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $875,000 $845,000 

Tea (08) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $4,431,000 $4,431,000 

Tea (09) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $8,394,000 $8,394,000 
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Tea (10) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $1,402,000 $1,402,000 

Turton (01) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $262,000 $212,375 

Tyndall (01) 03/31/2006 3.25% 20 $795,000 $795,000 

Tyndall (02) 01/04/2018 2.25% 20 $374,000 $286,725 

Valley Springs (02) 09/23/2004 3.25% 20 $350,000 $350,000 

Valley Springs (03) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $1,779,000 $1,779,000 

Vermillion (03) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $456,000 $273,965 

Vermillion (05) 06/26/2008 3.25% 20 $4,851,000 $4,213,191 

Vermillion (06) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $499,000 $499,000 

Vermillion (07) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $1,639,000 $1,639,000 

Vermillion (08) 06/23/2016 3.00% 20 $812,000 $751,900 

Vermillion (09) 03/25/2021 1.875% 10 $1,966,000 $1,966,000 

Vermillion (10) 03/25/2021 2.00% 20 $500,000 $500,000 

Viborg (01) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $883,000 $616,764 

Viborg (02) 06/23/2016 3.25% 30 $105,000 $103,103 

Viborg (03) 01/03/2020 2.50% 30 $1,771,000 $800,000 

Volga (01) 06/22/2017 2.25% 20 $2,819,000 $2,380,509 

Volga (02) 04/27/2020 2.00% 20 $2,405,000 $2,405,000 

Wagner (01) 06/28/2007 3.25% 20 $150,000 $138,329 

Wakonda (01) 06/28/2013 3.00% 20 $529,000 $507,555 

Wall Lake San Dist (01) 12/13/2001 3.50% 20 $200,000 $175,126 

Wall Lake San Dist (02) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $135,000 $135,000 

Warner (02) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $1,826,760 $1,662,217 

Watertown (05) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $2,055,000 $2,055,000 

Watertown (06) 03/31/2006 2.25% 20 $1,189,145 $1,151,694 

Watertown (06NPS) 03/31/2006 2.25% 20 $113,985 $113,985 

Watertown (07) 01/05/2007 2.25% 20 $847,170 $808,736 

Watertown (07NPS) 01/05/2007 2.25% 20 $81,205 $81,205 

Watertown (08) 01/05/2007 2.25% 20 $612,877 $525,041 

Watertown (08NPS) 01/05/2007 2.25% 20 $58,747 $58,747 

Watertown (10) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $3,330,000 $2,983,757 

Watertown (11) 06/24/2010 3.00% 20 $815,000 $498,166 

Watertown (12) 01/03/2020 2.25% 20 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 

Watertown (13) 03/25/2021 2.00% 20 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 

Waubay (02) 09/27/2012 3.25% 30 $149,200 $134,056 

Waubay (03) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $1,470,000 $1,362,506 

Waubay (04) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $1,365,000 $1,365,000 

Webster (04) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $1,184,000 $1,184,000 

Wessington Springs (01) 03/27/2015 3.00% 20 $393,000 $241,979 
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Weston Heights Sanitary District (01) 03/31/2006 3.25% 20 $638,300 $600,412 

White Lake (01) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $371,000 $307,374 

Willow Lake (01) 01/08/2004 3.50% 20 $100,000 $100,000 

Winner (01) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $925,000 $925,000 

Winner (02) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $400,000 $373,528 

Wolsey (01) 09/27/2007 3.25% 20 $162,300 $162,300 

Wolsey (03) 03/25/2010 3.00% 20 $901,560 $556,790 

Worthing (02) 09/27/2007 3.50% 30 $580,000 $561,185 

Worthing (03) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $459,832 $419,585 

Worthing (04) 03/31/2017 2.00% 10 $120,000 $120,000 

Yale (01) 06/24/2011 3.25% 30 $885,110 $863,135 

Yankton (03) 10/12/2001 3.50% 20 $6,130,000 $6,020,406 

Yankton (04) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $3,330,000 $3,330,000 

Yankton (05) 03/25/2021 2.00% 20 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 

Total of Active Loans (Open or in Repayment)       $698,856,460 $647,816,572 
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Aberdeen (01) 01/06/2005 2.25% 20 $12,062,600 $12,062,600 

Aberdeen (01NPS) 01/06/2005 2.25% 20 $1,156,259 $1,156,259 

Aberdeen (02) 06/28/2007 3.25% 20 $6,000,000 $5,201,739 

Belle Fourche (01) 08/22/1990 3.00% 20 $253,000 $253,000 

Belle Fourche (02) 06/22/1995 4.50% 10 $300,000 $264,422 

Belle Fourche Irrigation District (01) 06/24/2011 0.00% 0 $200,000 $200,000 

Beresford (01) 06/22/2000 4.50% 10 $1,150,000 $1,115,852 

Black Hawk Sanitary District (01) 06/26/2003 3.50% 20 $589,600 $477,823 

Box Elder (01) 04/11/1990 3.00% 20 $648,600 $648,600 

Brandon (01) 03/14/1991 3.00% 10 $105,000 $105,000 

Brandon (02) 03/31/1993 3.00% 10 $600,000 $526,018 

Brandon (04) 06/25/2009 2.25% 10 $383,250 $383,250 

Bridgewater (01) 09/25/1997 5.25% 20 $120,000 $90,328 

Britton (01) 05/13/1999 4.50% 10 $509,935 $509,935 

Brookings (01) 03/14/1991 4.00% 15 $188,065 $188,065 

Canton (01) 05/19/1992 4.00% 15 $621,000 $515,715 

Chamberlain (01) 07/08/1992 3.00% 10 $350,500 $350,500 

Chamberlain (02) 01/26/1993 3.00% 10 $265,000 $265,000 

Chamberlain (03) 06/27/1996 5.25% 20 $2,700,000 $2,700,000 

Chamberlain (04) 03/26/1998 5.25% 20 $450,000 $450,000 

Clear Lake (01) 06/13/1991 4.00% 15 $370,000 $79,537 

Colton (01) 09/22/2005 3.25% 20 $204,500 $178,332 

Crooks (01) 03/27/2008 3.25% 20 $697,000 $421,975 

Custer (01) 04/11/1990 3.00% 20 $430,000 $430,000 

Custer (02) 07/11/1990 3.00% 20 $182,000 $182,000 

Custer (03) 08/23/1993 3.00% 10 $276,000 $276,000 

Custer-Fall River Waste Mgmt District (01NPS) 06/22/1995 5.00% 20 $250,000 $106,939 

Deadwood (01) 04/25/1994 4.00% 15 $582,000 $447,838 

Dell Rapids (01) 12/09/1993 3.00% 10 $300,000 $300,000 

Dell Rapids (02) 01/05/2006 3.25% 20 $731,737 $561,737 

Dell Rapids (05) 09/24/2010 3.00% 20 $1,185,995 $742,564 

Elk Point (01) 05/27/1993 4.00% 15 $458,000 $458,000 

Elk Point (03) 06/26/2003 3.50% 20 $345,000 $345,000 

Ellsworth Development Authority (01A) 08/14/2012 3.00% 20 $8,000,000 $8,000,000 

Ellsworth Development Authority (01B) 08/14/2012 3.00% 20 $8,000,000 $8,000,000 

Ellsworth Development Authority (02A) 03/28/2013 3.00% 20 $1,703,000 $1,703,000 

Ellsworth Development Authority (02B) 03/28/2013 3.00% 20 $5,109,000 $5,109,000 

Fort Pierre (01) 05/11/1994 3.00% 10 $330,294 $330,294 
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Fort Pierre (02) 01/31/2002 3.50% 15 $462,500 $462,500 

Freeman (01) 01/06/2005 2.50% 10 $300,000 $300,000 

Freeman (02) 06/26/2008 3.00% 20 $800,000 $800,000 

Garretson (01) 05/11/1994 4.00% 15 $510,000 $300,000 

Gayville (01) 06/25/2004 3.25% 20 $275,000 $262,972 

Groton (01) 01/13/1994 3.00% 10 $192,000 $189,524 

Groton (02) 05/11/1994 3.00% 10 $106,000 $74,630 

Groton (03) 07/23/1997 5.25% 20 $635,000 $470,809 

Groton (04) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $163,775 $126,648 

Groton (05) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $440,000 $440,000 

Groton (06) 01/03/2008 3.25% 20 $150,000 $56,368 

Groton (07) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $907,700 $310,913 

Harrisburg (01) 06/23/1999 5.00% 20 $520,000 $507,277 

Harrisburg (02) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $3,941,200 $3,941,200 

Harrold (01) 06/26/2008 3.25% 20 $170,000 $162,372 

Highmore (01) 04/12/2002 3.50% 20 $262,300 $262,300 

Highmore (02) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $679,000 $538,871 

Hot Springs (01) 03/12/1992 3.00% 10 $196,930 $196,930 

Hot Springs (01NPS) 01/13/1994 5.00% 20 $930,000 $930,000 

Huron (01) 11/09/1989 3.00% 20 $1,656,000 $1,656,000 

Huron (02) 06/13/1991 3.00% 10 $750,000 $701,997 

Huron (03) 09/19/1995 5.25% 20 $2,700,000 $1,856,828 

Lake Cochrane Sanitary District (01) 04/11/1990 3.00% 20 $80,000 $80,000 

Lake Cochrane Sanitary District (02) 01/08/2004 3.50% 20 $160,000 $156,111 

Lake Madison Sanitary District (01) 03/14/1991 4.00% 15 $330,000 $330,000 

Lake Madison Sanitary District (02) 09/25/2003 3.50% 20 $875,000 $613,419 

Lead (01) 07/11/1990 3.00% 20 $186,409 $186,409 

Lead (02) 07/11/1991 3.00% 10 $500,770 $500,770 

Lead (03) 05/19/1992 3.00% 10 $405,000 $375,298 

Lead (04) 07/27/2000 4.50% 10 $239,200 $239,200 

Lead-Deadwood Sanitary District (01) 06/07/1990 3.00% 5 $110,000 $106,855 

Lemmon (01) 04/11/1990 3.00% 20 $427,100 $427,100 

Lennox (01) 06/27/1996 5.25% 20 $350,000 $350,000 

Lennox (02) 07/23/1997 5.25% 20 $600,000 $583,735 

Lennox (03) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $1,565,760 $1,565,760 

Madison (01) 03/14/1991 3.00% 10 $150,000 $119,416 

Marion (02) 06/28/2018 2.00% 10 $522,000 $451,642 

Martin (01) 03/27/2008 3.25% 30 $237,250 $142,732 

McCook Lake Sanitary District (01) 08/29/1991 5.00% 20 $641,935 $641,935 

Milbank (01) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $3,515,000 $3,376,639 
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Milbank (02) 06/25/2009 3.25% 30 $1,000,000 $261,306 

Mitchell (01) 04/15/1997 4.50% 10 $2,000,000 $1,543,405 

Mobridge (01) 07/11/1990 3.00% 20 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 

Mobridge (02) 12/11/1991 4.00% 15 $158,000 $158,000 

Mobridge (03) 04/13/2000 4.50% 10 $1,355,000 $1,350,000 

Mobridge (04) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $764,000 $703,425 

Montrose (01) 09/22/2005 2.50% 10 $142,621 $34,988 

North Sioux City (01) 07/08/1992 3.00% 10 $239,650 $239,650 

North Sioux City (02) 06/22/1995 5.00% 15 $646,000 $646,000 

Northdale Sanitary District (01) 04/25/1994 5.00% 20 $315,000 $256,380 

Philip (01) 06/22/1995 5.00% 15 $472,000 $453,885 

Philip (02) 06/26/1997 5.25% 20 $325,000 $321,127 

Philip (03) 09/22/2005 3.25% 15 $347,040 $316,423 

Pickerel Lake Sanitary District (01) 05/09/1996 5.25% 15 $850,000 $850,000 

Pickerel Lake Sanitary District (02) 09/25/1997 5.25% 20 $670,000 $670,000 

Pierre (01) 11/08/1990 4.00% 15 $600,000 $433,976 

Pierre (02) 03/26/1998 5.25% 20 $4,417,000 $4,417,000 

Pierre (03) 03/25/1999 5.00% 20 $5,391,260 $5,391,260 

Platte (01) 03/25/1999 5.00% 20 $1,000,000 $975,865 

Pollock (01) 09/23/1993 3.00% 10 $170,000 $151,619 

Rapid City (01) 12/12/1990 4.00% 15 $2,637,000 $2,479,905 

Rapid City (02) 07/08/1992 4.00% 15 $1,138,200 $986,685 

Rapid City (03) 06/23/1993 4.00% 15 $777,500 $674,577 

Rapid City (04) 08/10/1994 4.00% 15 $1,214,861 $1,214,861 

Rapid City (05) 01/11/2001 4.50% 20 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 

Rapid Valley Sanitary District (01) 01/11/1990 3.00% 20 $614,000 $614,000 

Rapid Valley Sanitary District (02) 11/10/1994 4.00% 15 $460,000 $364,583 

Rapid Valley Sanitary District (03) 07/29/1996 5.25% 20 $630,000 $630,000 

Raymond (01) 06/23/2016 0.00% 0 $745,000 $745,000 

Raymond (02) 09/27/2018 0.00% 0 $951,225 $820,038 

Richmond Lake Sanitary District (01) 06/27/1996 5.25% 20 $414,000 $414,000 

Richmond Lake Sanitary District (02) 06/25/1998 5.25% 20 $226,500 $191,500 

Richmond Lake Sanitary District (04) 03/25/2011 3.25% 30 $339,800 $275,149 

Roscoe (01) 07/29/1996 5.25% 20 $358,408 $358,408 

Salem (02) 06/23/2005 3.25% 20 $387,960 $387,960 

Scotland (01) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $250,000 $250,000 

Selby (01) 09/24/2010 0.00% 0 $700,000 $700,000 

Sioux Falls (01) 04/11/1990 3.00% 20 $3,316,310 $2,836,963 

Sioux Falls (02) 07/11/1990 3.00% 10 $454,000 $453,999 

Sioux Falls (03) 12/12/1990 3.00% 10 $845,000 $845,000 
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Binding 
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Date Rate 
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(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 
Final Loan 

Amount 

Sioux Falls (04) 12/12/1990 3.00% 10 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 

Sioux Falls (05) 03/12/1992 3.00% 10 $1,955,000 $1,955,000 

Sioux Falls (06) 03/12/1992 3.00% 10 $700,000 $700,000 

Sioux Falls (07) 01/26/1993 3.00% 10 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 

Sioux Falls (08) 01/13/1994 3.00% 10 $1,000,000 $699,003 

Sioux Falls (09) 08/10/1994 3.00% 10 $1,250,000 $1,250,000 

Sioux Falls (10) 08/10/1994 3.00% 10 $1,500,000 $1,432,941 

Sioux Falls (11) 06/22/1995 4.50% 10 $1,250,000 $1,195,346 

Sioux Falls (12) 03/27/1996 4.50% 10 $1,300,000 $1,300,000 

Sioux Falls (13) 01/09/1997 4.50% 10 $2,500,000 $2,083,137 

Sioux Falls (14) 07/27/2000 4.50% 10 $5,100,000 $4,888,537 

Sioux Falls (15) 04/12/2002 3.50% 10 $1,724,000 $1,467,706 

Sioux Falls (16) 01/10/2003 3.50% 10 $2,479,500 $2,479,500 

Sioux Falls (17) 06/26/2003 3.50% 10 $932,000 $561,320 

Sioux Falls (18) 07/16/2004 2.50% 10 $3,951,000 $3,730,114 

Sioux Falls (19) 07/16/2004 2.50% 10 $801,000 $415,785 

Sioux Falls (20A) 01/06/2005 1.50% 10 $16,000,000 $16,000,000 

Sioux Falls (20B) 10/19/2005 1.50% 10 $8,700,000 $8,700,000 

Sioux Falls (20NPS) 01/06/2005 1.50% 10 $1,249,349 $1,249,349 

Sioux Falls (22) 02/07/2006 2.50% 10 $10,550,000 $10,550,000 

Sioux Falls (23) 03/31/2006 2.50% 10 $10,323,000 $10,309,144 

Sioux Falls (24) 03/30/2007 2.50% 7 $500,000 $500,000 

Sioux Falls (25) 01/03/2008 2.50% 10 $5,657,000 $3,508,134 

Sioux Falls (26) 03/27/2008 2.50% 10 $3,744,000 $3,744,000 

Sioux Falls (27) 03/27/2008 2.50% 10 $2,621,000 $2,621,000 

Sioux Falls (28) 03/27/2009 2.25% 10 $1,803,000 $1,803,000 

Sioux Falls (29) 03/27/2009 2.25% 10 $2,540,000 $1,211,097 

Sioux Falls (30) 07/23/2009 2.25% 10 $8,462,000 $4,974,661 

Sioux Falls (31) 05/27/2009 2.25% 10 $1,970,000 $1,831,523 

Southern Missouri Recyc/Waste Mgmt Dist (01NPS) 10/06/1994 5.00% 20 $700,000 $700,000 

Spearfish (01) 03/12/1992 4.00% 15 $1,956,000 $1,956,000 

Spearfish (02) 01/03/2008 3.25% 20 $5,900,000 $5,658,584 

Sturgis (01) 08/23/1993 5.00% 20 $502,000 $502,000 

Sturgis (02) 06/23/1994 5.00% 20 $936,250 $936,250 

Sturgis (03) 06/27/1997 5.25% 20 $450,000 $437,380 

Sturgis (04) 04/14/2000 5.00% 20 $2,100,000 $2,100,000 

Sturgis (05) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $516,900 $516,900 

Summit (01) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $100,000 $100,000 

Tea (01) 03/31/1993 4.00% 15 $600,000 $600,000 

Tea (02) 05/11/1994 4.00% 15 $600,000 $600,000 
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Tea (03) 06/27/1997 5.25% 20 $250,000 $208,813 

Tea (04) 05/14/1998 5.00% 15 $375,000 $375,000 

Valley Springs (01) 05/14/1998 5.25% 20 $430,000 $422,128 

Vermillion (01) 06/07/1990 3.00% 20 $125,000 $125,000 

Vermillion (01NPS) 08/10/1995 4.50% 10 $480,000 $356,531 

Vermillion (02) 12/09/1993 4.00% 15 $500,000 $370,471 

Vermillion (04) 07/16/2004 3.25% 20 $3,548,351 $3,333,994 

Wall (01) 07/22/1999 5.00% 20 $1,146,000 $788,600 

Warner (01) 03/23/1995 4.50% 10 $102,000 $101,152 

Watertown (01) 10/09/1991 4.00% 15 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Watertown (02) 08/12/1992 4.00% 15 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 

Watertown (03) 06/22/1995 5.25% 20 $2,600,000 $2,583,734 

Watertown (04) 11/09/1995 5.25% 20 $2,200,000 $932,830 

Watertown (09) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $16,446,000 $11,554,853 

Watertown School District (01) 07/23/2009 0.00% 0 $503,635 $399,747 

Waubay (01) 02/18/1992 5.00% 20 $163,487 $81,454 

Webster (01) 03/27/1996 4.50% 10 $400,000 $345,394 

Webster (02) 04/12/2002 3.50% 20 $811,000 $811,000 

Webster (03) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $500,000 $500,000 

Whitewood (01) 02/18/1992 4.00% 15 $200,000 $180,801 

Whitewood (02) 07/27/2000 5.00% 20 $275,000 $189,032 

Worthing (01) 06/27/1996 5.25% 20 $315,725 $227,645 

Yankton (01) 12/10/1997 5.25% 20 $2,625,000 $2,625,000 

Yankton (02) 12/10/1997 6.00% 20 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 

Total of Loans Paid in Full       $303,391,696 $277,829,009 

      

Grand Total     $1,002,248,156 $925,645,581 

DRAFT



36 

 
 

 

Table 9 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund 

Loans Deobligated in Full or Rescinded by Board 
 

 

Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 

Astoria (01) 01/04/2013 3.25% 30 $235,000 

Bison (02) 06/26/2014 3.25% 30 $419,000 

Brandon (03) 06/25/2009 2.25% 10 $687,000 

Brandon (05) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $3,000,000 

Brookings (08) 09/27/2012 3.00% 20 $255,000 

Brown County (01) 03/28/2014 2.25% 10 $1,385,600 

Crooks (02) 03/30/2012 3.25% 30 $425,000 

Eagle Butte (03) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $670,000 

Eagle Butte (01) 09/27/2012 3.00% 20 $1,561,500 

Enemy Swim San District (01) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $300,000 

Fort Pierre (04) 03/30/2007 3.25% 20 $374,620 

Harrisburg (06) 09/27/2013 3.25% 30 $2,577,000 

Hosmer (01) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $968,000 

Howard (01) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $1,764,000 

Humboldt (02) 03/31/2017 2.00% 10 $272,000 

Huron (04) 01/06/2005 3.25% 20 $1,500,000 

Ipswich (01) 03/27/2015 3.25% 30 $1,951,000 

Lake Byron Sanitary District (01) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $3,475,000 

Lake Byron Watershed District (01) 03/28/2014 3.25% 30 $1,843,000 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (01) 01/06/2005 3.25% 20 $590,000 

Madison (03) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $3,287,000 

Madison (04) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $3,073,000 

Miller (01) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $3,541,000 

Miller (02) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $1,958,000 

Montrose (03) 06/25/2015 3.25% 30 $545,000 

Prairie Meadows Sanitary District (01) 03/28/2013 3.25% 30 $788,000 

Prairie Meadows Sanitary District (02) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $588,000 

Redfield (01) 06/23/2005 3.25% 20 $333,788 

Richmond Lake San Dist (03) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $193,600 

Veblen (01) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $1,387,000 

Wagner (02) 07/23/2009 3.25% 30 $500,000 

Westport (01) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $445,000 

Wolsey (02) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $614,400 

Yale (02) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $84,000 

Total of Loans Deobligated or Rescinded 
      

$41,590,508 

DRAFT



37 

 
 

 

FIGURE 4 
Clean Water SRF Interest Rates 

by Percent of Loan Portfolio 
($1.044 Billion) 

 

 
 

FIGURE 5 
Clean Water SRF Loan Terms 

by Percentage of Loan Awards 
($1.044 Billion) 
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CLEAN WATER SRF PROJECT 
DESCRIPTIONS 

 

ABERDEEN – Aberdeen received its first loan for wastewater treatment plant improvements 
and upgrades and nonpoint source best management practices. The loan was for 
$13,218,859 at 2.25 percent for 20 years. The second loan, in the amount of $6,000,000 at 
3.25 percent for 20 years, funded the second phase of the wastewater treatment plant 
improvement project. Aberdeen’s third loan was for the replacement of 1,300 feet of sanitary 
and 1,600 feet of storm sewer on Kline Street.  This loan was for $1,500,000 at 2.25% for 10 
years. 
 
ALCESTER – Alcester was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan for Phase I improvements to 
its wastewater treatment facility.  The loan was for $3,710,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years 
and included $2,650,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

ALPENA – Alpena received a $1,465,000 loan at 3 percent for 20 years to construct a third 
stabilization pond to the existing treatment system. The expansion was necessitated to 
accommodate an increased waste load from Link Snacks, Inc. 

 
ANDOVER – Andover received a $194,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years. The loan partially 
funded a project to convert the town’s single cell lagoon to a three-cell system, construct an 
inter-pond lift station, and televise the collection system. The town received its second loan 
to rehabilitate the collection system by relining or replacing all existing lines and construct a 
storm sewer trunk line to remove stormwater from the wastewater collection system.   The 
loan was for $1,168,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years and included $1,068,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 
 
ASTORIA – Astoria’s first Clean Water SRF loan was for $235,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 
The loan will help the city increase the capacity of the existing wastewater treatment facility 
by adding a new cell and rehabilitate a storm water diversion channel west of the treatment 
facility. The project also included cleaning and televising the city’s wastewater collection 
system to identify areas of excessive inflow and infiltration. Due to increased project costs 
the loan was rescinded, and another loan was awarded. The second loan was for $744,000 
at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $368,700 of principal forgiveness. 

 

AURORA – Aurora received a $410,000 loan at 5 percent interest for 20 years. The project 
upgraded the city’s wastewater collection system. The city’s second loan was for $660,000, 
at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $300,000 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. This loan was to upgrade the city’s single 
cell wastewater treatment lagoon to an artificial wetland treatment system. Aurora received 
its third loan to replace and reline sanitary sewer collection lines, increase the capacity of the 
main lift station, and construct a new parallel forcemain from the lift station to the treatment 
ponds.  The loan was for $2,002,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
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AVON – Avon received its first Clean Water State Revolving Fund loan to replace sanitary 
sewer and storm sewer along or adjacent to Main Street. The loan amount was $138,000 at 
2.5 percent for 20 years. 
 
BALTIC – Baltic received a $465,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund sewer main and 
lift station replacement. Baltic’s second loan was for $433,000 to install rip rap at the 
wastewater treatment lagoon cells. This loan was at 3 percent for 20 years and included 
$200,000 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009. A third loan in the amount of $764,700 was awarded to replace aging sewer lines on 
Elm Avenue, Jans Circle, Richards Circle and Bonnies Circle.  The loan terms were 3.25 percent 
for 30 years. 

 

BELLE FOURCHE – The city of Belle Fourche received two loans totaling $517,422. The first 
loan, at 3 percent for 20 years, was used to construct sanitary sewer lines and manholes. The 
second loan, at 4.5 percent for 10 years, was used to upgrade the city’s primary sanitary 
force main. Belle Fourche received its third loan in the amount of $2,125,000 at 2.25 percent 

for 20 years to replace the sanitary sewer in 8th Avenue. Belle Fourche received its fourth loan 
in the amount of $1,836,000 at 2.5 percent for 20 years to replace the Day Street Lift Station. 

 
BELLE  FOURCHE  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT  –  The  Belle  Fourche  Irrigation  District  received  
a $200,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness. The loan was to partially fund 
irrigators’ conversion from flood irrigation to more efficient sprinkler systems. 

 
BERESFORD – The city of Beresford received a 4.5 percent, 10-year loan in the amount of 
$1,150,000 to improve sanitary sewer and storm sewer lines in conjunction with a South 
Dakota Department of Transportation street reconstruction project. Beresford was awarded 
its second loan to replace an aging sanitary sewer lines on portions of Second Street, Fifth 
Street, and Eleventh Street. The loan was for $789,790 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. The city 
received its third loan - $605,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years – to replace sewer in 
conjunction with a South Dakota Department of Transportation Highway 46 reconstruction 
project. 

 

BISON – Bison received its first State Revolving Fund loan to install a storm water collection 
system and a construct a bio-retention pond to manage storm water flows. The loan was in 
the amount of $504,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. Bison received its second loan to reline 
portions of the collection system and make improvements to the berms at the wastewater 
treatment facility.  The loan was for $419,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, however, the loan 
was subsequently deobligated in full at the city’s request. 

 

BLACK HAWK SANITARY DISTRICT – Black Hawk Sanitary District’s Clean Water SRF loan in 
the amount of $589,600 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years was used for a wastewater 
improvement project. The district’s wastewater runs through the Northdale Sanitary District 
to be treated by the city of Rapid City. 
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BLUNT—Blunt was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan to refurbish its wastewater lagoon 
treatment system and rehabilitate two lift stations. The $710,000 is at 2.5 percent for 30 
years. 
 
BONESTEEL – Bonesteel received a $588,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to partially 
finance improvements to the wastewater treatment and collection systems. The treatment 
facility improvements involved repairing the clay liner and interior pond dikes, installing rip 
rap, and other miscellaneous repairs. The collection system improvements involved replacing 
600 feet of interceptor line cleaning and televising existing clay sewer lines to prioritize future 
collection system replacement projects. 

 
BOX ELDER – Box Elder utilized a $648,600 Clean Water SRF loan at 3 percent for 20 years to 
refinance existing sewer debt incurred to expand its treatment facility. 

 

BRANDON – The city of Brandon received two Clean Water SRF loans totaling $631,018 for a 
storm drainage project and for the construction of a force main to convey partially treated 
wastewater from Brandon to the Sioux Falls wastewater treatment plant as well as the 
associated pumping station and improvements to the existing treatment facility. Both loans 
were for 10 years at 3 percent interest. Brandon’s third loan, for $687,000 at 2.25 percent 
for 10 years, was to reroute the force main leading to the wastewater treatment facility. 
Brandon’s fourth loan, for $383,250 at 2.25 percent for 10 years, was to construct a storm 
water detention pond on the east side of the city. The third and fourth loans received 10 
percent principal forgiveness ($68,700 and $38,325, respectively) through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The third loan was rescinded at the city’s request 
due to uncertainties concerning the route of the force main and the time limitations imposed 
by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. Brandon’s fifth loan was awarded for 
engineering planning and design for modifications to the collection systems and construction 
of a new treatment system. The loan was for $3,000,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. This 
loan was rescinded at the city’s request after the city dismissed plans to build a new 
treatment system. Brandon received its sixth loan for $2,598,000 at 3 percent for 20 years to 
construct a lift station to convey raw sewage to the Sioux Falls Water Reclamation facility. 

 

BRANT LAKE SANITARY DISTRICT – The Brant Lake Sanitary District received a $1,700,000 
loan to construct a wastewater collection system to serve the residents of Brant Lake and 
convey wastewater to the Chester Sanitary District’s wastewater treatment facility. The loan 
was at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 
BRENTFORD – The city of Brentford received a $194,000 loan to finance lift station and force 
main upgrades, construct a new wastewater treatment cell, and make improvements to the 
existing cell. The project also involved cleaning and televising of the collection system to 
determine the most appropriate lines to replace in the future. The loan was at 3.25 percent 
for 30 years. 
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BRIDGEWATER – The city of Bridgewater constructed storm sewer along the north and east 
sides of the city to connect to an existing inlet basin with its first loan, a 20-year, 5.25 percent 
loan for $90,328. The city’s second loan, for $321,600 at 3.25 percent for 20 years funded 
improvements to the sanitary sewer system.  Bridgewater’s third loan was in the amount of 
$261,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and was used to replace or reline several blocks of 
sewer main and repair or replace several manholes along Main Street. Bridgewater received 
its fourth loan to address deficiencies in its storm water system by installing new pipes and 
adding a detention basin.  The loan was for $1,760,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 years and 
included $260,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
BRISTOL – The city of Bristol received a $1,000,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to 
replace sanitary and storm sewer primarily in the northwest portion of the community. 

 

BRITTON – The city  of  Britton  received  two  Clean  Water  SRF  loans  for  a  total  amount 
of $832,435. The first loan, at 4.5 percent for 10 years, funded wastewater system 
improvements, including the installation of a lift station and force main and the construction 
of artificial wetlands. The city’s second loan in the amount of $322,500 at 3.5 percent for 20 
years funded sewer main replacement and extensions along Highway 10. A third loan in the 
amount of $1,042,034 was awarded to televise the collection system, rehabilitate multiple 
lift stations, and provide general improvements to the wastewater treatment facility. The 
loan terms were 3 percent for 20 years. Britton received its fourth loan to fund a project to 
replace vitrified clay pipe with PVC pipe throughout the city. The loan amount was 
$2,500,000 with terms of 3.25 percent for 30 years. 
 
BROOKINGS – The city of Brookings received a loan for $188,065 at 4 percent for 15 years to 
finance the construction of a new interceptor. The city of Brooking received its second loan 
to extend sanitary and storm sewer service to the South Dakota State University Innovation 
Campus. The loan was for $1,190,000 at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $119,000 of 
principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The 
city’s third loan financed the construction of a storm water detention pond with a rain garden 
component. The loan was for $665,000 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $66,500 of 
principal forgiveness. The city’s fourth loan also financed the construction of a storm water 
detention pond with a rain garden component. The loan was for $483,538 at 3 percent for 
20 years. Brookings received its fifth loan, $549,476 at 3 percent for 20 years, to construct a 
15- acre-foot storm water detention pond.  The city’s sixth loan upgraded the existing storm 
sewer in the area of Christine Avenue and 12th Street South.  This loan was in the amount of 
$3,222,319 at 3 percent for 20 years. The city was awarded it seventh loan for upgrades to 
the wastewater treatment facility and equalization basins, install new sanitary sewer mains, 
and construct a combined flow equalization pumping station facility.  The seventh loan was 
for $30.6 million at 3.25 percent for 30 years. Brooking’s eighth loan was intended to replace 
sanitary sewer under 11th Street that is undersized; however, the loan was subsequently 
deobligated in full at the city’s request. The loan was for $255,000 at 3 percent for 20 year. 
The city’s ninth loan was to construct a storm water management system in the Division 
Avenue area.  This loan was in the amount of $1,570,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. Brooking’s 
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tenth loan is for storm sewer upgrades on Jefferson Avenue, State Avenue, and Morningside 
Drive involving storm sewer pipe, curb and gutter, and a new channel for excess flow.  This 
loan was in the amount of $850,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years. 
 
BROWN COUNTY – Brown County was awarded a $1,385,600 loan at 2.25 percent for 10 
years for the construction of a new landfill cell; however, the loan was subsequently 
deobligated in full at the county’s request.  
 

BURKE – The city of Burke received a $155,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 20 years to fund the 
wastewater portion of the Franklin Street Utilities Replacement project. 
 

CANISTOTA – The city of Canistota received a $616,840 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to 
replace sewer line on Ash Street. The loan included $420,190 of principal forgiveness through 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Due to higher than expected costs on 
the Ash Street project, the city was awarded a second loan of $188,669 to complete the 
project. This loan was also at 3.25 percent for 30 years. Canistota received a third loan in the 
amount of $381,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years for a project to replace additional sewer lines 
in the community. The project also involves replacement of storm sewer. Canistota was 
awarded its fourth loan in the amount of $378,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to replace 
service lines on Main Street and install a block of storm sewer lines. Canistota’s fifth loan was 
for $1,758,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to make improvements to the wastewater 
collection and storm sewer systems. 

 

CANOVA – The town of Canova received a $262,500 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to add 
a 3.0-acre artificial wetland to the treatment system to provide additional capacity needed 
for  the system to operate as a total retention facility. The loan included $170,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 
 
CANTON – The city of Canton received its first Clean Water SRF loan at 4 percent for 15 years 
in the amount of $515,715 to finance sanitary and storm sewer improvements. The city’s 
second loan, for $600,000, was at 3.5 percent for 20 years for utility improvements in 
conjunction with South Dakota Department of Transportation reconstruction of US Highway 
18. Canton’s third loan was for $2,462,000 to upgrade the treatment capabilities of the city’s 
wastewater treatment facility by constructing aerated lagoons and adding disinfection 
facilities. This loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $840,500 of principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city’s fourth 
loan is for the construction of a new lift station and force main to replace a deteriorated lift 
station. The loan is for $732,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years.    Canton received its fifth loan 
in the amount of $1,648,000 at 3.25 for 30 years to replace sanitary and storm sewer as part 
of the Dakota Street reconstruction project. 

 

CASTLEWOOD – The city of Castlewood received a $250,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years 
to fund sanitary sewer collection improvements. The city’s second loan funded the 
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restoration of the wastewater treatment lagoons. This project was funded at $160,000 at 3.5 
percent for 20 years. 

 

CAVOUR – Cavour was awarded a $150,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to replace the 
lift station and force main leading to the wastewater treatment facility. Cavour received its 
second loan to replace a portion of its wastewater collection system using conventional open 
trench methods to address significant infiltration entering the collection system. The loan 
was for $192,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years. 
 
CENTERVILLE – Centerville received a loan for $500,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund 
the construction of a new wastewater treatment facility and new force main and lift station 
to transfer the wastewater to the new facility.  Centerville received its second loan for 
$435,471 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to line approximately 22,600 feet of sewer main and 
rehabilitate ten manholes. The City’s third loan, in the amount of $240,000 at 2.5 percent for 
30 years, was to install a new storm sewer parallel to existing storm sewer lines in Main Street 
to increase capacity. 

 

CHAMBERLAIN – Chamberlain received two loans at 3 percent for 10 years totaling $615,500 
to rehabilitate sanitary sewer lines and construct storm sewer lines under two major streets 
in the city. The city’s third and fourth loans, at 5.25 percent for 20 years, totaled $3,150,000 
for renovations to the city’s wastewater treatment facility and expansion of sewer service 
into a newly annexed area of town. The city was awarded its fifth loan in an amount of 
$300,000 at 2 percent for 10 years to upgrade and replace water meters. 

 

CHANCELLOR – Chancellor received a $574,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to 
rehabilitate aging sanitary sewer collection system throughout the community. The town 
received its second loan in the amount of $180,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years to replace 
water meters and install an automatic read system. The loan included $90,000 of principal 
forgiveness. Water meters are eligible for Clean Water SRF loans, and this loan was applied 
to the Green Project Reserve requirements. Chancellor was awarded its third loan for phase 
I of a two-phase sanitary and storm sewer project to address excessive inflow and infiltration 
into the collection system.  The loan was for $470,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
 
CLAREMONT – Claremont received its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace most of the 
wastewater collection system throughout the town, rehabilitate lift stations by installing new 
pumps and making wetwell repairs, and replace the clay liner in the treatment ponds with 
synthetic liners.  The $1,832,000 loan, at 2.75 percent for 30 years, included $1,387,000 of 
principal forgiveness. Due to a funding shortage, Claremont was awarded its second loan to 
continue with the wastewater system improvements project. The $625,000 loan, at 2.125 
percent for 30 years, included $556,000 of principal forgiveness.  
 

CLARK – Clark rehabilitated portions of its wastewater collection and treatment system with 
a $400,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years.  Clark’s second loan, in the amount of $2,485,000 
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at 3.25 percent for 30 years, is for the construction of a new total retention wastewater 
treatment facility and a lift station and force main to convey wastewater to the new facility. 

 

CLEAR LAKE – The city of Clear Lake used a $79,537, 4 percent, 15-year loan to construct two 
new wastewater treatment stabilization ponds and convert the existing pond into an artificial 
wetland. The city’s second loan, in the amount of $910,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, 
funded wastewater collection improvements. 

 

COLMAN – Colman received its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace the older, substandard 
lines in the sanitary sewer collection system to reduce excessive infiltration. The loan was in  
the amount of $1,574,248 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $356,500 of principal 
forgiveness. Colman received a second loan for $800,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years to 
continue with the replacement of the sanitary sewer collection system. The second loan 
included $500,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

COLTON – The city’s first loan, $204,500 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded wastewater 
treatment system improvements. Colton’s second loan for $189,200, at 3.25 percent for 30 
years, funded sanitary sewer improvements along 5th Street. The City’s third loan is for the 
replacement of clay sanitary sewer on Main and First Streets. The loan amount is $1,974,000 
at 2.5 percent for 30 years. 
 
CRESBARD – Cresbard was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace clay sanitary 
sewer and install storm sewer throughout the community.  The $3,124,000 loan was at 2.125 
percent for 30 years and included $2,363,000 of principal forgiveness 

 

CROOKS – Crooks received its first Clean Water SRF loan, in the amount of $697,000 at 3.25 
percent for 20 years, to expand its wastewater treatment facility by adding approximately 32 
acres of new lagoons. The city’s was awarded its second loan, $425,000 at 3.25 percent for 
30 years, to install a storm sewer system within the Palmira Park sub-division. The city later 
deobligated the loan in full.  The city was awarded its third loan in the amount of $2,052,000 
at 2.5 percent for 30 years, to replace the collection system within the Palmira Park sub-
division. The loan was later amended to $2,400,000 to address additional storm water 
related work. Crooks’ fourth loan was for constructing two new lift stations to replace an 
existing lift station that experiences surcharges during wet weather events and installing 
forcemain and gravity sewer.  The loan was for $1,173,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 

 

CUSTER – The city of Custer received four Clean Water SRF loans totaling $2,521,000. The 
first loan financed the construction of a force main to convey treated effluent from the 
wastewater treatment facility to the municipal golf course, a storage reservoir at the golf 
course to store the effluent, and irrigation facilities at the golf course to utilize the effluent. 
The second loan financed sewer improvements that included collection lines and an 
interceptor line extension on the west edge of the city limits. The first and second loans were 
for 20 years at an interest rate of 3 percent. The third loan, for $276,000 at 3 percent interest 
for 10 years, financed the construction of an additional wastewater stabilization pond. 
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Custer’s fourth loan involved relining approximately 9,000 feet of sewer mains on Mount 
Rushmore road and installing new aerators at the wastewater treatment facility. The loan 
was for $1,633,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. The city’s fifth loan was to slip-line the force 
main to the golf course, rehabilitate four existing pond structures and make other 
miscellaneous repairs to the wastewater treatment facility.  The loan also was used to pay 
design costs associated with an upcoming project to relocate the outfall line from the 
wastewater treatment facility. The loan was for $1,539,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
 
CUSTER-FALL   RIVER   WASTE   MANAGEMENT   DISTRICT   –   The   Custer-Fall   River    Waste 
Management District used a $106,939 loan at 5 percent interest for 20 years for the 
construction of a landfill to serve residents of Custer and Fall River counties. The landfill also 
serves the Hot Springs Material Recovery Facility (MRF). 

 
DEADWOOD – Deadwood received a $447,838 Clean Water SRF loan at 4 percent interest 
for 15 years to slip line approximately 2,700 feet of 24-inch diameter sewer interceptor line. 

 

DELL RAPIDS – The city of Dell Rapids constructed sanitary and storm sewers with a $300,000 
loan. The new lines replaced existing undersized sewers in conjunction with a street 
rehabilitation project. The term of the loan was 10 years at 3 percent. The city’s second loan, 
for $731,737 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded the wastewater portion of the 4th Street 
Utility Improvements project. The city’s third loan, $1,062,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, 
was for improvements to storm water drainage in the 12th Street and Clark Avenue area. Dell 
Rapid’s fourth loan was for $950,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years to construct a new lift 
station, force main, and gravity sewer. The fifth loan awarded to the city installed sanitary 
and storm sewer along 15th Street.        The loan was for $1,185,200 at 3 percent for 20 years 
and included $635,995 of principal forgiveness. The city’s sixth loan partially financed the 
replacement of aging sanitary lines on 15th Street, Garfield Avenue, State Avenue and at the 
Big Sioux River Crossing.  The loan amount was $612,000 at 3 percent for 20 years.  Dell 
Rapids was awarded its seventh loan to replace the sanitary sewer, construct a lift station 
and gravity sewer to an area south of the Big Sioux River, and clean, televise and analyze 
approximately 40,000 feet of existing sanitary sewer. The loan was for $1,200,000 at 3 
percent for 20 years. The city’s eighth loan in the amount of $2,386,000 at 3.25 percent 
for 30 years was for the construction of a sequencing batch reactor treatment facility. 
Effluent from the city’s existing wastewater treatment facility was incapable of meeting more 
stringent standards that were placed on the Big Sioux River. Dell Rapids was awarded its ninth 
loan in the amount of $2,661,700 at 1.5 percent for 30 years to replace sewer mains, 
manholes and storm sewers in the southeast area of the city. The loan also included a 
nonpoint component to install nonpoint source best management practices in the Big Sioux 
River basin. The city’s tenth loan, $2,177,500 at 1.375 percent for 30 years, was for sanitary 
and storm sewer rehabilitation on 5th, 6th, and Iowa Streets and included a nonpoint 
component to install nonpoint source best management practices in the Big Sioux River 
basin. 
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DELMONT – The town of Delmont received it’s first Clean Water SRF loan in the amount of 
$1,210,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness.  The loan partially funded major 
upgrades to the wastewater system by relining or replacing sewer lines throughout the 
community, making improvements to the wastewater treatment facility, and rehabilitating a 
lift station. 

 
DIMOCK – Dimock received its first loan to replace an above ground stream crossing on the 
influent line, make improvements to the wastewater treatment facility, and extend sewer to 
an undeveloped portion of the town.  The loan was for $478,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

DUPREE – Dupree received two loans – one for $450,000 and another for $192,000 - to 
finance the rehabilitation of the main lift station and installation of riprap at the wastewater 
treatment facility cells. The project also includes televising the collection system to 
determine which lines to replace in the future.  The terms of the loans are 3.25 percent for 
30 years. 

 

EAGLE BUTTE – The city of Eagle Butte first SRF loan was to assist in the replacement of a 
gravity sewer main with a force main and construction a new lift station to connect existing 
businesses currently without sewer services. The project also involved dredging one of its 
wastewater treatment ponds, installing aerators to a cell, and upgrading inter-pond and 
inlet piping between the lagoons. The loan was for $1,561,500 at 3 percent for 20 years; 
however, the loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the city’s request. Eagle Butte 
reapplied for funding for the project and was awarded a $2,410,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 
30 years. Sanitary and storm sewer upgrades and extensions within the city were added to 
the project scope. The third loan awarded to Eagle Butte, $670,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 
years, was needed to complete the sewer main portion of the aforementioned project. This 
loan was also deobligated in full at the city’s request.    

 

ELK POINT – The city of Elk Point has received six loans for various wastewater and storm 
water projects. Its first loan, $458,000 at 4 percent for 15 years, financed the replacement of 
two existing lift stations with a new lift station, force main and interceptor lines. The city’s 
second loan for $450,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years funded new storm sewer and replaced 
sanitary sewer in conjunction with the Pearl Street Utility Improvement project. Its third loan, 
in the amount of $345,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years, financed renovation of the city’s  
lagoon system. Elk Point’s fourth loan, $100,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded the 
wastewater portion of the utility systems’ improvements. The fifth SRF loan awarded to Elk 
Point funded sanitary  and  storm  sewer  rehabilitation  on  Clay  and  Washington  Streets.  
This  loan was $150,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years. The city’s sixth loan was used to replace 
the sewer main on Main Street in conjunction with a highway reconstruction project. The 
loan amount was $931,700 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $93,170 of principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Elk Point’s 
seventh loan in the amount of $235,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years was to line the collection 
system beneath Rose Street. The city received its eighth loan to replace approximately 800 
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feet of sanitary sewer and install approximately 700 feet of storm sewer under Washington 
and Douglas streets.  The loan was for $593,000 at 2.50 percent for 30 years. 

 
ELKTON – The city of Elkton was awarded a loan for $510,000 to upgrade its wastewater 
treatment facility. The loan was at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $130,000 of 
principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city 
received its second loan, $1,206,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 years, for the first phase of a 
project to replace sanitary and storm sewer lines. Elkton’s third loan for $383,000 at 2.125 
percent for 30 years was for phase II of the sanitary and storm sewer line replacement 
project. 

 

ELLSWORTH DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY – The South Dakota Ellsworth Authority received 
two loans for the construction of a regional wastewater treatment facility and interceptor 
line to serve the Ellsworth Air Force Base (AFB) and the city of Elder. Each loan contains a tax-
exempt series (Series A) for the Box Elder portion and a taxable series (Series B) for the 
Ellsworth AFB portion.    The  loan  amounts  were  $16  million  ($8  million  Series  A/$8  
million  Series  B)   and $6,812,000 ($1,703,000 Series A/$5,109,000 Series B). The terms of 
the loans were 3 percent for 20 years. 

 
EMERY – Emery was awarded a loan for $3,084,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to replace 
the majority of its collection system to reduce the infiltration of groundwater entering the 
system. The loan included $1,871,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

ENEMY SWIM SANITATION DISTRICT – The Enemy Swim Sanitation District received a 
$300,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to construct a centralized wastewater collection 
system at Enemy Swim Lake. The loan was rescinded at the district’s request due to the 
inability to meet the time limitations imposed by the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act. 
 
ETHAN – Ethan’s first loan will partially finance a project that involves replacing an existing 
pump station, installing force main, and making modifications to its existing total retention 
wastewater treatment facility to discharge at a point downstream of Ethan Lake.  The loan is 
for $500,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 
EUREKA – Eureka used its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace collection lines and separate 
storm sewer connections to the sanitary sewer along Highway 10, rehabilitate a lift station, 
and miscellaneous work at the wastewater treatment facility. The loan was for $1,494,000 at 
3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

FAULKTON – The city of Faulkton was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan in the amount 
of $902,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. The project involved removal storm sewer 
connections from the sanitary sewer, and the installation of 1,500 feet of storm sewer pipe.  
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The project  also involved televising about 65,000 feet of sewer main to identify and prioritize 
pipe to replace in the future. 

 
FORT PIERRE – Fort Pierre’s first loan, $330,294 at 3 percent for 10 years, was used to 
construct two storm sewers and a new sanitary sewer that serves a residential area 
previously not connected to the city’s system. Fort Pierre received its second loan in the 
amount of $462,500 at 3.5 percent for 15 years to finance a sanitary sewer lift station and 
manhole rehabilitation. The city’s third loan, in the amount of $450,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 
years, funded additional wastewater lagoons. The city’s fourth loan, in the amount of 
$374,620 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded a nonpoint source project to make 
improvements to drainage ditches and prevent sediment from entering the Missouri River. 
Due to higher than anticipated construction costs, this loan was rescinded at the city’s 
request, and a new loan in the amount $900,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years was awarded. 
Fort Pierre received its sixth loan to make improvements at its wastewater treatment facility. 
The loan amount is $266,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and includes $50,000 of principal 
forgiveness. The city received its seventh loan to make further improvements at its 
wastewater treatment facility to include rerouting flow to eliminate short circuiting in the 
treatment ponds, installing an aeration system, adding additional ammonia treatment, and 
installing UV disinfection.  The loan amount is $3,701,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 

 
FREEMAN – The city of Freeman’s first loan, in the amount of $300,000 at 2.5 percent for 10 
years, funded wastewater collection system improvements. Freeman was awarded a second 
loan to reconstruct sanitary sewer, install storm water lines, and construct two storm water 
detention ponds. This loan was for $800,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years. The city received a 
third loan - $1,536,000 at 3 percent for 20 years - to rehabilitate the main lift station and 
make several improvements to the aerated lagoon treatment system. The loan amount was 
reduced to $1,000,000 at the city’s request. 
 
GARRETSON – The city of Garretson constructed new wastewater treatment stabilization 
ponds to make the existing sanitary system total retention and made improvements to the 
existing wastewater facility using the $300,000, 4 percent, 15-year loan. The Split Rock Creek 
lift station and sewer extension project was funded with the city’s second loan for $503,239 
at 3.25 percent for 20 years. Garretson was awarded its third loan, $1,160,000 at 2.5 percent 
for 30 years, to replace sanitary sewer on 3rd street, Main Avenue, and the truck route. Due 
to a funding shortage, Garretson received its fourth loan for $917,000 at 2.125 percent for 
30 years to continue with the replacement of the sanitary sewer collection system 3rd Street, 
Main Avenue, and the Truck Route. 

 

GAYVILLE – Gayville received its first Clean Water SRF loan in the amount of $275,000 at 3.25 
percent for 20 years to fund a wastewater lagoon upgrade. 

 

GETTYSBURG – The city of Gettysburg received a $624,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years 
to re-line  several  blocks  of  sewer  main  using  cured-in-place  pipe.    The  loan  award   
included $82,400 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
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Act of 2009. The principal forgiveness component of the loan was forfeited due to failure to 
meet the milestone date for submitting bid proposals. 

 
GREGORY – Gregory received a $327,000 loan at 3 percent for 20 years to replace or re-line 
the outfall line to the wastewater treatment facility and replace 500 feet of sanitary sewer 
pipe within the city. The city received its second loan for $259,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 
years to rehabilitate several blocks of the collection system. Gregory received its third loan, 
$260,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years, to replace clay sanitary sewer pipe in Felton Street 

between 4th   Street and 2nd Street. 

 
GROTON – The city of Groton has received nine Clean Water SRF loans to finance various 
projects. Its first two loans, in the total amount of $264,154, financed new interceptor lines, 
force mains and lift stations in the east and northwest sections of the city. Both loans were 
at 3 percent for 10 years. The city’s third loan, $470,809 at 5.25 percent for 20 years, funded 
construction of a new three-cell wastewater treatment facility, lift station, and force main. 
The city received its fourth and fifth Clean Water SRF loans in 2003, both at 3.5 percent for 
20 years. The fourth loan, for $163,775, funded expansion of the sewer system to the 
northeast part of the city. The fifth loan, $440,000, funded replacement of sewer lines on 
Main Street and reconstruction of the road. Groton’s sixth loan - $150,000, 3.25 percent, 20 
years – was awarded for emergency replacement of approximately 3 blocks of sewer main 
damaged by heavy rainfall and flooding. The seventh loan replaced 4,700 feet of 8-inch 
sanitary sewer lines and 2,700 feet of 4-inch sewer services and upgraded a lift station. This 
loan was for $907,700 at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $500,000 of principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city’s eighth 
loan was to replace a collapsed sanitary sewer line that crossed under an operating railroad. 
The loan was awarded for $322,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years and included $80,500 of 
principal forgiveness. The ninth loan also replaced a failing sanitary sewer line and relocated 
a lift station.  The loan amount was $485,000 at 2.25 percent for 10  years. 

 
HARRISBURG – The city of Harrisburg received a Clean Water SRF loan for $507,277 at 5 
percent for 20 years to construct total retention stabilization ponds. Harrisburg’s second and 
third loans were for a project to convey wastewater from Harrisburg to the city of Sioux Falls 
for treatment. A loan of $3,941,200 with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 was used to construct a lift station at the 
city’s existing wastewater treatment facility property. A loan of $5,911,800 at 3.25 percent 
for 30 years was used to construct a force main from the lift station to the city of Sioux Falls’ 
collection system. The city’s fourth and fifth loans were used to install sanitary and storm  
sewer  in  the  Columbia Drainage  Basin  area.   The  loan for  the  storm  sewer  portion was 
for $1,783,760  at  3  percent  for  20  years,  and  the loan  for the  sanitary  sewer  portion  
was for $1,435,340 at 2.25 percent for 10 years.  Harrisburg was awarded it sixth loan for 
$2,577,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to pay a system development charge to the city of 
Sioux Falls for treatment of wastewater from Harrisburg. Funding in the amount of 
$24,487,000 from the  city’s seventh loan is to be used to construct a new mechanical 
wastewater treatment system.  It was awarded at 2.5% for 30 years. 
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HARROLD – The city of Harrold was awarded a loan in the amount of $170,000 at 3.25 
percent for 20 years to replace the entire storm water drainage system on Wyman Avenue 
from Highway 14 to the south side of town. 

 

HARTFORD – The city of Hartford has received five loans totaling $2,627,839. With the first 
two loans, for $1,194,804 at 5 percent interest for 20 years, the city replaced sanitary sewer 
mains within the city  and  replaced  the  wastewater  treatment  facility.  Hartford’s third 
loan, for $300,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years, completed the funding for the wastewater 
treatment facility project. Hartford’s fourth loan, in the amount of $550,035 at 3.5 percent 
for 20 years, funded further wastewater collection and storm sewer improvements. The city’s 
fifth loan, in the amount of $583,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, also funded further 
wastewater collection and storm sewer improvements. Hartford’s sixth loan was awarded to 
install a sanitary sewer line in Mickelson Road between Patrick Avenue and Highway 38 and 
install a new lift station, force main,  and  storm  sewers  to  accommodate  growth  in  the  
area.  The loan amount is $1,482,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years. The city was awarded their 
seventh loan for $1,334,000 to add sewer lines and manholes to extend the service along 
Western Avenue. The loan was awarded at 2.75% for 30 years. 

 
HECLA – The town of Hecla was awarded a loan to replace sanitary sewer lines, sewer 
services, and appurtenances.  This loan was for $143,390 at 3.0 percent for 20 years and 
included $14,339 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009. 
 
HERMOSA – The town of Hermosa received its first SRF loan to extend sewer lines to an area 
along Highway 79 without sewer service. The loan was for $303,604 at 3.25 percent for 30 
years. 
 
HERRIED – Herried received its first SRF loan in the amount of $694,300 at 3.25 percent for 
30 years to replace wastewater lines, lift station pumps and structures at the lagoon. 

 

HIGHMORE – The city of Highmore’s first loan was in the amount of $262,300 at 3.5 percent 
for 20 years to fund an upgrade to its wastewater treatment facility. The upgrade included 
reshaping dikes, installing riprap, relocating the inlet structure, and replacing inter-pond 
piping. The city received its second loan to replace sewer lines in conjunction with a South 
Dakota Department of Transportation project to reconstruct Highway 47. The loan amount 
was $679,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 
HOSMER – Hosmer received its first SRF loan in the amount of $968,000 at 3.25 percent for 
30 years, with $714,400 of principal forgiveness, to upgrade the wastewater treatment 
facility and televise the collection system. The loan was subsequently deobligated in full at 
the city’s request. 

 

HOT SPRINGS – The city of Hot Springs received two loans totaling $1,126,930.  The first loan 
of $196,930, at 3 percent interest for 10 years, was used to construct new sanitary sewers in 
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an area of the city with failing septic systems. The second loan of $930,000, at 5 percent for 
20 years, was used to close the existing landfill site and construct a transfer station and 
municipal solid waste composting facility. The city’s third loan was for $1,453,000 at 3 
percent for 20  years and was used to replace sanitary sewer lines throughout the city. 

 
HOVEN – The city of Hoven received its first loan to replace sewer lines in conjunction with 
a South Dakota Department of Transportation project to reconstruct Highway 47. The loan 
amount was $656,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

HOWARD – The city of Howard received its first loan in the amount of $1,764,000 at 3.25 
percent for 30 years to upgrade the wastewater treatment facility and televise the collection 
system. The loan amount was reduced to $979,000 at the city’s request. The loan was later 
deobligated at the city’s request. 
 
HUDSON – Hudson received its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace an existing lift station, 
the force main from the lift station to the treatment ponds, and control structures at the 
treatment facility and undertake a sludge survey of the wastewater ponds.  The loan amount 
is $898,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
 
HUMBOLDT – Humboldt was awarded its first loan to replace a portion of the town’s clay 
lines to reduce infiltration entering the collection system. The loan amount was $417,200 at 
3.25 percent for 30 years. The City’s second loan in the amount of $272,000 at 2 percent for 
10 years was awarded to replace water meters throughout the city. The loan was 
subsequently deobligated in full at the City’s request. Humboldt received its third loan - 
$1,876,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years – to make improvements to the collection system by 
replacing vitrified clay pipe and sewer services. The city’s fourth loan was used to replace 
water meters throughout the community.  The loan amount was $290,000 at 2 percent for 
10 years. 

 

HURLEY – Hurley’s first Clean Water SRF loan - $835,964 at 3.25 percent for 30 years – 
partially funded a project to replace or line approximately 8,000 feet of sewer main. The city 
received its second loan for $188,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to replace the sanitary 
sewer along Center Avenue. 

 

HURON – The city of Huron has received four Clean Water SRF loans. The first loan was used 
to partially fund improvements at the mechanical wastewater treatment facility and artificial 
wetlands treatment site. This loan totaled $1,656,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. The second 
loan, for $701,007 at 3 percent for 10 years, was used to construct an extension to the storm 
sewer system to provide drainage in a developing area of the city. Huron utilized a third Clean 
Water SRF loan in the amount of $1,856,828 at 5.25 percent for 20 years to expand the 
existing stabilization pond system and increase pumping capacity. The city funded upgrades 
to its wastewater treatment facility with a fourth loan for $1,500,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 
years. Huron received its fifth loan, $14,946,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years, to construct 
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new sequencing batch reactors (SBRs), abandon the existing SBRs, and rehabilitate the 
pretreatment building. 

 

INTERIOR – Interior’s first Clean Water SRF loan was used to replace its undersized 
wastewater treatment facility with a new three-cell treatment pond facility and replace the 
line leading to treatment facility.  The loan amount was $250,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

IPSWICH – Ipswich received its first SRF loan in the amount of $1,951,000 at 3.25 percent for 
30 years to replace or line portions of the wastewater collection system and upgrade lift 
stations within the system.  The loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the city’s 
request. 

 

IRENE – Irene received its first Clean Water SRF loan of $656,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years 
to rehabilitate 21 blocks of the wastewater collection system. Irene received its second loan 
to complete the rehabilitation of its wastewater collection system.  The loan was for 
$3,392,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 years and included $2,548,000 of principal forgiveness.  

 

JAVA – The town of Java used its first Clean Water SRF loan to clean and televise the sanitary 
sewer collection system, riprap the dikes at the wastewater treatment facility, and 
rehabilitate the north lift station.   The loan was for $438,325 at 3.25 percent for 30 years 
and includes $103,325 of principal forgiveness. 

 
JEFFERSON – Jefferson received its first Clean Water SRF loan of $320,000 at 3.5 percent for 
20 years to fund wastewater treatment facilities improvements. The city constructed two 
lagoon cells, enabling the existing cell to become a wetland. 
 
KENNEBEC – Kennebec received two loans for wastewater projects.  One loan, in the amount 
of $723,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, is to extend service to an unserved area of the 
community. The other loan, in the amount of $437,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, is to 
construct a new primary cell at the wastewater treatment facility and televise the collection 
system. 

 
KEYSTONE – Keystone received its first loan to upgrade its wastewater treatment facility by 
installing a new influent fine screen, replacing the ultraviolet disinfection equipment, and 
other items necessary to improve the quality of the wastewater effluent. The town will also 
televise its system to identify pipes for possible future replacement. The loan is for $431,000 
at 3 percent for 20 years. 

 

LAKE BYRON WATERSHED DISTRICT – Lake Byron Watershed District received a $1,843,000 
loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years to construct a centralized wastewater treatment and  
collection system.  The loan was rescinded by the board. 

 

DRAFT



53 

 
 

 

LAKE BYRON SANITARY DISTRICT – Lake Byron Sanitary District received a $3,475,000 loan 
at 2.5 percent for 30 years to construct a centralized wastewater treatment and collection 
system. 

 
LAKE COCHRANE SANITARY DISTRICT – Lake Cochrane Sanitary District constructed a 
wastewater collection and treatment system at Lake Cochrane. An $80,000 loan at 3 percent  
for 20 years was made to the district to refinance a portion of the project. Its second loan, in  
the amount of $160,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years, upgraded the wastewater collection 
system. 

 

LAKE MADISON SANITARY DISTRICT – Lake Madison Sanitary District received a 4 percent, 
15- year Clean Water SRF loan for $330,000 to refinance a Farmers Home Administration 
loan, which partially funded  the  installation  of  a  wastewater  collection  and treatment  
system to serve Lake Madison. The district’s second loan, in the amount of $875,000 at 3.5 
percent for 20 years, funded two new wastewater treatment ponds. The district was 
awarded its third loan in the amount of $428,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to replace a lift 
station and force main. 

 

LAKE NORDEN – Lake Norden was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan to reline sanitary 
sewer lines and manholes and televise additional lines to determine if additional 
rehabilitation is necessary. The $1,285,000 loan is at 2.5 percent for 30 years. The city 
received its second loan for $671,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to replace the main lift 
station with a new lift station located at the wastewater treatment facility. Lake Norden was 
awarded its third loan to replace the north lift station and make repairs to the wastewater 
treatment lagoons.  The loan was for $1,435,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years and included 
$525,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
LAKE POINSETT SANITARY DISTRICT – Lake Poinsett Sanitary District received a loan in the 
amount of $590,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years to fund expansion of the sanitary system at 
Lake Poinsett. Due to the need to re-site the proposed wastewater treatment lagoons, the 
project was delayed. As a result, the project cost increased significantly, and the loan was 
subsequently deobligated at the sanitary district’s request.  A second loan in the amount of 
$1,094,700 at 3.50 percent for 30 years was received to fund the expansion project. The 
sanitary district was awarded its third loan to expand sewer service to an additional 90 users 
which involves installing a combination of gravity sewers, lift stations, and forcemains and 
constructing a new 3-acre total retention treatment pond adjacent to an existing pond. The 
loan was for $3,075,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $1,603,000 of principal 
forgiveness. The sanitary district received it fourth loan for $1,917,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 
years to expand sewer service to another 100 users. The project involves installing a 
combination of gravity sewers, lift stations, and forcemains and constructing a new total 
retention treatment pond. 
 
LAKE PRESTON – Lake Preston received its first Clean Water SRF loan in the amount of 
$758,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years for sewer rehabilitation within the city. 
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LEAD – The city of Lead received seven Clean Water SRF loans amounting to $1,961,706 to 
separate combined sanitary and storm sewers along with the rehabilitation of portions of the 
sanitary sewer system. The first loan was at 3 percent interest for 20 years, the second and 
third loans were at 3 percent for 10 years, and the fourth loan was at 4.5 percent interest for 
10 years. Lead’s fifth and sixth loans were at 3.25 percent interest for 20 years. The city’s 
seventh loan continued the sewer separation and rehabilitation project on Lower May, South 
Main, and West Addie Streets.   The loan amount was $200,000 at 3 percent for 20 years 
and included $50,000 of principal forgiveness. Lead was awarded its eighth loan for sewer 
separation and rehabilitation to occur in conjunction with a South Dakota Department of 
Transportation project to reconstruct Highway 85. The loan amount was $937,000 at 3 
percent for 20 years. The city received its ninth loan in the amount of $427,000 at 2.25 
percent for 10 years to replace water meters and install an automatic read system. Water 
meters are eligible for Clean Water SRF loans, and this loan was applied to the Green Project 
Reserve requirements. 

 
LEAD-DEADWOOD SANITARY DISTRICT – A sludge disposal vehicle and a sewer jet were 
purchased by the Lead-Deadwood Sanitary District with a loan for $106,855 at 3 percent for 
5 years. 

 

LEMMON – The city of Lemmon received a $427,100 loan at 3 percent interest for 20 years 
to refinance a general obligation sewer bond issued in 1985. The bonds were issued to 
correct an infiltration/inflow problem. 

 

LENNOX – The city of Lennox received a $350,000 Clean Water SRF loan at 5.25 percent 
interest for 20 years to construct and rehabilitate sanitary sewer interceptors. The city 
received a second loan for $583,735 at 5.25 percent for 20 years to add four aeration basins, 
two lift stations, and force mains to the existing wastewater facility. Lennox’s third and fourth 
loans were to replace the existing treatment facility with a sequencing batch reactor (SBR) 
mechanical aeration system and make improvements to a lift station. A loan of $1,565,760 
with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 was for those components of the project with a design life of 20 years. A loan of 
$1,942,273 at 3.25 percent for 30 years was used to construct those components of the 
project with a design life of at least 30 years. This loan included $123,024 of principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.  Lennox received 
its fifth loan of $1,290.000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to replace or repair sanitary and storm 
sewers in the southwestern part of the city. Lennox received its sixth loan of $1,873,000 at 
3.25 percent for 30 years and a seventh loan of $1,496,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years to 
continue to replace or repair sanitary and storm sewers within the city. The city received an 
eighth loan for $1,000,000 for additional funding to complete the replacement and repairs 
of sanitary storm sewers within the city. This loan was for 30 years at 2.75%. Lennox received 
its ninth loan to replace four blocks of sanitary and storm sewer on Boynton Avenue.  The 
loan is for $2,299,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
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LETCHER – Letcher received its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace a lift station, install riprap 
on the dikes of the wastewater treatment ponds, and televise the entire sanitary sewer 
collection system. The $775,000 loan, at 3.25 percent for 30 years, included $275,000 of 
principal forgiveness. 

 
MADISON – The city of Madison received a $119,416 Clean Water SRF loan at 3 percent 
interest for 10 years to finance the construction of new collectors. The city’s second loan for 
$5,343,256 at 3.25 percent for 20 years made widespread renovations to the existing 
wastewater treatment facility. Madison received its third and fourth loans for $3,287,000 
and $3,073,000, respectively, to make improvements to the sanitary and storm sewer 
systems.  Both loans were at 2.125 percent for 30 years.  The loans were deobligated at the 
request of the city. 

 
MARION – The city of Marion received a $1,710,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 20 years to 
replace lines within the wastewater collection system. The city’s second loan to replace water 
meters throughout the community was in the amount of $522,000 at 2 percent for 10 years 
and included $99,000 of principal forgiveness. Marion received its third loan for $420,000 at 
2.125 percent for 30 years to make improvements to the sanitary and storm sewer systems. 

 

MARTIN – Martin was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan in the amount of $237,250 at 
3.25 percent for 20 years to fund the rehabilitation of the city’s north stabilization ponds. 

 

McCOOK LAKE SANITARY DISTRICT – McCook Lake Sanitary District received a Clean Water 
SRF loan for $641,935 at 5 percent for 20 years to partially fund the upgrade and expansion 
of the wastewater treatment facility. 

 

McLAUGHLIN – McLaughlin received its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace or repair of 
much of the collection system and for the repair of riprap at the treatment facility.     The 
loan was for $1,145,675 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $150,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 

 

MELLETTE – Mellette received its first Clean Water SRF loan to upgrade a lift station and 
controls and construct a new force main from the lift station to the wastewater ponds.  The 
loan amount is $286,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 

 

MENNO – The city of Menno was awarded a $240,000 Clean Water SRF loan at 3 percent for 
20 years to replace collection lines in conjunction with the reconstruction of US Highway 18. 
A second loan, $1,230,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, will finance replacing or relining the 
majority of the sanitary sewer collection system. 

 

MILBANK – The city of Milbank received two Clean Water SRF loans to complete phase II 
improvements to its wastewater treatment facility. A loan for $3,515,000 with $2,257,500 of 
principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 was used 
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for improvements to the primary clarifier, intermediate pumping facilities, final clarifiers and 
other appurtenances necessary to complete the project. The loan carries an interest rate of 
3.0 percent for 20 years. A loan for $1,000,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years was used to 
reclaim abandoned sludge storage ponds. 

 

MILLER – Miller received two loans to make improvements to its sanitary and storm water 
collection systems. The loans are in the amounts of $3,541,000 and $1,958,000 and are for 
the sanitary and storm water improvements, respectively. Both loans are at 3.25 percent for 
30 years. Both loans were subsequently deobligated in full at the city’s request. Miller was 
awarded a third loan in the amount of $1,875,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years, to make 
additional improvements to the sanitary and storm sewer infrastructure. Miller received its 
fourth loan in the amount of $1,900,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years to complete the 
improvements to the sanitary and storm sewer systems.  

 

MINA LAKE SANITARY DISTRICT – Mina Lake Sanitary District received a loan to construct an 
artificial wetland and make other improvements at the wastewater treatment facility and 
replace pumps in a lift station. The loan was in the amount of $559,000 at 3.25 percent for 
30 years. 

 

MITCHELL – The city of Mitchell received its first loan for $1,543,405 at 4.5 percent for 10 
years to partially fund the construction of a storm drain diversion project.  Mitchell’s second 
loan, of $1,320,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years, funded the water quality components of a 
regional landfill that serves Mitchell as well as several surrounding counties and their 
communities. The city’s third SRF loan funded the replacement of the Foster Street lift station 
and associated force main and provided funding for shoreline stabilization and restoration 
on Lake Mitchell. The loan was in the amount of $1,682,747 with an interest rate of 2.0 
percent for 20 years. Mitchell was awarded its fourth loan in the amount of $800,000 at 3 
percent for 20 years to replace the Norway Avenue lift station. Mitchell was awarded a 
fifth loan in the amount of $7,524,000 payable in 10 years at 1.25%. The proceeds will be 
used for upgrades to the storm water and sanitary sewer systems, along with nonpoint 
source improvements in the Firesteel Creek watershed. The fifth loan was later amended to 
$8,612,750 for additional funding to continue upgrading the storm water and sanitary sewer 
systems on Sanborn Boulevard between 1st and 15th Avenues. Mitchell’s sixth loan in the 
amount of $3,931,000 upgraded storm water and sanitary sewer infrastructure along various 
street segments located within the city’s east central drainage basin. Both these loans are at 
1.25 percent for 20 years and included a nonpoint source component to install nonpoint 
source best management practices in the Firesteel Creek basin. Mitchell received its seventh 
loan to continue the upgrade of storm water and sanitary sewer infrastructure located within 
the city’s east central drainage basin and install nonpoint source best management practices 
in the Firesteel Creek watershed.  The loan amount is $4,511,700 at 1.25 percent for 20 years. 
The city was awarded an eighth loan in the amount of $1,663,000 at 1.375% for 30 years. The 
loan is to replace the Daily Drive lift station and includes a nonpoint source component.  
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MOBRIDGE – The city of Mobridge received two Clean Water SRF loans to partially fund the 
upgrade and expansion of the wastewater treatment facility. The first loan totaled 
$1,500,000 at 3 percent for 20 years, while the second loan of $158,000 was at a rate of 4 
percent for 15 years. The city received its third loan in the amount of $1,355,000 at 4.5 
percent interest for 10 years to install storm sewers in the northwest section of town. 
Mobridge was awarded its fourth loan in the amount of $764,000 at 3 percent for 30 years 
to better manage storm   water in the area of Second Avenue West and Railway Street 
Southwest. The city’s fifth loan is to make improvements at the wastewater treatment facility 
by constructing a new primary clarifier, bio-filter pump station, ultraviolet disinfection 
system and disinfection basin drain and rehabilitating the existing primary clarifier. The loan 
amount is $1,475,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. 

 

MONTROSE – Montrose’s first loan in the amount of $142,621 at 2.5 percent for 10 years 
was to fund wastewater collection and treatment improvements. Due to changes in the 
project scope, this loan was not sufficient to fund the needed improvements. The city 
received a second SRF loan for $804,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to upgrade the 
wastewater treatment facility. This loan included $160,400 of principal forgiveness through 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Montrose’s third loan to make 
improvements to its storm water system was in the amount of $545,000 at 3.25 percent 
for 30 years and included $100,000 of principal forgiveness.  This loan was rescinded by the 
board at the city’s request. The city’s fourth loan involved several improvements to the 
wastewater system to include flood-proofing a lift station and installing a standby generator 
and replacing the pumps.  The project also placed riprap along the Vermillion River to prevent 
erosion of the wastewater treatment system and replaced or relined clay pipe to reduce 
infiltration into the collection system.  The loan amount was $1,008,000 at 2.125 percent for 
30 years and included $200,000 of principal forgiveness. This loan was later reduced to 
$363,200 with no principal forgiveness due to the city’s receipt of Economic Development 
Administration grant funding after the initial award.  

 
MOUNT VERNON – The city of Mount Vernon replaced or relined all existing clay sanitary 
sewer lines and rehabilitating or replacing manholes along these lines. The city also upgraded 
the existing wastewater treatment facility by constructing two new treatment ponds near 
the existing pond and converting the existing pond into an artificial wetland. The project was 
funded with a $2,300,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 30 years that included $1,050,000 of 
principal forgiveness. 

 
NISLAND – Nisland received its first loan in the amount of $204,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 
years to upgrade its wastewater treatment system to a three-cell stabilization pond system. 

 

NORTH SIOUX CITY – North Sioux City received a Clean Water SRF loan in the amount of 
$239,650 at a rate of 3 percent for 10 years to construct storm sewer and drainage 
improvements in the community. The city received its second Clean Water SRF loan, 
$646,000 at 5 percent interest for 15 years, to expand the storm sewer system in a rapidly 
developing area. 
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NORTHDALE SANITARY DISTRICT – The Northdale Sanitary District used a $256,380, 5 
percent, 20-year loan to construct a new gravity sewer, lift station and force main. The new 
system connected the sanitary district to Rapid City’s wastewater system. 

 

NORTHVILLE – Northville was awarded its first SRF loan for the construction of a lift station 
and force main so the existing total retention wastewater treatment facility can discharge 
treated effluent.  The loan was for $238,300 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

ONIDA – Onida received a $2,400,000 Clean Water SRF loan at 2.5 percent for 30 years to 
replace clay sewer lines and services lines in various part of the city, as well as replacing the 
existing submersible lift station with a wet well/dry well lift station. Onida received its second 
loan in the amount of $1,426,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 years to complete the replacement 
of the sanitary sewer system. 

 

PARKER – Parker’s first loan of $824,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years funded improvements 
to the city’s wastewater collection system. The city’s second loan, $620,000 at 3.25 percent 
for 20 years, funded the second phase of the improvements to the wastewater collection 
system. Parker was awarded a third loan in the amount of $700,900 to continue replacing its 
wastewater collection system. This loan is at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $475,450 
of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 
Parker was awarded its fourth loan in the amount of $295,000 at 3 percent for 20 years to 
replace the North lift station. The city was awarded a fifth loan in the amount of $731,000 at 
2.5 percent for 30 years, to continue with additional replacement of its wastewater collection 
system. 

 

PARKSTON – The city of Parkston received its first Clean Water SRF loan to address 
deficiencies within the wastewater collection system. The loan was for $650,000 with a 3.25 
percent interest rate and a 20-year term. 
 
PHILIP – Philip financed the construction of sanitary and storm sewer improvements with its 
first loan for $453,885 at 5 percent interest for 15 years. The city received a second, $321,127 
Clean Water SRF loan for a term of 20 years at 5.25 percent to finance the construction of 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, concrete curb and gutter, and replacement of force main. 
Philip’s third SRF loan, in the amount of $347,040 at 3.25 percent for 15 years, funded 
wastewater and storm sewer utility improvements in the downtown area of the city. The 
city’s fourth and fifth loans involved making improvements to the sanitary and storm sewer 
along Wood and Waldren Avenues. The loan for the storm sewer was in the amount of 
$1,073,300, and the loan for sanitary sewer was in the amount of $750,000. Both loans were 
3.25 percent for 30 years. The city’s sixth and seventh loans involved making improvements 
to the sanitary and storm sewer in the southwest  portion  of  the  city.    The  loan  for  the  
storm  sewer  was  in  the  amount of $536,000, and the loan for sanitary sewer was in the 
amount of $605,000. Both loans were at 2.5 percent for 30 years. 
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PICKEREL LAKE SANITARY DISTRICT – The Pickerel Lake Sanitary District received an 
$850,000 Clean Water SRF loan, at 5 percent for 15 years, to finance the phase I construction 
of a new wastewater treatment facility and a sanitary sewer collection system. The district 
received a second loan of $670,000 at 5.25 percent for 20 years to complete phase II of the 
collection system construction. 
 
PIERPONT – The town of Pierpont was awarded their first loan for $132,000 to replace water 
meters throughout the town. The loan is for a term of 10 years at 2.25%. 

 

PIERRE – The city of Pierre has received five Clean Water SRF loans for various projects. Its 
first loan, in the amount of $433,976 at 4 percent for 15 years, financed the construction of 
an interceptor line near the airport and the addition of comminutors at the treatment plant 
as well as improvements to the sludge handling facilities at the treatment plant.  The city’s 
second  loan, for $4,417,000 at 5.25 percent for 20 years, financed phase I improvements to 
the wastewater treatment facility. Pierre received a third loan in the amount of $5,391,260 
at 5 percent for 20 years to improve the wastewater treatment facility (phase II). Its fourth 
loan, $1,378,404 at 3.5 percent for 20 years, funded the water quality components of a new 
regional landfill. Pierre’s fifth loan was for $976,953 at 3.25 percent for 20 years for the 
stabilization of slide areas and drainage improvements at an old, pre-Subtitle D landfill.  The 
city’s sixth loan, in the amount of $817,600 at 2.25 percent for 10 years financed construction 
of an additional cell at the Pierre Regional Landfill. Pierre was awarded its seventh loan to 
make several improvements to the wastewater treatment facility.  The improvements 
involve rehabilitation of the grit removal system and primary clarifier, replacing an air 
delivery line serving an air lift station and replacing the chlorine-based disinfection process 
with an ultraviolet disinfection system. The loan amount was $3,821,000 at 3 percent for 20 
years.  The city’s eighth loan in the amount of $1,450,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years is to 
extend sewer lines to an undeveloped area in the northeast part of Pierre. The city received 
its ninth loan, $15,310,000 at 2.00 percent for 20 years, to construct Phase I of a two-phase 
wastewater treatment facility improvement project. The work includes a new submersible 
lift station, influent pumping and solids-screening upgrades, modifications to the digester 
and solids handling processes, replacement of the outfall line pipe, and upgrades to the 
primary and secondary treatment processes. 

 
PLANKINTON – Plankinton received its first Clean Water SRF loan to replace the main 
interceptor leading to the wastewater treatment facility, replace or reline approximately 
8,000 feet of sanitary sewer lines, and replace 40 manholes. The loan was for $1,005,744 at 
3.25 percent for 30 years and included $150,000 of principal forgiveness. The city was 
awarded its second loan in the amount of $240,000 at 2 percent for 10 years to replace water 
meters throughout the city. 

 

PLATTE – The city of Platte received a $1,000,000 loan at 5 percent for 20 years to renovate 
its sanitary sewer system. The city was awarded its second loan in the amount of $2,300,000 
at 2.5 percent for 30 years for additional rehabilitation of its sanitary sewer system. 
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POLLOCK – Pollock received a $151,619 Clean Water SRF loan at 3 percent for 10 years to 
cover costs that exceeded the available EPA grant funding used to upgrade the wastewater 
treatment facility. 

 

POWDER HOUSE PASS CID – The Powder House Pass Community Improvement District 
received a loan to construct sanitary sewer lines in a proposed development and a 
wastewater treatment facility to serve the development. The loan is for $2,575,218 at 3.25 
percent for 30 years. Powder House Pass received its second loan in the amount of 
$2,060,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years to address a funding shortfall and install additional 
sanitary sewer lines. 
 
PRAIRIE MEADOWS SANITARY DISTRICT – Prairie Meadows first SRF loan was used to 
partially fund  a  project  to  replace  or  rehabilitate  the  district’s  wastewater  collection  
system.    The $788,000 loan, at 3.25 percent for 20 years, included $200,000 of principal 
forgiveness. This loan was rescinded and second loan issued for the project in the amount of 
$588,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 
RAPID CITY – Rapid City has received five Clean Water SRF loans which have been used for 
construction activities at the wastewater treatment facility, rehabilitation and extension of 
the sanitary sewer system, construction of stormwater facilities and mitigation of 
approximately four acres of wetlands at the city’s Material Recovery Facility (MRF).  The first 
four loans totaled $5,536,028, all at a rate of 4 percent for 15 years. The fifth loan, at a rate 
of 4.5 percent for 20 years for $14,000,000, was used to upgrade the wastewater treatment 
plant as well as to construct a facility to co-compost wastewater treatment plant biosolids 
with municipal solid wastes.  Rapid City’s sixth loan was used for replacing or upgrading 
various components   within the water reclamation facility. The loan amount was $5,000,000 
and was at 3 percent for 20 years. 

 
RAPID VALLEY SANITARY DISTRICT – The Rapid Valley Sanitary District has received three 
Clean Water SRF loans totaling $1,600,583. The first two loans, totaling $978,583, were used 
for rehabilitation and extension of the existing sanitary sewer system and carried terms of 3 
percent for 20 years and 4 percent for 15 years. The sanitary district continued to rehabilitate 
the sanitary sewer system with a third loan of $630,000 at 5.25 percent for 20 years. 

 
RAYMOND – Raymond received a $745,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness for 
cleaning and televising of the collection system, replacement or lining of sanitary sewer lines, 
and to make improvements  to  a  lift  station.  The city  was  awarded  their  second  loan of 
$951,225 at 100% principle forgiveness to replace a lift station, install an emergency 
generator at the lift station, and make improvements to the wastewater treatment facility. 

 
REDFIELD – Redfield’s first loan, $333,788 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, was to fund 
wastewater and storm water utility improvements on South Main Street and Sixth Avenue. 
This loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the city’s request. The city was awarded its 
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second loan to install sanitary and storm sewer lines in the Shar-Wynn Estates subdivision. 
This loan was in the amount of $884,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 
 
RENNER SANITARY DISTRICT – The Renner Sanitary District received its first Clean Water SRF 
loan to make improvements to its sanitary and stormwater sewer systems to reduce the 
amount of groundwater entering the sanitary sewer collection system.  The loan amount was 
$1,147,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
 
RICHMOND  LAKE  SANITARY  DISTRICT  –  The  Richmond  Lake  Sanitary  District  received      
a $414,000 Clean Water SRF loan at an interest rate of 5.25 percent for 20 years, which was 
used to partially finance the construction of a new sanitary sewer system and stabilization 
pond system for residences around Richmond Lake. The district received a second loan of 
$191,500 at 5.25 percent for 20 years to complete phase II of the collection system 
construction. The district’s third and fourth loans were awarded for the rehabilitation of lift 
stations and the wastewater treatment facility.   The loans were for $193,600 at 3 percent 
for 20 years and $339,800 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

ROSCOE – The city of Roscoe received a Clean Water SRF loan for $358,408 at 5.25 percent 
for 20 years to expand its wastewater treatment facility, rehabilitate an interceptor sewer 
and construct a new collection sewer. The city’s second loan, $1,600,000 at 2.75 percent for 
30 years, was for a project to rehabilitate the majority of the wastewater collection system. 
Roscoe’s third loan - $220,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years – was needed to address a 
funding shortfall on the wastewater collection rehabilitation project. 

 

SAINT  LAWRENCE –  Saint  Lawrence  received  its first Clean Water  SRF  loan in the amount 
of $193,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years to finance berm rehabilitation at the wastewater 
treatment facility. The second loan, $396,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years, was to replace the 
majority of the town’s wastewater collection system and rehabilitate a lift station. 

 

SALEM – Salem’s first Clean Water SRF loan, in the amount of $592,307 at 3.5 percent for 20 
years, funded wastewater collection improvements in conjunction with a South Dakota DOT 
project. The city’s second loan, $387,960 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded wastewater 
and storm  water  utility  improvements.  Salem  was  awarded  its  third  loan  in  the  amount 
of $2,556,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years for rehabilitation of a portion of its sanitary sewer 
system. The city’s fourth loan was to replace approximately three blocks of sanitary sewer 
line and install approximately four blocks of new storm sewer.  The loan was for $1,128,000 
at 2.125 percent for 30 years.  Salem’s fifth loan, $847,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years, 
funded replacing a rock archway with reinforced concrete pipe and replacing undersized pipe 
in the storm sewer system. 
 

SCOTLAND – Scotland first Clean Water SRF loan funded the wastewater component of its 
Main Street reconstruction project with a $250,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years. The city’s  
second loan was used to expand the storm sewer system, replace the sanitary sewer along 
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Washington Street and extend the sanitary sewer to an area without sewer service. The loan 
was for $945,930 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 
SELBY – Selby received a $700,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan partially funded the replacement  
of the city’s wastewater collection system. 

 

SINAI – Sinai received its first loan to construct a total retention pond wastewater treatment 
facility to replace the existing mechanical wastewater facility, replace the main lift station, 
and install force main to the new wastewater treatment facility. The loan was for $500,000 
at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $100,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
SIOUX FALLS – The city of Sioux Falls has received 43 Clean Water SRF loans for a variety of 
projects. These projects include the construction of new interceptor lines and lift stations, 
rehabilitation of the sanitary sewers and lift stations, purchase of sludge handling equipment 
and improvements, infiltration/inflow correction, improvement of storm water drainage, 
flow equalization basin construction, and other wastewater system improvements. The first 
loan  was at 3 percent for 20 years. Loans 2 through 10 were at 3 percent for 10 years, loans 

11 through 14 were at 4.5 percent for 10 years, and the 15th loan was at 3.5 percent for 10 

years. The City’s 16th and 17th loans, for $2,479,500 and $932,000, were both at 3.5 percent 
for ten years, funded wastewater facilities improvements and identified and implemented 
best management practices within the city.  Loans 18 (for $3,951,000) and 19 (for $801,000) 
were at 2.5 percent for ten years and funded improvements to the wastewater system and 

retrofitted storm water detention ponds, respectively. The city’s 20th loan, in the amount of 
$25,949,349 at 1.5 percent for 10 years, funded storm sewer improvements and nonpoint 

source best management practices, and the 21st loan provided for construction of the East 
Side Sanitary Sewer System and nonpoint source best management practices. This loan was 
for $37,377,418 at 2.25 percent for 20 years. Both 2005 loans were structured with a portion 
of the funding in a Series B bond that was approved contingent upon sufficient Clean Water 
SRF funding being available in FFY  2006 to fund the balance.    The Series B amounts were 
$8,700,000 and $21,608,000 for the Storm Drainage (20) and East Side Sanitary Sewer (21) 

projects, respectively. The city’s 22nd loan, $10,550,000 at 2.5 percent for 10 years, also 

funded the Storm Drainage project, and its 23rd loan, for $10,323,000 at 2.5 percent for 10 
years, was approved for the Basin 13 Trunk sewer and other utility system improvements. 

The city’s 24th loan, $500,000 at 2.5 percent for 7 years, was used to close side slopes of the 
unlined active area and construct an alternative cap on the active area side slopes at the city-
owned regional landfill. In 2008, Sioux Falls received three additional Clean Water SRF loans. 

The city’s 25th, 26th, and 27th loans were for $5,657,000, $3,744,000 and $2,621,000, 
respectively, and each was at 2.5 percent for 10 years. The loans were awarded for sanitary 
trunk and collection system sewer construction within  the Basin  13 area, along with  two 
odor control    structures (loan 25); replacement of a portion of the Central Main Interceptor 
(loan 26);  and reconstructing storm sewer and retrofitting eight existing detention ponds 

(loan 27). Sioux  Falls’ 28th loan in the amount of $1,803,000 funded the addition of a third 
engine/generator in the Energy Recovery Unit at the Water Reclamation Facility. The city’s 
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29th loan involved the lining of sanitary sewer lines at numerous locations in the city and the 
construction of the Basin 13 Sanitary Trunk Sewer Section 2, Phase 1 project and was in the 

amount of $2,540,000. The city’s 30th loan of $1,970,000 was to expand the gas collection 

capabilities at the regional landfill. The 31st loan was for the continuation of the Central Main 
Interceptor project. Loans  28, 29, 30, and 31 each had an interest rate of 2.25 percent, a 10-
year term and included 10 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city’s 32nd loan in the amount of $24,589,400 was also for the 
continuation of the Central Main  Interceptor  project  and  other  sewer  line  rehabilitation  

work.   The  city’s  33rd  loan of $14,711,614 was used for Phase 1 of the Sioux River South 
Interceptor Project which replaced 42- and 36-inch sewer lines with 54-inch sanitary sewer 
lines in the southeast part of the city. Loans 32 and 33 had a 1.25 percent interest rate and a 
term of 10 years. Each loan also  included a nonpoint component to conduct water quality 
studies and continue with bank stabilization activities along Skunk Creek and the Big Sioux 

River. The  34th loan  awarded  to Sioux Falls was used for the construction of phase 2 of the 
Sioux River South Interceptor Project and was in the amount of $12,464,000 at 2.5 percent 

for 10 years.   The city’s 35th loan for $11,979,457 was for the construction of a second 
force main parallel to the existing force main from the Brandon Road Pump Station to the 

Water Reclamation Facility.  The city’s 36th loan for $24,800,000 was for the replacement of 
the existing 66-inch outfall line from the equalization basin to the Brandon Road Pump 

Station. Sioux Falls received it 37th loan to extend sewer service to an industrial park located 
North of I-90 and west of I-29.  Loans 35, 36, and 37   had a 1.25  percent  interest  rate  and  

a  term  of  10  years.  The  38th  loan  awarded  to  the city, $11,559,125 at 1 percent for 10 
years, replaced the mixing systems and floating covers on primary digesters. The city was 

awarded it’s 39th loan for storm sewer improvements in the drainage basin bounded by 

Interstate 29 to Marion Road and 41st street to 47th street. The loan was in the amount of 
$8,829,000 at 1 percent for 10 years. Loans 35-39 also included a  nonpoint component to 
install nonpoint source best management practices in the Big Sioux River basin. Sioux Falls 
received its 40th loan in the amount of $26,808,800 at 1.5 percent for 20 years to replace the 
Main Pump Station.  The cities 41st loan is for the water reclamation facility expansion. The 
loan is for $41,625,000 for 20 years at 2.50%. The city received its 42nd loan in the amount of 
$9,457,000 at 1.00 percent for 10 years to make stormwater improvements in three drainage 
basins in the southwest portion of the city.  Loans 35-40 and 42 also included a nonpoint 
source component to install nonpoint source best management practices in the Big Sioux 
River watershed. The city’s 43rd loan is the second loan for the expansion of the Water 
Reclamation Facility. The loan was awarded for $18,500,000 at 2 percent for 20 years.  
 
SOUTHERN MISSOURI WASTE MANAGEMENT DISTRICT – The Southern Missouri Waste 
Management District received a $700,000 Clean Water SRF loan at 5 percent for 20 years for 
the construction of a regional landfill near Lake Andes. The second loan awarded to the 
Southern Missouri Waste Management District assisted in the construction of a third cell at 
the regional landfill.  The loan was for $242,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years. 
 
SPEARFISH – The city of Spearfish used a $1,956,000 Clean Water SRF loan for 15 years at 4 
percent to fund the expansion of the wastewater treatment facility. The city’s second loan 
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increased capacity of the wastewater treatment facility and provided additional treatment 
components  to  meet  the  discharge  permit  limit  for  residual  chlorine.    The  loan  was    
for $5,900,000 with an interest rate of 3.25 percent and a term of 20 years. 
 

SPENCER – The town of Spencer was awarded a loan to replace sanitary sewer lines 
throughout the town. This loan was for $230,156 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included 
$100,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

SPRINGFIELD – Springfield’s first Clean Water SRF loan to make improvements to its sanitary 
sewer and storm sewer infrastructure, rehabilitate the main sewage lift station, and replace 
the southwest lift station.  The loan is in the amount of $1,950,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 
years. 

 

STURGIS – The city of Sturgis has received four loans totaling $3,975,630. The first two loans, 
totaling $1,438,250 at 5 percent for 20 years, financed the construction of three sewer 
interceptor lines, a sewer collection line, and wastewater treatment facility upgrades.  The  
city’s third loan, $437,380 at 5.25 percent for 20 years, financed the repair of damage to and 
replacement of riprap in the second and third cells of the wastewater treatment facility as 
well as engineering planning studies. The city’s fourth loan for $2,100,000, at 5 percent 
interest for 20 years, expanded the city’s treated effluent irrigation system. Sturgis was 
awarded its fifth loan to install sanitary sewer service to the 90 homes of the Murray Addition 
and connecting them to city sanitary sewer service. The $516,900 loan was at 3.0 percent for 
20 years and included $218,283 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city’s sixth loan was awarded to replace the existing 
stabilization ponds and irrigation treatment system with a membrane bio-reactor treatment 
system, line 31,500 feet of clay pipe, and upsize the influent line to the treatment facility. 
The $16,247,000 loan at 2.5 percent for 30 years includes $1,600,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

SUMMERSET – The city of Summerset’s first loan, in the amount of $225,000 at 3 percent for  
20 years, was to construct reed drying beds for sludge treatment. The loan amount was later 
amended to $300,000. The city will use its second loan, $1,769,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 
years, to construct a filter equalization basin, effluent filter, and a building to enclose exposed 
treatment processes. 

 

SUMMIT – The city of Summit received a $100,000 loan with 100 percent principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to 
upgrade the city’s wastewater treatment system. 
 
TABOR – Tabor was awarded its first loan in the amount of $2,248,000 at 2.125 percent for 
30 years to replace most of the wastewater collection system throughout the town and 
rehabilitate a lift station. 

 

TEA – The city of Tea has received ten loans for a variety of projects.  Its first two loans of 
$600,000 each at 4 percent for 15 years funded the construction of a storm drainage system. 

DRAFT



65 

 
 

 

The third loan of $208,813, at 5.25 percent for 20 years, funded the construction of a sanitary 
sewer and lift station. The city received a fourth loan of $375,000 at 5 percent for 15 years 
to reconfigure the existing lagoon system and construct a new primary cell and two 
secondary cells. Tea’s fifth loan of $495,490 at 3.5 percent for 20 years expanded the city’s 
wastewater treatment capability by adding an aerated lagoon. The sixth loan funded the 
construction of a new lift station at the wastewater treatment facility and installation of 
about 1,200 feet of sanitary sewer trunk line, force main and appurtenances. This loan was 
for $858,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years. The city’s seventh loan for $875,000 involved the 
construction of a 24- inch sanitary sewer trunk line along Highway 111 to serve the northern 
part of the city. This loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $87,500 of principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The principal 
forgiveness component of the loan was forfeited due to failure to meet the milestone date 
for submitting plans and specifications, and the loan amount was reduced to $845,000. Tea 
received its eighth loan to pay system development charges to buy into the Sioux Falls 
regional wastewater system and for engineering costs associated with the design of a 
pumping station and force main for the connection to the Sioux Falls collection system.  The 
loan amount was $4,431,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. The city’s ninth loan was for the 
construction of the pumping station and force main to convey its wastewater into the Sioux 
falls collection system.  The loan amount was $8,394,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years.  Tea 
was awarded its tenth loan in the amount of $1,402,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to 
extend sanitary sewer service on 272nd Street. 

 

TURTON – Turton was awarded its first loan in the amount of $262,000 at 3.25 percent for 
20 years to make improvements at the wastewater treatment facility, replace the lift station, 
purchase a stand-by generator, and clean and televise the entire wastewater collection 
system. 

 
TYNDALL – The city of Tyndall’s first loan, in the amount of $795,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 

years, funded the South Main Street and 14th Avenue Sanitary Sewer Project. The city’s 
second loan, $374,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years, was for the replacement of three blocks 
of sanitary sewer on Maple Street. 

 
VALLEY SPRINGS – The city of Valley Springs received a $430,000 loan for 20 years at 5.25 
percent interest to fund the expansion and upgrade of the existing wastewater treatment 
facility. The city’s second loan, in the amount of $350,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded 
sanitary sewer replacement. Valley Springs received its third loan in the amount of 
$1,779,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to rehabilitate portions of the sanitary and storm 
sewer systems. 

 

VEBLEN – Veblen received its first Clean Water SRF loan for rehabilitation of its wastewater 
collection system, construction of an all-weather access road at the wastewater treatment 
facility, and installation of rip-rap on the pond berms. The loan is for $1,387,000 at 2.5 
percent for 30 years. This loan was deobligated at the city’s request. 

 

DRAFT



66 

 
 

 

VERMILLION – Vermillion’s first loan, $125,000 at 3 percent for 20 years, was used to 
reconstruct a sanitary sewer interceptor. The second loan, $500,000 at 4 percent for 15 
years, funded the construction of approximately 6,200 feet of storm sewer pipe and 
associated appurtenances in three areas of the city.  The third loan, a nonpoint source loan 
of $480,000 at 4.5 percent for 10 years, financed the construction of a second trench at the 
city’s landfill and to purchase a scraper. The city’s fourth SRF loan, $456,000 at 3.5 percent 
for 20 years, funded wastewater collection facilities in the northwest area of the city. 
Vermillion’s fifth and sixth loans, in the amount of $3,548,351 and $4,851,000, respectively, 
financed two phases of wastewater treatment plant improvements to update mechanical 
process equipment, controls and instrumentation, to replace the main lift station, and to 
construct an additional force main between the new lift station and the treatment facility. 
Both are 20-year loans with an interest rate of 3.25 percent. The city’s seventh loan for 
$499,000 involved lining approximately 11,600 feet of sanitary sewer lines in various 
locations throughout the city using cured-in-place pipe. This loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 
years and included $249,500 of principal  forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The eighth loan awarded to Vermillion - $1,639,000 at 3 percent 
for 20 years – assisted in the construction of the fifth disposal cell at the regional landfill. The 
city’s ninth loan was used to replace the Prentis Street lift station as well as manholes and 
gravity sewer in the area that has inadequate capacity due to growth in the area.  The loan 
amount was $812,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. Vermillion’s tenth loan in the amount of 
$1,966,000 at 1.875 percent for 10 years was for construction of the sixth and seventh 
disposal cells at the regional landfill.  The city was awarded its eleventh loan to install storm 
sewer along Highway 50.  This loan was for $500,000 at 2.0 percent for 20 years. 

 

VIBORG – Viborg received its first Clean Water SRF loan for $238,300 at 3.25 percent for 30 
years to replace a portion of its sewer lines in conjunction with a road reconstruction project. 
The city’s second loan in the amount of $105,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years will also be 
used to replace sewer lines. Viborg received its third loan in the amount of $1,771,000 at 
2.50 percent for 30 years to rehabilitate portions of the sanitary and storm sewer systems. 

 

VOLGA – The city of Volga was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan, $2,819,000 at 2.25 
percent for 20 years, to implement the first phase of a two phase project to make 
improvements to its wastewater treatment process. This involves improvements to the 
existing blower building to include installing new blowers, a new pretreatment building to 
house a mechanical bar screen system with a washer, compactor, and screenings conveyor, 
and the installation of a ultra-violet disinfection system. Volga received its second loan in the 
amount of $2,405,000 at 2.00 percent for 20 years to rehabilitate portions of the wastewater 
collection system. 

 
WAGNER – Wagner received its first SRF loan, in an amount of $150,000 at 3.25 percent for 
20 years, to replace wastewater utilities along North Park St. and North Street and extend 
sanitary sewer to unsewered residences at Lake Wagner. Wagner was awarded its second 
loan to replace sewer line on South Park Street. The $500,000 loan was at 3.25 percent for 

DRAFT



67 

 
 

 

30 years  and included $50,000 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009.  The loan was rescinded at the city’s request. 

 

WAKONDA – Wakonda received its first SRF loan to replace the existing lift station and 
construct a new forcemain parallel to the existing forcemain. The project also involves 
conducting a video inspection of the town’s wastewater collection system to determine the 
condition of the collection lines.   The $529,000 loan, at 3 percent for 20 years, included 
$195,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
WALL – The city of Wall received a Clean Water SRF loan in the amount of $1,146,000 at 5 
percent for 20 years for its municipal wastewater improvement project. The project 
consisted of the construction of a seven- mile transfer line to new total retention ponds. 
 
WALL  LAKE  SANITARY  DISTRICT  –  The  district  received  its  first  Clean  Water  SRF  loan  
for $200,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund an extension of sewer main to residents 
without service. This included the installation of lift stations and small diameter force main. 
The second loan awarded to the Wall Lake Sanitary District was in the amount of $135,000 
at 3.25 percent for 30 years. The loan will partially fund a project involving relining the 
existing stabilization cells and converting the two wetland cells to a third stabilization pond. 

 

WARNER – The town of Warner used a $101,152 Clean Water SRF loan at 4.5 percent for 10 
years to construct a storm sewer collection and disposal system to improve storm drainage 
within the community. Warner’s second loan was used to replace lift station pumps  and  
expand the existing wastewater treatment pond system by adding an additional cell. This 
loan was for $1,826,760 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $1,058,760 of principal 
forgiveness. 
 
WATERTOWN – The city of Watertown has received thirteen Clean Water SRF loans for 
various projects. The first two loans, both at 4 percent for 15 years, financed the upgrade 
and  expansion of the city’s wastewater treatment facility. The third and fourth loans, payable 
at 5.25 percent interest for 20 years, were used to rehabilitate portions of the sanitary sewer 
collection system and for engineering costs associated with the final upgrade of the 
wastewater treatment facility. The city’s fifth loan, $2,055,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years, 
funded replacement or rehabilitation of sanitary sewers throughout the city and lift stations 
serving the Lake Kampeska area. Watertown’s sixth loan of $1,303,130 funded a storm water 
project in the southwest portion of the city and a nonpoint source portion for Best 
Management Practices (BMP)on the Big Sioux River, thus qualifying the city for a loan at 2.25 
percent for 20 years. The city received its seventh and eighth loans for a project to install 
sanitary and storm sewer on First Avenue North and continuation of the BMP project on the 
Big Sioux River. Loan seven was for $928,375 at 2.25 percent for 20 years, of which $847,170 
was for the sanitary sewer portion of  the  First  Avenue  North  project  and  $81,205  for  the  
BMP  project.   Loan  eight  was  for $671,624 at 2.25 percent for 20 years, of which $612,877 
is for the storm sewer portion of the First Avenue North project and $58,747 for the BMP 
project.  Watertown’s ninth loan was in  the amount of $16,446,000 and was used to 
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construct a new head works facility, rehabilitate a lift station, and extend, replace and re-line 
sanitary sewer. The city’s tenth loan for $3,330,000 funded several storm sewer projects 
throughout the city. Loans 9 and 10 each had an interest rate of 3 percent, a 20-year term 
and included 10 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. An eleventh loan in the amount of $815,000 was awarded for the 
construction of a parking lot utilizing pervious pavement for storm water management. This 
loan was at 3 percent for 20 years and included $500,000 of principal forgiveness. 
Watertown’s twelfth loan, $5,000,000 2.25 percent for 30 years, was for the construction of 
a new administration building with garage storage at the wastewater treatment facility. The 
city’s thirteenth loan in the amount of $2,500,000 at 2 percent for 20 years was for the 
replacement of a primary clarifier. 
 
WATERTOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT – The Watertown School District was awarded a loan in the 
amount of $503,635 with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to construct a parking lot utilizing pervious 
pavement and other green infrastructure features for storm water management.  The loan 
was reduced to $424,843 due to insufficient costs being under contract by February 17, 2010. 

 
WAUBAY – The city of Waubay received a 20 year, 5 percent Clean Water SRF loan in the 
amount of $81,454 to construct a wastewater collection system within the city limits on the 
south shore of Blue Dog Lake, an area previously served by septic tanks. Waubay’s second 
loan will finance improvements to Lift Station 5, construction of a force main, and pipe lining 
on portions of the wastewater collection system. The second loan was in the amount of 
$149,200 at 3.25 percent for 20 years. The city’s third loan is for the construction of 
additional ponds and wetlands at the existing treatment facility to create a total retention 
wastewater system. The loan amount is $1,470,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years and includes 
$500,000 of principal forgiveness. Waubay received its fourth loan to address erosion that is 
occurring on the outside of the primary cell of the wastewater treatment facility due to the 
increasing water level of Bitter Lake.  The loan was for $1,365,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 
years and included $545,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
WEBSTER – The city of Webster used a 10 year, 4.5 percent Clean Water SRF loan for 
$345,394 to reconstruct a sanitary sewer line on Main Street. The city received a second loan 
in the amount of $811,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund the replacement of about 7,400 
feet of sewer main, 136 service connections, and approximately 3,400 feet of storm sewer 
lines. The city’s third loan was in the amount of $500,000 loan with 100 percent principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to 
upgrade the city’s discharging wastewater treatment facility to a total retention artificial 
wetland system. Webster’s fourth loan, $1,184,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years, funded the 
replacement of sanitary sewer lines. 

 
WESSINGTON SPRINGS – Wessington Springs received its first loan in an amount of $393,000 
at 3 percent for 20 years to replace three blocks of vitrified clay pipe sanitary sewer lines with 
PVC lines on Main Street. 
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WESTON HEIGHTS SANITARY DISTRICT – Weston Heights secured a loan for $638,300 at 3.25 
percent for 20 years to improve its wastewater treatment system. 
 
WESTPORT – Westport received a loan in the amount of $445,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 
years to replace a lift station and install approximately 2,800 feet of storm sewer lines. This 
loan was deobligated at the city’s request. 
 
WHITE LAKE – White lake received its first Clean Water SRF loan, $371,000 at 3.25 percent 
for  20 years, to replace sewer mains and install storm sewer on Main Street. 

 
WHITEWOOD – Whitewood has received two loans totaling $455,801. The first loan was at 
4 percent interest for 15 years while the second was at 5 percent for 20 years. Whitewood 
constructed a new mechanical wastewater treatment facility in conjunction with the existing 
stabilization pond system and expanded the wastewater collection system. 

 

WILLOW LAKE – Willow Lake’s first loan, in the amount of $100,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 
years, funded improvements to the wastewater collection system. 

 

WINNER – The city of Winner’s first loan, in the amount of $925,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 
years, funded improvement to the wastewater collection system. A second loan in the 
amount of $400,000 at 3 percent for 20 years funded additional wastewater collection 
system improvements. 

 
WOLSEY – The city of Wolsey was awarded its first Clean Water SRF loan - $162,300 at 3.25 
percent for 20 years – to replace sanitary sewer mains under US Highway 14/281 in 
conjunction with a South Dakota Department of Transportation project. The city’s second 
loan for $614,400 involves installing approximately 3,000 feet of storm sewer to separate 
combined sewer on Maple Avenue and install a lift station and sanitary sewer to provide 
sanitary sewer service to a new development in the south part of town. This loan was at 3.0 
percent for 20 years and included $61,440 of principal forgiveness through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Due to an increase in project costs and the inability 
to meet the time limitations imposed by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, this 
loan was rescinded. A third loan in the amount of $901,560 at 3 percent for 20 years was 
awarded to Wolsey for the project. 

 
WORTHING – The town of Worthing received a $227,645 Clean Water SRF loan at 5.25 
percent interest for 20 years that was used to expand and upgrade the existing stabilization 
pond treatment facility. Worthing’s second loan was to install a new sewer line along Cedar 
Street and to replace the lift station at the wastewater treatment facility and a sewer trunk 
line along Third Street. The loan was for $580,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years. Worthing 
received its  third loan to make collection system improvements and install storm sewer and 
curb  and gutter.   The  loan amount  was  $459,832 at 3  percent for 20 years. The city was  
awarded its fourth loan in the amount of $120,000 at 2 percent for 10 years to replace water 
meters throughout the city. The loan includes $90,000 of principal forgiveness. 
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YALE – The town of Yale received a Clean Water SRF loan to rehabilitate the collection system 
and add an additional cell to the wastewater treatment facility.   The loan was for $885,100    
at 3.25 percent for 30 years and included $606,110 of principal forgiveness. Yale’s second 
loan in the amount of $84,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years was used to place rip rap on the 
berms of the wastewater treatment facility. 

 
YANKTON – The city of Yankton received three loans to upgrade and expand its wastewater 
treatment facility.  The amount of the first loan was $2,625,000 at 5.25 percent for 20 
years.  The second loan utilized $4,500,000 of leveraged program bonds with a term of 6 
percent for 20 years.  Yankton’s third loan, in the amount of $6,130,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 
years, funded the third phase of the project.  Yankton’s fourth loan was used to construct a 
lift station and additional sewer line to eliminate two existing lift stations.  The loan amount 
is $3,330,000 at 3 percent for 20 years.  The city’s fifth loan, $4,500,000 at 2.0 percent for 20 
years was to make numerous improvements to the wastewater treatment facility. 
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EXHIBIT I 
Projects Receiving SRF Assistance 

Federal Fiscal Year 2021 
 
 

 

Recipient 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date 
Assistance 

Amount Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Alcester (01) 03/25/2021 $3,710,000  2.125% 30 

Canistota (05) 06/24/2021 $1,758,000  2.125% 30 

Chancellor (03) 03/25/2021 $470,000  2.125% 30 

Cresbard (01) 03/25/2021 $3,124,000  2.125% 30 

Crooks (04) 06/24/2021 $1,173,000  2.125% 30 

Custer (05) 03/25/2021 $1,539,000  2.125% 30 

Elkton (03) 03/25/2021 $383,000  2.125% 30 

Lake Norden (03) 03/25/2021 $1,435,000  2.125% 30 

Lennox (09) 06/24/2021 $2,299,000  2.125% 30 

Roscoe (03) 03/25/2021 $220,000  2.125% 30 

Saint Lawrence (02) 03/25/2021 $396,000  2.125% 30 

Salem (04) 03/25/2021 $1,128,000  2.125% 30 

Salem (05) 06/24/2021 $847,000  2.125% 30 

Tabor (01) 03/25/2021 $2,248,000  2.125% 30 

Tea (09) 03/25/2021 $8,394,000  2.125% 30 

Tea (10) 03/25/2021 $1,402,000  2.125% 30 

Vermillion (09) 03/25/2021 $1,966,000  1.875% 10 

Vermillion (10) 03/25/2021 $500,000  2.00% 20 

Watertown (13) 03/25/2021 $2,500,000  2.00% 20 

Waubay (04) 03/25/2021 $1,365,000  2.125% 30 

Yankton (05) 03/25/2021 $4,500,000  2.00% 20 

TOTAL  $41,357,000    
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EXHIBIT II 
SRF Needs Categories 

Federal Fiscal Year 2021 
 

 
 

Sponsor 
Date 

Obligated 
 Secondary 
Treatment  

Advanced 
Treatment 

I/I 
Correction 

System 
Rehab 

New 
Collectors 

New 
Interceptors 

Stormwater 
Gray 

NonPoint 
Source 

Water 
Reuse 

Alcester (01) 03/25/2021 $3,710,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Canistota (05) 06/24/2021 $0 $0 $0 $1,362,725 $0 $0 $395,275 $0 $0 
Chancellor (03) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $282,819 $71,945 $0 $0 $115,236 $0 $0 
Cresbard (01) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $1,884,357 $0 $0 $1,239,643 $0 $0 
Crooks (04) 06/24/2021 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,173,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Custer (05) 03/25/2021 $313,956 $0 $0 $0 $0 $280,098 $0 $0 $944,946 
Elkton (03) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $191,500 $191,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Lake Norden (03) 03/25/2021 $1,226,425 $0 $0 $208,575 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Lennox (09) 06/24/2021 $0 $0 $0 $1,149,500 $0 $0 $1,149,500 $0 $0 
Roscoe (03) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $220,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Saint Lawrence (02) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $396,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Salem (04) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $915,005 $0 $0 $212,995 $0 $0 
Salem (05) 06/24/2021 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $847,000 $0 $0 
Tabor (01) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $2,248,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Tea (09) 03/25/2021 $8,394,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Tea (10) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $1,402,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Vermillion (09) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,966,000 $0 
Vermillion (10) 03/25/2021 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 
Watertown (13) 03/25/2021 $2,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Waubay (04) 03/25/2021 $1,365,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Yankton (05) 03/25/2021 $3,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

TOTAL  $21,009,381 $0 $474,319 $10,049,607 $1,173,000 $280,098 $4,459,649 $1,966,000 $944,946 
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EXHIBIT III 
Allocation and Source of SRF Funds 

 

Federal 
Fiscal Year 

Federal 
Capitalization 
Grant Award State Match 

 Leveraged 
Funds Total 

1989 $4,577,200 $915,440  $5,492,640 

1990 $4,738,000 $947,600  $5,685,600 

1991 $10,074,800 $2,014,960  $12,089,760 

1992 $9,534,900 $1,906,980  $11,441,880 

1993 $9,431,000 $1,886,200  $11,317,200 

1994 $5,813,800 $1,162,760  $6,976,560 

1995 $6,007,800 $1,201,560 $4,507,540 $11,716,900 

1996 $9,904,700 $1,980,940  $11,885,640 

1997 $2,990,500 $598,100  $3,588,600 

1998 $6,577,300 $1,315,460  $7,892,760 

1999 $6,577,900 $1,315,580  $7,893,480 

2000 $6,555,200 $1,311,040  $7,866,240 

2001 $6,496,100 $1,299,220  $7,795,320 

 2002* $6,510,800 $1,302,160  $7,812,960 

 2003* $6,467,800 $1,293,560   $7,761,360 

2004 $6,471,800 $1,294,360  $7,766,160 

2005 $5,243,500 $1,048,700  $6,292,200 

2006 $4,242,300 $848,460 $41,000,000 $46,090,760 

2007 $5,207,200 $1,041,440  $6,248,640 

2008 $3,274,300 $654,860 $19,826,250 $23,755,410 

2009 $3,274,300 $654,860  $33,912,476** $37,841,636 

2009 – ARRA $19,239,100 $0  $19,239,100 

2010 $10,002,000 $2,000,400  $12,002,400 

2011 $7,222,000 $1,444,400  $8,666,400 

2012 $6,908,000 $1,381,600 $55,000,000 $63,289,600 

2013 $6,520,000 $1,304,000  $7,824,000 

2014 $6,853,000 $1,370,600  $8,223,600 

2015 $6,817,000 $1,363,400 $53,000,000 $61,180,400 

2016 $6,525,000 $1,305,000  $7,830,000 

2017 $6,474,000 $1,294,800 $42,531,976 $50,300,776 

2018 $7,859,000 $1,571,800 $66,007,810 $75,438,610 

2019 $7,779,000 $1,555,800 $100,004,289 $109,339,089 

2020 $7,780,000 $1,556,000  $9,336,000 

2021 $7,779,000 $1,555,800  $9,334,800 

TOTAL $237,728,300 $43,697,840 $415,790,341 $697,216,481 

 
* The 2002 and 2003 capitalization grants and state match were transferred to the Drinking Water SRF program.  
Administrative surcharge funds were used as state match. 
** Leveraged funds in the amount of $37,455,570 were issued as part of the 2009 bond anticipation notes.  
When the 2010 bond anticipation notes were issued to redeem the 2009 bond anticipation notes, $3,543,094 of 
leveraged bonds were converted to state match bonds. 
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EXHIBIT IV 
Clean Water SRF Disbursements 

October 1, 2020 to September 30, 2021 
Loan Disbursements 

 

Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

10/01/20  Presho (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $375,923 $375,923 

10/09/20  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $32,603 $32,603 

10/09/20  Lennox (07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $98,053 $98,053 

10/09/20  Lennox (08) $0 $0 $0 $0 $104,810 $104,810 

10/09/20  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $160,257 $160,257 

10/09/20  Miller (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $76,464 $76,464 

10/09/20  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $409,926 $409,926 

10/16/20  Sioux Falls (38) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,323 $3,323 

10/16/20  Sioux Falls (40) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,611,760 $2,611,760 

10/16/20  Sioux Falls (41) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,463,363 $1,463,363 

10/16/20  Sioux Falls (39NPS) $0 $0 $93,462 $0 $0 $93,462 

10/16/20  Bridgewater (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $246,111 $246,111 

10/16/20  Pierpont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,625 $6,625 

10/26/20  Mitchell (05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $880,324 $880,324 

10/26/20  Mitchell (06) $17,511 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,511 

10/26/20  Mitchell (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $221,252 $221,252 

10/26/20  Miller (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $103,483 $103,483 

10/26/20  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,572 $35,572 

10/26/20  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,600 $5,600 

10/26/20  Humboldt (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,622 $35,622 

10/26/20  Presho (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $486,261 $486,261 

10/26/20  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,645 $60,645 

10/26/20  Humboldt (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000 $2,000 

10/26/20  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,707 $400,707 

11/02/20  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,272,346 $1,272,346 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

11/02/20  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $0 $0 $260,482 $260,482 

11/02/20  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,915 $27,915 

11/02/20  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $0 $193,384 $193,384 

11/02/20  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $134,279 $134,279 

11/05/20  Yankton (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $297,356 $297,356 

11/05/20  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $105,085 $105,085 

11/13/20  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,327,048 $1,327,048 

11/13/20  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $32,574 $32,574 

11/20/20  Mitchell (05NPS) $0 $0 $127,307 $0 $0 $127,307 

11/19/20  Mitchell (05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $527,092 $527,092 

11/19/20  Colton (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $153,074 $153,074 

11/19/20  Colton (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $47,924 $47,924 

11/19/20  Pierpont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,875 $2,875 

11/19/20  Presho (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $91,614 $91,614 

11/19/20  Miller (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,485 $38,485 

11/19/20  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $112,838 $112,838 

11/19/20  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,288 $62,288 

11/20/20  Raymond (02) $0 $4,639 $0 $0 $0 $4,639 

11/25/20  Bridgewater (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $291,337 $291,337 

11/25/20  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $279,110 $279,110 

11/25/20  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $0 $0 $238,123 $238,123 

11/25/20  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,053,291 $1,053,291 

11/25/20  Harrisburg (07) $150,000 $150,000 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 

11/25/20  Lennox (08) $0 $0 $0 $0 $531,894 $531,894 

12/03/20  Garretson (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $917,000 $917,000 

12/03/20  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,892 $17,892 

12/10/20  Colton (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $46,906 $46,906 

12/10/20  Cavour (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,912 $14,912 

12/17/20  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $257,103 $257,103 

12/17/20  Blunt (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $358,977 $358,977 

12/17/20  Presho (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,847 $35,847 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

12/17/20  Parker (05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,550 $1,550 

12/17/20  Mitchell (05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $233,891 $233,891 

12/17/20  Mitchell (06) $741 $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $25,741 

12/17/20  Bridgewater (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $61,084 $61,084 

12/17/20  Miller (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $81,884 $81,884 

12/17/20  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,831 $40,831 

01/12/21  Sioux Falls (39NPS) $0 $0 $153,073 $0 $0 $153,073 

12/23/20  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $0 $0 $156,085 $156,085 

12/23/20  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $76,327 $76,327 

12/23/20  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $18,217 $18,217 

12/23/20  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,408 $3,408 

12/23/20  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $0 $436,493 $436,493 

12/23/20  Harrisburg (07) $50,000 $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 

12/23/20  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $458,000 $458,000 

12/23/20  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $270,243 $0 $0 $270,243 

01/07/21  Eagle Butte (02) $0 $0 $0 $2,310 $0 $2,310 

01/07/21  Sioux Falls (37) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,439 $1,439 

01/07/21  Sioux Falls (38) $0 $0 $0 $0 $795 $795 

01/07/21  Sioux Falls (40) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,108,367 $2,108,367 

01/07/21  Sioux Falls (41) $0 $0 $0 $0 $524,910 $524,910 

01/07/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $87,283 $0 $87,283 

01/07/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $264,664 $0 $0 $264,664 

01/07/21  Lennox (08) $0 $0 $0 $117,082 $0 $117,082 

01/07/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $24,500 $0 $24,500 

01/14/21  Lake Norden (02) $0 $0 $92,619 $0 $0 $92,619 

01/14/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $505 $505 

01/14/21  Lake Norden (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,935 $3,935 

01/14/21  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,453 $3,453 

01/14/21  Raymond (02) $0 $2,406 $0 $0 $0 $2,406 

01/21/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $86,988 $0 $0 $86,988 

01/21/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $21,545 $21,545 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

01/21/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $426 $426 

01/21/21  Tea (08) $0 $0 $0 $86,949 $0 $86,949 

01/21/21  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $1,517,442 $0 $1,517,442 

01/22/21  Watertown (12) $10,128 $102,000 $0 $0 $0 $112,128 

01/22/21  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $235,238 $0 $235,238 

01/27/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $41,423 $0 $41,423 

01/27/21  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $749,372 $0 $0 $749,372 

01/27/21  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,679 $7,679 

01/27/21  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $112,444 $0 $0 $112,444 

02/02/21  Belle Fourche (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $178,369 $178,369 

02/02/21  Belle Fourche (04) $0 $0 $530,000 $0 $0 $530,000 

02/04/21  Montrose (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $69,034 $69,034 

02/11/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $228,097 $228,097 

02/11/21  Lake Norden (02) $16,646 $65,000 $0 $0 $0 $81,646 

02/18/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,723 $14,723 

02/18/21  Lake Norden (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $647 $647 

02/18/21  Raymond (02) $0 $125,955 $0 $0 $0 $125,955 

02/24/21  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $516,230 $516,230 

02/24/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,100 $16,100 

02/24/21  Harrisburg (07) $84,500 $215,500 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 

02/24/21  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $368,846 $368,846 

03/04/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,462 $19,462 

03/04/21  Colton (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,287 $37,287 

03/04/21  Miller (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,106 $1,106 

03/04/21  Humboldt (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $42,065 $42,065 

03/04/21  Delmont (01) $23,180 $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $103,180 

03/12/21  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,289 $5,289 

03/12/21  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $17,517 $0 $0 $17,517 

03/12/21  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $611,048 $611,048 

03/12/21  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $200,606 $200,606 

03/12/21  Renner San Dist (01) $0 $0 $65,461 $0 $0 $65,461 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

03/12/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,174 $2,174 

03/12/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $35,740 $0 $35,740 

03/12/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,708 $1,708 

03/12/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $439 $439 

03/12/21  Lake Norden (02) $9,135 $75,000 $0 $0 $0 $84,135 

03/18/21  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,876 $4,876 

03/18/21  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $12,270 $0 $0 $12,270 

03/26/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $47,206 $47,206 

03/26/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $143,142 $0 $143,142 

03/26/21  Delmont (01) $10,380 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $50,380 

03/26/21  Harrisburg (07) $119,534 $280,000 $0 $0 $0 $399,534 

03/26/21  Sturgis (06) $433,000 $2,490,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,923,000 

03/26/21  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $0 $338,952 $338,952 

03/26/21  Sturgis (06) $0 $0 $0 $2,206,558 $0 $2,206,558 

03/26/21  Watertown (12) $100,000 $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 

03/26/21  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $0 $137,609 $137,609 

04/01/21  Renner San Dist (01) $0 $0 $15,221 $0 $0 $15,221 

04/01/21  Sioux Falls (35) $0 $0 $0 $483 $0 $483 

04/01/21  SiouxFalls (38) $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,299 $5,299 

04/01/21  Sioux Falls (40) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,520,147 $4,520,147 

04/01/21  Sioux Falls (41) $0 $0 $0 $0 $444,461 $444,461 

04/09/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $41,692 $41,692 

04/09/21  Hurley (02) $0 $0 $0 $25,853 $0 $25,853 

04/09/21  Sioux Falls (39NPS) $0 $0 $73,289 $0 $0 $73,289 

04/09/21  Sioux Falls (40NPS) $0 $0 $331,142 $0 $0 $331,142 

04/16/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $21,300 $0 $21,300 

04/16/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,405 $1,405 

04/16/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,607 $1,607 

04/16/21  Bridgewater (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,797 $35,797 

04/23/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,610 $35,610 

04/23/21  Delmont (01) $6,836 $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $31,836 

DRAFT



 
 

79  

Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

04/28/21  Tea (08) $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,456 $17,456 

04/28/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,153 $8,153 

04/28/21  Harrisburg (07) $290,851 $1,120,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,410,851 

04/28/21  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $131,443 $131,443 

05/13/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $168 $168 

05/13/21  Elk Point (08) $0 $0 $140,506 $0 $0 $140,506 

05/13/21  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $144,150 $0 $0 $144,150 

05/13/21  Delmont (01) $542 $8,000 $0 $0 $0 $8,542 

05/13/21  Lake Norden (02) $6,604 $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $31,604 

05/21/21  Hurley (02) $0 $0 $0 $4,947 $0 $4,947 

05/21/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $3,750 $0 $3,750 

05/21/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,601 $52,601 

05/21/21  Colton (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,735 $1,735 

05/21/21  Onida (02) $9,301 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $39,301 

05/21/21  Valley Springs (03) $25,164 $292,051 $0 $0 $0 $317,215 

05/21/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,470 $38,470 

05/21/21  Watertown (12) $97,327 $102,673 $0 $0 $0 $200,000 

05/21/21  Watertown (12) $0 $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 

05/21/21  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $0 $283 $283 

05/27/21  Mellette (01) $0 $0 $0 $110,267 $0 $110,267 

05/27/21  Sioux Falls (38) $0 $0 $0 $0 $47,410 $47,410 

05/27/21  Sioux Falls (40) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,277,411 $1,277,411 

05/27/21  Sioux Falls (41) $0 $0 $0 $0 $524,973 $524,973 

05/27/21  Sioux Falls (42) $0 $0 $0 $0 $76,253 $76,253 

05/27/21  Harrisburg (07) $164,989 $825,000 $0 $0 $0 $989,989 

06/04/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,424 $5,424 

06/04/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $6,798 $0 $0 $6,798 

06/04/21  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $42,956 $42,956 

06/04/21  Renner San Dist (01) $0 $0 $49,344 $0 $0 $49,344 

06/04/21  Sioux Falls (40NPS) $0 $0 $178,615 $0 $0 $178,615 

06/15/21  Pierre (09) $192,706 $895,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,087,706 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

06/18/21  Tea (08) $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,225 $8,225 

06/18/21  Tea (08) $0 $0 $0 $60,666 $0 $60,666 

06/18/21  Mitchell (07) $0 $0 $0 $200,286 $0 $200,286 

06/18/21  Valley Springs (03) $13,785 $69,000 $0 $0 $0 $82,785 

06/18/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $51,987 $0 $51,987 

06/18/21  Onida (02) $17,834 $85,000 $0 $0 $0 $102,834 

06/18/21  Elk Point (08) $0 $0 $131,051 $0 $0 $131,051 

06/18/21  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $14,259 $0 $0 $14,259 

06/24/21  Hurley (02) $0 $0 $0 $10,635 $0 $10,635 

06/24/21  Lennox (08) $0 $0 $0 $0 $66,230 $66,230 

06/24/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,792 $22,792 

06/24/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $110,639 $0 $0 $110,639 

07/02/21  Sioux Falls (40) $0 $0 $0 $0 $610,246 $610,246 

07/02/21  Sioux Falls (41) $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,617 $16,617 

07/02/21  Sioux Falls (42) $0 $0 $0 $0 $96,359 $96,359 

07/02/21  Crooks (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $83,969 $83,969 

07/02/21  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $25,227 $0 $0 $25,227 

07/02/21  Springfield (01) $0 $0 $208,529 $0 $0 $208,529 

07/02/21  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $185,483 $0 $0 $185,483 

07/02/21  Dell Rapids (10) $0 $0 $0 $244,171 $0 $244,171 

07/02/21  Hudson (01) $0 $0 $0 $132,000 $0 $132,000 

07/02/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $7,781 $0 $7,781 

07/06/21  Harrisburg (07) $541,877 $2,539,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,080,877 

07/02/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $276,912 $0 $0 $276,912 

07/08/21  Mellette (01) $0 $0 $0 $89,118 $0 $89,118 

07/08/21  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $76,873 $76,873 

07/08/21  Brookings (10) $36,671 $165,000 $0 $0 $0 $201,671 

07/15/21  Chancellor (03) $0 $0 $31,385 $0 $0 $31,385 

07/15/21  Mitchell (07) $0 $0 $0 $168,125 $0 $168,125 

07/15/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $205,792 $0 $0 $205,792 

07/15/21  Vermillion (10) $0 $0 $62,438 $0 $0 $62,438 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

07/22/21  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $92,855 $0 $0 $92,855 

07/22/21  Mellette (01) $0 $0 $0 $78,443 $0 $78,443 

07/22/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $104,675 $104,675 

07/22/21  Delmont (01) $1,417 $8,000 $0 $0 $0 $9,417 

07/28/21  Hurley (02) $0 $0 $0 $10,284 $0 $10,284 

07/28/21  Renner San Dist (01) $0 $0 $385,271 $0 $0 $385,271 

07/29/21  Harrisburg (07) $180,161 $848,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,028,161 

07/29/21  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $141,596 $0 $0 $141,596 

08/04/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,246 $26,246 

08/04/21  Elk Point (08) $0 $0 $111,248 $0 $0 $111,248 

08/04/21  Tea (10) $0 $0 $843,889 $0 $0 $843,889 

08/04/21  Vermillion (09) $0 $0 $317,885 $0 $0 $317,885 

08/04/21  Dell Rapids (10) $0 $0 $0 $225,304 $0 $225,304 

08/04/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $182,944 $0 $182,944 

08/04/21  Mitchell (08) $0 $0 $0 $266,194 $0 $266,194 

08/04/21  Aurora (03) $0 $0 $0 $77,246 $0 $77,246 

08/13/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $214,342 $0 $0 $214,342 

08/13/21  Mitchell (07) $0 $0 $0 $39,814 $0 $39,814 

08/13/21  Mitchell (08) $0 $0 $0 $0 $103,227 $103,227 

08/13/21  Mitchell (08) $0 $0 $0 $14,242 $0 $14,242 

08/13/21  Pierpont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,524 $6,524 

08/13/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $142,885 $0 $0 $142,885 

08/13/21  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $0 $226,332 $226,332 

08/13/21  Watertown (12) $0 $0 $0 $270,031 $0 $270,031 

08/13/21  Brookings (10) $54,226 $247,000 $0 $0 $0 $301,226 

08/19/21  Chancellor (03) $0 $0 $27,627 $0 $0 $27,627 

08/19/21  Hurley (02) $0 $0 $0 $17,730 $0 $17,730 

08/19/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $1,170 $0 $1,170 

08/19/21  Onida (02) $3,302 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,302 

08/19/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $90,298 $90,298 

08/27/21  Avon (01) $0 $0 $31,308 $0 $0 $31,308 
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Date Borrower Name State Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursement 

08/27/21  Claremont (01) $0 $0 $204,066 $0 $0 $204,066 

08/27/21  Elkton (02) $0 $0 $84,006 $0 $0 $84,006 

08/27/21  Harrisburg (07) $0 $0 $1,179,936 $0 $0 $1,179,936 

08/27/21  Renner San Dist (01) $0 $0 $267,695 $0 $0 $267,695 

08/27/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $117,988 $0 $117,988 

09/02/21  Vermillion (09) $0 $0 $127,305 $0 $0 $127,305 

09/09/21  Avon (01) $0 $0 $47,620 $0 $0 $47,620 

09/09/21  Vermillion (10) $0 $0 $369,063 $0 $0 $369,063 

09/16/21  Aurora (03) $0 $0 $0 $21,199 $0 $21,199 

09/16/21  Dell Rapids (10) $0 $0 $0 $165,435 $0 $165,435 

09/16/21  Elk Point (08) $0 $0 $61,855 $0 $0 $61,855 

09/16/21  Mitchell (05NPS) $0 $0 $150,667 $0 $0 $150,667 

09/16/21  Onida (02) $24,939 $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $104,939 

09/16/21  Onida (02) $0 $0 $123,558 $0 $0 $123,558 

09/27/21  Bridgewater (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $221,050 $221,050 

09/27/21  Chancellor (03) $0 $0 $32,464 $0 $0 $32,464 

09/27/21  Dell Rapids (09) $0 $0 $15,131 $0 $0 $15,131 

09/27/21  Hurley (02) $0 $0 $0 $21,593 $0 $21,593 

09/27/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,660 $1,660 

09/27/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $65,336 $0 $0 $65,336 

09/27/21  Irene (02) $0 $0 $0 $99,575 $0 $99,575 

09/27/21  Miller (03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $109,157 $109,157 

09/27/21  Miller (04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,220 $27,220 

09/27/21  Miller (04) $0 $0 $70,111 $0 $0 $70,111 

09/27/21  Pierpont (01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,173 $2,173 

09/27/21  Pierpont (01) $0 $0 $0 $18,327 $0 $18,327 

09/27/21  Roscoe (02) $0 $0 $153,511 $0 $0 $153,511 

09/27/21  Valley Springs (03) $0 $0 $0 $356,407 $0 $356,407 

09/27/21  Watertown (13) $0 $0 $150,130 $0 $0 $150,130 

09/27/21  Webster (04) $0 $0 $0 $675 $0 $675 

Total Base Program $2,693,287 $12,169,224 $10,177,560 $7,613,637 $32,843,059 $65,496,767 
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ADMINISTRATIVE DISBURSEMENTS 

 

Date Disbursed to 
Cost of 

Issuance 
State 

Match 
Federal 

Funds 

Build 
America 

Bonds 

State 
Admin 

Restricted 

State    
Admin 

Discretionary 
Total 

Payment 

10/26/20 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $117,300 $117,300 
10/26/20 SD - Admin $0 $0 $29,200 $0 $0 $0 $29,200 
10/26/20 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,500 $3,500 
11/13/20 SD - Admin $0 $0 $45,900 $0 $0 $0 $45,900 
11/13/20 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $118,700 $118,700 
11/13/20 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,500 $3,500 
11/13/20 SD - Local Assist $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,700 $6,700 
12/18/20 US Bank $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $71,962 $71,962 
12/23/20 SD - Admin $0 $0 $16,200 $0 $0 $0 $16,200 
12/23/20 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $148,300 $148,300 
12/23/20 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,300 $23,300 
01/27/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $44,050 $0 $0 $0 $44,050 
01/27/21 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $340,100 $340,100 
01/27/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,100 $10,100 
01/27/21 SD - BABs $0 $0 $0 $225,000 $0 $0 $225,000 
02/24/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,500 $6,500 
02/24/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ($138,000) ($138,000) 
03/26/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $66,600 $0 $0 $0 $66,600 
03/26/21 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,100 $7,100 
03/26/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,700 $10,700 
04/23/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $29,600 $0 $0 $0 $29,600 
04/23/21 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,400 $11,400 
04/23/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,600 $12,600 
05/13/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $49,700 $0 $0 $0 $49,700 
05/13/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $56,300 $56,300 
05/13/21 SD - BABs $0 $0 $0 $98,400 $0 $0 $98,400 
05/13/21 SD - Local Assist $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,300 $7,300 
06/10/21 U.S. Bank $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,762 $72,762 
06/24/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $33,500 $0 $0 $0 $33,500 
06/24/21 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $46,100 $46,100 
06/24/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,000 $17,000 
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Date Disbursed to 
Cost of 

Issuance 
State 

Match 
Federal 

Funds 

Build 
America 

Bonds 

State 
Admin 

Restricted 

State    
Admin 

Discretionary 
Total 

Payment 
06/24/21 SD - BABs $0 $0 $0 $18,800 $0 $0 $18,800 
07/29/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $74,500 $0 $0 $0 $74,500 
07/29/21 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72,500 $72,500 
07/29/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,800 $22,800 
09/28/21 SD - Admin $0 $0 $36,500 $0 $0 $0 $36,500 
09/28/21 SD - Planning Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $470,700 $470,700 
09/28/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $21,200 $21,200 
09/28/21 SD - BABs $0 $0 $0 $160,800 $0 $0 $160,800 
09/28/21 SD - Local Assist $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,000 $5,000 

Total Admin Disbursements $0 $0 $425,750 $503,000 $0 $1,545,424 $2,474,174 

        

TOTAL OF ALL CWSRF DISBURSEMENTS      $67,970,941 

 
      
        
 

 

Disbursements to the State of SD reflect reimbursements for disbursements made through the state accounting system. These reimbursements are for payroll expenses, overhead 
costs, loan administration grants and planning grants. These reimbursements are rounded and do not reflect expenses as incurred during the year. Expenses reimbursed also may 
be from a prior fiscal year. See Financial Statements for expenses incurred on an accrual basis. 
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EXHIBIT V 
Letter of Credit Analysis Projected Draws 
vs. Actual Draws Federal Fiscal Year 2021 

 

 Grant Actual Actual  

 Payment Loan Admin  
Quarter Schedule Draws Draws Difference 

1ST $10,033,574 $629,639 $91,300 $9,312,635 

2ND $1,945,000 $3,775,861 $110,650 ($1,941,511) 

3RD $1,945,000 $3,876,724 $112,800 ($2,044,524) 

4TH $1,944,750 $3,887,000 $111,000 ($2,053,250) 

  $15,868,324 $12,169,224 $425,750 $3,273,350 

 
Letter of Credit Draws Federal 

Fiscal Year 2021 

 
Draw # Date Loan Admin Total 

1253 10/26/20 $0 $29,200 $29,200 
1255 11/13/20 $0 $45,900 $45,900 
1256 11/19/20 $4,639 $0 $4,639 
1257 11/25/20 $150,000 $0 $150,000 
1260 12/16/20 $25,000 $0 $25,000 
1261 12/22/20 $450,000 $16,200 $466,200 
1263 01/13/21 $2,406 $0 $2,406 
1264 01/21/21 $102,000 $0 $102,000 
1265 01/27/21 $0 $44,050 $44,050 
1267 02/11/21 $65,000 $0 $65,000 
1268 02/18/21 $125,955 $0 $125,955 
1269 02/23/21 $215,500 $0 $215,500 
1270 03/03/21 $80,000 $0 $80,000 
1271 03/11/21 $75,000 $0 $75,000 
1272 03/25/21 $3,110,000 $66,600 $3,176,600 
1275 04/22/21 $25,000 $29,600 $54,600 
1276 04/27/21 $1,120,000 $0 $1,120,000 
1277 05/12/21 $33,000 $49,700 $82,700 
1279 05/20/21 $824,724 $0 $824,724 
1280 05/27/21 $825,000 $0 $825,000 
1282 06/14/21 $895,000 $0 $895,000 
1283 06/17/21 $154,000 $0 $154,000 
1284 06/23/21 $0 $33,500 $33,500 
1285 07/06/21 $2,539,000 $0 $2,539,000 
1286 07/07/21 $165,000 $0 $165,000 
1288 07/21/21 $8,000 $0 $8,000 
1289 07/28/21 $848,000 $74,500 $922,500 
1291 08/12/21 $247,000 $0 $247,000 

1295 09/15/21 $80,000 $0 $80,000 

1295 09/26/2021 $0 $36,500 $36,500 

    $12,169,224 $425,750 $12,594,974 
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EXHIBIT VI 
Environmental Review and Land Purchase Information 

Completed During Federal Fiscal Year 2021 
 
 

Project 

Environmental 
Assessment 

Class 

Environmental 
Assessment 

Date 

Land 
Purchase 
w/SRF? 

Alcester (01) CATEX 08/04/2021 No 
Aurora (03) CATEX 04/28/2021 No 
Chancellor (03) CATEX 04/13/2021 No 
Cresbard (01) CATEX 08/09/2021 No 

Crooks (04) FNSI 08/30/2021 No 
Custer (05) CATEX 06/02/2021 No 
Dell Rapids (10) CATEX 01/04/2021 No 
Elk Point (08) CATEX 02/25/2021 No 
Fort Pierre (07) FNSI 06/13/2021 No 
Hudson (01) CATEX 12/17/2020 No 
Lake Preston (01) CATEX 07/28/2021 No 
Mellette (01) CATEX 10/06/2020 No 
Mitchell (08) CATEX 01/20/2021 No 
Pierre (09) FNSI 11/23/2020 No 
Renner Sanitary District (01) CATEX 11/23/2020 No 

Roscoe (03) CATEX 08/11/2021 No 
Salem (05) CATEX 09/21/2021 No 
Sioux Falls (43) FNSI 12/16/2020 No 
Tea (09) CATEX 05/07/2021 No 
Tea (10) CATEX 04/09/2021 No 
Vermillion (09) CATEX 04/30/2021 No 
Vermillion (10) CATEX 04/02/2021 No 
Volga (02) CATEX 02/18/2021 No 
Watertown (13) CATEX 06/08/2021 No 
Yankton (05) CATEX 06/15/2021 No 
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Awarded During Federal Fiscal Year 2021 and 
 Environmental Assessment Pending 

 
 
 
 
 

Recipient 

Environmental 
Assessment 

Class 

Land 
Purchase 
w/SRF? 

Tabor (01) CATEX No 
Elkton (03) CATEX No 
Lake Norden (03) CATEX No 

Salem (04) CATEX No 
Waubay (04) CATEX No 
Saint  Lawrence (02) CATEX No 
Canistota (05) CATEX No 
Lennox (09) CATEX No 
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EXHIBIT VII 
CWSRF Loan Transactions by Borrower 

September 30, 2021 

 

Borrower 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Repayments Loan Balance 

Aberdeen (01) $12,062,600 $0 $5,262,600 $20,886 $5,433,257 $1,345,857 $12,062,600 $0 $12,062,600 $0 

Aberdeen (01NPS) $1,156,259 $0 $0 $0 $1,156,259 $0 $1,156,259 $0 $1,156,259 $0 

Aberdeen (02) $5,201,739 $0 $2,927,133 $186,734 $187,872 $1,900,000 $5,201,739 $0 $5,201,739 $0 

Aberdeen (03) $1,500,000 $0 $950,000 $0 $550,000 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $1,092,884 $407,116 

Alpena (01) $905,474 $0 $905,474 $0 $0 $0 $905,474 $0 $217,380 $688,094 

Andover (01) $194,000 $0 $0 $0 $194,000 $0 $194,000 $0 $27,688 $166,312 

Andover (02) $1,168,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Astoria (02) $600,656 $0 $0 $0 $0 $600,656 $600,656 $297,925 $48,533 $254,198 

Aurora (01) $309,759 $0 $265,204 $44,555 $0 $0 $309,759 $0 $297,639 $12,120 

Aurora (02) $421,303 $300,000 $0 $0 $121,303 $0 $421,303 $191,692 $51,929 $177,682 

Aurora (03) $2,002,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $98,445 $98,445 $0 $0 $98,445 

Avon (01) $138,000 $0 $0 $0 $78,928 $0 $78,928 $0 $0 $78,928 

Baltic (01) $405,646 $0 $0 $0 $405,646 $0 $405,646 $0 $338,211 $67,435 

Baltic (02) $276,164 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $76,164 $276,164 $127,588 $63,268 $85,308 

Baltic (03) $705,015 $0 $0 $0 $0 $705,015 $705,015 $0 $118,066 $586,949 

Belle Fourche (01) $253,000 $0 $214,604 $38,396 $0 $0 $253,000 $0 $253,000 $0 

Belle Fourche (02) $264,422 $0 $220,351 $44,071 $0 $0 $264,422 $0 $264,422 $0 

Belle Fourche (03) $2,125,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $1,625,000 $2,125,000 $0 $238,808 $1,886,192 

Belle Fourche (04) $1,836,000 $0 $0 $0 $530,000 $1,306,000 $1,836,000 $0 $35,629 $1,800,371 

Belle Fourche Irrig Dist (01) $200,000 $0 $1,601 $0 $198,399 $0 $200,000 $200,000 $0 $0 

Beresford (01) $1,115,852 $0 $1,039,555 $76,297 $0 $0 $1,115,852 $0 $1,115,852 $0 

Beresford (02) $789,790 $0 $179,664 $275,336 $164,790 $170,000 $789,790 $0 $122,412 $667,378 

Beresford (03) $560,821 $0 $0 $5,821 $0 $555,000 $560,821 $0 $59,381 $501,440 

Bison (01) $504,000 $0 $0 $0 $180,000 $324,000 $504,000 $0 $199,865 $304,135 

Black Hawk SD (01) $477,823 $0 $0 $0 $477,823 $0 $477,823 $0 $477,823 $0 

Blunt (01) $709,991 $0 $150,000 $32,100 $0 $527,891 $709,991 $0 $16,269 $693,722 

Bonesteel (01) $370,456 $0 $0 $0 $339,279 $31,177 $370,456 $0 $48,398 $322,058 

Box Elder (01) $648,600 $0 $540,500 $108,100 $0 $0 $648,600 $0 $648,600 $0 

Brandon (01) $105,000 $0 $1,277 $103,723 $0 $0 $105,000 $0 $105,000 $0 

Brandon (02) $526,018 $0 $400,629 $125,389 $0 $0 $526,018 $0 $526,018 $0 

Brandon (04) $383,250 $38,325 $0 $0 $0 $344,925 $383,250 $38,325 $344,925 $0 

Brandon (06) $2,598,000 $0 $422,777 $17,223 $0 $2,158,000 $2,598,000 $0 $350,221 $2,247,779 
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Borrower 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Repayments Loan Balance 

Brant Lake (01) $1,700,000 $0 $0 $108,502 $421,498 $1,170,000 $1,700,000 $0 $270,521 $1,429,479 

Brentford (01) $171,507 $0 $0 $0 $45,124 $126,383 $171,507 $0 $21,384 $150,123 

Bridgewater (01) $90,328 $0 $75,273 $15,055 $0 $0 $90,328 $0 $90,328 $0 

Bridgewater (02) $321,600 $0 $0 $0 $321,600 $0 $321,600 $0 $211,552 $110,048 

Bridgewater (03) $256,273 $0 $0 $0 $16,273 $240,000 $256,273 $0 $47,810 $208,463 

Bridgewater (04) $1,760,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,759,999 $1,759,999 $260,479 $0 $1,499,520 

Bristol (01) $893,785 $0 $0 $0 $0 $893,785 $893,785 $0 $90,117 $803,668 

Britton (01) $509,935 $0 $424,945 $84,990 $0 $0 $509,935 $0 $509,935 $0 

Britton (02) $291,854 $0 $0 $0 $291,854 $0 $291,854 $0 $229,581 $62,273 

Britton (03) $897,735 $0 $0 $0 $0 $897,735 $897,735 $0 $422,132 $475,603 

Britton (04) $1,935,489 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,935,489 $1,935,489 $0 $656,609 $1,278,880 

Brookings (01) $188,065 $0 $156,721 $31,344 $0 $0 $188,065 $0 $188,065 $0 

Brookings (02) $744,545 $74,454 $171,000 $129,000 $0 $370,091 $744,545 $74,455 $277,123 $392,967 

Brookings (03) $433,909 $0 $36,384 $0 $397,525 $0 $433,909 $43,390 $156,747 $233,772 

Brookings (04) $335,314 $0 $0 $0 $0 $335,314 $335,314 $0 $114,622 $220,692 

Brookings (05) $226,121 $0 $0 $0 $0 $226,121 $226,121 $0 $79,949 $146,172 

Brookings (06) $1,972,719 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,972,719 $1,972,719 $0 $605,944 $1,366,775 

Brookings (07) $30,017,417 $0 $2,138,526 $165,000 $10,034,616 $17,679,275 $30,017,417 $0 $4,155,284 $25,862,133 

Brookings (09) $448,140 $0 $255,117 $0 $0 $193,023 $448,140 $0 $93,071 $355,069 

Brookings (10) $850,000 $0 $412,000 $90,897 $0 $0 $502,897 $0 $0 $502,897 

Burke (01) $155,000 $0 $0 $0 $155,000 $0 $155,000 $0 $93,291 $61,709 

Canistota (01) $616,840 $420,190 $0 $0 $0 $196,650 $616,840 $420,190 $48,513 $148,137 

Canistota (02) $186,183 $0 $128,990 $57,193 $0 $0 $186,183 $0 $39,610 $146,573 

Canistota (03) $381,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $381,000 $381,000 $0 $45,249 $335,751 

Canistota (04) $378,000 $0 $0 $0 $78,000 $300,000 $378,000 $0 $27,636 $350,364 

Canova (01) $238,713 $0 $155,954 $0 $82,759 $0 $238,713 $154,686 $16,767 $67,260 

Canton (01) $515,715 $0 $515,715 $0 $0 $0 $515,715 $0 $515,715 $0 

Canton (02) $600,000 $0 $0 $0 $600,000 $0 $600,000 $0 $471,932 $128,068 

Canton (03) $2,462,000 $0 $0 $0 $211,500 $1,410,000 $1,621,500 $840,500 -$109,775 $890,775 

Canton (04) $732,000 $0 $341,497 $21,413 $132,000 $237,090 $732,000 $0 $107,739 $624,261 

Canton (05) $1,609,567 $0 $465,000 $98,133 $321,682 $724,752 $1,609,567 $0 $74,112 $1,535,455 

Castlewood (01) $215,859 $0 $0 $0 $215,859 $0 $215,859 $0 $186,905 $28,954 

Castlewood (02) $160,000 $0 $48,416 $111,584 $0 $0 $160,000 $0 $105,250 $54,750 

Cavour (01) $73,794 $0 $56,945 $16,849 $0 $0 $73,794 $0 $3,791 $70,003 

Cavour (02) $192,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $164,778 $164,778 $0 $926 $163,852 

Centerville (01) $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $500,000 $0 $408,963 $91,037 

Centerville (02) $400,509 $0 $0 $0 $250,038 $150,471 $400,509 $0 $54,629 $345,880 

DRAFT



 
 

90  

Borrower 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Repayments Loan Balance 

Centerville (03) $240,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $240,000 $240,000 $0 $15,310 $224,690 

Chamberlain (01) $350,500 $0 $350,500 $0 $0 $0 $350,500 $0 $350,500 $0 

Chamberlain (02) $265,000 $0 $220,833 $44,167 $0 $0 $265,000 $0 $265,000 $0 

Chamberlain (03) $2,700,000 $0 $2,249,998 $450,002 $0 $0 $2,700,000 $0 $2,700,000 $0 

Chamberlain (04) $450,000 $0 $375,000 $75,000 $0 $0 $450,000 $0 $450,000 $0 

Chamberlain (05) $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $300,000 $0 $34,310 $265,690 

Chancellor (01) $573,999 $0 $0 $0 $0 $573,999 $573,999 $0 $49,562 $524,437 

Chancellor (02) $120,520 $0 $30,613 $89,907 $0 $0 $120,520 $60,260 $19,572 $40,688 

Chancellor (03) $470,000 $0 $0 $0 $91,476 $0 $91,476 $0 $0 $91,476 

Claremont (01) $1,832,000 $0 $0 $0 $789,106 $232,000 $1,021,106 $773,998 $0 $247,108 

Clark (01) $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $0 $400,000 $0 $308,926 $91,074 

Clark (02) $1,911,549 $0 $650,000 $251,000 $192,694 $817,855 $1,911,549 $0 $212,912 $1,698,637 

Clear Lake (01) $79,537 $0 $61,462 $18,075 $0 $0 $79,537 $0 $79,537 $0 

Clear Lake (02) $687,227 $0 $658,926 $28,301 $0 $0 $687,227 $0 $471,756 $215,471 

Colman (01) $1,574,248 $0 $78,104 $210,857 $1,285,287 $0 $1,574,248 $356,500 $181,240 $1,036,508 

Colman (02) $766,243 $0 $0 $0 $209,906 $556,337 $766,243 $478,901 $33,706 $253,636 

Colton (01) $178,332 $0 $0 $0 $178,332 $0 $178,332 $0 $178,332 $0 

Colton (02) $140,826 $0 $61,928 $0 $0 $78,898 $140,826 $0 $44,872 $95,954 

Colton (03) $1,907,852 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,907,852 $1,907,852 $0 $40,519 $1,867,333 

Crooks (01) $421,975 $0 $0 $0 $0 $421,975 $421,975 $0 $421,975 $0 

Crooks (03) $2,400,000 $0 $190,000 $158,000 $0 $1,855,948 $2,203,948 $0 $11,915 $2,192,033 

Custer (01) $430,000 $0 $338,913 $91,087 $0 $0 $430,000 $0 $430,000 $0 

Custer (02) $182,000 $0 $151,667 $30,333 $0 $0 $182,000 $0 $182,000 $0 

Custer (03) $276,000 $0 $229,997 $46,003 $0 $0 $276,000 $0 $276,000 $0 

Custer (04) $925,919 $0 $0 $322,472 $427,447 $176,000 $925,919 $0 $261,524 $664,395 

Custer (05) $1,539,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Custer-Fall River WMD (01) $106,939 $0 $89,116 $17,823 $0 $0 $106,939 $0 $106,939 $0 

Deadwood (01) $447,838 $0 $373,198 $74,640 $0 $0 $447,838 $0 $447,838 $0 

Dell Rapids (01) $300,000 $0 $249,999 $50,001 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 

Dell Rapids (02) $561,737 $0 $0 $0 $561,737 $0 $561,737 $0 $561,737 $0 

Dell Rapids (03) $1,062,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,062,000 $1,062,000 $0 $581,687 $480,313 

Dell Rapids (04) $950,000 $0 $56,391 $50,000 $0 $843,609 $950,000 $0 $458,336 $491,664 

Dell Rapids (05) $742,564 $0 $421,409 $0 $321,155 $0 $742,564 $398,014 $344,550 $0 

Dell Rapids (06) $612,000 $0 $14,450 $131,363 $0 $466,187 $612,000 $0 $160,419 $451,581 

Dell Rapids (07) $1,200,000 $0 $100,000 $0 $399,264 $700,736 $1,200,000 $0 $416,574 $783,426 

Dell Rapids (08) $1,975,384 $0 $1,245,072 $531,494 $0 $198,818 $1,975,384 $0 $90,955 $1,884,429 

Dell Rapids (09) $2,324,000 $0 $0 $0 $152,802 $2,050,000 $2,202,802 $0 $0 $2,202,802 

DRAFT



 
 

91  

Borrower 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Repayments Loan Balance 

Dell Rapids (09NPS) $337,000 $0 $0 $0 $142,247 $0 $142,247 $0 $0 $142,247 

Dell Rapids (10) $1,964,000 $0 $0 $0 $634,910 $0 $634,910 $0 $0 $634,910 

Dell Rapids (10NPS) $213,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Delmont (01) $1,210,000 $0 $161,000 $42,355 $0 $0 $203,355 $203,355 $0 $0 

Dimock (01) $478,000 $0 $110,000 $70,046 $0 $238,000 $418,046 $0 $21,475 $396,571 

Doland (01) $82,699 $0 $0 $0 $0 $82,699 $82,699 $41,349 $8,598 $32,752 

Dupree (01) $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $150,000 $300,000 $450,000 $0 $54,651 $395,349 

Dupree (02) $192,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $192,000 $192,000 $0 $16,968 $175,032 

Eagle Butte (02) $1,781,743 $0 $0 $0 $210,497 $1,571,246 $1,781,743 $324,277 $128,859 $1,328,607 

Elk Point (01) $458,000 $0 $381,665 $76,335 $0 $0 $458,000 $0 $458,000 $0 

Elk Point (02) $450,000 $0 $34,145 $57,798 $358,057 $0 $450,000 $0 $394,809 $55,191 

Elk Point (03) $345,000 $0 $0 $0 $345,000 $0 $345,000 $0 $345,000 $0 

Elk Point (04) $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $31,993 $68,007 $100,000 $0 $56,953 $43,047 

Elk Point (05) $150,000 $0 $100,000 $5,581 $0 $44,419 $150,000 $0 $76,238 $73,762 

Elk Point (06) $607,840 $0 $0 $0 $18,419 $496,251 $514,670 $60,784 $198,407 $255,479 

Elk Point (07) $132,455 $0 $0 $0 $0 $132,455 $132,455 $0 $1,984 $130,471 

Elk Point (08) $593,000 $0 $0 $0 $444,660 $0 $444,660 $0 $0 $444,660 

Elkton (01) $505,464 $0 $0 $125,000 $140,464 $110,000 $375,464 $130,000 $20,704 $224,760 

Elkton (02) $1,206,000 $0 $0 $0 $388,873 $546,000 $934,873 $0 $0 $934,873 

Ellsworth Dev Auth (01A) $8,000,000 $0 $420,837 $579,163 $2,525,000 $4,475,000 $8,000,000 $0 $8,000,000 $0 

Ellsworth Dev Auth (01B) $8,000,000 $0 $8,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $8,000,000 $0 $8,000,000 $0 

Ellsworth Dev Auth (02A) $1,703,000 $0 $232,515 $317,485 $450,000 $703,000 $1,703,000 $0 $1,703,000 $0 

Ellsworth Dev Auth (02B) $5,109,000 $0 $5,109,000 $0 $0 $0 $5,109,000 $0 $5,109,000 $0 

Emery (01) $2,502,877 $0 $208,323 $291,677 $308,697 $1,694,180 $2,502,877 $1,519,246 $58,054 $925,577 

Ethan (01) $489,349 $0 $10,147 $158,193 $250,000 $71,009 $489,349 $0 $63,931 $425,418 

Eureka (01) $1,383,155 $0 $253,685 $0 $185,470 $944,000 $1,383,155 $0 $490,190 $892,965 

Faulkton (01) $790,879 $0 $54,280 $97,720 $638,879 $0 $790,879 $0 $103,324 $687,555 

Freeman (01) $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 

Freeman (02) $800,000 $0 $429,651 $370,349 $0 $0 $800,000 $0 $800,000 $0 

Freeman (03) $1,000,000 $0 $446,048 $53,952 $0 $500,000 $1,000,000 $0 $218,408 $781,592 

Ft. Pierre (01) $330,294 $0 $275,243 $55,051 $0 $0 $330,294 $0 $330,294 $0 

Ft. Pierre (02) $462,500 $0 $0 $0 $462,500 $0 $462,500 $0 $462,500 $0 

Ft. Pierre (03) $443,223 $0 $0 $0 $443,223 $0 $443,223 $0 $308,415 $134,808 

Ft. Pierre (05) $495,549 $0 $0 $0 $73,135 $422,414 $495,549 $0 $205,355 $290,194 

Ft. Pierre (06) $266,000 $0 $0 $0 $190,000 $76,000 $266,000 $50,000 $33,261 $182,739 

Ft. Pierre (07) $3,701,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Garretson (01) $300,000 $0 $249,999 $50,001 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 
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Garretson (02) $503,239 $0 $226,938 $2,027 $0 $274,274 $503,239 $0 $229,901 $273,338 

Garretson (03) $1,160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,160,000 $1,160,000 $0 $46,501 $1,113,499 

Garretson (04) $917,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $917,000 $917,000 $0 $10,994 $906,006 

Gayville (01) $262,972 $0 $225,840 $37,132 $0 $0 $262,972 $0 $262,972 $0 

Gettysburg (01) $535,758 $0 $0 $0 $0 $535,758 $535,758 $0 $234,765 $300,993 

Gregory (01) $241,574 $0 $0 $134,896 $0 $106,678 $241,574 $0 $105,856 $135,718 

Gregory (02) $229,958 $0 $226,567 $3,391 $0 $0 $229,958 $0 $137,627 $92,331 

Gregory (03) $260,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $260,000 $260,000 $0 $23,771 $236,229 

Groton (01) $189,524 $0 $157,935 $31,589 $0 $0 $189,524 $0 $189,524 $0 

Groton (02) $74,630 $0 $62,190 $12,440 $0 $0 $74,630 $0 $74,630 $0 

Groton (03) $470,809 $0 $392,342 $78,467 $0 $0 $470,809 $0 $470,809 $0 

Groton (04) $126,648 $0 $0 $0 $126,648 $0 $126,648 $0 $126,648 $0 

Groton (05) $440,000 $0 $0 $0 $440,000 $0 $440,000 $0 $440,000 $0 

Groton (06) $56,368 $0 $0 $5,090 $0 $51,278 $56,368 $0 $56,368 $0 

Groton (07) $310,913 $299,500 $0 $0 $11,413 $0 $310,913 $131,827 $179,086 $0 

Groton (08) $206,979 $0 $180,120 $0 $26,859 $0 $206,979 $51,744 $138,098 $17,137 

Groton (09) $249,240 $0 $0 $0 $249,240 $0 $249,240 $0 $214,942 $34,298 

Harrisburg (01) $507,277 $0 $422,732 $84,545 $0 $0 $507,277 $0 $507,277 $0 

Harrisburg (02) $3,941,200 $3,941,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,941,200 $3,941,200 $0 $0 

Harrisburg (03) $2,544,036 $0 $709,385 $590,615 $3,071 $1,240,965 $2,544,036 $0 $558,231 $1,985,805 

Harrisburg (04) $679,217 $0 $0 $275,000 $238,714 $165,503 $679,217 $0 $183,345 $495,872 

Harrisburg (05) $1,402,976 $0 $0 $540,000 $577,388 $285,588 $1,402,976 $0 $407,902 $995,074 

Harrisburg (07) $24,487,000 $0 $9,132,500 $2,520,183 $2,341,147 $6,100,000 $20,093,830 $0 $0 $20,093,830 

Harrold (01) $162,372 $0 $0 $0 $0 $162,372 $162,372 $0 $162,372 $0 

Hartford (01) $504,000 $0 $471,591 $32,409 $0 $0 $504,000 $0 $484,364 $19,636 

Hartford (02) $690,804 $0 $623,704 $67,100 $0 $0 $690,804 $0 $663,858 $26,946 

Hartford (03) $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 $279,529 $20,471 

Hartford (04) $550,035 $0 $0 $0 $550,035 $0 $550,035 $0 $465,626 $84,409 

Hartford (05) $523,629 $0 $481,720 $41,909 $0 $0 $523,629 $0 $300,869 $222,760 

Hartford (06) $1,482,000 $0 $0 $0 $330,000 $1,152,000 $1,482,000 $0 $94,538 $1,387,462 

Hecla (01) $101,909 $14,339 $0 $0 $87,570 $0 $101,909 $10,191 $35,718 $56,000 

Hermosa (01) $292,156 $0 $0 $0 $0 $292,156 $292,156 $0 $52,339 $239,817 

Herreid (01) $694,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $694,300 $694,300 $0 $120,655 $573,645 

Highmore (01) $262,300 $0 $0 $0 $262,300 $0 $262,300 $0 $262,300 $0 

Highmore (02) $538,871 $0 $0 $0 $0 $538,871 $538,871 $0 $538,871 $0 

Hot Springs (01) $196,930 $0 $164,108 $32,822 $0 $0 $196,930 $0 $196,930 $0 

Hot Springs (02) $1,227,332 $0 $0 $0 $642,542 $584,790 $1,227,332 $0 $419,546 $807,786 
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Hot Springs (NPS-01) $930,000 $0 $774,999 $155,001 $0 $0 $930,000 $0 $930,000 $0 

Hoven (01) $470,351 $0 $0 $0 $0 $470,351 $470,351 $0 $39,626 $430,725 

Hudson (01) $898,000 $0 $0 $0 $132,000 $0 $132,000 $0 $0 $132,000 

Humboldt (01) $340,287 $0 $0 $0 $8,087 $332,200 $340,287 $0 $26,675 $313,612 

Humboldt (03) $1,876,000 $0 $364,271 $35,729 $0 $1,476,000 $1,876,000 $0 $10,543 $1,865,457 

Humboldt (04) $113,477 $0 $0 $0 $0 $113,477 $113,477 $0 $2,570 $110,907 

Hurley (01) $835,964 $0 $0 $0 $134,430 $701,534 $835,964 $0 $139,996 $695,968 

Hurley (02) $188,000 $0 $0 $0 $91,042 $0 $91,042 $0 $0 $91,042 

Huron (01) $1,656,000 $0 $1,379,999 $276,001 $0 $0 $1,656,000 $0 $1,656,000 $0 

Huron (02) $701,997 $0 $591,496 $110,501 $0 $0 $701,997 $0 $701,997 $0 

Huron (03) $1,856,828 $0 $1,547,356 $309,472 $0 $0 $1,856,828 $0 $1,856,828 $0 

Huron (05) $14,946,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Interior (01) $246,721 $0 $0 $0 $0 $246,721 $246,721 $0 $44,445 $202,276 

Irene (01) $613,952 $0 $0 $0 $0 $613,952 $613,952 $0 $66,887 $547,065 

Irene (02) $3,392,000 $0 $0 $0 $660,000 $2,732,000 $3,392,000 $2,548,000 $0 $844,000 

Java (01) $393,252 $0 $108,091 $0 $14,726 $270,435 $393,252 $92,807 $50,315 $250,130 

Jefferson (01) $166,084 $0 $0 $0 $166,084 $0 $166,084 $0 $125,547 $40,537 

Kennebec (01) $642,079 $0 $190,000 $64,000 $165,079 $223,000 $642,079 $0 $39,907 $602,172 

Kennebec (02) $390,362 $0 $25,000 $3,362 $0 $362,000 $390,362 $0 $30,705 $359,657 

Keystone (01) $429,140 $0 $0 $0 $64,384 $364,756 $429,140 $0 $28,016 $401,124 

Lake Cochrane SD  (01) $80,000 $0 $66,667 $13,333 $0 $0 $80,000 $0 $80,000 $0 

Lake Cochrane SD  (02) $156,111 $0 $0 $0 $156,111 $0 $156,111 $0 $156,111 $0 

Lake Madison SD (01) $330,000 $0 $275,000 $55,000 $0 $0 $330,000 $0 $330,000 $0 

Lake Madison SD (02) $613,419 $0 $0 $0 $605,879 $7,540 $613,419 $0 $613,419 $0 

Lake Madison SD (03) $428,000 $0 $100,000 $28,000 $0 $300,000 $428,000 $0 $40,903 $387,097 

Lake Norden SD (01) $923,366 $0 $0 $0 $0 $923,366 $923,366 $0 $31,468 $891,898 

Lake Norden SD (02) $671,000 $0 $165,000 $32,385 $92,619 $0 $290,004 $0 $0 $290,004 

Lake Poinsett SD (02) $1,094,700 $0 $357,407 $106,374 $0 $630,919 $1,094,700 $0 $307,776 $786,924 

Lake Poinsett SD (03) $2,413,671 $0 $486,245 $62,070 $165,356 $1,700,000 $2,413,671 $1,257,522 $209,834 $946,315 

Lake Poinsett SD (04) $1,827,216 $0 $420,000 $126,638 $25,109 $1,255,469 $1,827,216 $0 $101,939 $1,725,277 

Lake Preston (01) $758,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Lead (01) $186,409 $0 $155,341 $31,068 $0 $0 $186,409 $0 $186,409 $0 

Lead (02) $500,770 $0 $406,506 $94,264 $0 $0 $500,770 $0 $500,770 $0 

Lead (03) $375,298 $0 $353,839 $21,459 $0 $0 $375,298 $0 $375,298 $0 

Lead (04) $239,200 $0 $199,333 $39,867 $0 $0 $239,200 $0 $239,200 $0 

Lead (05) $220,029 $0 $0 $0 $220,029 $0 $220,029 $0 $160,692 $59,337 

Lead (06) $240,000 $0 $0 $0 $99,039 $140,961 $240,000 $0 $124,554 $115,446 
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Lead (07) $192,541 $0 $0 $0 $192,541 $0 $192,541 $48,135 $56,216 $88,190 

Lead (08) $829,854 $0 $71,286 $114,636 $195,932 $448,000 $829,854 $0 $159,962 $669,892 

Lead (09) $342,380 $0 $0 $0 $0 $342,380 $342,380 $0 $70,480 $271,900 

Lead-Deadwood SD (01) $106,855 $0 $89,046 $17,809 $0 $0 $106,855 $0 $106,855 $0 

Lemmon (01) $427,100 $0 $355,916 $71,184 $0 $0 $427,100 $0 $427,100 $0 

Lennox (01) $350,000 $0 $291,664 $58,336 $0 $0 $350,000 $0 $350,000 $0 

Lennox (02) $583,735 $0 $486,447 $97,288 $0 $0 $583,735 $0 $583,735 $0 

Lennox (03) $1,565,760 $1,565,760 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,565,760 $1,565,760 $0 $0 

Lennox (04) $1,942,273 $0 $141,823 $465,393 $462,033 $750,000 $1,819,249 $122,945 $271,899 $1,424,405 

Lennox (05) $1,290,000 $0 $0 $0 $25,000 $1,265,000 $1,290,000 $0 $153,204 $1,136,796 

Lennox (06) $1,853,747 $0 $520,000 $175,297 $58,450 $1,100,000 $1,853,747 $0 $85,355 $1,768,392 

Lennox (07) $1,496,000 $0 $590,000 $156,000 $0 $750,000 $1,496,000 $0 $16,868 $1,479,132 

Lennox (08) $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $117,082 $702,934 $820,016 $0 $0 $820,016 

Letcher (01) $742,374 $0 $0 $0 $58,450 $683,924 $742,374 $263,542 $52,156 $426,676 

Madison (01) $119,416 $0 $99,512 $19,904 $0 $0 $119,416 $0 $119,416 $0 

Madison (02) $4,986,796 $0 $158,000 $19,786 $15,959 $4,793,051 $4,986,796 $0 $2,533,829 $2,452,967 

Marion (01) $1,707,908 $0 $50,000 $100,000 $47,908 $1,510,000 $1,707,908 $0 $405,328 $1,302,580 

Marion (02) $451,642 $0 $299,406 $75,594 $0 $76,642 $451,642 $85,811 $365,831 $0 

Marion (03) $420,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Martin (01) $142,732 $0 $0 $0 $142,732 $0 $142,732 $0 $142,732 $0 

McCook Lake SD (01) $641,935 $0 $596,631 $45,304 $0 $0 $641,935 $0 $641,935 $0 

McLaughlin (01) $1,050,424 $0 $69,391 $80,609 $542,719 $357,705 $1,050,424 $137,605 $135,259 $777,560 

Mellette (01) $286,000 $0 $0 $0 $277,828 $0 $277,828 $0 $0 $277,828 

Menno (01) $191,500 $0 $191,500 $0 $0 $0 $191,500 $0 $74,550 $116,950 

Menno (02) $1,170,777 $0 $17,517 $182,483 $465,777 $505,000 $1,170,777 $0 $167,398 $1,003,379 

Milbank (01) $3,376,639 $2,380,838 $0 $0 $920,530 $75,271 $3,376,639 $2,171,179 $1,205,460 $0 

Milbank (02) $261,306 $0 $0 $0 $261,306 $0 $261,306 $0 $261,306 $0 

Miller (03) $1,875,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,858,732 $1,858,732 $0 $52,444 $1,806,288 

Miller (04) $1,900,000 $0 $0 $0 $70,111 $500,000 $570,111 $0 $0 $570,111 

Mina Lake SD (01) $431,803 $0 $0 $0 $146,932 $284,871 $431,803 $0 $15,338 $416,465 

Mitchell (01) $1,543,405 $0 $0 $0 $1,543,405 $0 $1,543,405 $0 $1,543,405 $0 

Mitchell (02) $1,320,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,320,000 $0 $1,320,000 $0 $957,034 $362,966 

Mitchell (03) $1,534,224 $0 $452,184 $66,471 $0 $1,015,569 $1,534,224 $0 $729,138 $805,086 

Mitchell (03NPS) $148,523 $0 $0 $0 $148,523 $0 $148,523 $0 $65,463 $83,060 

Mitchell (04) $543,447 $0 $482,271 $0 $61,176 $0 $543,447 $0 $154,596 $388,851 

Mitchell (05) $7,832,000 $0 $910,875 $189,125 $0 $5,877,942 $6,977,942 $0 $0 $6,977,942 

Mitchell (05NPS) $780,750 $0 $0 $0 $469,045 $0 $469,045 $0 $0 $469,045 
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Mitchell (06) $3,572,349 $0 $2,810,447 $461,902 $0 $300,000 $3,572,349 $0 $39,374 $3,532,975 

Mitchell (06NPS) $356,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Mitchell (07) $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $408,225 $0 $408,225 $0 $0 $408,225 

Mitchell (07NPS) $74,225 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Mitchell (08) $1,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $280,436 $103,227 $383,663 $0 $0 $383,663 

Mitchell (08NPS) $163,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Mobridge (01) $1,500,000 $0 $1,250,000 $250,000 $0 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $1,500,000 $0 

Mobridge (02) $158,000 $0 $0 $158,000 $0 $0 $158,000 $0 $158,000 $0 

Mobridge (03) $1,350,000 $0 $1,265,857 $84,143 $0 $0 $1,350,000 $0 $1,350,000 $0 

Mobridge (04) $703,425 $0 $0 $0 $3,425 $700,000 $703,425 $0 $703,425 $0 

Mobridge (05) $1,475,000 $0 $358,360 $116,640 $35,000 $965,000 $1,475,000 $0 $225,969 $1,249,031 

Montrose (01) $34,988 $0 $0 $0 $34,988 $0 $34,988 $0 $34,988 $0 

Montrose (02) $767,190 $160,400 $0 $0 $206,790 $400,000 $767,190 $160,400 $130,931 $475,859 

Montrose (04) $363,200 $0 $0 $0 $0 $69,034 $69,034 $0 $0 $69,034 

Mount Vernon (01) $2,300,000 $0 $1,050,000 $0 $975,345 $274,655 $2,300,000 $1,050,000 $241,283 $1,008,717 

Nisland (01) $204,000 $0 $0 $0 $204,000 $0 $204,000 $0 $132,352 $71,649 

North Sioux City (01) $239,650 $0 $203,822 $35,828 $0 $0 $239,650 $0 $239,650 $0 

North Sioux City (02) $646,000 $0 $538,333 $107,667 $0 $0 $646,000 $0 $646,000 $0 

Northdale San Dist (01) $256,380 $0 $213,649 $42,731 $0 $0 $256,380 $0 $256,380 $0 

Northville (01) $111,405 $0 $0 $0 $11,405 $100,000 $111,405 $0 $18,657 $92,748 

Onida (01) $2,400,000 $0 $0 $0 $115,000 $2,285,000 $2,400,000 $0 $124,475 $2,275,525 

Onida (02) $1,426,000 $0 $195,000 $55,376 $123,558 $400,000 $773,934 $0 $0 $773,934 

Parker (01) $430,000 $0 $0 $0 $430,000 $0 $430,000 $0 $314,038 $115,962 

Parker (02) $480,501 $0 $233,085 $116,764 $10,652 $120,000 $480,501 $0 $268,427 $212,074 

Parker (03) $694,329 $0 $0 $0 $0 $218,879 $218,879 $471,450 -$423,530 $170,959 

Parker (04) $203,257 $0 $0 $0 $30,800 $172,457 $203,257 $0 $48,802 $154,455 

Parker (05) $615,619 $0 $0 $0 $0 $615,619 $615,619 $0 $13,268 $602,351 

Parkston (01) $635,690 $0 $50,000 $75,000 $0 $510,690 $635,690 $0 $323,090 $312,600 

Philip (01) $453,885 $0 $378,236 $75,649 $0 $0 $453,885 $0 $453,885 $0 

Philip (02) $321,127 $0 $267,624 $53,503 $0 $0 $321,127 $0 $321,127 $0 

Philip (03) $316,423 $0 $0 $0 $316,423 $0 $316,423 $0 $316,423 $0 

Philip (04) $865,546 $0 $0 $0 $67,246 $798,300 $865,546 $0 $133,684 $731,862 

Philip (05) $604,122 $0 $0 $0 $44,122 $560,000 $604,122 $0 $93,304 $510,818 

Philip (06) $414,302 $0 $0 $0 $0 $414,302 $414,302 $0 $11,789 $402,513 

Philip (07) $485,821 $0 $0 $0 $0 $485,821 $485,821 $0 $13,824 $471,997 

Pickerel Lake SD (01) $850,000 $0 $708,332 $141,668 $0 $0 $850,000 $0 $850,000 $0 

Pickerel Lake SD (02) $670,000 $0 $558,332 $111,668 $0 $0 $670,000 $0 $670,000 $0 
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Pierpont (01) $132,000 $0 $0 $0 $18,327 $18,197 $36,524 $32,652 $0 $3,872 

Pierre (01) $433,976 $0 $314,307 $119,669 $0 $0 $433,976 $0 $433,976 $0 

Pierre (02) $4,417,000 $0 $3,680,833 $736,167 $0 $0 $4,417,000 $0 $4,417,000 $0 

Pierre (03) $5,391,260 $0 $4,496,881 $894,379 $0 $0 $5,391,260 $0 $5,391,260 $0 

Pierre (04) $1,199,832 $0 $0 $0 $1,199,832 $0 $1,199,832 $0 $943,856 $255,976 

Pierre (05) $612,159 $0 $0 $0 $612,159 $0 $612,159 $0 $256,236 $355,923 

Pierre (06) $817,600 $0 $400,000 $0 $0 $417,600 $817,600 $0 $447,603 $369,997 

Pierre (07) $2,708,381 $0 $793,699 $187,183 $1,227,499 $500,000 $2,708,381 $0 $256,860 $2,451,521 

Pierre (08) $912,203 $0 $0 $0 $0 $912,203 $912,203 $0 $230,813 $681,390 

Pierre (09) $15,310,000 $0 $895,000 $192,706 $0 $0 $1,087,706 $0 $0 $1,087,706 

Plankinton (01) $1,005,744 $0 $147,431 $2,569 $0 $855,744 $1,005,744 $150,000 $143,308 $712,436 

Plankinton (02) $240,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $240,000 $240,000 $0 $33,020 $206,980 

Platte (01) $975,865 $0 $940,518 $35,347 $0 $0 $975,865 $0 $975,865 $0 

Platte (02) $1,735,634 $0 $0 $0 $110,259 $1,625,375 $1,735,634 $0 $39,386 $1,696,248 

Pollock (01) $151,619 $0 $126,350 $25,269 $0 $0 $151,619 $0 $151,619 $0 

Powder House Pass (01) $2,575,218 $0 $2,575,218 $0 $0 $0 $2,575,218 $0 $283,608 $2,291,610 

Powder House Pass (02) $1,703,499 $0 $1,703,499 $0 $0 $0 $1,703,499 $0 $78,573 $1,624,926 

Presho (01) $4,048,000 $0 $490,000 $208,926 $0 $3,137,780 $3,836,706 $1,327,500 $14,102 $2,495,104 

Rapid City (01) $2,479,905 $0 $2,165,049 $314,856 $0 $0 $2,479,905 $0 $2,479,905 $0 

Rapid City (02) $986,685 $0 $902,457 $84,228 $0 $0 $986,685 $0 $986,685 $0 

Rapid City (03) $674,577 $0 $534,750 $139,827 $0 $0 $674,577 $0 $674,577 $0 

Rapid City (04) $1,214,861 $0 $1,012,385 $202,476 $0 $0 $1,214,861 $0 $1,214,861 $0 

Rapid City (05) $14,000,000 $0 $0 $2,500,000 $11,500,000 $0 $14,000,000 $0 $14,000,000 $0 

Rapid City (06) $5,000,000 $0 $1,155,087 $144,913 $1,062,479 $2,637,521 $5,000,000 $0 $2,024,098 $2,975,902 

Rapid Valley SD (01) $614,000 $0 $576,839 $37,161 $0 $0 $614,000 $0 $614,000 $0 

Rapid Valley SD (02) $364,583 $0 $303,821 $60,762 $0 $0 $364,583 $0 $364,583 $0 

Rapid Valley SD (03) $630,000 $0 $525,000 $105,000 $0 $0 $630,000 $0 $630,000 $0 

Raymond (01) $745,000 $0 $745,000 $0 $0 $0 $745,000 $745,000 $0 $0 

Raymond (02) $820,038 $0 $820,038 $0 $0 $0 $820,038 $820,038 $0 $0 

Redfield (02) $803,423 $0 $176,307 $71,989 $230,059 $325,068 $803,423 $0 $104,963 $698,460 

Renner San Dist (01) $1,147,000 $0 $0 $0 $782,992 $0 $782,992 $0 $0 $782,992 

Richmond Lake SD (01) $414,000 $0 $345,000 $69,000 $0 $0 $414,000 $0 $414,000 $0 

Richmond Lake SD (02) $191,500 $0 $159,584 $31,916 $0 $0 $191,500 $0 $191,500 $0 

Richmond Lake SD (04) $275,149 $0 $0 $0 $0 $275,149 $275,149 $0 $275,149 $0 

Roscoe (01) $358,408 $0 $298,673 $59,735 $0 $0 $358,408 $0 $358,408 $0 

Roscoe (02) $1,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $612,827 $230,000 $842,827 $0 $0 $842,827 

Saint Lawrence (01) $148,224 $0 $0 $10,353 $0 $137,871 $148,224 $0 $16,734 $131,490 
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Salem  (01) $518,035 $0 $0 $0 $518,035 $0 $518,035 $0 $415,580 $102,455 

Salem  (02) $387,960 $0 $0 $0 $387,960 $0 $387,960 $0 $387,960 $0 

Salem  (03) $2,412,689 $0 $0 $0 $89,704 $2,322,985 $2,412,689 $0 $81,028 $2,331,661 

Scotland (01) $250,000 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $0 $250,000 $0 $250,000 $0 

Scotland (02) $804,740 $0 $0 $0 $0 $804,740 $804,740 $0 $155,336 $649,404 

Selby (01) $700,000 $0 $503,974 $196,026 $0 $0 $700,000 $700,000 $0 $0 

Sinai (01) $366,668 $0 $23,241 $16,762 $1,665 $325,000 $366,668 $73,333 $26,086 $267,249 

Sioux Falls (01) $2,836,963 $0 $2,351,173 $485,790 $0 $0 $2,836,963 $0 $2,836,963 $0 

Sioux Falls (02) $453,999 $0 $390,244 $63,755 $0 $0 $453,999 $0 $453,999 $0 

Sioux Falls (03) $845,000 $0 $630,974 $214,026 $0 $0 $845,000 $0 $845,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (04) $1,200,000 $0 $748,461 $451,539 $0 $0 $1,200,000 $0 $1,200,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (05) $1,955,000 $0 $1,947,515 $7,485 $0 $0 $1,955,000 $0 $1,955,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (06) $700,000 $0 $671,246 $28,754 $0 $0 $700,000 $0 $700,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (07) $4,500,000 $0 $3,782,334 $717,666 $0 $0 $4,500,000 $0 $4,500,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (08) $699,003 $0 $611,463 $87,540 $0 $0 $699,003 $0 $699,003 $0 

Sioux Falls (09) $1,250,000 $0 $1,041,664 $208,336 $0 $0 $1,250,000 $0 $1,250,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (10) $1,432,941 $0 $1,277,677 $155,264 $0 $0 $1,432,941 $0 $1,432,941 $0 

Sioux Falls (11) $1,195,346 $0 $996,121 $199,225 $0 $0 $1,195,346 $0 $1,195,346 $0 

Sioux Falls (12) $1,300,000 $0 $1,083,333 $216,667 $0 $0 $1,300,000 $0 $1,300,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (13) $2,083,137 $0 $1,756,383 $326,754 $0 $0 $2,083,137 $0 $2,083,137 $0 

Sioux Falls (14) $4,888,537 $0 $3,499,312 $1,389,225 $0 $0 $4,888,537 $0 $4,888,537 $0 

Sioux Falls (15) $1,467,706 $0 $229,570 $45,915 $1,192,221 $0 $1,467,706 $0 $1,467,706 $0 

Sioux Falls (16) $2,479,500 $0 $0 $0 $2,479,500 $0 $2,479,500 $0 $2,479,500 $0 

Sioux Falls (17) $561,320 $0 $0 $0 $561,320 $0 $561,320 $0 $561,320 $0 

Sioux Falls (18) $3,730,114 $0 $3,730,114 $0 $0 $0 $3,730,114 $0 $3,730,114 $0 

Sioux Falls (19) $415,785 $0 $415,785 $0 $0 $0 $415,785 $0 $415,785 $0 

Sioux Falls (20A) $16,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $6,085,071 $9,914,929 $16,000,000 $0 $16,000,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (20B) $8,700,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,700,000 $8,700,000 $0 $8,700,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (20NPS) $1,249,349 $0 $6,128 $0 $1,243,221 $0 $1,249,349 $0 $1,249,349 $0 

Sioux Falls (21A) $12,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,865,216 $10,634,784 $12,500,000 $0 $8,315,544 $4,184,456 

Sioux Falls (21B) $19,188,341 $0 $0 $0 $14,362,845 $4,825,496 $19,188,341 $0 $12,407,427 $6,780,914 

Sioux Falls (21NPS) $3,125,636 $0 $0 $0 $3,125,636 $0 $3,125,636 $0 $1,919,480 $1,206,156 

Sioux Falls (22) $10,550,000 $0 $128,058 $0 $10,421,942 $0 $10,550,000 $0 $10,550,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (23) $10,309,144 $0 $1,533,000 $0 $989,759 $7,786,385 $10,309,144 $0 $10,309,144 $0 

Sioux Falls (24) $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $456,454 $43,546 $500,000 $0 $500,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (25) $3,508,134 $0 $978,974 $231,777 $28,673 $2,268,710 $3,508,134 $0 $3,508,134 $0 

Sioux Falls (26) $3,744,000 $0 $1,626,177 $50,249 $304,595 $1,762,979 $3,744,000 $0 $3,744,000 $0 
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Sioux Falls (27) $2,621,000 $0 $672,928 $27,072 $70,987 $1,850,013 $2,621,000 $0 $2,621,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (28) $1,803,000 $1,619,400 $0 $0 $183,600 $0 $1,803,000 $180,300 $1,622,700 $0 

Sioux Falls (29) $1,211,097 $0 $261,997 $24,003 $0 $671,097 $957,097 $121,110 $835,987 $0 

Sioux Falls (30) $4,974,661 $0 $1,426,594 $185,044 $16,823 $2,500,000 $4,128,461 $497,466 $3,630,995 $0 

Sioux Falls (31) $1,831,523 $0 $0 $0 $0 $620,804 $620,804 $183,152 $437,652 $0 

Sioux Falls (32) $21,848,437 $0 $0 $0 $13,511,474 $8,336,963 $21,848,437 $0 $18,392,347 $3,456,090 

Sioux Falls (32NPS) $1,189,400 $0 $0 $0 $1,189,400 $0 $1,189,400 $0 $923,201 $266,199 

Sioux Falls (33) $12,945,439 $0 $0 $0 $5,048,026 $7,897,413 $12,945,439 $0 $10,222,043 $2,723,396 

Sioux Falls (33NPS) $711,614 $0 $0 $0 $711,614 $0 $711,614 $0 $508,926 $202,688 

Sioux Falls (34) $12,040,836 $0 $1,363,381 $166,425 $1,052,212 $9,458,818 $12,040,836 $0 $7,823,345 $4,217,491 

Sioux Falls (35) $11,400,000 $0 $1,623,492 $249,570 $41,852 $8,295,854 $10,210,768 $0 $3,666,741 $6,544,027 

Sioux Falls (35NPS) $579,457 $0 $0 $0 $579,457 $0 $579,457 $0 $208,868 $370,589 

Sioux Falls (36) $15,750,044 $0 $5,277,827 $564,685 $7,532 $9,900,000 $15,750,044 $0 $4,123,248 $11,626,796 

Sioux Falls (36NPS) $800,500 $0 $0 $0 $800,500 $0 $800,500 $0 $205,181 $595,319 

Sioux Falls (37) $6,901,585 $0 $0 $0 $663,893 $6,237,692 $6,901,585 $0 $1,772,141 $5,129,444 

Sioux Falls (37NPS) $449,000 $0 $0 $0 $449,000 $0 $449,000 $0 $96,196 $352,804 

Sioux Falls (38) $11,000,000 $0 $3,199,799 $910,040 $1,413,434 $3,433,574 $8,956,847 $0 $1,656,064 $7,300,783 

Sioux Falls (38NPS) $559,125 $0 $0 $0 $559,125 $0 $559,125 $0 $85,880 $473,245 

Sioux Falls (39) $8,400,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $7,900,000 $8,400,000 $0 $1,410,101 $6,989,899 

Sioux Falls (39NPS) $429,000 $0 $0 $0 $429,000 $0 $429,000 $0 $7,815 $421,185 

Sioux Falls (40) $24,400,000 $0 $431,399 $3,419 $0 $20,172,182 $20,607,000 $0 $0 $20,607,000 

Sioux Falls (40NPS) $2,408,800 $0 $0 $0 $509,757 $0 $509,757 $0 $0 $509,757 

Sioux Falls (41) $41,625,000 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $5,279,272 $5,779,272 $0 $0 $5,779,272 

Sioux Falls (42) $9,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $172,612 $172,612 $0 $0 $172,612 

Sioux Falls (42NPS) $457,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sioux Falls (43) $18,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Southern Missouri (02) $223,813 $0 $0 $0 $0 $223,813 $223,813 $0 $151,322 $72,491 

Southern Missouri (NPS-01) $700,000 $0 $583,333 $116,667 $0 $0 $700,000 $0 $700,000 $0 

Spearfish (01) $1,956,000 $0 $1,894,868 $61,132 $0 $0 $1,956,000 $0 $1,956,000 $0 

Spearfish (02) $5,658,584 $0 $350,000 $166,515 $0 $5,142,069 $5,658,584 $0 $5,658,584 $0 

Spencer (01) $230,156 $0 $100,000 $0 $130,156 $0 $230,156 $100,000 $28,560 $101,596 

Springfield (01) $1,950,000 $0 $244,859 $55,141 $370,196 $1,060,000 $1,730,196 $0 $0 $1,730,196 

Sturgis (01) $502,000 $0 $418,333 $83,667 $0 $0 $502,000 $0 $502,000 $0 

Sturgis (02) $936,250 $0 $832,882 $103,368 $0 $0 $936,250 $0 $936,250 $0 

Sturgis (03) $437,380 $0 $364,484 $72,896 $0 $0 $437,380 $0 $437,380 $0 

Sturgis (04) $2,100,000 $0 $1,808,748 $291,252 $0 $0 $2,100,000 $0 $2,100,000 $0 

Sturgis (05) $516,900 $0 $0 $0 $0 $298,617 $298,617 $218,283 $80,334 $0 
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Sturgis (06) $16,247,000 $0 $2,790,000 $433,000 $3,724,000 $9,300,000 $16,247,000 $1,600,000 $154,398 $14,492,602 

Summerset (01) $257,947 $0 $0 $0 $32,947 $225,000 $257,947 $0 $76,294 $181,653 

Summerset (02) $1,741,865 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,741,865 $1,741,865 $0 $69,826 $1,672,039 

Summit (01) $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,000 $0 $0 

Tea (01) $600,000 $0 $500,001 $99,999 $0 $0 $600,000 $0 $600,000 $0 

Tea (02) $600,000 $0 $510,397 $89,603 $0 $0 $600,000 $0 $600,000 $0 

Tea (03) $208,813 $0 $174,011 $34,802 $0 $0 $208,813 $0 $208,813 $0 

Tea (04) $375,000 $0 $312,499 $62,501 $0 $0 $375,000 $0 $375,000 $0 

Tea (05) $495,490 $0 $0 $0 $495,490 $0 $495,490 $0 $405,274 $90,216 

Tea (06) $787,174 $0 $545,111 $6,392 $0 $235,671 $787,174 $0 $431,157 $356,017 

Tea (07) $845,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $845,000 $845,000 $0 $380,797 $464,203 

Tea (08) $4,431,000 $0 $1,187,167 $212,833 $147,615 $2,600,000 $4,147,615 $0 $0 $4,147,615 

Tea (10) $1,402,000 $0 $0 $0 $843,889 $0 $843,889 $0 $0 $843,889 

Turton (01) $212,375 $0 $0 $0 $0 $212,375 $212,375 $0 $20,296 $192,079 

Tyndall (01) $795,000 $0 $0 $0 $795,000 $0 $795,000 $0 $435,444 $359,556 

Tyndall (02) $286,725 $0 $0 $0 $100,415 $186,310 $286,725 $0 $26,215 $260,510 

Valley Springs (01) $422,128 $0 $351,772 $70,356 $0 $0 $422,128 $0 $422,128 $0 

Valley Springs (02) $350,000 $0 $0 $0 $350,000 $0 $350,000 $0 $249,492 $100,508 

Valley Springs (03) $1,779,000 $0 $361,051 $38,949 $775,249 $94,000 $1,269,249 $0 $0 $1,269,249 

Vermillion (01) $125,000 $0 $27,851 $97,149 $0 $0 $125,000 $0 $125,000 $0 

Vermillion (01NPS) $356,531 $0 $297,109 $59,422 $0 $0 $356,531 $0 $356,531 $0 

Vermillion (02) $370,471 $0 $308,725 $61,746 $0 $0 $370,471 $0 $370,471 $0 

Vermillion (03) $273,965 $0 $0 $0 $273,965 $0 $273,965 $0 $219,781 $54,184 

Vermillion (04) $3,333,994 $0 $811,031 $0 $2,522,963 $0 $3,333,994 $0 $3,333,994 $0 

Vermillion (05) $4,213,191 $0 $282,069 $2,725 $493,128 $3,435,269 $4,213,191 $0 $2,004,619 $2,208,572 

Vermillion (06) $499,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $249,500 $249,500 $249,500 -$133,933 $133,933 

Vermillion (07) $1,639,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,099,000 $540,000 $1,639,000 $0 $429,618 $1,209,382 

Vermillion (08) $751,900 $0 $539,000 $212,900 $0 $0 $751,900 $0 $71,310 $680,590 

Vermillion (09) $1,966,000 $0 $0 $0 $445,190 $0 $445,190 $0 $0 $445,190 

Vermillion (10) $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $431,501 $0 $431,501 $0 $0 $431,501 

Viborg (01) $616,764 $0 $0 $0 $616,764 $0 $616,764 $0 $296,583 $320,181 

Viborg (02) $103,103 $0 $45,000 $58,103 $0 $0 $103,103 $0 $5,850 $97,253 

Viborg (03) $800,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Volga (01) $2,380,509 $0 $400,000 $50,000 $0 $1,930,509 $2,380,509 $0 $95,376 $2,285,133 

Wagner (01) $138,329 $0 $16,036 $7,373 $0 $114,920 $138,329 $0 $77,616 $60,713 

Wakonda (01) $507,555 $0 $0 $130,000 $262,555 $115,000 $507,555 $187,287 $83,949 $236,319 

Wall (01) $788,600 $0 $657,167 $131,433 $0 $0 $788,600 $0 $788,600 $0 
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Wall Lake San Dist (01) $175,126 $0 $145,937 $29,189 $0 $0 $175,126 $0 $148,812 $26,314 

Wall Lake San Dist (02) $135,000 $0 $0 $0 $135,000 $0 $135,000 $0 $20,902 $114,098 

Warner (01) $101,152 $0 $84,293 $16,859 $0 $0 $101,152 $0 $101,152 $0 

Warner (02) $1,662,217 $0 $100,000 $0 $393,760 $1,168,457 $1,662,217 $927,517 $191,990 $542,710 

Watertown (01) $2,000,000 $0 $1,207,976 $792,024 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 

Watertown (02) $4,000,000 $0 $3,239,214 $760,786 $0 $0 $4,000,000 $0 $4,000,000 $0 

Watertown (03) $2,583,734 $0 $2,153,112 $430,622 $0 $0 $2,583,734 $0 $2,583,734 $0 

Watertown (04) $932,830 $0 $0 $0 $932,830 $0 $932,830 $0 $932,830 $0 

Watertown (05) $2,055,000 $0 $183,001 $0 $1,871,999 $0 $2,055,000 $0 $1,558,141 $496,859 

Watertown (06) $1,151,694 $0 $887,814 $0 $0 $263,880 $1,151,694 $0 $638,437 $513,257 

Watertown (06NPS) $113,985 $0 $0 $0 $113,985 $0 $113,985 $0 $68,164 $45,821 

Watertown (07) $808,736 $0 $0 $0 $0 $808,736 $808,736 $0 $462,042 $346,694 

Watertown (07NPS) $81,205 $0 $0 $0 $81,205 $0 $81,205 $0 $46,420 $34,785 

Watertown (08) $525,041 $0 $0 $0 $0 $525,041 $525,041 $0 $300,135 $224,906 

Watertown (08NPS) $58,747 $0 $0 $0 $58,747 $0 $58,747 $0 $33,582 $25,165 

Watertown (09) $11,554,853 $1,681,537 $700,000 $300,000 $4,080,297 $4,793,019 $11,554,853 $1,155,485 $10,399,368 $0 

Watertown (10) $2,983,757 $333,000 $546,348 $53,652 $13,757 $2,037,000 $2,983,757 $298,375 $1,176,469 $1,508,913 

Watertown (11) $498,166 $0 $305,873 $0 $192,293 $0 $498,166 $305,873 $74,858 $117,435 

Watertown (12) $5,000,000 $0 $1,541,673 $258,327 $505,269 $1,400,000 $3,705,269 $0 $0 $3,705,269 

Watertown (13) $2,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $150,130 $0 $150,130 $0 $0 $150,130 

Watertown Schools LATI (01) $399,747 $399,747 $0 $0 $0 $0 $399,747 $399,747 $0 $0 

Waubay (01) $81,454 $0 $0 $81,454 $0 $0 $81,454 $0 $81,454 $0 

Waubay (02) $134,056 $0 $0 $0 $0 $134,056 $134,056 $0 $19,133 $114,923 

Waubay (03) $1,362,506 $0 $0 $0 $28,266 $1,334,240 $1,362,506 $464,614 $22,033 $875,859 

Webster (01) $345,394 $0 $287,828 $57,566 $0 $0 $345,394 $0 $345,394 $0 

Webster (02) $811,000 $0 $0 $0 $811,000 $0 $811,000 $0 $811,000 $0 

Webster (03) $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 

Webster (04) $1,184,000 $0 $0 $0 $70,416 $40,000 $110,416 $0 $0 $110,416 

Wessington Springs (01) $241,979 $0 $100,000 $59,267 $0 $82,712 $241,979 $0 $27,748 $214,231 

Weston Heights SD (01) $600,412 $0 $369,291 $231,121 $0 $0 $600,412 $0 $352,119 $248,293 

White Lake (01) $307,374 $0 $0 $0 $103,152 $204,222 $307,374 $0 $41,433 $265,941 

Whitewood (01) $180,801 $0 $154,457 $26,344 $0 $0 $180,801 $0 $180,801 $0 

Whitewood (02) $189,032 $0 $164,076 $24,956 $0 $0 $189,032 $0 $189,032 $0 

Willow Lake (01) $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $100,000 $0 $100,000 $0 $93,068 $6,932 

Winner (01) $925,000 $0 $0 $0 $481,876 $443,124 $925,000 $0 $476,610 $448,390 

Winner (02) $373,528 $0 $0 $0 $0 $373,528 $373,528 $0 $132,067 $241,461 

Wolsey (01) $162,300 $0 $0 $0 $0 $162,300 $162,300 $0 $78,303 $83,997 
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Wolsey (03) $556,790 $0 $214,178 $342,612 $0 $0 $556,790 $0 $196,863 $359,927 

Worthing (01) $227,645 $0 $189,706 $37,939 $0 $0 $227,645 $0 $227,645 $0 

Worthing (02) $561,185 $0 $173,000 $206,683 $181,502 $0 $561,185 $0 $145,598 $415,587 

Worthing (03) $419,585 $0 $0 $0 $0 $419,585 $419,585 $0 $119,339 $300,246 

Worthing (04) $120,000 $0 $106,968 $13,032 $0 $0 $120,000 $90,000 $9,827 $20,173 

Yale (01) $863,135 $0 $0 $0 $403,970 $459,165 $863,135 $591,247 $39,899 $231,989 

Yankton (01) $2,625,000 $0 $2,187,499 $437,501 $0 $0 $2,625,000 $0 $2,625,000 $0 

Yankton (02) $4,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,500,000 $4,500,000 $0 $4,500,000 $0 

Yankton (03) $6,020,406 $0 $5,063,821 $956,585 $0 $0 $6,020,406 $0 $5,201,040 $819,366 

Yankton (04) $3,330,000 $0 $0 $0 $670,293 $2,259,087 $2,929,380 $0 $349,096 $2,580,284 

Yankton (05) $4,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

TOTAL $892,801,581 $13,928,690 $188,760,367 $38,289,606 $172,869,575 $331,444,344 $745,292,582 $33,174,511 $390,893,688 $321,324,383 
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EXHIBIT VIII 
Projected Principal and Interest Payments 

Federal Fiscal Year 2022 
 

Borrower Principal  Interest 
 Admin 

Surcharge Total  

Aberdeen (CW-03) $160,112 $6,079 $1,737 $167,927 

Alpena (CW-01) $40,179 $16,828 $3,366 $60,373 

Andover (CW-01) $4,801 $4,524 $823 $10,148 

Astoria (CW-02) $7,667 $6,284 $1,885 $15,835 

Aurora (CW-01) $12,120 $182 $46 $12,348 

Aurora (CW-02) $6,312 $4,822 $877 $12,011 

Baltic (CW-01) $26,271 $1,441 $577 $28,289 

Baltic (CW-02) $7,430 $2,063 $413 $9,906 

Baltic (CW-03) $18,020 $15,957 $2,901 $36,878 

Belle Fourche (CW-03) $90,558 $27,786 $13,893 $132,237 

Belle Fourche (CW-04) $72,603 $31,033 $13,300 $116,935 

Beresford (CW-02) $19,863 $18,149 $3,300 $41,312 

Beresford (CW-03) $13,238 $13,654 $2,483 $29,375 

Bison (CW-01) $25,278 $7,368 $1,474 $34,120 

Blunt (CW-01) $16,921 $12,030 $5,156 $34,107 

Bonesteel (CW-01) $9,020 $8,764 $1,593 $19,378 

Brandon (CW-06) $106,979 $49,678 $16,559 $173,216 

Brant Lake Sanitary District (CW-01) $43,209 $38,868 $7,067 $89,144 

Brentford (CW-01) $4,142 $4,086 $743 $8,971 

Bridgewater (CW-02) $18,580 $2,578 $773 $21,931 

Bridgewater (CW-03) $6,711 $5,664 $1,030 $13,405 

Bridgewater (CW-04) $8,083 $53,639 $20,115 $81,837 

Bristol (CW-01) $20,911 $21,887 $3,979 $46,777 

Britton (CW-02) $18,415 $1,385 $554 $20,355 

Britton (CW-03) $46,102 $11,461 $2,292 $59,855 

Britton (CW-04) $61,904 $34,535 $6,279 $102,718 

Brookings (CW-02) $33,260 $9,514 $1,903 $44,677 

Brookings (CW-03) $19,239 $5,665 $1,133 $26,037 

Brookings (CW-04) $15,913 $5,369 $1,074 $22,356 

Brookings (CW-05) $10,812 $3,554 $711 $15,076 

Brookings (CW-06) $91,547 $33,316 $6,663 $131,527 

Brookings (CW-07) $758,000 $703,444 $127,899 $1,589,344 

Brookings (CW-09) $19,444 $8,696 $1,739 $29,879 

Brookings (CW-10) $14,458 $9,669 $4,834 $28,960 

Burke (CW-01) $8,669 $1,462 $439 $10,570 

Canistota (CW-01) $5,539 $4,017 $730 $10,286 

Canistota (CW-02) $5,036 $3,979 $723 $9,739 
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Canistota (CW-03) $9,128 $9,140 $1,662 $19,929 

Canistota (CW-04) $8,488 $8,680 $2,604 $19,772 

Canova (CW-01) $2,236 $1,827 $332 $4,395 

Canton (CW-02) $37,872 $2,849 $1,140 $41,861 

Canton (CW-03) $82,307 $21,503 $4,301 $108,110 

Canton (CW-04) $18,580 $16,977 $3,087 $38,643 

Canton (CW-05) $34,711 $38,063 $11,419 $84,193 

Castlewood (CW-01) $14,225 $591 $237 $15,053 

Castlewood (CW-02) $9,244 $1,283 $385 $10,911 

Cavour (CW-01) $1,604 $1,735 $521 $3,860 

Cavour (CW-02) $3,763 $2,843 $1,218 $7,824 

Centerville (CW-01) $32,099 $1,977 $791 $34,867 

Centerville (CW-02) $9,834 $9,411 $1,711 $20,956 

Centerville (CW-03) $5,832 $3,894 $1,669 $11,395 

Chamberlain (CW-05) $28,070 $3,190 $1,914 $33,175 

Chancellor (CW-01) $13,645 $14,282 $2,597 $30,524 

Chancellor (CW-02) $5,880 $577 $289 $6,746 

Claremont (CW-01) $2,673 $6,654 $2,495 $11,822 

Clark (CW-01) $24,898 $2,045 $818 $27,761 

Clark (CW-02) $45,410 $42,043 $12,613 $100,066 

Clear Lake (CW-02) $40,350 $5,011 $1,503 $46,865 

Colman (CW-01) $30,379 $28,193 $5,126 $63,698 

Colman (CW-02) $6,896 $6,904 $1,255 $15,055 

Colton (CW-02) $6,584 $2,338 $468 $9,389 

Colton (CW-03) $30,841 $32,477 $13,919 $77,237 

Crooks (CW-03) $46,289 $38,058 $16,311 $100,658 

Custer (CW-04) $42,451 $16,214 $3,243 $61,908 

Dell Rapids (CW-03) $57,508 $11,472 $3,442 $72,422 

Dell Rapids (CW-04) $49,403 $11,832 $3,549 $64,784 

Dell Rapids (CW-06) $27,565 $11,033 $2,207 $40,804 

Dell Rapids (CW-07) $57,144 $19,053 $3,811 $80,007 

Dell Rapids (CW-08) $42,600 $46,714 $14,014 $103,329 

Dell Rapids (CW-09) $57,974 $16,358 $16,358 $90,691 

Dell Rapids (CW-09NPS) $3,784 $1,056 $1,056 $5,897 

Dimock (CW-01) $9,089 $9,830 $2,949 $21,867 

Doland (CW-01) $3,947 $391 $235 $4,573 

Dupree (CW-01) $10,909 $10,760 $1,956 $23,626 

Dupree (CW-02) $4,489 $4,334 $1,300 $10,123 

Eagle Butte (CW-02) $34,073 $32,898 $9,869 $76,840 

Elk Point (CW-02) $31,125 $1,090 $436 $32,651 

Elk Point (CW-04) $5,569 $1,024 $307 $6,900 
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Elk Point (CW-05) $7,928 $1,770 $531 $10,229 

Elk Point (CW-06) $29,135 $6,116 $1,223 $36,474 

Elk Point (CW-07) $2,721 $3,236 $971 $6,928 

Elkton (CW-01) $18,497 $5,447 $1,089 $25,033 

Emery (CW-01) $21,806 $22,936 $6,881 $51,624 

Ethan (CW-01) $11,915 $11,577 $2,105 $25,597 

Eureka (CW-01) $44,239 $24,103 $4,382 $72,725 

Faulkton (CW-01) $19,257 $18,711 $3,402 $41,369 

Fort Pierre (CW-03) $26,551 $3,068 $1,227 $30,846 

Fort Pierre (CW-05) $25,761 $6,961 $1,392 $34,115 

Fort Pierre (CW-06) $5,439 $4,970 $904 $11,312 

Freeman (CW-03) $43,714 $19,133 $3,827 $66,673 

Garretson (CW-02) $25,761 $6,594 $1,978 $34,333 

Garretson (CW-03) $27,497 $19,307 $8,274 $55,078 

Garretson (CW-04) $22,341 $14,587 $4,488 $41,416 

Gettysburg (CW-01) $26,993 $7,273 $1,455 $35,721 

Gregory (CW-01) $12,171 $3,280 $656 $16,106 

Gregory (CW-02) $23,867 $1,460 $417 $25,744 

Gregory (CW-03) $10,956 $3,482 $1,741 $16,180 

Groton (CW-08) $17,137 $188 $54 $17,379 

Groton (CW-09) $27,361 $421 $120 $27,903 

Harrisburg (CW-03) $69,375 $48,999 $14,700 $133,074 

Harrisburg (CW-04) $30,962 $12,108 $2,422 $45,492 

Harrisburg (CW-05) $68,281 $24,241 $4,848 $97,370 

Harrisburg (CW-07) $354,286 $552,530 $236,799 $1,143,614 

Hartford (CW-01) $19,636 $295 $74 $20,005 

Hartford (CW-02) $26,946 $405 $101 $27,452 

Hartford (CW-03) $20,471 $321 $129 $20,920 

Hartford (CW-04) $36,699 $1,769 $707 $39,175 

Hartford (CW-05) $28,817 $5,301 $1,590 $35,708 

Hartford (CW-06) $36,016 $24,045 $10,305 $70,366 

Hecla (CW-01) $4,609 $1,357 $271 $6,237 

Hermosa (CW-01) $7,580 $6,517 $1,185 $15,282 

Herreid (CW-01) $17,891 $15,592 $2,835 $36,318 

Hot Springs (CW-02) $58,247 $19,652 $3,930 $81,830 

Hoven  (CW-01) $10,735 $11,735 $2,134 $24,603 

Humboldt (CW-01) $7,706 $7,769 $2,331 $17,805 

Humboldt (CW-03) $42,837 $32,366 $13,871 $89,074 

Humboldt (CW-04) $10,408 $1,338 $803 $12,549 

Hurley (CW-01) $21,367 $18,920 $3,440 $43,728 

Interior (CW-01) $6,409 $5,497 $999 $12,906 
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Irene (CW-01) $14,655 $14,894 $2,708 $32,258 

Irene (CW-02) $4,549 $31,034 $11,638 $47,222 

Java (CW-01) $7,679 $6,800 $1,236 $15,716 

Jefferson (CW-01) $10,297 $918 $367 $11,582 

Kennebec (CW-01) $14,187 $14,922 $4,477 $33,586 

Kennebec (CW-02) $8,837 $8,909 $2,673 $20,419 

Keystone (CW-01) $16,777 $8,885 $2,962 $28,623 

Lake Madison San Dist (CW-03) $9,927 $9,585 $2,875 $22,388 

Lake Norden (CW-01) $21,755 $15,466 $6,628 $43,850 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (CW-02) $31,985 $21,315 $5,810 $59,110 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (CW-03) $30,466 $25,712 $4,675 $60,853 

Lake Poinsett Sanitary District (CW-04) $40,647 $42,753 $12,826 $96,227 

Lead (CW-05) $13,236 $1,360 $408 $15,005 

Lead (CW-06) $12,850 $2,767 $830 $16,446 

Lead (CW-07) $7,061 $2,139 $428 $9,628 

Lead (CW-08) $35,928 $16,413 $3,283 $55,623 

Lead (CW-09) $32,485 $3,897 $1,948 $38,330 

Lennox (CW-04) $49,762 $38,661 $7,029 $95,453 

Lennox (CW-05) $30,906 $30,945 $5,626 $67,477 

Lennox (CW-06) $39,977 $43,838 $13,151 $96,966 

Lennox (CW-07) $34,373 $25,660 $10,997 $71,031 

Lennox (CW-08) $8,871 $23,456 $8,796 $41,123 

Letcher (CW-01) $11,430 $11,617 $2,112 $25,159 

Madison (CW-02) $263,638 $58,869 $17,661 $340,168 

Marion (CW-01) $47,476 $35,339 $9,633 $92,448 

McLaughlin (CW-01) $23,142 $21,146 $3,845 $48,133 

Menno (CW-01) $9,364 $2,837 $567 $12,768 

Menno (CW-02) $29,011 $27,395 $4,981 $61,387 

Miller (CW-03) $38,744 $31,642 $13,561 $83,946 

Miller (CW-04) $8,403 $16,429 $7,041 $31,874 

Mina Lake San Dist (CW-01) $9,163 $10,326 $3,098 $22,587 

Mitchell (CW-02) $80,632 $8,324 $3,329 $92,286 

Mitchell (CW-03) $77,742 $11,641 $3,880 $93,263 

Mitchell (CW-03NPS) $7,580 $1,203 $401 $9,185 

Mitchell (CW-04) $24,845 $9,490 $1,898 $36,233 

Mitchell (CW-05) $301,960 $55,744 $37,163 $394,867 

Mitchell (CW-05NPS) $12,210 $3,484 $2,322 $18,016 

Mitchell (CW-06) $158,731 $26,052 $17,368 $202,151 

Mobridge (CW-05) $63,034 $27,575 $9,192 $99,801 

Montrose (CW-02) $16,905 $12,913 $2,348 $32,166 

Mount Vernon (CW-01) $33,001 $27,402 $4,982 $65,385 
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Nisland (CW-01) $12,096 $1,679 $504 $14,279 

Northville (CW-01) $2,848 $2,521 $458 $5,827 

Onida (CW-01) $57,603 $39,446 $16,905 $113,954 

Onida (CW-02) $4,172 $26,809 $0 $30,980 

Parker (CW-01) $25,868 $2,658 $797 $29,323 

Parker (CW-02) $26,378 $5,056 $1,517 $32,951 

Parker (CW-03) $6,177 $4,638 $843 $11,658 

Parker (CW-04) $8,637 $3,781 $1,134 $13,552 

Parker (CW-05) $14,339 $10,448 $4,478 $29,264 

Parkston (CW-01) $33,597 $7,502 $2,251 $43,350 

Philip (CW-04) $21,782 $19,903 $3,619 $45,304 

Philip (CW-05) $15,203 $13,892 $2,526 $31,621 

Philip (CW-06) $9,699 $6,981 $2,992 $19,671 

Philip (CW-07) $11,373 $8,186 $3,508 $23,067 

Pierpont (CW-01) $87 $100 $0 $186 

Pierre (CW-04) $75,697 $5,695 $2,278 $83,670 

Pierre (CW-05) $31,555 $8,604 $2,581 $42,740 

Pierre (CW-06) $83,911 $5,927 $1,693 $91,531 

Pierre (CW-07) $108,240 $54,252 $18,084 $180,575 

Pierre (CW-08) $87,526 $9,731 $4,865 $102,122 

Plankinton (CW-01) $21,873 $19,368 $3,521 $44,762 

Plankinton (CW-02) $22,569 $2,482 $1,489 $26,540 

Platte (CW-02) $40,380 $29,421 $12,609 $82,409 

Powder House Pass CID (CW-01) $64,506 $63,019 $11,458 $138,984 

Powder House Pass CID (CW-02) $40,766 $28,436 $12,187 $81,389 

Presho (CW-01) $57,296 $43,290 $18,553 $119,139 

Rapid City (CW-06) $251,872 $72,051 $14,410 $338,333 

Redfield (CW-02) $19,562 $19,007 $3,456 $42,026 

Roscoe (CW-02) $3,668 $16,829 $6,311 $26,808 

Saint  Lawrence (CW-01) $3,523 $3,580 $651 $7,753 

Salem (CW-01) $32,969 $2,255 $902 $36,125 

Salem (CW-03) $56,874 $40,433 $17,328 $114,635 

Scotland (CW-02) $21,246 $17,641 $3,207 $42,094 

Sinai (CW-01) $6,756 $6,618 $1,985 $15,360 

Sioux Falls (CW-21A) $689,504 $58,907 $29,453 $777,863 

Sioux Falls (CW-21B) $1,117,341 $95,458 $47,729 $1,260,528 

Sioux Falls (CW-21NPS) $198,747 $16,980 $8,490 $224,217 

Sioux Falls (CW-32) $2,296,864 $25,970 $6,493 $2,329,326 

Sioux Falls (CW-32NPS) $132,269 $2,167 $542 $134,978 

Sioux Falls (CW-33) $1,353,201 $22,173 $5,543 $1,380,917 

Sioux Falls (CW-33NPS) $100,711 $1,650 $413 $102,774 
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Sioux Falls (CW-34) $1,265,090 $65,543 $18,727 $1,349,359 

Sioux Falls (CW-35) $1,012,966 $46,239 $30,826 $1,090,031 

Sioux Falls (CW-35NPS) $57,369 $2,618 $1,746 $61,733 

Sioux Falls (CW-36) $1,541,837 $82,876 $55,251 $1,679,964 

Sioux Falls (CW-36NPS) $78,946 $4,243 $2,829 $86,018 

Sioux Falls (CW-37) $680,219 $36,563 $24,375 $741,157 

Sioux Falls (CW-37NPS) $43,629 $2,524 $1,682 $47,835 

Sioux Falls (CW-38) $873,589 $34,869 $34,869 $943,328 

Sioux Falls (CW-38NPS) $473,245 $887 $887 $475,020 

Sioux Falls (CW-39) $816,907 $33,421 $33,421 $883,749 

Sioux Falls (CW-39NPS) $43,680 $2,024 $2,024 $47,729 

Sioux Falls (CW-40) $890,423 $202,741 $101,371 $1,194,535 

Sioux Falls (CW-40NPS) $22,026 $5,015 $2,508 $29,549 

Sioux Falls (CW-41) $55,900 $185,606 $79,545 $321,051 

Southern Missouri Recyc/Waste Mgmt Dist (CW-02) $23,624 $1,114 $318 $25,056 

Spencer (CW-01) $3,549 $2,758 $501 $6,808 

Springfield (CW-01) $20,175 $64,113 $24,042 $108,329 

Sturgis (CW-06) $44,282 $253,331 $108,571 $406,184 

Summerset (CW-01) $11,881 $4,431 $886 $17,198 

Summerset (CW-02) $41,289 $28,991 $12,425 $82,705 

Tea (CW-05) $31,810 $1,959 $784 $34,553 

Tea (CW-06) $42,626 $8,503 $2,551 $53,681 

Tea (CW-07) $42,892 $11,205 $2,241 $56,339 

Tea (CW-08) $0 $130,118 $40,036 $170,154 

Turton (CW-01) $4,926 $5,232 $951 $11,109 

Tyndall (CW-01) $43,050 $8,588 $2,576 $54,214 

Tyndall (CW-02) $12,083 $3,840 $1,920 $17,843 

Valley Springs (CW-02) $21,087 $2,316 $695 $24,099 

Vermillion (CW-03) $17,436 $1,192 $477 $19,105 

Vermillion (CW-05) $221,921 $53,148 $15,944 $291,013 

Vermillion (CW-06) $12,760 $3,229 $646 $16,635 

Vermillion (CW-07) $73,821 $29,547 $5,909 $109,277 

Vermillion (CW-08) $30,050 $15,061 $5,020 $50,131 

Viborg (CW-01) $10,646 $8,696 $1,581 $20,923 

Viborg (CW-02) $2,260 $2,410 $723 $5,393 

Volga (CW-01) $97,541 $33,731 $16,865 $148,137 

Wagner (CW-01) $7,551 $1,447 $434 $9,433 

Wakonda (CW-01) $14,425 $5,774 $1,155 $21,353 

Wall Lake San Dist (CW-01) $11,440 $551 $221 $12,212 

Wall Lake San Dist (CW-02) $3,396 $3,103 $564 $7,063 

Warner (CW-02) $21,145 $14,708 $2,674 $38,527 
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Watertown (CW-05) $135,831 $11,157 $4,463 $151,451 

Watertown (CW-06) $61,321 $7,356 $3,678 $72,354 

Watertown (CW-06NPS) $6,114 $653 $327 $7,093 

Watertown (CW-07) $42,925 $4,960 $2,480 $50,365 

Watertown (CW-07NPS) $4,307 $498 $249 $5,053 

Watertown (CW-08) $27,846 $3,218 $1,609 $32,673 

Watertown (CW-08NPS) $3,116 $360 $180 $3,656 

Watertown (CW-10) $135,317 $36,462 $7,292 $179,071 

Watertown (CW-11) $9,403 $2,848 $570 $12,821 

Watertown (CW-12) $36,802 $77,964 $38,982 $153,748 

Waubay (CW-02) $3,317 $3,126 $568 $7,012 

Waubay (CW-03) $18,759 $21,722 $6,517 $46,997 

Wessington Springs (CW-01) $9,816 $4,738 $1,579 $16,133 

Weston Heights Sanitary District (CW-01) $33,450 $5,896 $1,769 $41,115 

White Lake (CW-01) $7,561 $7,236 $1,316 $16,113 

Willow Lake (CW-01) $6,820 $110 $44 $6,973 

Winner (CW-01) $55,771 $10,690 $3,207 $69,669 

Winner (CW-02) $17,860 $5,870 $1,174 $24,904 

Wolsey (CW-01) $8,440 $2,021 $606 $11,068 

Wolsey (CW-03) $26,623 $8,750 $1,750 $37,123 

Worthing (CW-02) $15,983 $11,266 $3,071 $30,321 

Worthing (CW-03) $19,184 $7,327 $1,465 $27,977 

Worthing (CW-04) $2,936 $238 $143 $3,317 

Yale (CW-01) $6,800 $6,310 $1,147 $14,257 

Yankton (CW-03) $402,546 $16,738 $6,695 $425,978 

Yankton (CW-04) $135,574 $63,244 $12,649 $211,467 

TOTAL $22,988,569 $6,001,736 $2,045,589 $31,035,893 
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Exhibit IX 
South Dakota Board of Water and Natural Resources 

Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
Statement of Net Position June 30, 2021 

Assets  
Current Assets:   
  Cash and Cash Equivalents  $   109,938,325.50  

  Investments 73,822,259.62  
  Due from Federal Government 525,833.81  

  Due from Other Governments 591,674.31  

  Accrued Interest Receivable 3,582,444.32  

  Loans Receivable 21,870,882.66  

Total Current Assets 210,331,420.22  

  
Noncurrent Assets:  
  Investments 88,287,863.45  

  Net Pension Assets 497.00  

  Loans Receivable      303,077,898.79  

Total Noncurrent Assets      391,366,259.24  

  
Total Assets 601,697,679.46  

  
Deferred Outflows of Resources  
  Related to Pensions              80,298.00  
  Deferred Charge on Refunding          5,062,101.32  

Total Deferred Outflows of Resources 5,142,399.32  
Liabilities  
Current Liabilities:   
  Accounts Payable             703,949.24  

  Accrued Liabilities 7,369.55  
  Compensated Absences Payable 8,143.72  

  Accrued Interest Payable 5,651,042.56  

  Cost of Issuance Payable 0.00  

  Bonds Payable - net of unamortized premium and discount 17,955,857.92  

Total Current Liabilities 24,326,362.99  

  
Noncurrent Liabilities:  
  Compensated Absences Payable 7,204.42  

  Arbitrage Payable 0.00  

  Bonds Payable - net of unamortized premium and discount 317,257,860.87  

Total Noncurrent Liabilities 317,265,065.29  

  
Total Liabilities 341,591,428.28  

  
Deferred Inflows of Resources  
   Related to Pensions 64,940.00  

Total Deferred Inflows of Resources 64,940.00  

  
Net Position  
    Restricted For Pension Obligations 15,855.00  

    Unrestricted 265,167,855.50  

  
Total Net Position  $   265,183,710.50  

  
The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Exhibit X 
South Dakota Board of Water and Natural Resources 

Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Fund Net Position 

For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021 
 

 

Operating Revenues:   
  Loan Interest Income   $     5,847,888.83  

  Other Income          1,824,618.99  

Total Operating Revenues          7,672,507.82  

   

   
Operating Expenses:   
  Administrative Expenses      

    Personal Services            271,924.18   
    Employee Benefits             56,836.45   
    Travel               5,091.38   
    Contractual            449,816.27   
    Supplies                  430.16   
    Grants         1,786,205.96   
    Other                  158.90   
  Total Administrative Expenses          2,570,463.30  

Loan Principal Forgiveness Expense          4,316,255.00  

  Bond Issuance Costs             278,659.70  

  Interest Expense        10,945,617.04  

Total Operating Expenses        18,110,995.04  

   
Operating Income (Loss)       (10,438,487.22) 

   
Nonoperating Revenue (Expenses):   
  Federal Capitalization Grants         10,940,149.70  

  Other Income             425,340.64  

  Investment Income          4,131,657.67  

  Arbitrage Expense              34,371.28  

  Payments to State             (36,387.66) 

Total Nonoperating Revenues (Expenses)        15,495,131.63  

   
Change in Net Position          5,056,644.41  

   
Net Position at Beginning of Year      260,127,066.09  

   
Net Position at End of Year   $  265,183,710.50  

   

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Exhibit XI 
South Dakota Board of Water and Natural Resources Clean 

Water State Revolving 
Fund Statement of Cash Flows 

For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021 
 

Cash Flows from Operating Activities:   
    Receipts for Loan Repayments  $   36,400,221.83   
    Receipts for Interest Income on Loans         5,543,472.65   
    Receipts for Surcharge Interest on Loans         1,657,608.47   
    Payments to Loan Recipients      (62,898,186.00)  
    Payments for Employee Services           (360,306.87)  
    Payments for Contractual Services           (422,898.17)  
    Payment for Grants        (1,270,629.49)  
    Payments for Principal Forgiveness        (4,316,255.00)  
    Other Payments                 (589.06)  
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities       (25,667,561.64)    
Cash Flows from Noncapital Financing Activities:   
     Payments to State            (36,387.66)  
     Principal Payments on Bonds      (13,115,000.00)  
     Interest Payments on Bonds       (12,205,064.32)  
     Bond Issuance Costs               4,289.21   
     Bond Proceeds     100,000,000.00   
     Receipts for Administering Program       10,975,355.00   
     Other Income            215,163.24   
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Noncapital Financing Activities        85,838,355.47    
Cash Flows from Investing Activities:   
    Arbitrage Payment                                      -     
    Interest on Investments         4,720,749.06   
    Proceeds from Sale of Investment Securities     130,689,659.51   
    Purchase of Investment Securities    (191,266,682.11)  
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Investing Activities       (55,856,273.54)    
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash and Cash Equivalents           4,314,520.29     
Cash and Cash Equivalents at Beginning of Year        105,623,805.21  

Cash and Cash Equivalents at End of Year   $   109,938,325.50  
      
Reconciliation of Operating Income to Net   
    Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities   
    Operating Income (Loss)  $   (10,438,487.22) 
Adjustments to Reconcile Net Income to Net Cash   
    Provided (Used) by Operating Activities:   
    Interest Expense       10,945,617.04   
    Bond Issuance Expense            278,659.70   
    Assets:  (Increase)/Decrease   
    Loans Receivable      (26,497,964.17)  
    Accrued Interest Receivable on Loans           (304,416.18)  
    Due from Other Governments           (167,010.52)  
    Net Pension Assets                  775.00      

Decrease/(Increase) in Deferred Outflows of Resources:   
Deferred Outflows of Resources - Related to Pensions            (13,960.00)     

    Liabilities: Increase/(Decrease)   
    Accounts Payable            543,152.66   
    Accrued Employee Benefits            (42,407.01)  
    Accrued Liabilities            (10,542.94)  
    Net Pension Liability                                      -        

Increase/(Decrease) in Deferred Inflows of Resources:   
  Deferred Inflows of Resources - Related to Pensions             39,022.00                      

    Total Adjustments        (15,229,074.42) 

Net Cash Provided by Operations   $   (25,667,561.64) 
   

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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 SOUTH DAKOTA BOARD OF 
WATER AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES 
CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING 
FUND NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL 

STATEMENTS June 30, 2021 

 

1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

 
 

A. Authorizing Legislation 
 

The 1988 South Dakota Legislature authorized the State Water Pollution Control 
Revolving Loan Fund Program, also known as the Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
(CWSRF) Loan Program.  Additionally, the legislature appropriated $1,200,000 and 
directed the South Dakota Conservancy District (SDCD) to administer the program.  
The SDCD was created by the Legislature under Chapter 46A-2 of the South Dakota 
Codified Law as a body politic and corporate for the purpose of constructing water 
resource facilities for the conservation, storage, distribution and utilization of water for 
municipal purposes within the State of South Dakota.  The SDCD bonds do not 
constitute a debt of the State of South Dakota, or a pledge of the faith and credit of the 
State.  Because the State of South Dakota is able to impose its will over the SDCD and 
the governing body is substantively the same as the governing body of the primary 
government, it is considered a blended component unit and, as such, the 
accompanying financial statements are included in the Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report of the State of South Dakota.  The Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources performs all of the functions of the South Dakota Conservancy 
District, except for quasi-legislative, quasi-judicial, advisory, and special budgetary 
functions, which are performed by the Board of Water and Natural Resources acting 
in its capacity as the Conservancy District.  The CWSRF is a low interest loan program 
to finance the construction of wastewater facilities, storm sewers and non-point source 
pollution control projects.  The program was created by the 1987 Clean Water Act 
amendments.  Funds are provided to the states in the form of capitalization grants 
awarded annually through the United States Environmental Protection Agency.  The 
federal capitalization grants are matched by state funds at a ratio of 5:1.   
 

A. Fund Accounting 
 
The CWSRF is accounted for as an enterprise fund.  An enterprise fund is a proprietary 
fund type used to report an activity for which a fee is charged to external users for 
goods or services. 
 

B. Basis of Accounting 
 
The CWSRF follows the accrual basis of accounting.  This method of accounting 
recognizes the financial effect of transactions, events, and interfund activities when 
they occur, regardless of the timing of related cash flows. 
 

C. Cash and Cash Equivalents 
 
For purposes of the accompanying statement of net position and statement of cash 
flows all highly liquid investments with original maturities of 90 days or less are 
considered to be cash equivalents. 
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D. Investments 
 
Investments are reported at fair value except for Guaranteed Investment Contracts, 
which are nonparticipating and, therefore, are recorded at carrying value.  Unrealized 
gains and losses due to fluctuations in market value are included in investment income. 
 

E. Premiums and Deferred Amounts on Refunding 
 
Premiums and the deferred amount of refunding on bonds are amortized using the 
straight-line method over the life of the bonds to which they relate. 
 
 

F. Revenue and Expense Recognition 
 
 Enterprise funds distinguish operating revenues and expenses from nonoperating 
items.  Operating revenues and expenses generally result from providing services and 
producing and delivering items in connection with an enterprise fund’s principal 
ongoing operations.  The CWSRF records all revenues derived from interest on loans 
as operating revenues since these revenues are generated from the CWSRF’s daily 
operations needed to carry out its purpose.  Operating expenses include grants and 
subsidies, and contractual service expenses related to the administration of the 
CWSRF program.  
 

G. Federal Capitalization Grant 
 
Federal capitalization grants reported as nonoperating income in the statement of 
revenues, expenses, and changes in fund net position is a federally funded loan 
program.  Information about the program is as follows: 
 
  CFDA Number: 66.458 
  Federal Agency: Environmental Protection Agency 
  Program: Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
  State Agency: Environment & Natural Resources 
  Outstanding Loans: $324,948,781 
  Current Year 
   Administrative Expense: $447,068 
   Loan Disbursement: $67,214,441 
 

H. Net Position 
 
Net Position is classified in the following two components: 

• Restricted - Consists of net position with constraints placed on their use by (1) 
Master Trust Indenture and (2) law through enabling legislation. 

• Unrestricted - Consists of net position that does not meet the definition of net 
investment in capital assets or restricted. 

 
I. Pension 

 
For purposes of measuring the net pension liability (asset), deferred outflows of 
resources and deferred inflows of resources related to pensions, and pension expense, 
information about the fiduciary net position of the South Dakota Retirement System 
(SDRS) and additions to/deletions from SDRS’s fiduciary net position have been 
determined on the same basis as they are reported by SDRS.  Clean Water SRF 
contributions and net pension liability (asset) are recognized on an accrual basis of 
accounting. 
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J. Deferred Outflows of Resources and Deferred Inflows of Resources 
 
In addition to assets, the Statement of Net Position reports a separate section for 
deferred outflows of resources.  Deferred outflows of resources represent consumption 
of net position that applies to future period of periods.  These items will not be 
recognized as an outflow of resources until the applicable future period.   
 
In addition to liability, the Statement of Net Position reports a separate section for 
deferred inflows of resources.  Deferred inflows or resources represent acquisitions of 
net position that applies to a future period or periods.  These items will not be 
recognized as an inflow or resources until the applicable future period.   
 
 
2. CASH AND INVESTMENTS 
 
Cash 
 
Cash and Cash Equivalents at the end of FY21 consisted of Federated Government 
Obligations Funds.  The South Dakota Conservancy District has adopted an 
Investment Policy to supplement the provisions of the Master Trust Indenture, various 
Series Resolutions and supplemental indentures and certain tax regulatory 
agreements related to the investment of funds.  
 
Federated Government Obligations Fund was rated AAAm by Standard and Poor’s 
Rating Group and as of 6/30/21 had a total annualized return of .02%. 
 
Investments 
 
Investments must be categorized within the fair value hierarchy established by 
generally accepted accounting principles.  The hierarchy is based on the valuation 
inputs used to measure the fair value of the assets.  Level 1 inputs are quoted prices 
in active markets for identical assets; Level 2 inputs are significant other observable 
inputs; Level 3 inputs are significant unobservable inputs.  
 
US Bank which serves as trustee to the CWSRF uses a pricing service, FT Interactive, 
to value investments.  FT Interactive uses market approach pricing which utilizes 
models and pricing systems as well as mathematical tools and pricing analyst 
judgment.  All CWSRF investments are priced by this service, which is not quoted 
prices in an active market, but rather significant other observable inputs; therefore, the 
investments are categorized as Level 2. 
 
Interest Rate Risk:  Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in interest rates will 
adversely affect the fair value of an investment.  The maturities of the investments as 
of June 30, 2021 are listed below. 
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Level 2 
Investment Maturities Fair Value 
US Treasury Bond 07/31/2021 $2,502,250.00 
US Treasury Bond 12/31/2021 $3,023,310.00 
US Treasury Bond 11/30/2021 $3,022,740.00 
US Treasury Bond 10/15/2021 $2,520,425.00 
US Treasury Bond 10/15/2021 $504,085.00 
US Treasury Bond 10/31/2021 $2,007,920.00 
US Treasury Bond 03/31/2022 $751,642.50 
US Treasury Bond 04/30/2022 $761,130.00 
US Treasury Bond 11/15/2021 $1,515,705.00 
US Treasury Bond 11/30/2021 $1,508,970.00 
US Treasury Bond 11/30/2021 $5,029,900.00 
US Treasury Bond 11/15/2021 $3,928,041.00 
US Treasury Bond 12/15/2021 $5,058,400.00 
US Treasury Bond 03/15/2022 $508,125.00 
US Treasury Bond 05/31/2022 $750,232.50 
US Treasury Bond 06/30/2022 $750,172.50 
US Treasury Bond 08/31/2021 $2,508,100.00 
US Treasury Bond 01/15/2022 $3,799,237.50 
US Treasury Bond 12/31/2021 $2,019,220.00 

US Treasury Bond 09/30/2021 $6,030,900.00 

  $48,500,506.00 

   
Investment Maturities Fair Value 

Federal Agency Bond 10/12/2021 
                               
$1,285,582.50  

Federal Agency Bond 10/13/2021 
                         
$1,500,150.00  

Federal Agency Bond 12/10/2021 
                             
$8,090,480.00  

Federal Agency Bond 12/20/2021 
                               
$1,108,140.00  

  

                     
$11,984,352.50  

 
 
Credit Risk:  Credit risk is the risk that an issuer or other counterparty to an investment 
will not fulfill its obligations to the CWSRF.   
 
Excluding investments explicitly guaranteed by the U.S. Government which are not 
considered to have credit risk, the CWSRF held Federal Agency Bonds with a fair value 
of $11,984,353 which were rated AAA by Moody’s Investor Services. 
 
Custodial Credit Risk:  Custodial credit risk is the risk that in the event of a bank failure, 
the Clean Water State Revolving Fund’s investments may not be returned.  As of June 
30, 2021, $88,287,863 of guaranteed investment contracts were uninsured and 
unregistered, with the securities held by its trust department, but not in the CWSRF’s 
name and, as a result, were exposed to custodial credit risk.  Also, investments were 
made in US Treasury Bonds with a market value of $48,500,506 and in Federal Agency 
Bonds with a market value of $11,984,353 were exposed to custodial credit risk.  
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Guaranteed Investment Contracts (GICS): 
 
The CWSRF holds the following GICS where the rate of return is guaranteed. 
 
 Maturities  Contract Value 

Guaranteed Investment Contract 8/01/2025  $17,310,135    

Guaranteed Investment Contract 8/01/2026  $70,977,728 

   $88,287,864    

 
The South Dakota State Revolving Fund Master Trust Indenture requires any 
investment agreement to be with a guarantor whose long-term rating category is no 
lower than the two highest long-term rating categories.  The investment is rated by 
Moody’s Investors Service.  The ratings for Guaranteed Investment Contracts are as 
follows: 
 

Moody’s Rating  Contract Value 

Baa1*  $     88,287,863 

 
* These guarantor’s ratings are below the acceptable rating category (i.e., below 
Moody’s Aa3).  The Guaranteed Investment Contract investments have been fully 
collateralized with government securities in accordance with the provisions of 
Guaranteed Investment Contracts.  These fully collateralized investments have a fair 
value that equates to contract value. 
 
3. LOANS RECEIVABLE 
 
 Loans receivable consist of loans made to local governments through a loan 
agreement.  In order for a borrower to receive a loan, evidence must be shown that the 
principal and interest of the loan will be repaid.  Therefore, each local government must 
show the ability to impose utility rates, levy special assessments or collect sales taxes 
that will generate enough revenue to equal at least 110% of the annual principal and 
interest on the loan.  Loans made from the CWSRF may be made at or below market 
interest rates and shall be fully amortized within thirty years of the date which is not 
more than one year following completion of the project financed.  Interest rates are 
reduced for those loans shorter than thirty years.  Of the $324,948,781 loan receivable 
balance, $12,322,437 is a long-term receivable balance and $797,408 is a short-term 
receivable balance for the Ellsworth Development Authority which is a component unit 
of the State of South Dakota.   
 
The allowance for doubtful accounts is determined principally on the basis of loans that 
are in default.  Receivables are reported at the gross amount and an allowance for 
doubtful accounts would reduce loan receivables by the outstanding loan balances that 
are in default.  As of June 30, 2021, the District has no loans that are in default.  Loans 
in default would be expensed only after it has been determined the collection process 
has been exhausted and all legal actions have been finalized.  
   
The 2020 notes to the financial statements included a discussion regarding the District 
being served notice by a borrower of a potential risk of default.  During state fiscal year 
2021 the District staff worked with the borrower and their financial advisor to address 
the issues leading to the potential default and provide options to assure payment.  The 
borrower was able to secure additional financing for an outstanding debt at terms that 
alleviated the issues of default.  All payments during the fiscal year were made and the 
District does not believe the risk potential default exists any longer. 
 
 
 
 

DRAFT



117 

 
 

 

 
4. LONG-TERM DEBT 
 
The revenue bond issues outstanding as of June 30, 2021 are as follows: 
 

Issue Interest Rate 
Maturity 

Through FY 
Principal Balance 

    

Series 2010AB    

    Build America Bonds (BABs) 

        State Match 

 

4.084% - 5.646% 

 

2031 

 

$          2,320,000 

        Leveraged 4.084% - 5.646% 2031 22,595,000 

    

    Tax Exempt Bonds    

        State Match 5.125% 2030 178,544 

        Leveraged 5.125% 2030 1,785,441 

    

Series 2012A    

    Taxable Bonds    

        State Match 1.648% - 3.183% 2027 610,000 

        Leveraged 1.648% - 3.183% 2027 15,855,000 

    

Series 2012B    

    Tax Exempt Bonds    

        State Match 4.000% - 5.000% 2023 195,000 

        Leveraged 4.000% - 5.000% 2031 7,215,000 

    

Series 2014B    

    Tax Exempt Bonds 

        Leveraged  

 

5.000% 

 

2035 

 

35,410,000 

 

Series 2017A 

    Taxable Bonds 

        State Match 

 

 

1.410% - 2.149% 

 

 

2023 

 

 

2,920,000 

    

Series 2017B 

    Tax Exempt Bonds 
   

        State Match 5.00% 2030 995,000 

        Leveraged 3.00%-5.00% 2038 60,410,000 

    

Series 2018    

     Tax Exempt Bonds    

        Leveraged 5.00% 2039 54,350,000 

    

Series 2020    

     Tax Exempt Bonds    

        Leveraged   76,310,000 

Total   281,148,985 

    Add: Unamortized Bond Premium   54,064,734 

        Total Net of Amortization    $       335,213,719 
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Future bond payments and future interest payments remaining as of June 30, 2021 
are as follows: 
 

Year Ended 

June 30 

 

Principal  Interest  

Total Principal 

and Interest 

       

2022  14,685,000  13,270,967  27,955,967 

2023  15,335,000  12,657,132  27,992,132 

2024  16,520,000  11,956,540  28,476,540 

2025  17,130,000  11,189,916  28,310,916 

2026  17,760,000  10,364,145  28,124,145 

2027-2031  80,413,985  39,706,465  120,120,450 

2032-2036  65,090,000  21,286,100  86,376,100 

2037-2041  42,565,000  7,346,125  49,911,125 

2042-2043  11,650,000  589,500  12,239,500 

       

TOTAL  $    281,148,985  $ 128,357,890  $   409,506,875 

 
 
 
Changes in long-term liabilities 
  

 Beginning      Ending  Due Within 

 Balance  Additions  Reductions  Balance  One Year 

          

Revenue Bonds  $217,953,985      $   76,310,000  $  (13,115,000)  $  281,148,985  $  14,685,000 

Add: Bond Premium 33,110,329  24,225,263  (3,270,858)  54,064,734  3,270,858 

Total 251,064,314  100,535,263  (16,385,858)  $335,213,719  17,955,858 

          

Compensated 

Absences 57,756  0  (42,243)  15,513  8,144 

          

Long-Term Liabilities $    251,122,070  $   100,535,263  $(16,428,101)  $  335,229,232  $  17,964,002 

 
 
5.   REFUNDED BONDS 
 
The SDCD entered into a refunding whereby refunding bonds have been issued to 
facilitate defeasance of the District’s obligation with respect to certain bond issues.  
The proceeds of the refunding issues have been placed in irrevocable escrow accounts 
and invested in U.S. Treasury obligations that, together with interest earned thereon, 
will provide amounts sufficient for future payments of interest and principal on the 
issues being refunded.  Refunded bonds and the related assets held in the trust are 
not included in the accompanying financial statements since the District has satisfied 
its obligations with respect thereto through consummation of the refunding 
transactions. 
 
The 2017A refunding portion had an average interest rate of 1.73 percent which was 
used to refund $725,000 of outstanding Taxable Series 2012B bonds with an average 
interest rate of 4.34 percent.  The Series 2017B refunding portion had an average 
interest rate of 4.98 percent which was used to refund $26,190,000 Tax-exempt Series 
2012B bonds with an average interest rate of 5.03 percent.  The net proceeds of the 
refunding portion of $36,727,046 were deposited in an irrevocable trust with an escrow 
agent to provide for all the future debt service payments on the refunded portions.  As 
a result, the refunded portion bonds are considered to be defeased and the liability for 
those bonds has been removed from the Statement of Net Position.    
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 The advanced refunding resulted in a difference between the reacquisition price 
and the net carrying amount of the old debt of $4,626,031.  This difference is being 
charged to operations through 2032 using the effective-interest method.  The District 
completed the advanced refunding for a net economic gain of $2,810,001.  The 
difference between the cash flows of the refunded bonds and the refunding bonds is a 
$3,472,275 reduction in debt service payments.      
 
 Fully defeased bonds not yet paid to bondholders as of June 30, 2020, are as 
follows: 
 

Bond Issues Year of Defeasance 
Original Amount 

Defeased 
Series 2012B (01) 2018 $         725,000 
Series 2012B 2018 26,190,000 
  $    26,915,000    
Series 2012B (01) and Series 
2012B that were escrowed will 
be called on August 1, 2022. 

 
 

 
 
6. COMMITMENTS 
 
As of June 30, 2021, the CWSRF had loan commitments with borrowers worth 
$101,530,570. 
 
7. PENSION PLAN  
 
The Department of Environment and Natural Resources, (DENR), participates in the 
South Dakota Retirement System (SDRS), a cost-sharing, multiple-employer defined 
benefit pension plan established to provide retirement, disability, and survivor benefits 
for employees of the State and its political subdivisions.  Authority for establishing, 
administering, and amending plan provisions is found in SDCL 3-12.  The SDRS issues 
a publicly available financial report that includes financial statements, footnote 
disclosures, and required supplementary information.  That report may be obtained by 
contacting the SDRS in writing at South Dakota Retirement System, P.O. Box 1098, 
Pierre, SD  57501-1098 or by calling (605) 773-3731.  Additionally, the State of South 
Dakota’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) will report the State’s 
proportionate share of the plan.  The CAFR can be obtained by writing to the 
Department of Legislative Audit, 427 South Chapelle, c/o 500 East Capitol, Pierre, 
South Dakota 57501 or by calling (605)773-3595. 
 
State law requires employees to contribute 6 percent of their salary to the plan and the 
employer to contribute an amount equal to the employee’s contribution.  The right to 
receive retirement benefits vests after three years of credited service.  DENR 
contributions to the SDRS for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2021, 2020, and 2019 
were $14,895, $17,696, and $17,871, respectively, equal to the required contributions 
each year. 
 
The net pension asset was measured as of June 30, 2021 and the estimated SDRS 
was 100% funded.  At June 30, 2021, CWSRF reported an asset of $497 for its 
proportionate share of the net pension asset.  At June 30, 2021, deferred outflows of 
resources and deferred inflows of resources related to pensions were reported from 
the following sources: 
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  Deferred 
Outflows of 
Resources 

 
Deferred Inflows of 

Resources 

     

Difference between expected and actual 
experience 

 $     1,901  $      389 

     

Changes in assumption  16,005  64,551 
     

Net difference between projected and actual     
  earnings on pension plan investments  46,184   

Changes in Proportionate Share  1,313  - 

     

Contributions after the measurement date  14,895  - 
     

Total  $   80,298  $    64,940 

 
 
 
8. ANNUAL AND SICK LEAVE ACCRUAL 
 
 All employees earn annual leave.  Upon termination, employees are eligible to 
receive compensation for their accrued annual leave balances.  At June 30, 2021, a 
liability existed for accumulated annual leave calculated at the employee’s June 30, 
2021 pay rate in the amount of $8,126.  Employees who have been continuously 
employed by the State of South Dakota for at least seven years prior to the date of 
their retirement, voluntary resignation or death will receive payment for one-fourth of 
their accumulated sick leave balance.  This payment is not to exceed the sum of twelve 
weeks of employee's annual compensation.  At June 30, 2021, a liability existed for 
accumulated sick leave, calculated at each employee’s June 30, 2021 pay rate in the 
amount of $7,189. The total leave liability of $15,315 at June 30, 2021 is shown as a 
liability on the balance sheet. 
 
 
9. RISK MANAGEMENT 
 
The Board of Water and Natural Resources and the Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources are exposed to various risks of loss related to torts; theft of, damage 
to, and destruction of assets; errors and omissions; injuries to employees; and natural 
disasters.  The Department participates in the various programs administered by the 
State of South Dakota.  These risk management programs are funded through 
assessments charged to participating entities.  The risk management programs 
include; 1) coverage for risks associated with automobile liability and general tort 
liability (including public officials’ errors and omissions liability, medical malpractice 
liability, law enforcement liability, and products liability) through the State’s Public 
Entity Pool for Liability Fund, 2) coverage of employee medical claims through the 
State’s health insurance program, 3) coverage for unemployment benefits through the 
State’s Unemployment Insurance Fund, and, 4) coverage for workers’ compensation 
benefits through the State’s Workers’ Compensation Fund, 5) coverage for property 
loss through the South Dakota Property and Casualty Insurance Company, LLC.  
Financial information relative to the self-insurance funds administered by the State is 
presented in the State of South Dakota Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  
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10.  Subsequent Events 
 
SDDA / DENR Merger 
On August 27, 2020, SD Governor Kristi Noem announced her plan to merge the 
Department of Agriculture (SDDA) and the Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (DENR) into a single agency, the Department of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources (DANR). An Executive Order dated January 19, 2021, implemented the 
merger and DANR officially began operating as a merged agency on April 19, 2021. 
However, DANR did not begin operating under a single, merged budget until July 1, 
2021. Therefore, between April 19, 2021, and July 1, 2021, SDDA and DANR 
continued to operate under separate budgets.   
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SOUTH DAKOTA CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2022 INTENDED USE PLAN 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The state of South Dakota proposes to adopt 

the following Intended Use Plan (IUP) for 

Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2022 as required 

under Section 606(c) of the Clean Water Act. 

 

The primary purpose of the IUP is to identify 

the proposed annual intended use of the 

amounts available to the Clean Water State 

Revolving Fund (SRF).  The IUP has been 

reviewed by the public and reflects the results 

of that review. 

 

The IUP includes the following: 

 

1. List of projects and activities; 

 

2. Goals, objectives, and environmental 

results; 

 

3. Amount of funds transferred between the 

Clean Water SRF and the Drinking Water 

SRF; 

 

4. Information on the activities to be 

supported; 

 

5. Assurances and specific proposals;  

 

6. Criteria and method for distribution of 

funds; and 

 

7. Sources and uses of funds. 

 

LIST OF PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES 

 

The IUP identifies potential municipal 

wastewater, storm water, and nonpoint source 

projects.  A project must be on the project 

priority list, Attachment I, to be eligible for a 

loan. This list was developed from the State 

Water Plan and includes projects that did not 

designate Clean Water SRF loans as a 

funding source.   

 

Projects may be added to the project priority 

list by the Board of Water and Natural 

Resources if the action is included on the 

meeting agenda at the time it is posted. 

 

Priority ratings are based on the integrated 

project priority system established in ARSD 

74:05:08:03.01.  The general objective of the 

integrated priority system is to ensure that 

projects funded through the Clean Water SRF 

program address high priority water quality 

problems.  This is accomplished with a 

priority system that ranks both municipal 

wastewater and nonpoint source pollution 

control projects on an equal basis.  Projects 

and activities utilizing administrative 

surcharge funds are not required to be ranked 

and included on the project priority list. 

 

The Clean Water SRF may be used for the 

following purposes: 

 

1. Low-interest loans for secondary or more 

stringent treatment of any cost-effective 

alternatives, new interceptors and 

appurtenances, infiltration/inflow 

correction, new collectors, sewer system 

rehabilitation, expansion and correction 

of combined sewer overflows, 

decentralized wastewater treatment 

systems, and construction of new storm 

sewers.  The low-interest loans can be 

made for up to 100 percent of the total 

project cost; 

 

2. Refinancing of existing debt obligations 

for municipal wastewater facilities if the 
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debt was incurred and construction 

initiated after March 7, 1985; or 

 

3. Nonpoint source pollution control 

projects and programs, including non-

traditional projects (projects with a 

primary purpose other than water 

quality). 

 

A determination of which projects are funded 

from the above-mentioned lists, the amount 

of assistance, and the financing terms and 

conditions will be made by the Board of 

Water and Natural Resources during FFY 

2022. 

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESULTS 

 

Long-term Goals and Objectives: 

 

The long-term goals of the State Water 

Pollution Control Revolving Fund are to fully 

capitalize the Clean Water SRF, maintain or 

restore and enhance the chemical, physical, 

and biological integrity of the state's waters 

for the benefit of the overall environment, 

protect public health, and promote economic 

well-being. 

 

Objectives: 

 

1. Maintain a permanent, self-sustaining 

Clean Water SRF program that will 

serve in perpetuity as a financing 

source for wastewater treatment 

works projects and nonpoint source 

pollution control projects; and 

 

2. Fulfill the requirements of pertinent 

federal, state, and local laws and 

regulations governing water pollution 

control activities while providing the 

state and local project sponsors with 

maximum flexibility and decision-

making authority regarding such 

activities. 

 

Short-term Goal and Objectives:   

 

The short-term goal of the Clean Water SRF 

is to fully capitalize the fund.  

 

Objectives: 

 

1. Ensure the technical integrity of Clean 

Water SRF projects through the review of 

planning, design plans and specifications, 

and construction activities; 

 

2. Ensure compliance with all pertinent 

federal, state, and local water pollution 

control laws and regulations; and 

 

3. Obtain maximum capitalization of the 

funds for the state in the shortest time 

possible. 

 

Environmental Results: 

 

States are required to quantify and report the 

environmental benefits being realized 

through the Clean Water SRF loan program.  

The reporting requirement is being satisfied 

using an on-line environmental benefits 

assessment developed by EPA in cooperation 

with the States and other organizations.   A 

summary of the FFY 2022 loans and the 

resulting benefits will be provided in the end-

of-year-annual report. 

 

AMOUNT OF FUNDS TRANSFERRED 

BETWEEN THE CLEAN WATER SRF 

AND THE DRINKING WATER SRF 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments 

of 1996 and subsequent congressional action 

allows states to transfer an amount equal to 

33 percent of its Drinking Water SRF 

capitalization grant to the Clean Water SRF 

or an equivalent amount from the Clean 

DRAFT



November 4, 2021 3 

Water SRF to the Drinking Water SRF.  

States can also transfer state match, 

investment earnings, or principal and interest 

repayments between SRF programs and may 

transfer a previous year’s allocation at any 

time.   

 

South Dakota has transferred $15,574,320 

from the Clean Water SRF program to the 

Drinking Water SRF program in past years.  

In fiscal year 2006 and 2011, $7.5 million in 

leveraged bond proceeds and $10 million of 

repayments, respectively, were transferred 

from the Drinking Water SRF program to the 

Clean Water SRF program.  With the 

anticipated FFY 2022 capitalization grant, 

the ability exists to transfer more than $62.9 

million from the Clean Water SRF program 

to the Drinking Water SRF program.  More 

than $61.0 million could be transferred from 

the Drinking Water Program to the Clean 

Water SRF program.  Table 2 on page 10 

details the amount of funds transferred 

between the programs and the amount of 

funds available to be transferred.  

 

No transfers are expected in FFY 2022. 

 

INFORMATION ON THE ACTIVITIES 

TO BE SUPPORTED 

 

The primary type of assistance to be provided 

by the Clean Water SRF is direct loans 

including refinancing of existing debts where 

eligible.  Loan assistance will be provided to 

municipalities, sanitary districts, counties, or 

other units of government for publicly owned 

wastewater treatment facilities, storm sewers, 

and nonpoint source pollution control 

programs in accordance with the Clean Water 

SRF administrative rules adopted by the 

Board of Water and Natural Resources.  With 

the adoption of the amended and restated 

Master Indenture in 2004, the Clean Water 

and Drinking Water SRF programs are cross-

collateralized.  This allows the board to 

pledge excess revenues on deposit in the 

Drinking Water SRF program to act as 

additional security for bonds secured by 

excess revenues on deposit in the Clean 

Water SRF program, and vice versa. 

 

Sources of Loan Funds 

 

Loan funds are derived from various sources 

and include federal capitalization grants, state 

match, leveraged bonds, borrowers’ principal 

repayments, and interest earnings. 

 

Capitalization Grants/State Match: Federal 

capitalization grants are provided to the state 

annually.  These funds must be matched by 

the state at a ratio of 5 to 1.  The fiscal year 

2022 capitalization grant is expected to be 

$7,779,000 which requires $1,555,800 in 

state match.  Leveraged bonds will be used to 

match FFY 2022 capitalization grant funds. 

 

For purposes of meeting FFY 2022 

proportionality requirements, the South 

Dakota Clean Water SRF program will 

document the expenditure of repayments and 

bond proceeds in an amount equivalent to the 

entire required state match.  

 

Leveraged Bonds:  The South Dakota 

Conservancy District has the ability to issue 

additional bonds above that required for state 

match, known as leveraged bonds.  It is 

anticipated that approximately $100 million 

in leveraged bonds will be required in FFY 

2022.     

 

Borrowers’ Principal Repayments:  The 

principal repaid by the loan borrowers is used 

to make semi-annual leveraged bond 

payments.  Any excess principal is available 

for loans.  It is estimated that $10,000,000 in 

principal repayments will become available 

for loans in FFY 2022.  
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Interest Earnings:  The interest repaid by the 

loan borrowers, as well as interest earned on 

investments, is dedicated to make semi-

annual state match bond payments.  Any 

excess interest is available for loans.  It is 

estimated that $8,000,000 in interest earnings 

will become available for loans in FFY 2022. 

 

Additional Subsidy - Principal Forgiveness 

 

The 2010 and 2011 Clean Water SRF 

appropriations mandated that not less than 30 

percent of the funds made available for Clean 

Water SRF capitalization grants be used by 

the State to provide additional subsidy to 

eligible recipients and shall only apply to the 

portion of the national allocation that exceeds 

$1 billion.  The 2012 through 2014 

capitalization grants mandated additional 

subsidy be provided in an amount not less 

than 20 percent, but not more than 30 

percent, of that portion of the national 

allocation that exceeds $1,000,000,000.  

Additional subsidy may be in the form of 

forgiveness of principal, negative interest 

loans, or grants (or any combination of 

these). 

 

Additional subsidy will be provided in the 

form of principal forgiveness.  Municipalities 

and sanitary districts must have a minimum 

rate of $30 per month based on 5,000 gallons 

usage or a flat rate to qualify for principal 

forgiveness.  Other applicants must have a 

minimum rate of $40 per month based on 

5,000 gallons usage or a flat rate to qualify 

for principal forgiveness.   

 

With the passage of the Water Resources 

Reform and Development Act (WRRDA) in 

June 2014, states may provide additional 

subsidization when the total amount 

appropriated for capitalization grants exceeds 

$1,000,000,000.  Additional subsidization 

can be provided to a municipality only if it 

meets the affordability requirements 

established by the state or to projects that 

implement a process, material, technique, or 

technology with water efficiency, energy 

efficiency, mitigation of stormwater runoff or 

sustainability benefits.  

 

The 2016 through 2021 appropriation acts 

required an additional 10 percent of the 

capitalization grant be used for additional 

subsidy and is available for any eligible 

borrower.  At this time South Dakota will 

only provide this 10 percent to borrowers 

who meet the state’s affordability criteria. 

 

When determining the amount of principal 

forgiveness, the Board of Water and Natural 

Resources may consider the following 

decision-making factors, which are set forth 

in alphabetical order: 

 

 (1) Annual utility operating budgets; 

 (2) Available local cash and in-kind 

contributions; 

 (3) Available program funds; 

 (4) Compliance with permits and 

regulations; 

 (5) Debt service capability; 

 (6) Economic impact; 

 (7) Other funding sources; 

 (8) Readiness to proceed; 

 (9) Regionalization or consolidation of 

facilities; 

 (10) Technical feasibility; 

 (11) Utility rates; and 

 (12) Water quality benefits. 

 

Table 3 on page 11 summarizes the amounts 

of principal forgiveness provided with the 

2010 – 2021 capitalization grants.   

 

In compliance with the WRRDA provisions 

South Dakota has adopted the affordability 

criteria below. 
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1. All applicants will be awarded points to 

determine principal forgiveness eligibility 

as follows:  

 

a. Five points if an applicant’s median 

household income is equal to or less 

than 80 percent of the statewide 

median household income;  

 

b. Three points if an applicant’s median 

household income is equal to or less 

than the statewide median household 

income and greater than 80 percent of 

the statewide median household 

income;  

 

c. One point if the applicant’s 2010 

census population is less than the 

applicant’s 2000 census population; 

and  

 

d. One point if an applicant’s county 

unemployment rate is greater than the 

statewide unemployment rate.   

 

2. If the boundaries of an applicant are 

located in more than one county, the 

unemployment rate of the county with the 

largest percentage of the applicant’s 

population will be used.   

 

3. Applicants must receive a minimum of 

five points to be eligible for principal 

forgiveness in the upcoming fiscal year.   

 

The source of median household income 

statistics will be the American Community 

Survey or other statistically valid income 

data supplied by the applicant and acceptable 

to the board. 

 

The source of unemployment rates will be the 

2013 average unemployment rates as 

determined by the South Dakota Department 

of Labor and Regulation, Labor Force 

Statistics. 

Systems that are eligible to receive principal 

forgiveness are identified in Attachment I 

and Attachment II.  Attachment II - List of 

Projects to be Funded in FFY 2022 identifies 

$3,246,253 in principal forgiveness.   

 

Green Project Reserve 

 

Recent Clean Water SRF appropriations 

mandated that to the extent there are 

sufficient eligible project applications, a 

portion of the funds made available for each 

year’s Clean Water SRF capitalization grant 

shall be used by the State for projects to 

address green infrastructure, water or energy 

efficiency improvements, or other 

environmentally innovative activities.  These 

four categories of projects are the 

components of the Green Project Reserve. 

 

Sufficient funds have been awarded to 

qualifying projects to meet the 2010 – 2020 

capitalization grants Green Project Reserve 

requirements. 

 

The Green Project Reserve requirement was 

included in the 2010 - 2021 capitalization 

grants and required that not less than 10 

percent be made available for Green Project 

Reserve eligible projects.  It is anticipated 

that the 2022 capitalization grant will include 

a requirement that not less than 10 percent be 

made available for Green Project Reserve 

eligible projects. South Dakota for several 

years has utilized incentive rate financing to 

help encourage borrowers to take additional 

loan funds for Section 319 Non-point Source 

project funding.  In South Dakota many Non-

point Source projects include the purchase of 

easements adjacent to impaired waterbodies 

to install best management practices reducing 

nutrient loading into the streams.  These 

activities are green projects as defined by 

EPA’s eligibility criteria and have been used 

to meet a portion of the 2016-2020 GPR 

requirements, additional funds are allocated 
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to projects and as funds are expended, they 

will be recorded for GPR tracking.  

Additionally, the Sioux Falls Water 

Reclamation Facility expansion will replace a 

significant amount of mechanical equipment. 

The energy efficiency realized by the 

equipment replacement will be determined 

later and the Green Project Reserve amount 

will be updated. These projects will provide 

sufficient funds to meet the 10 percent 

requirement of the remaining 2021 and 2022 

capitalization grants anticipated to be 

$1,524,348 combined.  

 

Interest Rates 

 

Interest rates are reviewed periodically in 

comparison to established bond rating 

indexes to assure rates are at or below market 

rates as required.  The SRF rates are then set 

to be competitive with other funding 

agencies.   

 

The current interest rates for FFY 2022 are 

summarized in Table 1.  The rates were 

adjusted in April 2020. 

 

Projects for traditional wastewater or 

stormwater projects that include a nonpoint 

source component may receive the nonpoint 

source rate.  The annual principal and interest 

payments are calculated for a loan at the 

higher base interest rate.  Using the lower 

interest incentive rate, a loan is sized using 

the annual payment previously calculated.  

The difference in the two loan amounts is the  

amount of funding available for the nonpoint 

source component of the project. 

 

Administrative Surcharge Activities 

 

 The interest rate includes an administrative 

surcharge as identified in Table 1.  The 

surcharge was established to provide a pool 

of funds to be used for administrative 

purposes after the state ceases to receive 

capitalization grants.  The administrative 

surcharge is also available for other purposes, 

as determined eligible by EPA and at the 

discretion of the Board of Water and Natural 

Resources and department.  Recent emphasis 

has been on using the surcharge for purposes 

other than reserves for future program 

administration. 

 

In fiscal year 2001, the board initiated the 

Small Community Planning Grant program to 

encourage proactive planning by small 

communities.  The planning grants reimburse 

80 percent of the cost of the study.  Planning 

grants are available only to communities of 

2,500 or less.  Communities are reimbursed 

80 percent of the cost of an engineering 

study, with the maximum grant amount for 

any project being $10,000.   

 

Administrative surcharges are being used for 

non-federal cost share for Total Maximum 

Daily Load (TMDL) assessment and 

implementation projects. 

 

Additionally, administrative surcharges have 

been allocated to supplement the 

Table 1 – Clean Water SRF Interest Rates 

     

 

Up to 

5 Yrs 

Up to 

10 Yrs 

Up to 

20 Yrs 

Up to 

30 Yrs* 

Interim Rate     

Interest Rate 2.00%    

Admin. Surcharge 0.00%    

Total 2.00%    

     

Base Rate     

Interest Rate  1.375% 1.50% 1.625% 

Admin. Surcharge  0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 

Total  1.875% 2.00% 2.125% 

     

Nonpoint Source Incentive Rate   

Interest Rate  0.50% 0.75% 0.875% 

Admin. Surcharge  0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 

Total  1.00% 1.25% 1.375% 

     

* Term cannot exceed useful life of the project. 
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Consolidated program by providing water 

quality grants to Clean Water SRF eligible 

projects.   

 

Beginning in fiscal year 2005, administrative 

surcharge funds were also provided to the 

planning districts to defray the cost of SRF 

application preparation and project 

administration.  Reimbursement is $10,500 

per approved loan with payments made in 

$3,500 increments as certain milestones are 

met.  Future allocations for this activity are 

anticipated and will be based on expected 

loan demand. 

 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment 

Act (ARRA) of 2009 and subsequent 

capitalization grants through 2014 had 

mandated implementation of Davis-Bacon 

prevailing wage rules.  The WRRDA of 2014 

included Davis-Bacon prevailing wage 

requirements for all capitalization grants 

going forward. Under joint powers 

agreements between the planning districts 

and the department, the planning districts are 

reimbursed $1,600 per project to oversee 

compliance with the Davis-Bacon wage rate 

verification and certification.     

 

Administrative Surcharge Uses in FFY 

2021 

 

As of September 30, 2021, $1,513,991 of 

unobligated administrative surcharge funds is 

available.  It is anticipated that the 

administrative surcharge will generate an 

additional $1,700,000 in FFY 2022. 

 

In FFY 2022, $575,000 of administrative 

surcharge funds will be allocated.  It is 

proposed to allocate $100,000 for planning 

grants and $200,000 to supplement the 

Section 319 program with grants for TMDL 

implementation projects.   

 

Administrative surcharge funds will again be 

provided to the planning districts to defray 

the cost of SRF application preparation and 

project administration, which includes Davis-

Bacon wage rate verification and 

certification.  The FFY 2022 allocation for 

these activities will be $250,000.  

 

In FFY 2021, $25,000 of administrative 

surcharge funds will be allocated to assist 

SRF applicants to improve the financial or 

managerial capacity of the wastewater utility.  

In 2018, DENR signed a three-year contract 

with Midwest Assistance Program to provide 

these services and was extended in 2021 for 

three additional years. 

 

Capitalization Grant Administrative 

Allowance  

 

The WRRDA of 2014 provides three options 

to states to calculate the administrative fees 

available from each year’s capitalization 

grant.  States may use the larger of 1) an 

amount equal to four percent of the annual 

capitalization grant, 2) $400,000 per year or 

3) 1/5 of a percent of the current valuation of 

the Clean Water SRF fund based on the most 

recent previous year’s audited financial 

statements. 

 

Four percent of the fiscal year 2022 

capitalization grant is $312,000, and 1/5 of a 

percent of the current fund valuation of 

$265,183,710 results in $530,367 available 

for administrative fees.  As a result, an 

administrative allowance of $530,367 will be 

reserved for administrative purposes in FFY 

2022. 

 

ASSURANCES AND SPECIFIC 

PROPOSALS 

 

The state has assured compliance with the 

following sections of the law in the 

State/EPA Operating Agreement – XI 
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Certification Procedures.  In addition, the 

state has developed specific proposals on 

implementation of those assurances in the 

administrative rules promulgated by the 

Board of Water and Natural Resources. 

 

Section 602(a) – Environmental Reviews – 

The state certifies that it will conduct 

environmental reviews of each project on 

Attachment II receiving assistance from the 

Clean Water SRF, as applicable.  The state 

will follow EPA-approved National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

procedures in conjunction with such 

environmental reviews. 

 

Section 602(b)(3) – Binding Commitments – 

The state certifies that it will enter into 

binding commitments equal to at least 120 

percent of each quarterly grant payment 

within one year after receipt. 

 

Section 602(b)(4) – Timely Expenditures of 

Funds – The state is committed to obligate 

Clean Water SRF moneys to eligible 

applicants as quickly and efficiently as 

possible to facilitate the financing of eligible 

projects and to initiate construction with a 

minimum of delay. 

 

Section 602(b)(5) – First Use Enforceable 

Requirements – The state certifies that all 

major and minor wastewater treatment 

facilities identified as part of the National 

Municipal Policy (NMP) universe are: 

1. in compliance, or 

 

2. have received funding through various 

state and federal assistance programs and 

constructed a facility designed to produce 

an effluent capable of meeting the 

appropriate permit limits and achieve 

compliance with its discharge permit, or 

 

3. have upgraded existing facilities or 

constructed new facilities through its own 

means to achieve compliance with its 

discharge permit. 

 

Section 602(b)(6) – Compliance with Title II 

Requirements – The state certifies that it will 

comply as applicable. 

 

Section 602(b)(13) – Cost Effectiveness 

Certification – The state will require Clean 

Water SRF assistance recipients and their 

consulting engineer to certify that they have 

studied and evaluated the cost effectiveness 

of the proposed project, and to the maximum 

extent practicable, have selected the 

alternative that maximizes the potential for 

efficient water use, reuse, and recapture, and 

conservation and energy conservation. 

 

Section 602(b)(14) – Procurement of 

Architectural and Engineering Services – The 

state will not provide Clean Water SRF 

assistance to projects for architectural or 

engineering services that are identified as an 

equivalency project in the annual report, 

unless the project has complied with the 

architectural and engineering procurement 

procedures identified in 40 U.S.C. 1101 et 

seq. 

 

Section 608 – American Iron and Steel 

Provisions – The state certifies that it will 

require American Iron and Steel products to 

be utilized for all treatment works projects 

receiving assistance from the Clean Water 

SRF, as applicable. 

 

CRITERIA AND METHOD FOR 

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS 

 

The Clean Water SRF funds are distributed 

using the following criteria: 

 

1. the availability of funds in the Clean 

Water SRF program;  

 

2. the applicant’s need;  
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3. violation of health and safety standards; 

and 

4. the applicant’s ability to repay. 

 

The methods and criteria used are designed to 

provide the maximum flexibility and 

assistance that is affordable to the borrower 

while providing for the long-term viability of 

the fund.  

 

Public Review and Comment – On May 25, 

1988, a public hearing was held to review the 

initial Clean Water SRF rules and to receive 

comments. The Board of Water and Natural 

Resources approved the rules following the 

hearing.  Revisions to the Clean Water SRF 

rules have been made periodically to reflect 

the needs of the program.   

 

A formal public hearing was held for the 

South Dakota FFY 2022 Clean Water SRF 

Intended Use Plan on November 4, 2021.  
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Table 2 – Amounts Available to Transfer between State Revolving Fund Programs 
 

 

 

 

 

Year 

 

 

DWSRF 

Capitalization 

Grant 

 

Amount 

Available 

for 

Transfer 

 

 

Banked 

Transfer 

Ceiling 

Amount 

Transferred 

from 

CWSRF to 

DWSRF 

Amount 

Transferred 

from 

DWSRF to 

CWSRF 

 

 
 

Transfer  

Description 

 

CWSRF 

Funds 

Available to 

Transfer 

 

DWSRF 

Funds 

Available to 

Transfer 

1997

-

2001 

$42,690,000 $14,087,700 $14,087,700    $14,087,700 $14,087,700 

2002 $8,052,500 $2,657,325 $16,745,025 $7,812,960 
 CW Cap 

Grant/Match 
$8,932,065 $16,745,025 

2003 $8,004,100 $2,641,353 $19,386,378 $7,761,360  
CW Cap 

Grant/Match 
$3,812,058 $19,386,378 

2004 $8,303,100 $2,740,023 $22,126,401    $6,552,081 $22,126,401 

2005 $8,285,500 $2,734,215 $24,860,616    $9,286,296 $24,860,616 

2006 $8,229,300 $2,715,669 $27,576,285  $7,500,000 
Leveraged 

Bonds 
$12,001,965 $20,076,285 

2007 $8,229,000 $2,715,570 $30,291,855    $14,717,535 $22,791,855 

2008 $8,146,000 $2,688,180 $32,980,035    $17,405,715 $25,480,035 

2009 $8,146,000 $2,688,180 $35,668,215    $20,093,895 $28,168,215 

2010 $13,573,000 $4,479,090 $40,147,305    $24,572,985 $32,647,305 

2011 $9,418,000 $3,107,940 $43,255,245  $10,000,000 Repayments $27,680,925 $25,755,245 

2012 $8,975,000 $2,961,750 $46,216,995    $30,642,675 $28,716,995 

2013 $8,421,000 $2,788,930 $48,995,925    $33,421,605 $31,495,925 

2014  $8,845,000 $2,918,850 $51,914,775    $36,340,455 $34,414,775 

2015  $8,787,000 $2,899,710 $54,814,485    $39,240,165 $37,314,485 

2016  $8,312,000 $2,742,960 $57,557,445    $41,983,125 $40,057,445 

2017  $8,241,000 $2,719,530 $60,276,975    $44,702,655 $42,776,975 

2018  $11,107,000 $3,665,310 $63,942,285    $48,367,965 $46,442,285 

2019  $11,004,000 $3,631,320 $67,573,605    $51,999,285 $50,073,605 

2020  $11,011,000 $3,633,630 $71,207,235    $55,632,915 $53,707,235 

2021  $11,001,000 $3,630,330 $74,870,235    $59,295,915 $57,370,235 

2022 

est 
$11,001,000 $3,630,330 $78,500,565    $62,926,245 $61,000,565 
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Table 3 – Principal Forgiveness Allowed and Awarded 
 

 

 Principal Forgiveness for all Borrowers 

 

Year 

 

Minimum 

 

Maximum 

Awarded from 

FY Grant 

2010 $1,497,982 $4,993,274 $4,993,274 

2011 $669,233 $2,230,777 $2,230,777 

2012 $383,922 $575,882 $575,882 

2013 $307,120 $460,680 $359,114 

2014 $372,924 $559,386 $548,729 

2015 $0 $2,045,100 $2,045,100 

2016 $652,500 $2,610,000 $2,610,000 

2017 $647,400 $2,589,600 $2,589,600 

2018 $785,900 $3,143,600 $3,143,600 

2019 $777,900 $3,111,600 $3,111,600 

2020 $778,000 $3,112,000 $172,520 

2021 $777,900 $3,111,600 $2,976,947 

2022 Est. $777,900 $3,111,600 $0 

Totals $8,428,681 $31,655,099 $25,357,143 
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ATTACHMENT I 

 

PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
 

Attachment I is a comprehensive list of projects that are eligible for Clean Water SRF loans.  This list was developed from State Water 

Plan applications.  Inclusion on the list carries no obligations to the Clean Water SRF program.  Attachment II lists those projects 

expected to be funded in FFY 2022. 
 

 

 

Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

36 SD Department of 

Agriculture and Natural 

Resources 

C461496-01 Purchase of 10-year easements for 

riparian buffer strips to improve 

surface water quality throughout the 

state.  Funding will target watersheds 

found in Administrative Rules of 

South Dakota 74:51:03. 

$24,005,000 N/A  

26 Mitchell C461129-09 Upgrades to the wastewater 

treatment facility to include a new 

headworks facility, new equalization 

basin, improvements to the septage 

receiving structure, electrical system 

and other site improvements. 

$10,000,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

25 Parkston C461062-02 Replacement or relining of 11,200 

feet of clay sanitary sewer 

throughout the community, 

televising service lines for illegal 

sump pump connections, installation 

of an ammonia removal and 

disinfection system at the treatment 

lagoons, and dredging of the ponds 

to increase capacity. 

$5,900,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

23 Spring/Cow Creek 

Sanitary District 

C461493-01  Rehabilitation of the existing lagoon 

system or construction of a new 

subsurface wastewater dispersal 

system to address compliance issues. 

$1,043,337 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

21 Piedmont C461462-01 Construction of a centralized 

collection system to eliminate on-site 

septic systems within the 

municipality and an activated sludge 

treatment facility. 

$4,500,000 2.00%, 20 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

20 Rapid City C461014-07 Upgrades to the south plant water 

reclamation facility to expand the 

treatment capacity and install 

equipment for nutrient removal 

processes and decommission the 

north plant treatment system.  

$145,000,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

20 Sioux Falls C461232-44 Major replacement and upgrades to 

the city’s water reclamation facility 

to improve treatment processes and 

expand the current treatment 

capacity to meet future growth needs 

(Phases 3 and 4). 

$123,000,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

20 Sioux Falls C461232-45 Major replacement and upgrades to 

the city’s water reclamation facility 

to improve treatment processes and 

expand the current treatment 

capacity to meet future growth needs 

(Phases 3 and 4). 

$11,675,000 1.25%, 20 yrs  

18 Aberdeen C461072-04 Rehabilitation of the main lift station 

and improvements to the wastewater 

treatment facility to provide 

additional capacity and provide the 

ability to meet anticipated future 

permit limits. 

$52,230,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

DRAFT



November 4, 2021 14 

 

Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

18 Mitchell C461129-10 Construction of a new laboratory for 

the north plant and upgrades to the 

south portion of the wastewater 

treatment facility to include site 

improvements to the facility, 

headworks process improvements, 

refurbishing the blower building and 

motor control center, adding 

equalization storage, new activated 

sludge blower and aeration system, 

refurbishment of clarifiers, and 

installation of a new aerobic sludge 

digestor for nutrient removal 

capacity. 

$23,500,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

18 Watertown C461029-14 Major replacement and upgrades to 

the city’s wastewater treatment 

facility to improve treatment 

processes and expand the current 

treatment capacity to meet future 

growth needs, replacement or 

relining of 10,700 feet of sanitary 

sewer, and rehabilitation of several 

lift stations. 

$35,042,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

18 Yankton C461038-06 Installation and replacement of 

sanitary sewer collection lines in 

various locations of the city to 

replace old clay pipes and to install 

new sanitary sewer interceptors to 

provide needed conveyance capacity 

and relocation or rehabilitation of the 

wastewater treatment facility.   

$106,839,553 2.125%, 30 yrs  

DRAFT



November 4, 2021 15 

 

Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

17 Rapid Valley Sanitary 

District 

C461013-01 Construction of a new trunk sewer 

line and collection pipe to disconnect 

users from the city of Rapid City 

system and construction of a new 

wastewater treatment facility to 

provide capacity for a future 

population of 36,000 with the ability 

for nutrient removal and direct 

potable water reuse of the effluent. 

$51,575,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

16 Hartford C461104-08 Construction of a regional 

wastewater treatment facility and 

conveyance system. 

$35,086,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

16 Hot Springs C461040-03 Construction of new gravity sewer 

main to connect users currently 

utilizing on-site septic systems to the 

city’s wastewater treatment system. 

$638,525 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes  

16 Lead C461007-10 Replacement of two blocks of 

sanitary sewer and installation of a 

separate storm sewer to remove 

combined sewer on Mill Street. 

$378,733 2.125%, 30 yrs  

16 Mobridge C461016-06 Upgrades at the wastewater 

treatment facility to include 

replacement of the screw pumps, grit 

handling equipment, and screening 

system and repairs to the facility roof 

and electrical equipment. 

$1,830,000 2.00%, 20 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

16 Rapid City C461014-08 Construction of a landfill cap for 

waste cell #16, a landfill gas 

collection and control system and 

improvements to the existing gas 

collection system, and construction 

of a new landfill disposal cell #15. 

$6,650,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

15 Beresford C461187-04 Construction of a submerged 

attached growth reactor system at the 

wastewater treatment facility, 

dredging of sludge from cell 1 and 

installation of a disinfection system. 

$4,579,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

15 Britton C461188-05 Rehabilitation of the main lift 

station, expansion of the south lift 

station and installation of sewer lines 

to serve residents currently using on-

site treatment, and replacement of 

2,300 feet of clay sanitary sewer 

pipe. 

$1,530,861 2.125%, 30 yrs  

15 Custer C461021-06 Upgrades at the wastewater 

treatment facility to include control 

building HVAC and electrical, 

standby generators, SCADA system, 

pond structures, pumps, interpond 

piping, installation of a submerged-

attached-growth-reactor treatment 

system, related appurtenances, and 

UV disinfection and construction of 

a new lift station and forcemain with 

a new discharge point. 

$11,442,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

15 Gregory C461126-04 Replacement and relining of the 

existing sanitary sewer collection 

lines, replacement of two existing lift 

stations, and improvements to the 

wastewater treatment facility to 

include new rip-rap, embankment 

shaping, and sludge removal. 

$15,958,700 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

15 Lennox C461105-10 Construction of a 3.4-million-gallon 

equalization storage basin, install 

covers of the treatment basins, 

installation of heating equipment for 

use during cold weather, installing a 

solids dewatering press, and making 

improvements to the existing 

facilities. Replacement of 

approximately 6,700 feet of sanitary 

sewer and 8,500 of storm sewer.  

$15,012,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

15 Springfield C461071-02 Replacement or relining of 19,000 

feet of clay sanitary sewer, 

construction of 25-acres of 

wastewater treatment lagoons, and 

10-acres of artificial wetlands to 

replace the current wastewater 

treatment lagoons. 

$6,800,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

15 Summerset C461448-03 Expansion of the current wastewater 

treatment facility to 0.37 MGD to 

accommodate additional growth and 

new users. 

$9,995,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

14 Aurora C461081-04 Replacement or relining of 

approximately 6,300 feet of sanitary 

sewer and 32 manholes, and 

construction of a submerged attached 

growth reactor system at the 

wastewater treatment facility. 

$10,898,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

14 Wessington Springs C461210-02 Grading of the wastewater treatment 

facility site to redirect stormwater 

from over topping berms and 

entering the treatment ponds and 

installing riprap on the primary 

treatment cell. 

$960,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

14 Worthing C461047-05 Replacement of 4,700 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer and 5,400 feet of 

storm sewer and, installation of 

submerged attached growth reactor 

at the treatment facility to increase 

capacity and meet new permit limits. 

$4,908,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

13 Box Elder C461003-02 Replacement of the sewer interceptor 

line along SD Highway 14/16 and 

installation of a new sewer 

interceptor line to serve areas east of 

Box Elder.  

$5,800,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

13 Bryant C461121-01 Replacement or lining of the entire 

collection system and extension of 

the collection system to serve houses 

within the city limits currently on 

septic systems. 

$8,702,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

13 Gayville C461250-02 Replacement of 11,100 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer, installation of 2,250 

feet of storm sewer, replacement of a 

lift station, and improvements at the 

wastewater treatment facility to 

include repair of the pond liner, and 

inlet/outlet structures and replace 

inter pond piping.   

$4,429,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

13 Harrisburg C461065-08 Installation of sanitary sewer trunk 

lines to assure the necessary capacity 

exists in the collection system to 

serve current users and future 

development. 

$7,305,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

13 Hermosa C461278-02 Rehabilitating the lagoon system and 

construction of a new lagoon cell.  

$3,531,727 2.125%, 30 yrs  

13 Irene C461255-03 Replacement of 1,000 feet of force 

main and improvements to the 

lagoon system including construction 

of an inlet structure, installation of 

new control and effluent structures 

and removal of sludge from the 

ponds. 

$519,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

13 Mitchell C461129-11 Dredging of Lake Mitchell to 

remove nutrient laden lakebed 

sediments. 

$11,250,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

13 Pickerel Lake Sanitary 

District 

C461066-03 Rehabilitation of 13 lift stations and 

installation of 4,500 feet of new PVC 

sanitary sewer to connect 56 

residents currently utilizing on-site 

treatment. 

$2,962,554 2.125%, 30 yrs  

13 Sturgis C461068-07 Replacement of 31,500 feet of 

existing clay sanitary sewer. 

$19,751,760 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

12 Brookings C461019-11 Replacement of 8,400 feet of sewer 

interceptor. 

$6,700,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

12 Brookings C461019-12 Installation of approximately 0.5 

miles of sanitary sewer line to serve 

new development within the research 

park. 

$2,354,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

12 Brookings C461019-13 Replacement of approximately 8,700 

feet of sanitary sewer and 19 

manholes. 

$3,447,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

12 Dell Rapids C461064-11 Replacement of 15,700 feet of 

sanitary sewer, 8,300 feet of service 

lines, 46 manholes and 7,000 feet of 

storm sewer.  

$23,702,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

12 Mission Hill C461364-01 Construction of a new 1.8-acre 

artificial wetland for wastewater 

treatment, rehabilitation of the lift 

station, and televising 9,000 feet of 

sanitary sewer line to prioritize for 

future repairs. 

$662,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

12 Mitchell C461129-12 Televising, replacing and relining 

areas of sanitary sewer collection 

lines throughout the city, and 

replacement or rehabilitation of 

several lift stations. 

$23,100,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

12 Powder House Pass 

Community 

Improvement District 

C461471-03 Expansion of the current wastewater 

treatment facility to accommodate 

additional growth and installation of 

a new lift station and sanitary sewer 

lines to allow expansion into 

undeveloped areas. 

$7,500,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

12 Sioux Falls C461232-46 Increase the capacity of the existing 

Pump Station 240 from 3.5 million 

gallons per day to 7 million gallons 

per day, install a parallel 30-inch 

forcemain from the pump station to 

the water reclamation facility, and 

install best management practices in 

the Big Sioux River watershed. 

$35,500,000 2.00%, 20 yrs  

12 Vermillion C461022-10 Replacement of a lift station that is 

undersized and in need of 

improvements.   

$764,000 2.00%, 20 yrs Yes 

11 Alexandria C461241-01 Cleaning and televising the entire 

collection system, replacement or 

relining of approximately 10,000 feet 

of sanitary sewer, installation of 

approximately 30,000 feet of storm 

sewer and various improvements to 

the wastewater treatment facility.  

$7,397,502 2.125%, 30 yrs  

11 Beresford C461187-05 Replacement of approximately 

37,000 feet of sanitary sewer, 

televising portions of the collection 

system, and lining of the lift station 

wet wells. 

$9,186,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

11 Brandon C461032-07 Replacement of approximately 6,800 

feet of sanitary sewer and related 

appurtenances. 

$36,987,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

11 Madison C461024-05 Replacement or relining of 15,300 

feet of clay sanitary sewer and 3,700 

feet of storm sewer throughout the 

community. 

$5,692,400 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

10 Canton C461039-06 Replacement of the main lift station 

and approximately 6,000 feet of 

sanitary sewer. 

$2,801,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

10 Dakota Dunes C461035-01 Replacement of 4,400 feet of force 

main.  

$523,965 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

10 Elkton C461229-04 Cleaning and televising the entire 

collection system and replacement or 

relining of approximately 44,500 feet 

of sewer lines and manholes. 

$8,412,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

10 Hot Springs C461040-04 Replacement of approximately 5,640 

feet of sewer lines and manholes 

under SD Highway 385/18. 

$704,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes  

10 Howard C461127-02 Relining approximately 30,000 feet 

of sanitary sewer main to reduce 

infiltration and inflow.  

$4,399,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

10 Lake Preston C461011-02 Replacement of approximately 

13,000 feet of sanitary sewer and 

3,500 feet of storm sewer. 

$6,913,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

10 Mitchell C461129-13 Installation of 3,250 feet of new 

sanitary sewer and 2,330 feet of new 

storm sewer into an undeveloped 

area of the city. 

$1,240,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

10 Tea C461028-11 Installation of 12,850 feet of new 

sanitary sewer trunk lines and 2,900 

feet of storm sewer to serve users not 

connected to the city's sanitary sewer 

and undeveloped areas of the city. 

$5,649,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

10 Valley Springs C461239-04 Replacement of 770 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer and dredging of the 

wastewater treatment lagoon to 

increase capacity.  

$2,658,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Baltic C461223-04 Replacement of the main lift station 

at the wastewater treatment facility.   

$718,600 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Baltic C461223-05 Replacement of approximately 7,000 

feet of sanitary sewer, 7 manholes 

and other related appurtenances. 

$2,324,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Box Elder C461003-03 Installation of 16,500 feet of sewer 

trunk main to provide service to 870 

acres in preparation of the Ellsworth 

Air Force Base expansion.   

$1,800,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 
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Points 

 

 

Loan Recipient 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project Description 

Estimated 

Loan 

Amount 
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Loan Rate 

& Term  

Principal 

Forgivenes

s Eligible 

9 Bridgewater C461112-05 Replacement of approximately 5,900 

feet of storm sewer outfall line, and 

sewer replacement and drainage 

improvements throughout the city. 

$8,190,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

9 Chamberlain C461044-06 Replacement of 2,000 feet of 

sanitary sewer and installation of 

5,000 feet of new sanitary sewer to 

serve a new development. 

$2,676,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Chancellor C461122-04 Replacement of 3,600 feet of 

sanitary sewer, 13 manholes and 

2,500 feet of storm sewer. 

$1,832,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Crooks C461227-05 Replacement of 6,200 feet of 

sanitary sewer and construction of a 

new lift station to support future 

development. 

$4,614,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Freeman C461017-04 Replacement of 7 blocks of sanitary 

and storm sewer. 

$1,298,328 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

9 Garretson C461063-05 Replacement of 5,500 feet of 

sanitary sewer and 1,000 feet of 

storm sewer. 

$4,036,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Harrisburg C461065-09 Replacement of 16,000 feet of 

sanitary sewer, 6,200 feet of service 

lines and 10,700 feet of storm sewer. 

$8,619,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Kennebec C461283-03 Replacement of 1,600 feet of storm 

sewer and related appurtenances. 

$2,833,062 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Miller C461128-05 Replacement of 1,750 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer on East 7th and 

Donlin Streets. 

$830,388 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Parker C461026-06 Replacement of 8,625 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer and 6,300 feet of 

storm sewer throughout the 

community. 

$4,575,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Pickstown C461378-01 Relining 4,085 feet the wastewater 

collection system.   

$1,400,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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9 Platte C461130-03 Installation of approximately 3,500 

feet of sanitary sewer and related 

appurtenances. 

$3,509,090  2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

9 Salem C461057-06 Replacement of sanitary sewer and 

installation of storm sewer in the 

city’s industrial area. 

$2,040,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Salem C461057-07 Replacement or relining of 17,600 

feet of clay sanitary sewer and 

installation of 4,000 feet of storm 

sewer. 

$8,015,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

9 Tyndall C461131-03 Replacement of 47,700 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer and rehabilitation of a 

lift station. 

$13,860,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

9 Wagner C461209-03 Replacement of 22,400 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer. 

$11,500,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

9 Webster C461054-05 Replacement or relining of 24,500 

feet of clay sanitary sewer. 

$7,557,775 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

9 White C461118-01 Replacement or relining of 

approximately 13,000 feet of sewer 

lines and manholes throughout the 

city.   

$6,100,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

8 Alcester C461212-02 Replacement of 7,400 feet of 

collection pipe, cleaning and 

televising the remaining collection 

system to prioritize for future 

repairs. 

$1,643,400 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

8 Arlington C461213-01 Replacement of approximately 

24,500 feet of sanitary sewer to 

reduce I/I in the system.  

$10,555,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Bowdle C461243-01 Rehabilitation of the sanitary 

collection system and manholes and 

various improvements to the 

treatment ponds. 

$2,246,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

8 Colton C461135-04 Replacement of 7,600 feet of 

sanitary sewer, 25 manholes and 

1,000 feet of storm sewer. 

$2,343,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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8 Corsica C461107-01 Replacement of 1,500 feet of 

sanitary sewer, 1,900 feet of storm 

sewer, and 5 manholes.  

$878,600 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Dupree C461247-03 Cleaning and televising of the 

collection system, replacement or 

relining of the entire collection 

system, replacement of the force 

main from the lift station to the 

treatment facility and removal of 

sludge from the lagoons. 

$3,617,737 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

8 Humboldt C461254-05 Replacement of 7,000 feet of 

sanitary sewer, 3,000 feet of service 

line and relining of 1,200 feet of 

sewer. 

$3,572,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Ipswich C461133-02 Installation of 24,000 feet of storm 

sewer pipe and related 

appurtenances. 

$13,631,900 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Kadoka C461061-01 Relocate approximately 3,100 feet of 

sanitary sewer and clean and televise 

the entire system. 

$772,820 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

8 Kadoka C461061-02 Replacement of approximately 2,200 

feet of sanitary sewer and 2,500 feet 

of storm sewer. 

$2,297,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

8 North Sioux City C461009-03 Installation of 4,000 feet of new 

sanitary sewer, 10,600 feet of 

forcemain, and a new lift station in a 

currently undeveloped area of the 

city. 

$3,521,310 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Philip C461205-08 Relining of 1,950 feet and 

replacement of 540 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer in the northeast part 

of the community. 

$353,500 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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8 Plankinton C461110-03 Replacement or relining of 19,000 

feet of clay sanitary sewer, and 

installation of 250 feet of new 

sanitary sewer, 50 feet of forcemain, 

and a new lift station in a currently 

undeveloped area of the city. 

$5,075,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Saint Lawrence C461045-02 Replacement of 13,175 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer and rehabilitation of a 

lift station. 

$2,134,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Wall C461033-02 Replacement of 2,000 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer. 

$1,366,413 2.125%, 30 yrs  

8 Wessington Springs C461210-03 Replacement of 4.5 blocks of 

sanitary sewer on Second Street. 

$90,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

8 Wessington Springs C461210-04 Replacement of 800 feet of sanitary 

sewer on College Avenue. 

$316,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

7 Beresford C461187-06 Installation of 1,560 feet of sanitary 

sewer to serve new users. 

$228,750 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

7 Bison C461139-03 Cleaning and televising the 

collection system, replacing or 

relining portions of the collection 

system and various improvements to 

the wastewater treatment facility. 

$3,826,319 2.125%, 30 yrs  

7 Emery C461248-02 Installation of 8,400 feet of storm 

sewer. 

$2,494,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

7 Hudson C461280-02 Replacement of 16,000 feet of 

sanitary sewer and service line. 

$8,146,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

7 Hurley C461281-03 Replacement or relining of 2,500 

feet of sanitary sewer and 

replacement of 7 manholes. 

$820,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

7 Lake Poinsett Sanitary 

District 

C461027-05 Installation of 58,600 feet of sanitary 

sewer and 72 manholes to connect to 

houses currently on septic systems, 

rehabilitation of a lift station, 

construction of a new treatment pond 

and replacement of sanitary sewer in 

portions of the system to reduce I/I. 

$14,085,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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7 Timber Lake C461260-01 Cleaning and televising the entire 

collection system, replacement or 

relining of approximately 16,400 feet 

of sewer lines, manholes, and related 

appurtenances throughout the city. 

$3,513,400 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

7 Tyndall C461131-04 Installation of 5,000 feet of new 

storm sewer, inlets, curb and gutter 

to manage storm water flows. 

$2,930,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

7 Webster C461054-06 Installation of 1,150 feet of new 

storm sewer and inlets to manage 

storm water flows. 

$325,690 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

7 Wilmot C461077-01 Cleaning and televising of the south 

half of the collection system to 

determine the need for replacement 

or relining of the lines and 

replacement or relining of 15,400 

feet of clay sanitary sewer in the 

north half of the collection system. 

$4,092,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

6 Corona C461088-01 Replacement of relining or 5,700 

feet of sanitary sewer and 16 

manholes, and installation of 3,600 

feet of storm sewer. 

$1,926,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

6 Isabel C461282-01 Cleaning and televising of the 

collection system and replacement or 

relining of the entire collection 

system. 

$1,823,547 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

6 Newell C461109-01 Installation of 2,050 feet of new 

sanitary sewer, 550 feet of 

forcemain, and a new lift station in a 

currently undeveloped area of the 

city. 

$708,878 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

6 Peever C461220-01 Replacement of 9,200 feet of clay 

sanitary sewer throughout the 

community, replacement of the lift 

station, and installation of rip-rap at 

the wastewater treatment lagoons. 

$1,606,500 2.125%, 30 yrs  
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6 Seneca C461389-01 Improvements to the wastewater 

treatment facility to include access 

road, depth indicators, fencing, rip-

rap and forcemain replacement, and 

cleaning and televising the collection 

system to prioritize for future 

improvements. 

$609,550 2.125%, 30 yrs  

6 Tripp C461238-01 Installation of 5,000 feet of new 

storm sewer, inlets, curb and gutter 

to manage storm water flows. 

$1,913,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

6 Wessington C461302-01 Cleaning and televising of the 

collection system to determine the 

need for replacement or relining of 

the lines, replacement or relining of 

11,700 feet of existing clay sanitary 

sewer, replacement of a lift station, 

and various improvements to the 

wastewater treatment facility. 

$3,907,900 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

5 Geddes C461274-01 Installation of 3,600 feet of storm 

sewer and related appurtenances. 

$378,132 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

5 Pukwana C461417-01 Installation of 2,100 feet of new 

sanitary sewer to serve a currently 

undeveloped area of the city. 

$240,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

4 Lesterville C461357-01 Installation of 6,700 feet of storm 

sewer and related appurtenances. 

$1,870,000 2.125%, 30 yrs  

4 Ravinia C461384-01 Installation of 5,000 feet of new 

storm sewer and inlets to manage 

storm water flows. 

$1,865,000 2.125%, 30 yrs Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 
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ATTACHMENT II – LIST OF PROJECTS TO BE FUNDED IN FFY 2022 

 

Priority 

Points 

Loan Recipient Project 

Number 

Assistance 

Amount 

Principal 

Forgiveness 1 

Funding 

Date 

Expected Funding 

Source 2 Green Project Reserve Information 

Loans Expected 
20 Sioux Falls C461232-45 $123,000,000  Nov. 2021 2021/2022/Lev. 

Bonds 

26 Mitchell C461129-09 $10,000,000  Jan. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
GPR Project Type:  Green Infrastructure 

(Categorical) GPR Amount:  TBD 

36 SD Department of Agriculture and 

Natural Resources 

C461496-01 $24,005,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

25 Parkston C461062-02 $5,900,000 $295,000 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

23 Spring/Cow Creek Sanitary District C461493-01 $1,043,337  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 Aberdeen C461072-04 $52,230,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 Watertown C461029-14 $35,042,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 Yankton C461038-06 $106,839,553  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

16 Hartford C461104-08 $35,086,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

16 Rapid City C461014-08 $6,650,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Beresford C461187-04 $4,579,000 $228,950 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Britton C461188-05 $1,530,861  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Custer C461021-06 $11,442,000 $572,100 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Gregory C461126-04 $15,958,700 $797,935 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Lennox C461105-10 $15,012,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Springfield C461071-02 $6,800,000 $340,000 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Summerset C461448-03 $9,995,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

14 Aurora C461081-04 $10,898,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

14 Wessington Springs C461210-02 $960,000 $48,000 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

14 Worthing C461047-05 $4,908,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Box Elder C461003-02 $5,800,000 $290,000 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Bryant C461121-01 $8,702,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Gayville C461250-02 $4,429,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Harrisburg C461065-08 $7,305,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Irene C461255-03 $519,000 $25,950 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Pickerel Lake Sanitary District C461066-03 $2,962,554  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Sturgis C461068-07 $19,751,760  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Brookings C461019-11 $6,700,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Brookings C461019-12 $2,354,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Brookings C461019-13 $3,447,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
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Funding 

Date 
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Source 2 Green Project Reserve Information 
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12 Dell Rapids C461064-11 $23,702,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Mission Hill C461364-01 $662,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Powder House Pass Community 

Improvement District 

C461471-03 $7,500,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Vermillion C461022-10 $764,000 $38,200 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

11 Alexandria C461241-01 $7,397,502  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

11 Beresford C461187-05 $9,186,000 $459,300 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

11 Brandon C461032-07 $36,987,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

11 Madison C461024-05 $5,692,400 $150,818 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Canton C461039-06 $2,801,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Dakota Dunes C461035-01 $523,965  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Elkton C461229-04 $8,412,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Howard C461127-02 $4,399,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Lake Preston C461011-02 $6,913,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Mitchell C461129-13 $1,240,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
GPR Project Type:  Green Infrastructure 

(Categorical) GPR Amount:  TBD 

10 Tea C461028-11 $5,649,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Valley Springs C461239-04 $2,658,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Baltic C461223-04 $718,600  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Baltic C461223-05 $2,324,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Box Elder C461003-03 $1,800,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Bridgewater C461112-05 $8,190,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Chamberlain C461044-06 $2,676,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Chancellor C461122-04 $1,832,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Crooks C461227-05 $4,614,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Freeman C461017-04 $1,298,328  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Garretson C461063-05 $4,036,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Harrisburg C461065-09 $8,619,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Kennebec C461283-03 $2,833,062  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Miller C461128-05 $830,388  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Parker C461026-06 $4,575,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Pickstown C461378-01 $1,400,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Platte C461130-03 $3,509,090  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Salem C461057-06 $2,040,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Tyndall C461131-03 $13,860,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
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Date 
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9 Wagner C461209-03 $11,500,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Webster C461054-05 $7,557,775  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 White C461118-01 $6,100,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Alcester C461212-02 $1,643,400  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Arlington C461213-01 $10,555,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Bowdle C461243-01 $2,246,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Colton C461135-04 $2,343,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Corsica C461107-01 $878,600  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Dupree C461247-03 $3,617,737  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Humboldt C461254-05 $3,572,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Ipswich C461133-02 $13,631,900  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Kadoka C461061-01 $772,820  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Kadoka C461061-02 $2,297,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 North Sioux City C461009-03 $3,521,310  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Philip C461205-08 $353,500  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Plankinton C461110-03 $5,075,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Wall C461033-02 $1,366,413  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Wessington Springs C461210-03 $90,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

8 Wessington Springs C461210-04 $316,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Beresford C461187-05 $228,750  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Bison C461139-03 $3,826,319  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Emery C461248-02 $2,494,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Hudson C461280-02 $8,146,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Hurley C461281-03 $820,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Lake Poinsett Sanitary District C461027-05 $14,085,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Timber Lake C461260-01 $3,513,400  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Tyndall C461131-04 $2,930,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Webster C461054-06 $325,690  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Wilmot C461077-01 $4,092,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Corona C461088-01 $1,926,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Isabel C461282-01 $1,823,547  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Newell C461109-01 $708,878  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Peever C461220-01 $1,606,500  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Seneca C461389-01 $609,550  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Tripp C461238-01 $1,913,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Wessington C461302-01 $3,907,900  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
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Loans Expected 
5 Geddes C461274-01 $378,132  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

5 Pukwana C461417-01 $240,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

4 Lesterville C461357-01 $1,870,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

4 Ravinia C461384-01 $1,865,000  March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Rapid City C461014-07 $145,000,000  June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Sioux Falls C461232-46 $35,500,000  June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Salem C461057-07 $8,015,000  June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Sioux Falls C461232-45 $11,675,000  Sept. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
GPR Project Type:  Green Infrastructure 

(Categorical) GPR Amount:  TBD 

18 Mitchell C461129-10 $23,500,000  Sept. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Hermosa C461278-02 $3,531,727  Sept. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

12 Mitchell C461129-12 $23,100,000  Sept. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

 

1.  Principal forgiveness amounts shown for loans expected are estimates for planning purposes only. 

2.  Projects identified using capitalization grant funds are for equivalency requirements planning purposes only, actual projects used for capitalization grant equivalency will be 

identified on the FFY 2022 annual report.  
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ATTACHMENT III 

PROGRAM FUNDING STATUS 

 

 

Federal Fiscal Years 1989 – 2021 

Capitalization Grants $218,489,200  

State Match $43,697,840  

ARRA Grant $19,239,100  

Program Administration Allowance ($10,168,649)  

Leveraged Funds $415,790,341  

Transfer FFY 2002 & 2003 Capitalization 

 Grant and State Match to DWSRF 
($15,574,320)  

Excess Interest as of September 30, 2021 $121,383,349  

Excess Principal as of September 30, 2021 $192,166,719  

  

Total Funds Dedicated to Loan $985,023,580 

  

Closed Loans made through September 30, 2021 ($922,925,081) 

  

Unclosed loans and available funds as of September 30, 2021 $62,098,499 

  

Federal Fiscal Year 2022 Projections 

Capitalization Grants $7,779,000  

State Match $1,555,800  

Program Administration Allowance ($530,367)  

Projected Excess Principal Repayments $10,000,000  

Projected Unrestricted Interest Earnings $8,000,000  

Leveraged Bonds $100,000,000  

Projected FFY 2022 Loan Subtotal  $126,804,433 

  

Unclosed loans and funds Available for Loans $188,902,932 

  

Loans Awarded and Unclosed as of September 30, 2021 ($30,337,000) 

  

Total Funds Available for Loans  $158,565,932 

  

Loan Amount Identified on Attachment II - List of Projects to 

be Funded in FFY 2022 

 

$1,118,560,948 

  

  

Administrative Surcharge Funds Available as of September 30, 2021 

Restricted Account (Administrative Purposes Only) $230,372 

Discretionary Account (Available for Water Quality Grants) $1,283,619 

Total $1,513,991 
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FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2021 

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS REPORTING 
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Individual Benefits Report 

 

Recipient Loan Number 
Closing 

Date 
Assistance 

Amount 

Andover (02) C461086-02 12/10/2020 $1,168,000 

Aurora (03) C461081-03 05/27/2021 $2,002,000 

Avon (01) C461242-01 10/30/2020 $138,000 

Brookings (10) C461019-10 12/10/2020 $850,000 

Chancellor (03) C461122-03 06/28/2021 $470,000 

Custer (05) C461021-05 07/15/2021 $1,539,000 

Dell Rapids (10) C461064-10 04/16/2021 $1,964,000 

Dell Rapids (10NPS) C461064-10NPS 04/16/2021 $213,500 

Delmont (01) C461083-01 01/20/2021 $1,210,000 

Elk Point (08) C461059-08 03/22/2021 $593,000 

Fort Pierre (07) C461049-07 07/16/2021 $3,701,000 

Garretson (04) C461063-04 11/13/2020 $917,000 

Hudson (01) C461280-01 04/15/2021 $898,000 

Hurley (02) C461281-02 02/18/2021 $188,000 

Huron (05) C461291-05 01/13/2021 $14,946,000 

Lake Norden (02) C461256-02 10/23/2020 $671,000 

Lake Preston (01) C461011-01 08/31/2021 $758,000 

Marion (03) C461020-03 03/05/2021 $420,000 

Mellette (01) C461363-01 05/05/2021 $286,000 

Mitchell (07) C461129-07 05/07/2021 $1,000,000 

Mitchell (07NPS) C461129-07NPS 05/07/2021 $74,225 

Mitchell (08) C461129-08 07/23/2021 $1,500,000 

Mitchell (08NPS) C461129-08NPS 07/23/2021 $163,000 

Montrose (04) C461075-04 01/21/2021 $363,200 

Pierre (09) C461288-09 05/27/2021 $15,310,000 

Renner Sanitary District (01) C461237-01 02/16/2021 $1,147,000 

Sioux Falls (43) C461232-43 12/23/2020 $18,500,000 

Tea (10) C461028-10 06/18/2021 $1,402,000 

Vermillion (09) C461022-09 05/12/2021 $1,966,000 

Vermillion (10) C461022-10 05/12/2021 $500,000 

Viborg (03) C461240-03 08/31/2021 $800,000 

Watertown (13) C461029-13 07/15/2021 $2,500,000 

Webster (04) C461054-04 10/30/2020 $1,184,000 

Yankton (05) C461038-05 08/16/2021 $4,500,000 

TOTAL     $83,841,925 
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   January 6, 2022 
Item 10 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TITLE: Federal Fiscal Year 2021 Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Annual 

Report 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The South Dakota Conservancy District is required to submit an annual 

report to the Environmental Protection Agency for the Drinking Water State 
Revolving Fund (SRF).  The Federal Fiscal Year 2021 report follows the same 
format as previous years and discusses activity from October 1, 2020, to 
September 30, 2021. 
 
Highlights of FFY 2021 Drinking Water SRF funding include the following: 
 

a. Eighteen Drinking Water SRF loans and one loan amendment were 
awarded for total funding of $34,088,000 

b. Six loans received principal forgiveness in the aggregate total of 
$7,423,000 

c. Loan repayments totaled nearly $16.7 million dollars, with $12 
million in principal, $3.7 million in interest, and $1 million in 
administrative surcharge. 

 
  
  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Approve the annual report for the Drinking Water SRF program and 
authorize staff to distribute the report. 

  
  
CONTACT: Stephanie Riggle, 773-4216 
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The South Dakota Conservancy District was created by the state legislature for the purpose of planning, 
developing, and managing the use and conservation of the water resources of the state. The district is 
governed by the Board of Water and Natural Resources. The members of the board are appointed by the 
governor of the state and serve for four year terms. The boundaries of the district coincide with the 
boundaries of the state. The district is a governmental agency and body politic and corporate with 
authority to exercise the powers specified in South Dakota Codified Laws. 
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MISSION 

The mission of the South Dakota Drinking Water State Revolving Fund loan 
program is to capitalize the fund to the fullest; ensure that the state’s drinking 
water systems remain safe and affordable; protect public health; and promote 
the economic well-being of the citizens of the State of South Dakota. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The State of South Dakota submits its Annual Report for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2021 (October 
1, 2020 through September 30, 2021). This report describes how South Dakota has met the 
goals and objectives of the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan program as 
identified in the 2022 Intended Use Plan, the actual use of funds, and the financial position of 
the Drinking Water SRF. 

 
The Annual Report consists of three main sections. The Executive Summary section provides  an 
overview of the Drinking Water SRF program and the FFY 2021 activities. The next section 
addresses the Goals and Environmental Results the State of South Dakota identified in its 2021 
Intended Use Plan and the steps that have been taken to meet these measures. The Details of 
Activities section provides information on the financial status of the program, the financial 
assistance provided during FFY 2021 and compliance with the EPA grant and operating 
agreement conditions. 

 

The Annual Report is followed by a brief history of the Drinking Water SRF program. The 
program history is followed by the Drinking Water SRF Loan Portfolio. The loan portfolio 
provides information on the interest rates, loan amounts, projects, and loan terms. Exhibits I 
through VIII provide detailed financial and environmental program information. Exhibits IX,  X, 
and XI are the financial statements of the Drinking Water SRF program prepared by the 
Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources. Finally, Addendum A  is  the  Intended Use 
Plan for Federal  Fiscal  Year  2022.  The primary purpose of the Intended Use Plan is to outline 
the proposed use of the funds available to the Drinking Water SRF program. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The South Dakota Drinking Water SRF program received a federal capitalization grant of 
$11,001,000 in FFY 2021. The grant was matched by $2,200,200 of bond proceeds and were 
supplemented by accumulated loan repayments and interest earnings.  

 
DRINKING WATER SRF LOANS 

 

The Conservancy District approved 18 loans and one loan amendment to 18 entities totaling 
$34,088,000.  A breakdown of the loans made during FFY 2021 is detailed in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 

Drinking Water Loans 

Federal Fiscal Year 2021 

Recipient Project Descriptions 
Assistance 

Amount Rate Term 

Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc (DW-01) Alkali Road Expansion $2,058,000 1.875% 30 

Canistota (DW-04) Watermain Replacements $667,000 1.875% 30 

Castlewood (DW-01) Distribution System Improvements and Tower Rehab $800,000 1.875% 30 

Chancellor (DW-02) Distribution System Improvements $2,188,000 1.875% 30 

Cresbard (DW-01) Distribution System Improvements $2,000,000 0.00% - 

Edgemont (DW-03) Iron Removal System Installation $637,000 0.00% 20 

Elkton (DW-02) Utility Improvements - Phase II $2,587,000 2.125% 30 

Faith (DW-01) New Elevated Water Storage Tank $1,609,000 1.875% 30 

Groton (DW-06) Watermain Improvements $1,326,000 2.125% 30 

Joint Well Field, Inc. (DW-01) Water Treatment Plant Improvements $5,523,000 2.125% 30 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-09) Carthage Watertower Improvements $360,000 1.625% 30 

Lake Norden (DW-03) Water Storage Tower $2,019,000 1.625% 30 

Lennox (DW-05) Boynton Avenue Water Improvements $868,000 1.875% 30 

Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-03) Water Storage and Capacity Improvements $7,510,000 2.125% 30 

Mitchell (DW-05) Water Tower Improvements $1,175,000 1.875% 30 

Roscoe (DW-02) Infrastructure Improvements $622,000 1.875% 30 

Salem (DW-05) Industrial Area Drinking Water Improvements $439,000 1.875% 30 

Tea (DW-03) 272nd Street Watermain Expansion $790,000 2.125% 30 

Volga (DW-01)* Water Tower Construction $910,000 2.125% 30 

TOTAL   $34,088,000     
* Amendment to prior year award 

 
 

Disbursements from the program during FFY 2021 totaled $43,527,157. This total includes loan 
disbursements of $42,006,621 to the various loan recipients with the balance going for set-asides 
and other program expenses. See Exhibit IV for a breakdown of all disbursements during FFY 
2021. 
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Since the program was initiated in 1997, 371 loans have been awarded to 173 entities with 18 
loans subsequently being rescinded or deobligated in full. The projects associated with 301 loans 
are fully constructed or essentially complete and in operation. The following 20 projects initiated 
operations this past year: 
 

Canistota (DW-02) Langford (DW-02) 
Colton (DW-04) Lennox (DW-03) 
Dell Rapids (DW-07) Lincoln County Rural Water System (DW-02) 
DeSmet (DW-02) Miller (DW-03) 
Edgemont (DW-01) Mitchell (DW-03) 
Edgemont (DW-02) Mitchell (DW-04) 
Elkton (DW-01) Montrose (DW-02) 
Irene (DW-03) Oelrichs (DW-01) 
Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-07) Tulare (DW-01) 
Langford (DW-01) Wolsey (DW-03) 

 
The Drinking Water Facilities Funding application incorporates the Capacity Assessment 
Worksheets for Public Water Systems. The Safe Drinking Water Act requires that a public water 
system applying for a Drinking Water SRF loan must demonstrate that it has the financial, 
managerial, and technical capacity to operate its system in full compliance with the Act. All 
Drinking Water SRF appl icat ion forms are also available from the department’s website 
at https://danr.sd.gov/Funding/EnviromentalFunding/default.aspx 

 

ADDITIONAL SUBSIDY 
 

Since fiscal year 2010, federal appropriation bills have required that a portion of each 
capitalization grant be made available as additional subsidy. In addition to the required subsidy 
amounts, states had the option to provide up to an additional 30 percent of the capitalization 
grant as additional subsidy to communities meeting the state’s criteria of being disadvantaged. 
With the passage of the American Water Infrastructure Act (AWIA) of 2018, additional subsidy 
requirements for disadvantaged communities were changed beginning with the 2019 
capitalization grant. States are now required to provide a minimum of 6 percent, and may provide 
up to 35 percent, of the capitalization grant as additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities.  

 

The board has chosen to use principal forgiveness as the method to provide the additional 
subsidy. Municipalities and sanitary districts are required to charge monthly residential water 
rates of at least $30 (based on 5,000 gallons usage) to be eligible to receive principal forgiveness. 
Other applicants are required to charge monthly residential water rates of at least $55 (based on 
7,000 gallons usage) to be eligible for principal forgiveness. 

 

Table 2 summarizes the amounts of principal forgiveness provided through the 2010 - 2021 
capitalization grants. Table 3 recaps the projects awarded principal forgiveness in FFY 2021. 
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Table 2 
Principal Forgiveness Awarded by Capitalization Grant 

 
 Principal Forgiveness for all Borrowers Disadvantaged-only Principal Forgiveness 

 
Year 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Awarded 
from FY 
Grant 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Awarded 
from FY 
Grant 

2010 $4,071,900 $13,573,000 $13,573,000    
2011 $2,825,400 $9,418,000 $9,418,000    
2012 $1,795,000 $2,692,500 $2,692,500    
2013 $1,684,200 $2,526,300 $2,526,300    
2014 $1,769,000 $2,653,500 $2,653,500    
2015 $1,757,400 $2,636,100 $2,636,100    
2016 $1,662,400 $1,662,400 $1,662,400 $0 $2,493,600 $2,493,600 
2017 $1,648,200 $1,648,200 $1,648,200 $0 $2,472,300 $2,472,300 
2018 $2,221,400 $2,221,400 $2,221,400 $0 $3,332,100 $3,332,100 
2019 $2,220,600 $2,220,600 $2,220,600 $666,180 $3,886,050 $3,886,050 
2020 $1,541,540 $1,541,540 $1,541,540 $660,660 $3,853,850 $3,853,850 
2021 $1,540,140 $1,540,140 $1,474,994 $660,060 $3,850,350 $3,407,629 

Totals $24,737,180 $44,333,680 $44,268,534 $1,986,900 $19,888,250 $19,445,529 
 

 

 

Table 3 
FFY 2021 Drinking Water SRF Loans Awarded Additional Subsidy 
 

Recipient 

Total 
Assistance 

Amount 

Principal 
Forgiveness 

Awarded 

Chancellor (DW-02) $2,188,000 $1,950,000 

Cresbard (DW-01) $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Edgemont (DW-03) $637,000 $160,000 

Elkton (DW-02) $2,587,000 $1,820,000 

Faith (DW-01) $1,609,000 $1,099,000 

Roscoe (DW-02) $622,000 $394,000 

Total $9,643,000 $7,423,000 
 

REPAYMENTS 
 
Two-hundred eleven loans are currently in repayment. Ninety-two loans have been repaid in full, 
which includes 24 borrowers that were awarded 100 percent principal forgiveness loans and drew 
all their funds by September 30, 2021. Repayments equaled $16,674,394 in FFY 2021 and 
consisted of $12,015,463 in principal, $3,725,941 in interest, and $932,990 in administrative 
surcharge fees. 
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ASSISTANCE TO SMALL SYSTEMS 
 
A requirement of the Drinking Water SRF program is that the state use at least 15 percent of all 
dollars credited to the fund to provide loan assistance to small systems that serve fewer than 
10,000 persons. In FFY 2021, $18,610,000 or 56.2 percent of the binding commitments were 
made to systems serving less than 10,000. This accounted for 52.7 percent of the $35.5 million 
available as identified in the 2021 IUP.   Since the Drinking Water SRF program was initiated, 
systems serving a population of 10,000 people or fewer have received $295,532,336 in loan 
assistance. Of the total funds available to loan, this represents 50.7 percent. Figure 1 shows loans 
awarded to small systems for FFY 1998 through 2021. 

 
 

Figure 1 
Drinking Water SRF Loan Amounts by Service Population by Fiscal Year 

 
 
 
 
BYPASSED PROJECTS 

 
Table 4 identifies the higher ranked projects on the FFY 2021 priority list that did not receive an 
SRF loan; the majority of these projects were bypassed because they were not ready to proceed.  
No projects with higher priority points were denied funding in FFY 2021. 
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Table 4 
Status of High Priority Projects Bypassed 

in FFY 2021 

Rank/ 
Priority 
Points Community/Public Water System Reason for Bypassing 

1/150 Tripp The project is still in the planning stage. 

2/ 143 Hermosa The project is still in the planning stage. 

5/111 Hot Springs The project is still in the planning stage. 

7/96 Perkins County Rural Water System The project is still in the planning stage. 

8/95 Gregory The project is still in the planning stage. 

10/86 Hot Springs The project is still in the planning stage. 

13/58 Brookings The project is still in the planning stage. 

14/56 Mobridge The project is still in the planning stage. 

15/53 Hudson The project is still in the planning stage. 

16/46 Aurora-Brule Rural Water System The project is still in the planning stage. 

17/37 Mni Waste' Water Company Pursued alternative source for funding. 
 

INTEREST RATES 
 

Interest rates are reviewed periodically to ensure that they are below market rate and are 
competitive with other funding sources, such as the federal Rural Development program. 
 
The current rates, which were approved in April 2020 for loans awarded after April 17, 2020 are 
1.875 percent for loans with a term of 10 years or less, 2.00 percent with a term greater than 10 
years up to 20 years, and 2.125 percent for loans with a term up to 30 years. The term of each 
loan is at the discretion of the borrower provided that the proposed repayment source produces 
the required debt service coverage and does not exceed the useful life of the facilities being 
financed.  

 

Communities that meet the disadvantaged community criteria may receive a Drinking Water SRF 
loan at an interest rate below the standard rates for other recipients.   
 
The current rates, which were approved in in April 2020 for loans awarded after April 17, 2020 
are as follows: for communities with a household income less than the MHI but greater than 80 
percent of the MHI are eligible for a 30-year term loan at 1.875 percent interest. Communities 
with a household income between 60 percent and 80 percent of the MHI are eligible for a 30-
year term loan at 1.625 percent interest and a 10-year loan at 1.00 percent interest. A MHI less 
than 60 percent of the statewide MHI is necessary to be eligible for a 30-year term loan at zero 
percent interest.  
 
DRINKING WATER SRF NON-PROJECT ACTIVITIES (SET-ASIDES) 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act authorizes states to set aside funding for certain non- project 
activities, provided that the amount of that funding does not exceed certain ceilings. Unused set-
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aside  funds  are  banked  for  future  use,  where  allowable,  or transferred to the project loan 
account at the discretion of the state and with concurrence from the EPA Regional Administrator. 
Exhibit IV details the FFY 2021 Drinking Water SRF disbursements. Table 5 recaps the cumulative 
Drinking Water SRF set-aside status. 

 

Table 5 

Drinking Water Set-Aside Status 

 
 
 

Set-Aside 

 

Allotment 
1997-2020 

 

Allotment 
2021 

 

Transfer to 
Loan Fund 

Obligated 
as of 

09/30/21 

 
 

Balance 

Administration $8,713,866 $440,040 $0 ($8,713,866) $440,040 

Small System Tech Assistance $3,707,872 $0 $0 ($3,509,833) $198,039 

State Program Management $2,620,000 $0 ($15,700) ($2,604,300) $0 

Local Assistance/Other $2,480,880 $75,000 ($1,456,756) ($1,024,124) $75,000 

Small System Tech Assistance— 
  ARRA  

$390,000 $0 $0 ($390,000) $0 

TOTAL $17,912,618 $515,040 ($1,472,456) ($16,241,683) $713,079 

 
 

▪ Administration 
 

States may use the greater of 1) $400,000 per year, 2) 1/5 of a percent of the current 
valuation of the Drinking Water SRF fund based on the most recent previous year’s 
audited financial statements, or 3) an amount equal to four percent of the annual 
capitalization grant. 
 
For the 2021 capitalization grant, $440,040 was allocated to administer the Drinking 
Water SRF program. Specific activities funded from this set- aside include the 
following: 

 
Staff salaries Overhead 
Travel Trustee expenses 
Bond counsel Other administrative costs 
Benefits  

 
During FFY 2021, $370,160  was disbursed for administrative expenses from previous 
and current year grant set-aside allotments. 

 

▪ Small System Technical Assistance 
 
The Drinking Water SRF program continues to provide technical assistance to public 
water systems serving 10,000 people or fewer through the Small System Technical 
Assistance Set-Aside. The objectives of this funding are to bring non- complying 
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systems into compliance, to improve operations of water systems, and to facilitate 
completion of small systems’ capacity assessments and access to the Drinking Water 
SRF program. 

 

The Small Community Planning Grant program was initiated in 2001 to encourage 
proactive planning by small communities. Grants are available to communities of 
2,500 or fewer to assist in preparing a water system engineering study. Participating 
systems are reimbursed 80 percent of the cost of the study, up to a maximum of 
$8,000.  Table 6 provides a list of the small community public water systems that 
received awards in 2021 through the Small Community Planning Grant program. 

 

 

Table 6 
Small System Technical Assistance FFY 2021 

 

Sponsor Type of Study Amount 

Corona Drinking Water Engineering Study $8,000 

Meadow Crest Sanitary District Drinking Water Engineering Study $8,000 

Oacoma Drinking Water Engineering Study $8,000 

Pine Grove Community Water Association Drinking Water Engineering Study $8,000 

TOTAL   $32,000 

 
The South Dakota Association of Rural Water Systems continues to provide on-site 
assistance such as leak detection, consumer confidence reports, water audits, board 
training, treatment plant operations, operator table, and rate analysis. During FFY 
2021, the Association provided 1,416 hours of on-site small system technical 
assistance. 

 

The capitalization grant allows for a maximum allocation of two percent of the 
capitalization grant for continued technical assistance for South Dakota 
communities. The allocation was not set aside in FFY 2021. 

 

▪ State Program Management 
 

The state may use up to 10 percent of its allotment to (1) administer the state Public 
Water System Supervision (PWSS) program; (2) administer or provide technical 
assistance through water protection programs, including the Class V portion of the 
Underground Injection Control program; (3) develop and implement a capacity 
development strategy; and (4) develop and implement an operator certification 
program. The Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation (WIIN) Act removed 
the requirement for an additional dollar-for-dollar match of capitalization grant 
funds provided for these activities. 
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Insufficient federal funds have been allocated from the Performance Partnership 
Grant for South Dakota’s PWSS program to complete all tasks and activities identified 
in the workplan. No additional funds were set aside in FFY 2021.  

 

▪ Local Assistance and other state programs 
 

In FFY 2018, Midwest Assistance Program (MAP) was awarded a $300,000, three-
year contract for technical, financial, and managerial capacity evaluations, and on 
January 7, 2021 the contract was extended for another three years to end January 
31, 2024. The contract was partially funded by $75,000 of the Local Assistance set 
aside from the FFY 2021 Drinking Water capitalization grant. In FFY 2021, MAP 
assisted 26 communities with drinking water technical, financial, and managerial 
capacity assessments in conjunction with the Department’s Drinking Water program. 

 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE SURCHARGE 
 

The board continued to provide assistance for the preparation of applications and on- going loan 
administration activities. In June of 2021, the district entered into new joint powers agreement 
contracts with the state’s six planning districts and will  receive up to $10,500 per loan for 
application and loan administration duties and $1,600 per project for Davis-Bacon wage rate 
verification and certification. The 2021 Intended Use Plan allocated $50,000 for the planning 
districts’ joint powers agreement.  

 

Beginning in FFY 2013, administrative surcharge fees have been used for operator certification 
training. These funds replaced the funding provided for operator training through the EPA 
Expense Reimbursement Grant which has expired. In FFY 2021, $75,000 was allocated for this 
purpose, and 383 operators were provided training. 

 

The board continued to offer grants to assist very small systems in violation of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act to come into compliance. These funds will be limited to community systems with 50 
or less connections and not-for-profit, non-transient, non-community water systems. Funds will 
be provided for infrastructure projects as 100 percent grants up to a maximum of $50,000 and 
for total project costs less than $100,000. There were no Very Small System Compliance grants 
awarded in FFY 2021.  

 

BOND ISSUE 

 
There were no bonds issued in FFY 2021. 

 

BUILD AMERICA BOND ACTIVITIES AND USES 
 

The Series 2010A bonds that were issued in December 2010 were designated as Build America 
Bonds.  As a result, the District receives subsidy payments from the U.S. Treasury equal to 35% of 
the interest payable on its Series 2010A Bonds.   
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In fiscal year 2021, there were no Build America Bond funds allocated to supplement the 
Consolidated program with grants for water projects. 

 

  

GOALS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESULTS 
 

The following goals were developed for the FFY 2021 Intended Use Plan. The short-term goals 
support the implementation of the program’s long-term goals. The long-term goals provide a 
framework that guides management decisions for the Drinking Water SRF program. 
 

Short-Term Goal 

 

GOAL:  To fully capitalize the fund. 

As   of   September   30, 2021, South Dakota had provided loans totaling $582,911,595. At 
the end of the year, South Dakota has made binding commitments to fully utilize all but 
$2,726,160 of its capitalization awards and associated state matching funds. 

 

 

Long-Term Goals 
 

GOAL:  To fully capitalize the fund. 

The state has received and obligated each capitalization grant in the required time period 
and has had state match moneys available for each capitalization grant. As of September 
30, 2021, South Dakota had made binding commitments to fully utilize all but $2,726,160 
of its capitalization awards and associated state matching funds. 

 
GOAL: To ensure that the state’s drinking water supplies remain safe and affordable, to ensure 
that the systems are operated and maintained, and to promote economic well-being. 
 

The state has awarded 371 loans to 173 entities to assist with construction or refinancing 
of drinking water projects. Since the Drinking Water SRF program began in 1997, the state 
has set aside $3,707,872 to be used to provide technical assistance to public water 
systems serving 10,000 people or less.  
 
To date, $2,555,880 has been set aside for capacity development and $4,300 for 
supplemental operator training. An additional $2,600,000 has been set aside for the PWSS 
Program. 

 
Since 2013, $675,000 of administrative fees have been allocated to help provide operator 
certification training for drinking water systems. 
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Environmental Results 
 

Effective January 1, 2005, EPA required states to establish program activity measures (outcomes) 
in its Intended Use Plan to receive the federal capitalization grant. Progress related to these 
measures is to be reported in the annual report. The specific measures and the results are as 
follows: 

 

1. For fiscal year 2021, the goal of the Drinking Water SRF program was to maintain 
the fund utilization rate at or above 90 percent. 

 

As of September 30, 2021, the state had made loans totaling $582,911,595. The 
amount of funds (capitalization grants, state match, leveraged bonds, 
repayments, and interest earnings) totaled $594,272,263. This results in a fund 
utilization rate of 98.1 percent. 

 

2. For fiscal year 2021, the goal was to maintain the construction pace at 80 percent 
or higher. 

 

As of September 30, 2021, $485,333,442 had been disbursed to loan recipients, 
and loans totaling $582,911,595 had been awarded. This results in a construction 
pace of 83.3 percent. 

 
3. For fiscal year 2021, the goal of the Drinking Water SRF program was to fund 26 

loans, totaling $48.3 million. 
 

In FFY 2021, 18 loans and one loan amendment totaling $34,088,000 were 
awarded. 

 

4. For fiscal year 2021, it was estimated that 36 projects would initiate operations. 
 

In FFY 2021, 20 projects initiated operation. 
 

5. For fiscal year 2021, it was estimated that 10 Small Community Planning Grants 
would be awarded to small systems to evaluate the system's infrastructure needs. 

 

In FFY 2021, four Small Community Planning Grants were awarded to small 
systems to evaluate infrastructure needs. 

 

6. For FFY 2021, it was estimated that the South Dakota Association of Rural Water 
Systems would provide 1,400 hours of technical assistance to small systems. 

 

The South Dakota Association of Rural Water Systems provided 1,416 hours of 
technical assistance to small systems in FFY 2021. 
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DETAILS OF ACTIVITIES 
 

Fund Financial Status 
 

Sources of Funds: During FFY 2021, funding from the following sources became 
available for award under the Drinking Water SRF program in addition to prior year 
funds: 

 
FFY 2021 Federal Capitalization grant $11,001,000 
FFY 2021 State match $2,200,200 
Principal repayments * $14,929,072  
Interest payments * $4,367,751  

TOTAL $32,498,023 
* Amount transferred to cumulative excess accounts and available to loan  

Annual amounts of Capitalization grants, state match and periodic leveraged bond funds 
are shown in Figure 2. 

 

FIGURE 2 
Source of State Revolving Funds by Year 

 

Binding Commitments: In order to provide financial assistance for drinking water 
projects, the state made 18 binding commitments and one loan amendment totaling 
$34,088,000. Exhibit I details the Drinking Water SRF binding commitments made 
during FFY 2021. Figure 3 shows binding commitments by year since the inception of 
the program. 
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FIGURE 3 
Binding Commitments by Year 

 
 

 

Revenues and Expenses: Fund revenues consisted of capitalization grants, 
administrative expense surcharge payments, and interest earned on loans, 
investments, and other non-operating revenues. In state fiscal year 2021 (July 1, 2020 
through June 30, 2021) these revenues totaled $17,608,954. Fund expenses included 
administration expenditures, interest payable on bonds, and the amortization of each 
bond’s issuance costs. These expenses totaled $10,707,372. The Statement of 
Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Fund Net Assets is shown on Exhibit X. 

 
Disbursements and Guarantees:  There were no loan guarantees during FFY 2021. 
 

Findings and Recommendations of the Annual Audit and EPA Oversight Review: 
The state revolving fund programs were audited by the South Dakota Department of 
Legislative Audit for state fiscal year 2021 (July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021), and the 
audit reports were issued on October 20, 2021. The audit did not contain any written 
findings or recommendations for the Drinking Water SRF Program. 
 

Region VIII conducted its annual oversight review of the South Dakota Drinking Water 
SRF program. Final reports for EPA’s annual review were received on September 15, 
2021, and there were no recommendations. 
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Assistance Activity 

 

Exhibits I through VIII illustrate the assistance activity of the Drinking Water SRF in FFY 2021 and 
projected loan repayments for FFY 2022. 

 
Exhibit I Recipients by population category that received Drinking Water SRF loans during FFY 

2021. 

Exhibit II The assistance amount provided to each project by needs category. 

Exhibit III Source of Drinking Water SRF funds by fiscal year. 

Exhibit IV The loan draws and administrative disbursements for FFY 2021. 

Exhibit V The estimated and actual cash disbursement schedule from the federal Letter of 
Credit for FFY 2021. The estimated schedule was established by the state and EPA 
through the annual capitalization grant application process. 

Exhibit VI The environmental review and land purchase information for the loans made in FFY 
2021. 

Exhibit VII The cumulative report showing loan transactions by borrower through September 30, 
2021. 

Exhibit VIII The projected principal and interest payments for FFY 2022. 
 

 
Provisions of the Operating Agreement/Conditions of the Grant 
 

The State of South Dakota agreed to 25 conditions in the Operating Agreement and 
Capitalization Grant Agreement. The following 21 conditions have been met and need no further 
description: 

 
1. Enact legislation to establish Drinking Water SRF 
2. Comply with all applicable state statutes and regulations 
3. Allocate adequate personnel and resources to Drinking Water SRF program 
4. Agreement to accept payments 
5. Cash draws for Drinking Water SRF program separate 
6. Provide state match 
7. Deposit of all funds into Drinking Water SRF account 
8. Establish   fiscal   controls   and   accounting   procedures   in   accordance with 

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles 

9. Annual audit 
10. Loan covenants 
11. Timely and expeditious use of funds 
12. Project priority list additions and modifications 
13. Annual revision of the intended use plan 
14. Reports on the actual use of funds 
15. Conduct environmental reviews 

16. Set-asides will be identified each year 
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17. Compliance with specific Title I requirements 
A. Authority to ensure new systems demonstrate technical, managerial, 

and financial capability 
B. Funds provided only to systems with technical, managerial, and financial 

capability 
C. Operator certification 

18. Privately-owned systems may receive funding 
19. Disadvantaged communities 
20. Transfers between Clean Water SRF Program and Drinking Water SRF Program 
21. Prior to executing binding commitments on Drinking Water SRF projects, the 

Regional Administrator must certify project compliance with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act.  All loan recipients submitted project certification forms (EPA 4700- 4) 
to DENR, but the department was notified in FY 2003 that it no longer needs to 
submit these forms to EPA for concurrence. 

 

The following conditions are described in detail below: 
 

• Compliance with all applicable federal cross-cutting authorities, including the 
establishment of Minority Business Enterprise (MBE)/Women’s Business enterprise 
(WBE) goals and submission of MBE/WBE Utilization reports. 

 

The state and EPA have agreed on “fair share” goals of 1 percent MBE and 4 
percent WBE.  The actual MBE/WBE participation achieved during FFY 2021 was 
0.00 percent MBE and 0.84 percent WBE. 

 

• The state must use $2,200,200 of the funds provided by the FFY 2021 capitalization 
grant for additional subsidy. Disadvantaged communities were eligible for additional 
subsidy in the form of principal forgiveness, a minimum of 6 percent or $660,060, and 
up to an additional 35 percent of the FFY 2021 capitalization grant or $3,850,350. 

 

The state met the reporting requirements for additional subsidy awarded for the 
FFY 2020 capitalization grant for disadvantaged communities. There has been 
$1,474,994 in additional subsidy awarded from the FFY 2021 capitalization grant 
for non-disadvantage communities.  In order to meet the grant requirements, 
$1,540,140 must be obligated.  Additional subsidy from the FFY 2021 
Capitalization grant in the amount of $3,407,629 was provided to communities 
meeting the criteria for disadvantaged assistance, which meets the minimum 
requirements. The additional subsidy requirements of the FFY 2021 capitalization 
grant must be met by July 13, 2023. 
 

• Davis-Bacon Wage Rate Requirements 
 

The state contracts with the six planning districts to monitor Davis-Bacon wage 
rate requirements for all entities with the exception of Sioux Falls, which provides 
its own reporting. 
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• Reporting   subawards as required by the  Federal  Financial  Accountability and 
Transparency Act (FFATA) 

 

The state met the reporting requirements of FFATA with regard to the FFY 2020 
capitalization grant. The FFATA requirements of the FFY 2021 must be met by July 
13, 2023. As of September 30, 2021, $5,523,000 of the $11,001,000 capitalization 
grant had been reported. 

 

2022 Intended Use Plan 
 

The Annual Report contains the 2022 Intended Use Plan as approved by the Board of Water and 
Natural Resources on November 4, 2021, and is shown in Addendum A.
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INITIATION OF THE PROGRAM 
 

The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan program is a low interest loan program to 
finance drinking water projects. Funds are provided to the state in the form of capitalization grants 
awarded annually through the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  The federal 
capitalization grants are matched by state funds at a ratio of 5 to 1. 

 

The program was federally authorized by the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1996. The 
state authorized the loan program in 1994 in anticipation of federal action. EPA provided the final 
guidance for the Drinking Water SRF program on February 28, 1997. The South Dakota Conservancy 
District, acting in its capacity as the Board of Water and Natural Resources (the board), conducted 
a public hearing on April 15, 1997, to adopt formal administrative rules for the program. 

 

The board conducted a public hearing on May 28, 1997, to adopt the 1997 Intended Use Plan. The 
State of South Dakota submitted an Operating Agreement and Capitalization Grant application for 
FFY 1997 in August of that year and received EPA approval on September 23, 1997. South Dakota’s 
Drinking Water SRF program was the fourth in the nation to be approved by EPA. 

 
CAPITALIZATION GRANTS 

 

South Dakota's Drinking Water SRF program has received federal capitalization grants totaling 
$240,067,298through September 30, 2021. This includes the 2002 and 2003 Clean Water SRF 
Capitalization Grants that were transferred to the Drinking Water SRF Program. In order to receive 
each of the capitalization grants, the federal grant must be matched with state funds equal to 20 
percent of each grant. To meet this requirement, state appropriations, SRF administrative surcharge 
fees, and revenue bonds have provided the required $48,013,460 state matching funds. Exhibit III 
shows the total amount of capitalization grants and state match by year. In addition to the base 
capitalization grant, the program received $19,500,000 in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
funds, for which no match was required. 

 
STATE MATCHING FUNDS 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act amendments allowed states to defer the state match of the 1997 
capitalization grant until September 30, 1999. South Dakota deferred its match until program bonds 
were issued in 1998. For the 1998 capitalization grant, the source of the state match had to be 
identified at the time of the grant application in December 1997. The 1997 state appropriation of 
$1,424,260 was utilized to match the 1998 capitalization grant. 

 

The first program bonds were issued for state match purposes in June 1998.  To date, $36,779,720 
in state match bonds have been issued for state match. Table 7 recaps the state match bond issues. 
Additionally, $9,463,140 Drinking Water administrative surcharge fees have been used for state 
match. The administrative surcharge fees are structured as a component of the interest rate paid 
by the Drinking Water SRF borrowers. 
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Table 7 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Program 

Bond and Note Issues 

 
    True 

Interest 
 

Bond Ratings 

Series Match Refund Leveraged Cost Moody's S & P 

1998 $6,450,000   4.85% A1  

2001 $5,270,000   4.87% Aa1  

2004 $5,001,620  $22,503,662 4.48% Aaa AAA 

2005 $1,670,500  $7,000,414 4.36% Aaa AAA 

2008 $4,887,600  $13,000,000 ** VMIG-1 A-1+ 

2009*   $18,221,624 0.584% MIG-1 SP-1+ 

2010*  $18,221,624  0.35% MIG-1 SP-1+ 

2010A  $12,801,699  3.394% Aaa AAA 

2010B  $26,447,224  3.588% Aaa AAA 

2012A  $29,991,648  2.416% Aaa AAA 

2012B  $3,537,954  2.822% Aaa AAA 

2014A $5,000,000   1.69% Aaa AAA 

2014B   $7,000,000 3.02% Aaa AAA 

2017A $8,500,000 $832,626  2.10% Aaa AAA 

2017B  $4,711,213 $11,006,792 2.80% Aaa AAA 

2018   $45,009,585 3.37% Aaa AAA 

 $36,779,720 $96,543,988 $123,742,077    

* Bond Anticipation Notes 
**Multi-modal variable rate issue 

Initial Pricing March 2008: 2.35% in effect until August 1, 2008 
Rate Reset on August 1, 2008: 1.90% in effect until February 1, 2009 
Rate Reset on February 1, 2009: 1.00% in effect until August 1, 2009 
Rate Reset on August 1, 2009: 0.70% in effect until February 1, 2010 
Rate Reset on February 1, 2010: 0.34% in effect until August 1, 2010 
Rate Reset on August 1,2010: 0.40% in effect until February 1, 2011 redemption date 

 
LEVERAGED PROGRAM BONDS AND NOTES 

 

The Conservancy District has the ability to issue revenue bonds and notes above the amount 
required for state match to leverage additional funds for the programs. Leveraged bonds for the 
Drinking Water SRF program were issued in 2004, 2005, 2008, 2014, 2017, and 2018. The Series 
2005 bonds initially provided $14,500,000 of leveraged funds for the Drinking Water SRF program. 
Subsequently, the District transferred $7,500,000 of leveraged bond proceeds to the Clean Water 
SRF program (see Table 8). 

 

In August 2009, the Series 2009 Bond Anticipation Notes provided $18,221,624 in leverage funds 
for the program.  The cumulative amount of leveraged bonds and notes for the Drinking Water SRF 
program is $123.7 Million. Table 7 recaps the state leveraged bonds and notes. 
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TRANSFERS BETWEEN PROGRAMS 
 

In federal fiscal years 2002 and 2003, because of the demand on the Drinking Water program, the 
Clean Water SRF capitalization grants and state match were transferred to the Drinking Water SRF 
program (see Table 8). These grants amounted to $12,978,600, with a corresponding state match 
of $2,595,720. In 2006, $7,500,000 of the Series 2005 Drinking Water bond proceeds were 
transferred to the Clean Water program to meet demand, and in 2011, $10,000,000 of repayment 
funds were transferred to the Clean Water program. 

 

Table 8 
Transfers between Clean Water SRF and Drinking Water SRF Programs 

 
 

 
 

From 

 
 

To 

 

Date of 
Transfer 

 

Capitalization 
Grant 

 

State 
Match 

Bonds/ 
Repayment 
Transferred 

 
 

Total 

Clean Water SRF Drinking Water SRF 09/2002 $6,510,800 $1,302,160  $7,182,960 

Clean Water SRF Drinking Water SRF 05/2003 $6,467,800 $1,293,560  $7,761,360 

Drinking Water SRF Clean Water SRF 03/2006   $7,500,000 $7,500,000 

Drinking Water SRF Clean Water SRF 05/2011   $10,000,000 $10,000,000 

 
OTHER FUNDS 

 

The Drinking Water SRF program is intended to revolve in perpetuity. As borrowers repay their 
loans, the principal repayments are used to pay debt service on leveraged bonds. Excess repayments 
are then available to be loaned out to other communities. The first use of principal repayment for a 
loan was in 1999. The interest repaid by borrowers and investment earnings are dedicated to pay 
debt service on state match bonds. The excess interest (unrestricted cumulative interest) is then 
available to be loaned out to other communities. When the federal capitalization grants cease, all 
loans will be made from these sources. The first loan from unrestricted cumulative excess interest 
earnings was made in 2008. 

 
TRUSTEE 

 

The trustee manages and invests all funds and accounts for the Drinking Water SRF program, issues 
amortization schedules, disburses loan funds, and receives all loan repayments. The First National 
Bank in Sioux Falls was the trustee since the onset of the program in 1997. On September 2, 2016, 
the First National Bank in Sioux Falls provided the department with written notice of its intent to 
terminate its consultant contract as trustee. U.S. Bank, National Association began serving as trustee 
on April 24, 2017. 

DRAFT



 

20  

BOND COUNSEL 
 
Altheimer & Gray served as bond counsel for the Series 1998A and Series 2001 Drinking Water State 
Revolving Fund Program Bonds.  In July 2003, Altheimer & Gray law firm dissolved, and Perkins Coie 
LLP was retained to serve as bond counsel. Perkins Coie served as bond counsel for the Series 2004, 
2005, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2017, and 2018 bond issues and 2009 and 2010 bond anticipation 
notes. 

 
UNDERWRITER 

 
Piper Jaffray served as underwriter for the Series 1998A Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
Program Bonds. Dougherty and Company served as underwriter for the Series 2001 bonds. UBS 
Financial Services served as underwriter for the Series 2004 and Series 2005 State Revolving Fund 
Program Bonds. Wachovia Bank, National Association was selected as underwriter and remarketing 
agent for the Series 2008 bonds. Piper Jaffray & Company was selected through a competitive bid 
process as the underwriter for the Series 2009 Bond Anticipation Notes, and J.P. Morgan Securities 
L.L.C was chosen through a competitive bid process as the underwriter for the Series 2010 Bond 
Anticipation Notes. 

 

In October 2010, a request for proposals was circulated for investment banking services. Three firms 
were retained to provide investment banking services through December 2013. For the 2010 Series 
Bonds, J.P. Morgan served as the book running senior manager and Piper Jaffray & Co. and Wells 
Fargo Securities, N.A. served as co-senior manager and co-manager, respectively. For the Series 
2012 bonds, Wells Fargo Securities served as lead underwriter, with Piper Jaffray and Company and 
J.P. Morgan serving as co-managers. 

 

In June 2014, a request for proposals was circulated for investment banking services. Two firms 
were selected to provide investment banking service until October 8, 2017. J.P. Morgan served as 
lead underwriter on the 2014 issue and Wells Fargo Securities served as co- manager. Wells Fargo 
Securities served as lead underwriter on the 2017 issue and J.P. Morgan served as co-manager.  

 

In July 2018, a request for proposals was circulated for investment banking services. Three firms 
were selected to provide investment banking services until September 30,2021. Citigroup Global 
Markets, Inc. acted as lead underwriter for the 2018 issue with J.P Morgan Securities, LLC and Bank 
of America Merrill Lynch serving as co-managers. 

 

 

FINANCIAL ADVISOR 
 

In September 2003, PFM Financial Advisors, LLC (formerly Public Financial Management, Inc.) was 
retained to provide financial services related to the SRF programs. PFM prepares program cash flow 
models that assist in the rating and sale of the District’s bonds, assesses the financial impacts of 
transfers between the Clean Water and Drinking Water programs, maintenance of SRF funds in 
perpetuity, and short- and long-term effects of refunding some or all of the District’s outstanding 
debt. PFM Financial Advisors prepares a capacity model  designed to evaluate the impacts to current 
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and future lending capacity considering factors including loan terms, loan rates, leveraging the 
programs and various methods by which required state matching funds may be provided. PFM 
Financial Advisors also provides guidance regarding TIPRA compliance and maintaining the SRF fund 
in perpetuity. 

 

INVESTMENT MANAGER 
 

The Board of Water and Natural Resources authorized distribution of a Request for Proposals for an 
Investment Manager for the SRF programs in January 2013.  On March 11, 2013, the board selected 
PFM Asset Management as the investment manager to direct the investment of certain SRF program 
funds. The contract with PFM Asset Management expired March 31, 2019, and the board chose to 
discontinue utilizing PFM Asset Management’s services.  A new investment manager is not expected 
to be retained in the near future, and investments will be directed by staff. 

 

EPA REGION VIII 
 

Region VIII of the Environmental Protection Agency oversees the Drinking Water State Revolving 
Fund Loan program. EPA assists the state in securing capitalization grants and guides the 
Conservancy District in its administration of the program. 

 
  

DRAFT



 

22  

 

DRAFT



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

DRINKING WATER  

STATE REVOLVING FUND 

LOAN PORTFOLIO 

  _ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

DRAFT



 

 

 

 

DRAFT



 

 
 

23 
 

 

 

DRAFT



24 

 

 

Table 9 
Drinking Water SRF Loans 

Active Loans 2021 
 

Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 
Final Award 

Amount 

Aberdeen (DW-02) 07/23/2009 2.25% 10 $1,750,000 $1,330,118 

Aberdeen (DW-03) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $1,040,000 $1,040,000 

Avon (DW-01) 03/29/2019 2.50% 20 $174,000 $174,000 

Baltic (DW-01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $250,000 $250,000 

Baltic (DW-03) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $457,000 $420,922 

BDM Rural Water System (DW-01) 04/12/2002 3.50% 20 $536,000 $280,251 

Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc. (DW-01) 03/25/2021 1.875% 30 $2,058,000 $2,058,000 

Belle Fourche (DW-01) 01/05/2017 2.25% 20 $265,000 $265,000 

Beresford (DW-01) 03/30/2012 3.00% 30 $916,040 $916,040 

Beresford (DW-02) 03/28/2014 3.00% 30 $745,000 $698,784 

Big Sioux Community Water System (DW-02) 03/28/2014 3.00% 15 $900,000 $767,616 

Big Sioux Community Water System (DW-03) 03/27/2015 3.00% 20 $1,014,000 $1,002,209 

Black Hawk Water User District (DW-02) 01/03/2008 3.25% 20 $1,142,000 $1,066,674 

Black Hawk Water User District (DW-03) 06/27/2019 2.50% 20 $3,810,000 $3,810,000 

Blunt (DW-01) 01/03/2020 2.25% 20 $657,000 $657,000 

Bonesteel (DW-01) 03/28/2013 2.25% 30 $2,043,000 $1,939,847 

Box Elder (DW-01) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $3,562,950 $2,511,877 

Box Elder (DW-02) 06/27/2019 2.25% 20 $1,742,000 $1,742,000 

Brandon (DW-03) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $5,687,000 $5,687,000 

Bridgewater (DW-01) 06/23/2016 2.25% 30 $121,000 $121,000 

Bridgewater (DW-02) 03/27/2018 1.00% 10 $243,000 $210,363 

Bristol (DW-02) 03/28/2014 3.00% 30 $1,979,000 $1,785,113 

Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System (DW-01) 01/06/2005 3.25% 30 $1,200,000 $1,002,464 

Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System (DW-02) 06/23/2005 3.25% 30 $1,750,000 $1,750,000 

Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System (DW-03) 03/31/2016 2.25% 10 $250,000 $250,000 

Buffalo (DW-01) 03/27/2015 2.25% 30 $1,695,000 $1,695,000 

Burke (DW-01) 01/05/2006 2.50% 30 $115,600 $115,600 

Burke (DW-02) 06/25/2020 1.625% 30 $540,000 $540,000 

Butte-Meade Sanitary Water District (DW-01) 06/24/2011 2.25% 10 $396,700 $257,668 

Butte-Meade Sanitary Water District (DW-02) 06/28/2018 2.25% 20 $413,000 $402,687 

B-Y Water District (DW-02) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $4,700,000 $4,151,654 

Canistota (DW-01) 03/27/2009 3.00% 30 $426,460 $426,460 

Canistota (DW-02) 03/28/2014 3.00% 30 $1,095,000 $1,095,000 

Canistota (DW-03) 06/23/2016 3.00% 30 $96,000 $96,000 

Canistota (DW-04) 06/24/2021 1.875% 30 $667,000 $667,000 

Canton (DW-01) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $500,000 $500,000 

Canton (DW-02) 03/27/2015 3.00% 30 $1,550,000 $1,550,000 
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Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 
Final Award 

Amount 

Canton (DW-03) 03/31/2016 3.00% 30 $760,000 $760,000 

Castlewood (DW-01) 03/25/2021 1.875% 30 $800,000 $800,000 

Centerville (DW-01) 03/25/2004 3.25% 30 $870,000 $870,000 

Chamberlain (DW-01) 03/27/2008 3.25% 20 $276,500 $276,500 

Chamberlain (DW-02) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $1,000,000 $873,704 

Chancellor (DW-01) 09/22/2005 3.25% 30 $230,000 $205,948 

Chancellor (DW-02) 03/25/2021 1.875% 30 $2,188,000 $2,188,000 

Clark Rural Water System (DW-01) 03/27/2018 2.00% 30 $2,950,000 $2,950,000 

Clay Rural Water System (DW-01) 06/23/2005 3.25% 30 $4,331,000 $4,331,000 

Clay Rural Water System (DW-05) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $2,185,000 $2,185,000 

Clear Lake (DW-01) 12/10/1998 3.00% 30 $565,000 $540,637 

Colman (DW-02) 03/30/2012 3.00% 30 $439,008 $434,528 

Colman (DW-03) 03/28/2013 3.00% 30 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 

Colman (DW-04) 03/31/2016 3.00% 30 $500,000 $462,362 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-01) 01/31/2002 3.50% 20 $659,000 $636,108 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-02) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $1,003,608 $1,003,608 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-03) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $705,000 $705,000 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-04) 01/08/2015 3.00% 20 $400,000 $400,000 

Colton (DW-01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 30 $681,720 $632,455 

Colton (DW-02) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $191,100 $181,156 

Colton (DW-03) 01/05/2012 2.25% 10 $210,740 $156,434 

Colton (DW-04) 03/31/2017 2.50% 30 $1,343,000 $1,335,664 

Conde (DW-01) 03/31/2016 2.25% 30 $2,333,000 $2,333,000 

Corson Village Sanitary District (DW-01) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $601,735 $581,364 

Cresbard (DW-01) 03/25/2021 0.00% 0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Crooks (DW-02) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $1,214,000 $1,214,000 

Dakota Dunes CID (DW-02) 01/08/2015 3.00% 20 $1,600,000 $1,512,103 

Deer Mountain Sanitary District (DW-01) 06/25/2020 2.125% 30 $2,174,000 $2,174,000 

Dell Rapids (DW-01) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $621,000 $621,000 

Dell Rapids (DW-02) 01/05/2006 3.25% 20 $162,263 $162,263 

Dell Rapids (DW-03) 09/24/2010 3.00% 20 $531,835 $428,698 

Dell Rapids (DW-04) 01/05/2012 2.25% 10 $300,000 $300,000 

Dell Rapids (DW-05) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $897,000 $866,931 

Dell Rapids (DW-06) 03/31/2016 3.25% 30 $705,000 $703,719 

Dell Rapids (DW-07) 03/27/2018 2.50% 30 $2,486,000 $2,486,000 

Dell Rapids (DW-08) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $926,000 $926,000 

DeSmet (DW-01) 08/26/2009 2.25% 30 $258,000 $258,000 

DeSmet (DW-02) 04/27/2020 1.875% 30 $565,000 $565,000 

Doland (DW-01) 06/24/2011 3.00% 30 $1,762,200 $1,642,867 

Dupree (DW-01) 09/27/2012 2.25% 30 $163,500 $163,500 

Eagle Butte (DW-01) 09/27/2012 0.00% 10 $593,000 $588,581 
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Eagle Butte (DW-02) 09/27/2012 0.00% 30 $1,244,000 $1,244,000 

Eagle Butte (DW-03) 03/28/2013 0.00% 30 $520,000 $520,000 

Eagle Butte (DW-04) 11/06/2014 0.00% 30 $725,000 $725,000 

Edgemont (DW-01) 06/25/2015 0.00% 30 $1,890,000 $1,890,000 

Edgemont (DW-02) 06/22/2017 0.00% 30 $700,000 $700,000 

Edgemont (DW-03) 01/07/2021 0.00% 20 $637,000 $637,000 

Elk Point (DW-01) 01/31/2002 3.50% 20 $220,000 $220,000 

Elk Point (DW-02) 06/25/2004 3.25% 20 $570,000 $570,000 

Elk Point (DW-03) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $218,000 $114,441 

Elk Point (DW-04) 06/26/2008 3.25% 20 $564,000 $539,449 

Elk Point (DW-05) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $1,179,500 $798,040 

Elk Point (DW-06) 06/23/2016 3.25% 30 $564,000 $564,000 

Elk Point (DW-07) 01/03/2020 2.50% 30 $495,000 $495,000 

Elkton (DW-01) 03/29/2019 2.75% 30 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Elkton (DW-02) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $2,587,000 $2,587,000 

Emery (DW-01) 06/25/2015 3.00% 30 $1,585,000 $466,303 

Faith (DW-01) 03/25/2021 1.875% 30 $1,609,000 $1,609,000 

Fall River Water Users District (DW-01) 12/09/1999 3.00% 30 $759,000 $759,000 

Fall River Water Users District (DW-02) 11/09/2001 2.50% 30 $400,000 $260,958 

Faulkton (DW-02) 01/07/2011 3.00% 30 $511,725 $499,185 

Florence (DW-01) 06/25/2015 3.25% 30 $688,000 $688,000 

Florence (DW-02) 06/25/2015 3.25% 30 $567,000 $567,000 

Garretson (DW-01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 30 $1,261,060 $1,102,147 

Garretson (DW-02) 06/22/2017 2.50% 30 $639,500 $639,500 

Garretson (DW-03) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $458,500 $458,500 

Gayville (DW-01) 11/30/2010 3.00% 30 $900,000 $900,000 

Grant-Roberts Rural Water System (DW-01) 03/28/2013 3.00% 30 $4,500,000 $3,323,473 

Gregory (DW-01) 04/12/2002 2.50% 30 $380,000 $347,580 

Gregory (DW-02) 01/07/2011 2.25% 30 $685,080 $551,691 

Grenville (DW-01) 06/28/2018 2.00% 30 $352,000 $352,000 

Groton (DW-05) 03/29/2019 2.75% 30 $1,798,000 $1,798,000 

Groton (DW-06) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $1,326,000 $1,326,000 

Hanson Rural Water System (DW-01) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $840,000 $754,341 

Harrisburg (DW-02) 03/30/2007 3.25% 20 $1,714,327 $1,291,925 

Harrisburg (DW-03) 09/25/2008 3.25% 20 $2,090,000 $1,753,441 

Hartford (DW-02) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $800,957 $800,957 

Hartford (DW-03) 01/06/2005 3.25% 20 $1,123,556 $1,123,556 

Hermosa (DW-02) 03/31/2017 2.00% 30 $199,000 $199,000 

Hot Springs (DW-01) 09/24/2010 3.00% 20 $1,636,000 $1,636,000 

Humboldt (DW-01) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $520,000 $481,773 

Huron (DW-01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 
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Huron (DW-02) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $619,684 $478,407 

Huron (DW-03) 09/24/2010 3.00% 30 $1,098,900 $592,073 

Ipswich (DW-01) 06/25/2009 3.00% 30 $1,245,000 $1,245,000 

Irene (DW-02) 03/28/2014 3.00% 30 $1,546,000 $1,223,326 

Irene (DW-03) 06/27/2019 2.25% 30 $1,191,000 $1,191,000 

Joint Well Field, Inc. (DW-01) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $5,523,000 $5,523,000 

Keystone (DW-01) 03/25/2004 3.25% 20 $762,000 $630,212 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-01) 04/13/2000 0.00% 30 $475,000 $474,204 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-02) 01/06/2005 3.25% 30 $2,115,000 $2,115,000 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-03) 03/30/2005 3.25% 20 $3,324,000 $3,136,677 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-04) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $2,350,000 $2,315,622 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-05) 01/10/2014 3.00% 20 $540,000 $540,000 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-07) 06/27/2019 2.25% 30 $1,645,000 $1,645,000 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-08) 06/25/2020 1.625% 30 $836,500 $836,500 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-09) 03/25/2021 1.625% 30 $360,000 $360,000 

Lake Norden (DW-01) 03/27/2018 2.00% 20 $1,477,000 $1,477,000 

Lake Norden (DW-02) 04/27/2020 1.625% 20 $1,345,000 $736,033 

Lake Norden (DW-03) 03/25/2021 1.625% 30 $2,019,000 $2,019,000 

Lake Preston (DW-01) 04/27/2020 1.875% 30 $2,610,000 $2,610,000 

Langford (DW-01) 06/22/2017 0.00% 30 $386,000 $386,000 

Langford (DW-02) 01/03/2020 0.00% 30 $570,000 $466,217 

Lead (DW-02) 01/06/2005 3.25% 30 $205,800 $192,549 

Lead (DW-03) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $1,020,000 $784,987 

Lead (DW-04) 03/28/2014 3.00% 20 $939,000 $896,101 

Lennox (DW-01) 06/16/2004 3.25% 30 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Lennox (DW-02) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $712,431 $712,431 

Lennox (DW-03) 06/22/2017 2.25% 30 $912,000 $912,000 

Lennox (DW-04) 09/26/2019 2.75% 30 $375,000 $375,000 

Lennox (DW-05) 06/24/2021 1.875% 30 $868,000 $868,000 

Leola (DW-01) 06/28/2018 2.00% 30 $1,891,000 $1,891,000 

Lincoln County Rural Water System (DW-01) 01/31/2002 3.50% 20 $1,200,000 $1,079,170 

Lincoln County Rural Water System (DW-02) 09/26/2019 2.75% 30 $750,000 $750,000 

Marion (DW-01) 04/27/2020 1.875% 30 $1,235,000 $1,235,000 

Martin (DW-01) 09/25/2003 2.50% 30 $920,000 $917,901 

Martin (DW-02) 03/31/2017 2.00% 30 $633,000 $440,525 

McLaughlin (DW-01) 06/25/2004 2.50% 30 $350,000 $350,000 

McLaughlin (DW-02) 06/24/2011 2.25% 30 $4,151,050 $3,805,869 

Mellette (DW-01) 08/27/2009 3.00% 30 $271,780 $271,780 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-03) 06/24/2011 3.00% 30 $2,979,054 $2,979,054 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-04) 06/29/2012 3.00% 30 $719,000 $644,786 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-05) 01/08/2015 3.00% 15 $2,535,000 $2,535,000 
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Midland (DW-01) 06/23/2016 2.25% 30 $225,000 $205,530 

Milbank (DW-01) 09/22/2005 2.50% 30 $4,741,000 $4,460,294 

Miller (DW-02) 03/31/2016 3.00% 30 $2,112,000 $2,112,000 

Miller (DW-03) 03/31/2017 2.25% 30 $1,099,000 $1,099,000 

Miller (DW-04) 03/28/2019 2.25% 30 $400,000 $400,000 

Mina Lake Sanitary District (DW-02) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $567,390 $490,398 

Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $6,500,000 $6,022,816 

Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-03) 01/07/2021 2.125% 30 $7,510,000 $7,510,000 

Mitchell (DW-01) 10/12/2000 4.00% 20 $6,000,000 $2,850,115 

Mitchell (DW-02) 08/26/2009 3.00% 20 $2,360,000 $1,956,237 

Mitchell (DW-03) 09/27/2018 2.25% 20 $1,028,000 $1,028,000 

Mitchell (DW-04) 01/03/2019 2.25% 20 $690,000 $690,000 

Mitchell (DW-05) 06/24/2021 1.875% 30 $1,175,000 $1,175,000 

Mobridge (DW-06) 06/29/2012 2.25% 30 $1,212,000 $1,212,000 

Mobridge (DW-07) 01/10/2014 2.25% 30 $400,000 $369,526 

Montrose (DW-01) 03/25/2011 3.00% 30 $893,000 $862,825 

Montrose (DW-02) 03/29/2019 2.25% 30 $187,000 $187,000 

New Underwood (DW-01) 06/25/2009 3.00% 20 $175,500 $169,299 

Newell (DW-01) 08/26/2009 2.25% 30 $829,500 $714,774 

Newell (DW-02) 03/30/2012 1.25% 10 $266,250 $230,952 

Niche Sanitary District (DW-01) 06/29/2012 2.25% 30 $315,000 $315,000 

Nisland (DW-01) 12/13/2001 0.00% 30 $350,000 $350,000 

North Sioux City (DW-01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $2,700,000 $2,700,000 

Northville (DW-01) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $203,460 $186,804 

Oelrichs (DW-01) 03/27/2018 2.25% 30 $447,000 $447,000 

Onida (DW-01) 09/26/2014 3.00% 20 $905,000 $905,000 

Onida (DW-02) 03/31/2017 2.25% 20 $950,000 $950,000 

Onida (DW-03) 06/27/2019 2.75% 30 $750,000 $750,000 

Parker (DW-01) 09/23/2004 3.25% 20 $730,000 $730,000 

Parker (DW-02) 06/22/2006 3.25% 20 $300,000 $209,541 

Parker (DW-03) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $554,200 $554,200 

Parker (DW-04) 06/22/2017 2.25% 30 $697,000 $689,522 

Perkins County Rural Water System (DW-02) 03/31/2016 2.25% 30 $1,722,000 $1,543,611 

Piedmont (DW-01) 03/25/2011 3.00% 20 $1,404,000 $1,404,000 

Pierpont (DW-01) 06/24/2011 3.00% 30 $551,200 $544,908 

Pierre (DW-03) 01/03/2019 2.50% 30 $36,850,000 $36,850,000 

Pine Cliff Park Water & Mtce Inc. (DW-01) 03/31/2017 2.25% 20 $348,000 $283,933 

Plankinton (DW-01) 06/24/2011 3.00% 30 $1,765,000 $1,442,083 

Randall Community Water District (DW-01) 06/27/2019 2.25% 30 $4,600,000 $4,600,000 

Rapid City (DW-02) 07/23/2009 3.00% 20 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 

Rapid City (DW-03) 06/26/2014 3.00% 20 $4,626,000 $4,626,000 
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Rapid Valley Sanitary District (DW-02) 09/27/2012 3.00% 20 $500,000 $414,367 

Redfield (DW-02) 06/23/2005 2.50% 30 $342,755 $228,823 

Roscoe (DW-01) 03/29/2019 2.50% 30 $644,000 $644,000 

Roscoe (DW-02) 03/25/2021 1.875% 30 $622,000 $622,000 

Saint  Lawrence (DW-01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $1,148,000 $1,148,000 

Salem (DW-02) 06/23/2005 3.25% 20 $348,540 $328,966 

Salem (DW-03) 06/28/2007 3.25% 30 $1,345,000 $1,345,000 

Salem (DW-04) 03/31/2017 2.25% 30 $302,000 $302,000 

Salem (DW-05) 03/25/2021 1.875% 30 $439,000 $439,000 

Scotland (DW-01) 03/28/2003 2.50% 30 $340,000 $235,172 

Sioux Falls (DW-11) 01/07/2011 2.25% 10 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 

Sioux Rural Water System (DW-01) 03/27/2015 3.00% 20 $2,515,000 $2,515,000 

Sioux Rural Water System (DW-02) 03/27/2018 2.25% 20 $9,821,000 $9,821,000 

South Lincoln Rural Water System (DW-02) 01/07/2011 3.00% 30 $476,500 $476,500 

Spearfish (DW-01) 01/04/2013 2.25% 10 $3,254,000 $3,254,000 

Springfield (DW-01) 06/25/2020 0.00% 0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

Sturgis (DW-04) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $2,200,000 $2,035,893 

Tabor (DW-01) 03/28/2013 3.00% 30 $1,530,000 $1,488,130 

TC&G Water Association (DW-01) 06/25/2015 2.25% 30 $1,485,000 $1,485,000 

Tea (DW-01) 03/30/2007 3.25% 20 $2,263,723 $2,263,723 

Tea (DW-02) 09/24/2020 2.125% 30 $2,700,000 $2,700,000 

Tea (DW-03) 03/25/2021 2.125% 30 $790,000 $790,000 

Terry Trojan Water Project District (DW-01) 01/05/2017 2.25% 20 $812,000 $812,000 

TM Rural Water District (DW-01) 06/24/2011 3.00% 30 $1,084,750 $1,081,299 

Trail West Sanitary District (DW-01) 09/22/2011 3.00% 20 $1,651,000 $1,607,626 

Tripp County Water User District (DW-01) 11/14/2002 2.50% 30 $3,500,000 $3,500,000 

Tripp County Water User District (DW-02) 11/14/2002 0.00% 30 $148,000 $131,469 

Tripp County Water User District (DW-04) 03/28/2014 2.25% 30 $11,750,000 $11,750,000 

Tulare (DW-01) 01/03/2019 0.00% 0 $1,145,000 $1,145,000 

Tyndall (DW-02) 11/09/2001 2.50% 30 $861,000 $861,000 

Tyndall (DW-03) 03/27/2015 2.25% 30 $1,570,000 $1,429,827 

Valley Springs (DW-01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $1,603,000 $1,603,000 

Vermillion (DW-02) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $1,510,000 $1,507,552 

Vermillion (DW-03) 09/22/2005 2.50% 20 $3,772,500 $3,693,216 

Vermillion (DW-04) 03/25/2011 2.25% 20 $1,532,000 $1,438,541 

Viborg (DW-01) 03/27/2008 3.25% 20 $249,775 $104,491 

Viborg (DW-02) 11/30/2010 3.00% 30 $847,000 $847,000 

Viborg (DW-03) 06/23/2016 0.00% 30 $606,000 $507,038 

Volga (DW-01) 04/27/2020 2.125% 30 $3,700,000 $3,700,000 

Wagner (DW-01) 06/22/2006 0.00% 30 $750,000 $750,000 

Wagner (DW-02) 06/28/2007 0.00% 30 $175,000 $175,000 
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Wakonda (DW-01) 03/31/2016 3.00% 30 $1,378,000 $1,256,831 

Waubay (DW-01) 03/31/2006 2.50% 30 $750,000 $750,000 

Webster (DW-03) 04/27/2020 1.625% 30 $5,031,000 $5,031,000 

Wessington Springs (DW-01) 03/27/2015 2.25% 30 $209,000 $150,313 

White Lake (DW-01) 03/28/2013 2.25% 30 $362,000 $362,000 

Winner (DW-01) 06/28/2013 2.25% 30 $450,000 $372,437 

Wolsey (DW-01) 06/23/2005 3.25% 20 $263,000 $227,950 

Wolsey (DW-02) 09/27/2007 3.25% 20 $162,300 $162,300 

Wolsey (DW-03) 04/27/2020 1.625% 30 $326,000 $326,000 

Woodland Hills Sanitary District (DW-01) 06/28/2013 3.00% 20 $780,000 $780,000 

Woodland Hills Sanitary District (DW-02) 03/27/2015 3.00% 20 $481,000 $481,000 

Woonsocket (DW-01) 08/27/2009 3.00% 30 $720,000 $720,000 

Worthing (DW-01) 06/26/2003 3.50% 20 $288,000 $288,000 

Worthing (DW-02) 03/30/2012 3.00% 20 $301,227 $277,094 

Yankton (DW-01) 11/09/2001 3.50% 20 $3,460,000 $3,460,000 

Yankton (DW-02) 06/28/2007 3.25% 20 $1,100,000 $896,975 

Yankton (DW-03) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $3,000,000 $2,542,146 

Yankton (DW-04) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $2,200,000 $2,200,000 

Yankton (DW-05) 09/27/2013 3.00% 30 $12,850,000 $12,850,000 

Yankton (DW-06) 03/31/2017 2.25% 30 $37,000,000 $37,000,000 

Total of  Active Loans (Open or in Repayment)       $445,014,933 $426,365,208 DRAFT
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Fully Repaid Drinking Water SRF Loans 2021 

 

 

Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 
Final Award 

Amount 

Aberdeen (DW-01A) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $9,460,000 $9,460,000 

Aberdeen (DW-01B) 01/08/2004 3.50% 20 $7,300,000 $7,024,258 

Arlington (DW-01) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $100,000 $100,000 

Aurora-Brule Rural Water System (DW-01) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $500,000 $500,000 

Baltic (DW-02) 06/25/2009 2.25% 10 $165,000 $163,446 

Big Stone City (DW-01) 07/22/1998 5.25% 20 $600,000 $570,000 

Big Stone City (DW-02) 06/26/2003 3.50% 20 $240,000 $139,873 

Black Hawk Water User District (DW-01) 03/26/1998 5.25% 20 $500,000 $500,000 

Bowdle (DW-01) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $150,000 $150,000 

Brandon (DW-01) 11/13/1998 4.75% 15 $1,950,000 $1,877,375 

Britton (DW-01) 04/25/2001 4.50% 20 $320,000 $320,000 

Bryant (DW-01) 01/13/2000 3.00% 30 $142,000 $142,000 

Clay Rural Water System (DW-02) 06/25/2009 3.00% 30 $846,300 $844,968 

Clay Rural Water System (DW-03) 06/24/2010 3.00% 30 $2,208,000 $2,205,570 

Clay Rural Water System (DW-04) 09/22/2011 2.00% 3 $1,369,758 $1,369,758 

Colman (DW-01) 03/30/2012 2.25% 10 $182,000 $167,260 

Crooks (DW-01) 06/25/2004 3.25% 20 $302,900 $133,510 

Custer (DW-01) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $800,000 $800,000 

Dakota Dunes CID (DW-01) 06/27/2002 3.50% 20 $908,000 $376,962 

Delmont (DW-01) 06/26/2008 2.50% 30 $185,000 $158,461 

Delmont (DW-02) 09/24/2010 0.00% 0 $90,000 $90,000 

Eureka (DW-01) 09/28/2006 0.00% 10 $135,000 $133,681 

Eureka (DW-02) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $200,000 $200,000 

Fall River Water Users District (DW-03) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $612,000 $612,000 

Fall River Water Users District (DW-04) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $750,000 $750,000 

Faulkton (DW-01) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $500,000 $500,000 

Gettysburg (DW-01) 06/14/2001 4.50% 20 $565,000 $565,000 

Groton (DW-01) 03/28/2003 3.50% 20 $440,000 $440,000 

Groton (DW-02) 06/25/2004 3.25% 20 $365,900 $308,945 

Groton (DW-03) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $272,000 $231,315 

Harrisburg (DW-01) 10/12/2000 5.00% 20 $525,000 $525,000 

Hartford (DW-01) 04/13/2000 5.00% 20 $185,000 $185,000 

Hermosa (DW-01) 12/10/1998 5.00% 20 $300,000 $300,000 

Highmore (DW-01) 03/28/2014 3.00% 30 $395,000 $267,038 

Hill City (DW-01) 08/26/2009 3.00% 30 $402,200 $336,903 

Hisega Meadows Water, Inc. (DW-01) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $487,500 $487,500 

Hisega Meadows Water, Inc. (DW-02) 09/26/2014 3.00% 20 $273,000 $249,923 
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Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 
Final Award 

Amount 

Hoven  (DW-01) 09/24/2010 0.00% 0 $750,000 $750,000 

Hoven  (DW-02) 01/08/2015 0.00% 0 $264,750 $264,750 

Irene (DW-01) 06/22/2000 5.00% 20 $145,000 $127,126 

Lead (DW-01) 07/27/2000 4.50% 10 $192,800 $192,800 

Lead-Deadwood San District (DW-01) 06/24/1998 5.25% 20 $2,700,000 $2,683,957 

Madison (DW-01) 05/14/1998 5.00% 15 $2,372,000 $2,372,000 

Menno (DW-01) 09/22/2011 2.25% 10 $157,000 $157,000 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-01) 03/27/2009 2.00% 3 $12,000,000 $9,455,108 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-02) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 

Miller (DW-01) 01/03/2008 2.50% 10 $255,200 $225,389 

Mina Lake Sanitary District (DW-01) 11/13/1998 5.00% 20 $255,200 $255,200 

Mobridge (DW-01) 03/26/1998 5.25% 20 $965,000 $965,000 

Mobridge (DW-02) 07/22/1998 5.25% 20 $355,000 $352,207 

Mobridge (DW-03) 09/28/2006 2.50% 30 $213,500 $213,500 

Mobridge (DW-04) 06/28/2007 2.50% 30 $90,000 $62,442 

Mobridge (DW-05) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $500,000 $500,000 

Oacoma (DW-02) 08/10/2010 2.25% 10 $1,351,300 $1,061,416 

Perkins County Rural Water System (DW-01) 06/29/2012 0.00% 0 $151,000 $151,000 

Pierre (DW-01) 01/31/2002 3.50% 15 $1,094,200 $988,188 

Pierre (DW-02) 09/25/2003 3.50% 15 $1,832,900 $1,832,900 

Platte (DW-01) 06/25/2004 2.50% 10 $400,000 $293,134 

Rapid City (DW-01) 11/14/2003 3.50% 20 $3,500,000 $3,500,000 

Rapid City (DW-04) 06/28/2018 2.00% 20 $500,000 $500,000 

Rapid Valley Sanitary District (DW-01) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $682,000 $682,000 

Redfield (DW-01) 04/25/2001 4.50% 20 $85,000 $85,000 

Ree Heights (DW-01) 03/27/2018 0.00% 30 $430,000 $430,000 

Ree Heights (DW-02) 09/26/2019 0.00% 0 $432,000 $432,000 

Roslyn (DW-01) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $500,000 $500,000 

Salem (DW-01) 03/28/2003 3.50% 10 $126,921 $118,540 

Selby (DW-01) 06/25/2009 0.00% 0 $100,000 $100,000 

Sioux Falls (DW-01) 07/22/1998 4.50% 10 $7,022,000 $6,496,745 

Sioux Falls (DW-02) 01/11/2001 4.50% 10 $2,750,000 $2,348,168 

Sioux Falls (DW-03) 04/12/2002 3.50% 10 $7,930,000 $7,930,000 

Sioux Falls (DW-04) 01/10/2003 3.50% 10 $5,279,000 $279,599 

Sioux Falls (DW-05) 07/16/2004 2.50% 10 $12,749,000 $10,828,766 

Sioux Falls (DW-06) 01/03/2008 2.50% 10 $17,848,000 $9,938,849 

Sioux Falls (DW-07) 01/03/2008 2.50% 10 $2,200,000 $2,200,000 

Sioux Falls (DW-08) 01/03/2008 2.50% 10 $2,705,600 $2,088,645 

Sioux Falls (DW-09) 03/27/2009 2.25% 10 $3,578,750 $2,678,738 

Sioux Falls (DW-10) 03/27/2009 2.25% 10 $7,606,900 $5,819,138 

South Lincoln Rural Water System (DW-01) 01/10/2003 3.50% 20 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 
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Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original Binding 
Commitment 

Amount 
Final Award 

Amount 

Sturgis (DW-01) 01/08/1998 5.00% 15 $700,000 $478,377 

Sturgis (DW-02) 08/26/2009 2.25% 10 $863,000 $608,417 

Sturgis (DW-03) 06/24/2011 2.00% 3 $3,460,000 $3,460,000 

TM Rural Water District (DW-02) 06/24/2011 0.00% 0 $1,398,750 $1,394,175 

Tri-County Water Assn (DW-01) 03/30/2012 0.00% 0 $200,000 $200,000 

Tripp (DW-01) 07/26/2001 2.50% 30 $291,000 $225,656 

Tyndall (DW-01) 07/27/2000 2.50% 10 $300,000 $300,000 

Vermillion (DW-01) 05/13/1999 5.00% 20 $942,000 $795,338 

Warner (DW-01) 03/27/2009 0.00% 0 $400,000 $400,000 

Watertown (DW-01) 03/27/2008 3.25% 20 $23,760,000 $23,760,000 

Webster (DW-01) 04/12/2002 3.50% 20 $330,000 $318,828 

Webster (DW-02) 09/24/2010 2.25% 10 $387,400 $277,522 

West River/Lyman Jones Rural Water Sys (DW-01) 10/12/2001 2.50% 30 $340,000 $340,000 

West River/Lyman Jones Rural Water Sys (DW-02) 03/30/2005 3.25% 30 $8,000,000 $7,943,023 

Total of Loans Paid in Full       $181,168,729 $156,546,387 

      

GRAND TOTAL    $626,183,662 $582,911,595 
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Table 10 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Loans 
Deobligated in Full or Rescinded by Board 

 
 

Sponsor 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate 
Term 

(Years) 

Original 
Binding 

Commitment 
Amount 

Big Sioux CWS (DW-01) 03/31/2006 3.25% 20 $831,000  

Brandon (DW-02) 03/27/2015 2.50% 20 $12,425,000 

Bristol (DW-01) 04/25/2001 4.50% 20 $139,000  

Britton (DW-02) 03/31/2016 3.00% 30 $3,212,000  

B - Y Water District (DW-01) 06/25/2009 0.00% - $300,000  

Centerville (DW-02) 03/30/2012 2.25% 10 $116,685  

Groton (DW-04) 09/24/2010 2.25% 10 $703,000  

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-06) 03/31/2016 3.00% 20 $9,000,000  

Letcher (DW-01) 08/26/2009 2.25% 30 $200,000  

Madison (DW-02) 03/30/2012 3.00% 15 $3,464,360  

Minnehaha CWC (DW-02) 03/27/2015 3.00% 20 $900,000  

Mission Hill (DW-01) 06/26/2008 3.25% 20 $250,000  

Oacoma (DW-01) 03/27/2009 3.00% 20 $1,414,800  

Tripp County WUD (DW-03) 06/29/2012 3.00% 20 $850,000  

Wagner (DW-03) 07/23/2009 0.00% 30 $275,000  

WEB WDA (DW-01) 03/26/1998 5.25% 20 $1,110,000  

WEB WDA (DW-02) 10/11/2001 2.50% 30 $137,450  

WEB WDA (DW-03) 03/31/2006 3.25% 20 $3,950,000  

Total of Loans Deobligated or Rescinded   $39,278,295 
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FIGURE 5 
Drinking Water SRF Interest Rates By Percent of Awards  

($665 Million) 
 

 

 

FIGURE 6 
Drinking Water SRF Loan Terms By Percent of Awards  

($665 Million) 
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DRINKING WATER SRF PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 
 

ABERDEEN – The city of Aberdeen received an $8,460,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years. This loan was the 
first installment of the city’s $14,460,000 project to improve the water treatment plant. Total project costs 
increased to $18,700,000, and the city received the second installment of its loan in 2004 in the amount of 
$8,300,000. Aberdeen received a $1,750,000 loan with $175,000 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 to replace water meters throughout the city. The loan was 
awarded at 2.25 percent for ten years. The city’s third loan, in the amount of $1,040,000 at 3 percent for 20 
years, was awarded to replace the Elm River raw water intake for the water treatment facility. 

 
ARLINGTON – The city of Arlington received a $100,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through 

the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to replace water lines on Birch and 1
st 

Streets. 
 

AURORA-BRULE RURAL WATER SYSTEM – The Aurora-Brule Rural Water System received a $500,000 loan 
with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.  The 
loan was to construct a new raw water intake and associated piping. 
 
AVON – The city of Avon was awarded its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace water lines along or 
adjacent to Main Street. The loan amount was $174,000 at 2.5 percent for 20 years. 

 
BALTIC – The city of Baltic received a $250,000 loan for replacement of existing cast iron pipe with PVC water 
mains. The loan was at 3.5 percent for 20 years. Baltic’s second loan was for $165,000 to replace water 
meters. This loan was at 2.25 percent for 10 years and included $16,500 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city’s third loan was awarded to replace aging water 
and sewer lines on Elm Avenue, Jans Circle, Richards Circle, and Bonnies Circle. The loan was for $457,000 at 
3 percent for 20 years. 

 
BDM RURAL WATER SYSTEM – The system received a loan in the amount of $536,000 for expansion of the 
system to the city of Britton, SD.  The loan was at 3.5 percent for 20 years. 
 
BEAR BUTTE VALLEY WATER, INC. – Bear Butte Valley Water received its first Drinking Water SRF loan in the 
amount of $2,058,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 years to extend service to 24 users on Alkali Road. 

 
BELLE FOURCHE – The city of Belle Fourche received its first Drinking Water SRF loan in the amount of 
$265,000 at 2.25% for 20 years to replace water main in 8th Avenue. 

 
BERESFORD – The city of Beresford received its first loan to repair aging water lines in various areas in the 
city and install new lines to provide looping in the system and connect to the Lewis & Clark Regional Water 
System. The loan was for $916,040 at 3 percent for 30 years and included $458,020 of principal forgiveness. 
The city received its second loan to replace sewer in conjunction with a South Dakota Department of 
Transportation Highway 46 reconstruction project. The loan was for $745,000 at 3 percent for 30 years and 
included $375,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

BIG SIOUX COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEM – The Big Sioux Community Water System received a loan in the 
amount of $831,000 for clearwell and water storage improvements. The loan was at 3.25 percent for 20 
years. The loan was rescinded at the borrower's request. The water system received its second loan to install 
an automatic meter reading system. The loan was for $900,000 at 3 percent for 15 years. The Big Sioux 
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Community Water System received its third loan for the installation of a 12-inch water main to connect the 
Big Sioux system to the Minnehaha Community Water Corporation to pump water north to the existing Big 
Sioux Ethanol Tower. This addition will allow the Big Sioux system to deliver up to 1.0 MGD of water to the 
city of Madison, South Dakota. The loan amount was $1,014,000 at 3.0 percent for 20 years. 
 
BIG STONE CITY – The city of Big Stone City utilized a $600,000 loan to construct a 100,000-gallon elevated 
water storage tank. The project also included the installation of a water main to connect the tank to the 
existing distribution system, and the refinancing of debt incurred to connect to the Ortonville, Minnesota 
regional water treatment plant. The 20-year loan is at 5.25 percent. The city received its second loan in the 
amount of $240,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund improvements to the water distribution system. 

 

BLACK HAWK WATER USER DISTRICT – The Black Hawk Water  User  District  received  a  loan for $500,000. 
This loan financed a new well, pump house construction, installation of chlorination and fluoridation 
equipment, a 48,000-gallon water storage reservoir, and approximately 7,000 feet of new water lines. This 
loan is at 5.25 percent for 20 years. The second loan, in the amount of $1,142,000 loan at 3.25 percent for 
20 years, financed an 815,000-gallon, ground storage reservoir and a transmission line to improve service to 
Summerset. A third loan was awarded to replace undersized and obsolete water main, construct a well 
house, pump, and controls, construct a 500,000-gallon water storage tank, and install water main to connect 
a new well and the storage tank into the water system. The loan was for $3,810,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 
years. 
 
BLUNT – Blunt received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace water meters, install new meter pits and 
install an automatic meter reading system and make other improvements to the distribution system.  The 
$657,000 was at 2.25 percent for 20 years and included $207,000 of principal forgiveness. 
 
BON HOMME-YANKTON WATER USER DISTRICT – The Bon Homme-Yankton Water User District received a 
$300,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) of 2009. The loan was to construct a new raw water intake; however, due to inability of the project 
to meet ARRA deadlines, the loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the district’s request. 

 
BONESTEEL – Bonesteel received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to eliminate all 4- to 8-inch cast iron pipe 
in the distribution system and install new hydrants, service lines and valves. A radio read water metering 
system was also installed. The loan amount was $2,043,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years and included 
$1,543,000 in principal forgiveness. 

 
BOWDLE – The city of Bowdle received a $150,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to replace water lines in various locations 
throughout the city. 

 
BOX ELDER – The city of Box Elder’s First Drinking Water SRF loan was to develop a new well and construct 
a water reservoir and pipe lines to connect  to  the existing water distribution system. The $3,562,950 loan 
was at 3 percent of 20 years and included $356,295 in principal forgiveness. The city’s second loan in the 
amount of $1,742,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years was to develop a new well and install water lines from 
the well to an existing well house and reservoir. 

 

BRANDON – Brandon received a loan for $1,950,000 at 4.75 percent for 15 years.to construct a water 
treatment plant and upgrade the distribution system.  Brandon received its second loan to construct two 
1,250,000-gallon water storage tanks, loop distribution lines, upsize trunk lines, and replace approximately 
13,000 feet of asbestos concrete pipe.  The loan was for $12,425,000 at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included 
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$500,000 of principal forgiveness. The second loan was deobligated in full at the borrower’s request.  
Brandon received its third loan for $5,687,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to construct a 1,250,000-gallon 
water storage tank and booster station. 

 
BRIDGEWATER – Bridgewater received a loan in the amount of $121,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years to 
replace water main on Main Street. The city’s second loan in the amount of $243,000 at 1.0 percent for 10 
years was used to replace water meters and install a remote-read system. 
 
BRISTOL – The town of Bristol received a loan in the amount of $139,000 at 4.5 percent interest for 20 years.       
The project involved construction of a new elevated storage tank as well as replacement of an underground 
storage tank. The loan was subsequently deobligated at the town’s request. The town received its second 
loan to replace all existing cast iron and asbestos concrete water lines throughout the community. The loan 
was for $1,979,000 at 3 percent for 30 years and included $1,514,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

BRITTON – The city of Britton received a loan in the amount of $320,000 to replace and make improvements 
to approximately 30 blocks of water main throughout the city. The project involved replacing 50-year-old 
cast-iron pipes, much of which completely deteriorated due to rust and scale build- up. The loan was at 4.5 
percent interest for 20 years. Britton’s second loan in the amount of $3,212,000 at 3 percent for 30 years 
was to make improvements to its water system. Improvements involved replacing all the 4-inch lines and 6-
inch cast iron pipes in the distribution system with 6-inch PVC lines and installing additional valves. Other 
improvements included painting and updating the existing 250,000-gallon ground level and 150,000-gallon 
elevated storage tanks and constructing a new pump house. The loan was subsequently deobligated in full 
at the city’s request 

 

BROOKINGS-DEUEL RURAL WATER SYSTEM – Brookings-Deuel RWS received two Drinking Water SRF loans 
in FFY 2005. The first loan, in the amount of $1,200,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, increases the treatment 
capacity of the Bruce water treatment plant.  The second loan, in the amount of $1,750,000 at 3.25 percent 
for 30 years, made improvements to the distribution system and extended water to the community of 
Astoria. The system’s third loan in the amount of $250,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years was for the 
installation of a meter data transmission unit on existing water meters to transmit meter readings to the 
Brookings-Deuel office using a cellular network. 

 
BRYANT – The city of Bryant received a $142,000 loan to help replace lead service lines and asbestos cement 
water mains throughout the city.  The loan was at 3 percent interest for a term of 30 years. 

 

BUFFALO – Buffalo’s first loan is for the replacement of the cast iron pipe and asbestos cement pipe water 
main in the distribution system along with replacement of valves, hydrants, and service connections. The 
loan was for $2,695,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years and included $600,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
BUTTE-MEADE SANITARY WATER DISTRICT – The  Butte  Meade  Sanitary  Water  District  received  a 
$396,700 Drinking Water SRF loan at 2.25 percent for 10 years to install new water meters and an automatic 
read system. The loan included $85,000 of principal forgiveness. The district was awarded its second loan in 
the amount of $413,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years to replace approximately 2.7 miles of pipe in its service 
area. 

 
BURKE – Burke’s first loan, in the amount of $115,600 at the disadvantaged rate of 2.5 percent for 30 years, 
funded the drinking water portion of the Franklin Street Utilities Replacement project.  The city was awarded 
its second loan to replace water mains and loop several dead-end lines to improve water quality.  The loan 
was for $540,000 at 1.625 percent for 30 years. 
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B-Y WATER USER DISTRICT – The B-Y Water User District received a $300,000 loan with 100 percent principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. The loan was to construct 
a new raw water intake; however, due to inability of the project to meet ARRA deadlines, the loan was 
subsequently deobligated in full at the district’s request. The district received its second loan in the amount 
of $4,700,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years to construct a 3.4-million-gallon pre-stressed concrete ground 
storage reservoir. 

 

CANISTOTA – The city of Canistota received a $426,460 loan at 3.0 percent for 30 years to replace the water 
line on Ash Street. The loan included $313,960 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city received its second loan to replace water lines in a portion of the 
community. The loan was for $1,095,000 at 3 percent for 30 years and included $616,000 of principal 
forgiveness. Canistota was awarded its third loan in the amount of $96,000 at 3 percent for 30 years to 
replace water service lines on Main Street. Canistota received its fourth loan in the amount of $667,000 at 
1.875 percent for 30 years to replace approximately 2,100 feet of 4-inch water main.   
 
CANTON – Canton utilized its first loan in the amount of $500,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund utility 
improvements in conjunction with South Dakota DOT reconstruction of US 18. Canton received a second loan 
in the amount of $1,550,000 at 3.0 for 30 years to for the installation of two wells and upgrades to the 
existing pumps and control system.   Canton received its third loan in the amount of $760,000 at 3 percent 
for 30 years to replace water lines as part of the Dakota Street reconstruction project. 
 
CASTLEWOOD – Castlewood was awarded its first Drinking Water SRF loan to rehabilitate its water tower 
and replace approximately 6,500-feet of water main.  The loan was for $800,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 
years. 

 
CENTERVILLE – Centerville received its first drinking water SRF loan in the amount of $870,000 to construct 
water distribution system improvements. The loan was at 3.25 percent for 30 years. The city received a 
second loan in the amount of $116,685 at 2.25 percent for 10 years to replace meters and upgrade to a 
remote reading system. The loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the city’s request. 

 

CHAMBERLAIN – The city of Chamberlain obtained its first Drinking Water SRF loan in the amount of 
$276,500 at 3.25 percent for 20 years to upgrade chemical feed and control systems and to make renovations 
to its water treatment plant. Chamberlain’s second loan was for $1,000,000 and was used to replace water 
mains and appurtenances at nine locations within the city. This loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and 
included $300,000 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

 
CHANCELLOR – Chancellor’s first drinking water SRF loan for $230,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years provided 
water distribution system improvements. The town’s second loan in the amount of $2,188,000 at 1.875 
percent for 30 years to replace approximately 7,000 feet of water main, water services, curb stops, hydrants, 
valves, and fittings.   The loan included $1,950,000 of principle forgiveness. 

 
CLARK RURAL WATER SYSTEM – Clark RWS’s first Drinking Water SRF loan will improve water quality and 
system pressures throughout the distribution system and connect to the city of Willow Lake to provide bulk 
water service and provide individual service to residents in the town of Bradley. The loan amount was 
$2,950,000 at 2.0 percent for 30 years and included $1,270,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
CLAY RURAL WATER SYSTEM – Clay RWS’s first drinking water SRF loan expanded the system to southern 
Union County. The loan was for $4,331,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. The system’s second loan was for 
$846,300 to construct of two new wells, replace the Garfield Booster Station with an above ground pumping 
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station, replace variable frequency drives on pumps, and miscellaneous improvements to the SCADA system. 
This loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $700,000 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Clay Rural Water was awarded its third loan in the amount 
of $2,208,000 at 3 percent for 30 years and included $500,000 of principal forgiveness. The loan funded the 
construction of several loops in the distribution system, improvements to the Spink Reservoir, an upgrade to 
the interconnection with the city of Beresford, installation of a new booster station, and  added  about  80  
new  users. Clay Rural Water received a $1,379,758 interim loan to replace aging water meters, install an 
automatic meter reading system, and construct three new lime sludge lagoons.  The interim loan was for 
three years at 2 percent interest. Clay RWS was awarded its fifth loan to construct approximately nine miles 
of pipeline and a new booster station and make improvements to the SCADA system.  The loan was for 
$2,185,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 

 

CLEAR LAKE – Clear Lake received a loan in the amount of $565,000. This loan qualified for the disadvantaged 
rate and term of 3 percent  for 30  years.   This project consisted of constructing a new  300,000-gallon water 
tower and installation of a 2,700 LF of 10-inch water main that connected the tower with the water 
distribution system. 
 
COLMAN – The city of Colman received its first two Drinking Water SRF loans in 2012. One loan, in the 
amount of $182,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years, was to replace water meters and install an automatic 
reading system. The other loan was for $439,008 at 3 percent for 30 years to replace water lines and provided 
looping of the distribution system. A third loan was awarded in 2013 to replace water lines, loop the 
distribution system, and replace an old water storage tank.  The loan amount was $1,600,000 at 3 percent 
for 30 years and included $968,000 in principal forgiveness. A fourth loan was awarded in 2016 in the amount 
of $500,000 at 3 percent for 30 years to replace 4,400 feet of watermain along Highway 34 and to cover cost 
over-runs and recoup expenses for an emergency repair on the Highway 34 water main. 

 

COLONIAL PINE HILLS SANITARY DISTRICT – Colonial Pine Hills improved its water distribution system with 
a $659,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years. The district’s second loan in the amount of $1,003,608 was used 
to construct a new well, well-house, and distribution line to replace a well that experienced high radionuclide 
levels. This loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $250,000 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Colonial Pine Hills’ third and fourth loans were awarded 
to provide financing for the installation of a new microfiltration water treatment unit and associated 
transmission lines. The loan amounts were $705,000 and $400,000, respectively; each at 3 percent for 20 
years. 

 
COLTON – The city of Colton used a loan in the amount of $681,720 at 3.5 percent for 30 years to connect to 
the Minnehaha Community Water Corporation. The loan was used for an elevated storage tank, water lines, 
wells, and new water treatment plant. The city received its second loan to replace water lines as part of a 

utility replacement project on 5th Street. The loan was for $191,100 at 3 percent for 20 years and included 
$91,100 of principal forgiveness. Colton’s third loan was used to replace water meters and install an 
automatic reading system. The loan amount was $210,740 at 2.25 percent for 10 years and included $52,685 
of principal forgiveness. The city was awarded its fourth loan to replace ductile iron and asbestos concrete 
water main on Main, First and Sherman Streets, and complete a loop on the north side of town. The loan 
amount was $1,343,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years and included $558,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
CONDE – The town of Conde was awarded a loan to replace existing 6-inch ductile iron pipe and 4-inch PVC 
pipe in the distribution system with 6-inch PVC pipe, replace the existing water tower with a 50,000-gallon 
ground storage tank and replace booster pumps. The loan was for $2,333,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years 
and included $1,833,000 of principal forgiveness. 
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CORSON VILLAGE SANITARY DISTRICT – Corson Village received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace 
the water distribution system and connect to the city of Brandon. The $601,735 loan (3 percent for 20 years) 
included $541,562 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 
 
CRESBARD – Cresbard’s first Drinking Water SRF loan, $2,000,000 with 100 percent as principal forgiveness, 
was for the replacement of approximately 15,400 feet of old and undersized watermain and installation of 
a remote read water meter system. 

 
CROOKS – Crooks constructed a second connection to Minnehaha Community Water Corporation’s 
distribution system and replaced high service pumps to improve capacity. The loan, in the amount of 
$302,900, was at 3.25 percent for 20 years. The city’s second loan, in the amount of $1,214,000 at 2.5 percent 
for 30 years, was to replace the distribution system within the Palmira Park sub-division. 

 

CUSTER – Custer received an $800,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years to replace transmission and 
distribution water lines within the business district in conjunction with a South Dakota DOT project. 

 
DAKOTA DUNES COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT – Dakota Dunes connected its water supply with 
the city of Sioux City, Iowa, with its $908,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years. This project included 
construction of a line beneath the Big Sioux River connecting the city of Sioux City’s distribution system with 
Dakota Dunes and the cost to upsize water mains in Sioux City to provide the additional capacity necessary 
to serve Dakota Dunes. The second loan awarded to Dakota Dunes was to construct an additional 500,000-
gallon clearwell and add a third high service pump at the water treatment plant. The loan amount was 
$1,600,000 at 3.0 percent for 20 years. 
 
DEER MOUNTAIN SANITARY DISTRICT – Deer Mountain Sanitary District received its first Drinking Water SRF 
loan to make improvements to its entire water system including new treatment plant, pump station, 
110,000-gallon reservoir, water meters, new or replaced water distribution system, and a new booster 
station.  The loan was for $2,174,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. 
 
DELL RAPIDS – Dell Rapids constructed various distribution system improvements with its first $621,000 loan 
at 3.5 percent for 20 years. The city’s second loan, in the amount of $162,263 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, 

financed the drinking water portion of the 4th Street Utility Improvements project. A third loan in the amount 

of $531,835 at 3 percent for 20 years was awarded to install water lines on 15th Street. Dell Rapids received 
two additional loans in 2012. A $300,000 loan (2.25 percent for 10 years) was awarded to replace water 
meters and included $30,000 of principal forgiveness. The second loan financed the replacement of 
waterlines on 15th Street, Garfield Avenue, State Avenue and at the Big Sioux River Crossing. The loan 
amount was $897,000 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $250,000 of principal forgiveness. Dell Rapids 
was awarded its sixth loan to replace approximately 1,900 feet of cast iron water mains at the intersection 
of SD Highway 115, Old Highway 77 and 4th Street and 800 feet of cast iron lines on a portion of 10th Street 
near the hospital. This loan was for $705,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years. Dell Rapids was awarded its 
seventh loan in the amount of $2,486,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years to replace water mains in the southeast 
area of the city. The city’s eighth loan, $926,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years, was to replace water main, 
fire hydrants, valves and other appurtenances on 5th, 6th, and Iowa Streets. 
 
DELMONT – Delmont received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to loop lines within the distribution system 
to improve water quality. The $185,000 loan had a 2.5 percent interest rate with a 30-year term. The 
community’s second loan, $90,000 with 100% as principal forgiveness, was to install new water meters and 
an automatic read system. 
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DESMET - DeSmet used its first SRF loan to replace cast iron water mains with PVC water mains on 3rd Street 
from Highway 25 to Prairie Avenue. The $258,000 loan, at 2.25 percent for 30 years, included $25,800 of 
principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city received its 
second loan to install water mains, fire hydrants, valves and other appurtenances to complete line looping 
in the system to improve water quality and system pressure.  The loan was for $565,000 at 1.875 percent for 
30 years. 

 

DOLAND – Doland was awarded its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace cast iron water lines throughout 
the town construct a new elevated storage tank. The loan amount was $1,762,200 at 3 percent for 30 years 
and included $1,375,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
DUPREE – Dupree’s first Drinking Water SRF loan, $163,500 at 2.25 percent for 30 years, was used to replace 
8 blocks of cast iron and asbestos cement water mains. The loan included $100,000 of principal forgiveness. 
 
EAGLE BUTTE - Eagle Butte was awarded a loan for $593,000 with $474,000 of principal forgiveness was at 
zero percent for 10 years that was used to replace water meters and install an automatic meter read system. 
The city’s second and fourth loans were to extend water services to a portion of the community with limited 
access to the water system and replace aging infrastructure in the downtown area. These loans, each at zero 
percent for 30 years, were for $1,244,000 and $725,000, respectively, and included $995,200 and $362,500 
of principal forgiveness, respectively. A third loan in the amount $490,000 at zero percent for 30 years, with 
$392,000 of principal forgiveness, was originally intended to replace water lines on Willow Street.  When the 
cost of the afore-mentioned project came in over estimates, the city requested that the scope of the loan be 
revised and used to address the cost over-run. The loan amount was reduced to $250,000 and included 
$200,000 of principal forgiveness. Subsequent cost over- runs occurred due to legal matters involving the 
city and the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, and additional funds were needed. The loan was increased to 
$520,000 and the $200,000 of principal forgiveness was retained. 
 
EDGEMONT – Edgemont received its first loan in the amount of $1,890,000 to rehabilitate two of the city’s 
wells, construct a water treatment facility to reduce radiological contaminants, construct a 250,000-gallon 
elevated storage tank, and install water main to connect the storage tank to the distribution system. The 
loan is at zero percent for 30 years and includes $1,206,890 of principal forgiveness. Because rehabilitation 
of one of the wells was determined to be unfeasible, the city was awarded an additional loan to drill a new 
well and plug the unusable well. The second loan was in the amount of $447,000 at zero percent for 30 years 
and includes $157,000 of principal forgiveness. The second loan was in the amount of $447,000 at zero 
percent for 30 years and includes $157,000 of principal forgiveness and was later amended to $700,000 with 
$246,000 of principal forgiveness. Edgemont received its third loan to install an iron-reducing pre-treatment 
system at its water treatment facility.  The $637,000 loan is at zero percent for 20 years and includes 
$160,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

ELK POINT – Elk Point received its first loan in the amount of $220,000 for water main replacement in 
conjunction with its Pearl Street Utility Improvement project at 3.5 percent for 20 years.  Its second loan, in 
the amount of $570,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded an upgrade to the city’s water treatment plant. 
The city received its third loan in the amount of $218,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, to fund the drinking 
water portion of the utility systems improvements. The fourth SRF loan awarded to Elk Point funded water 
line replacement on Clay and Washington Streets.  This loan was for $564,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years. 
The city’s fifth loan was to replace the water main on Main Street in conjunction with a highway 
reconstruction project. The loan amount was $1,179,500 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $660,520 of 
principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Elk Point’s sixth loan in 
the amount of $564,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years was to replace water lines on Rose Street. The city 
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received its seventh loan to replace approximately 1,700 feet of water main under Washington and Douglas 
streets.  The loan was for $495,000 at 2.50 percent for 30 years. 
 
ELKTON – Elkton received its first Drinking Water SRF loan for the first phase of a project to replace water 
lines and rehabilitate an existing water tower.  The loan amount was $2,000,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 years 
and included $1,164,000 of principal forgiveness. Elkton’s second loan for $2,587,000 at 2.125 percent for 
30 years was for phase II of the water line replacement project.  The loan included $1,802,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 
 
EMERY – Emery received a $1,585,000 loan at 3.0 percent for 30 years to replace the majority of the existing 
water distribution system and install new lines to loop the system. 

 
EUREKA – Eureka utilized a $135,000 loan at zero percent interest for ten years to replace water meters and 
implement a computer-generated water meter reading system. The city’s second loan was in the amount of 
$200,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009. The loan was to replace old water mains throughout the city and loop additional lines, as well as the 
installation of a SCADA system and variable frequency drives on the pump house pump. 
 
FAITH – The city of Faith received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to construct a 225,000-gallon water 
tower.  The loan amount was $1,609,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 years and included $1,099,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 

 
FALL RIVER WATER USERS DISTRICT – The Fall River Water Users District received a $759,000 loan at 3 
percent interest for 30 years. This loan will help finance the construction of the Fall River Rural Water System 
to include supply, storage, and distribution. Fall River’s second Drinking Water SRF loan in the amount of 
$400,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years was used for initial construction of the rural water system in Fall River 
County. Fall River’s third and fourth loans were for $612,000 and $750,000, respectively, each with 100 
percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The third loan 
was to construct additional lines to serve additional users including the town of Buffalo Gap and to construct 
a well house and associated lines to connect the well to the system. The fourth loan upgraded main 
distribution lines throughout the system to supply larger volume of water to meet demand. 

 
FAULKTON – The city of Faulkton received a $500,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to replace water lines in various 
locations throughout the city, loop all dead-end lines 4 inches and larger, replace all water meters, and 
purchase a standby generator. The city’s second loan involved construction of water line along US Highway 
212. The loan was for $511,725 at 3 percent for 30 years and included $395,905 of principal forgiveness. 

 

FLORENCE – Florence received two loans to replace water lines, services, hydrants and appurtenances and 
construct a 105,000-gallon ground water storage tank and booster station. One loan, in the amount of 
$688,000, is backed by a sales tax pledge and the other loan, in the amount of $567,000, is backed by a 
project surcharge pledge.  Both loans are at 3.25 percent for 30 years. 

 
GARRETSON – The city of Garretson connected to the Minnehaha CWC with its $1,261,060 loan at 3.5 
percent for 30 years. The loan was used to construct water lines, wells, and a new water treatment plant. 

Garretson was awarded its second loan, $639,500 at 2.5 percent for 30 years, to replace water lines on 3rd 

Street, Main Avenue, and the truck route. Due to a funding shortage, Garretson received its third loan for 
$458,500 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to continue with the replacement of the water lines on 3rd Street, 
Main Avenue, and the Truck Route. 
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GAYVILLE – Gayville was awarded its first Drinking Water SRF loan in the amount of $900,000 with $480,000 
of principal forgiveness. The rate and term of the loan were 3 percent for 30 years, and the loan was used to 
replace the cast iron water lines within the community. 

 

GETTYSBURG – The city of Gettysburg received a $565,000 loan at 4.5 percent interest for 20 years to replace 
and relocate water lines within the city. 

 
GRANT-ROBERTS   RURAL   WATER   SYSTEM – The Grant-Roberts   Rural   Water   System   received a 
$4,500,000 loan for the construction of water main and a water storage reservoir to improve service and add 
new customers in the Milbank Service area. The project also includes the installation of satellite read meters 
and a SCADA telemetry system.  The terms of the loan were 3 percent for 30  years. 

 
GRENVILLE – Grenville received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace inoperable valves in the 
distribution system and water meters and install a radio read system for reading meters. The loan amount 
was $352,000 at 2.0 percent for 30 years and included $282,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

GREGORY – The city of Gregory received $380,000 for the construction of a new steel reservoir and a new 
booster station.  The terms of the loan were 2.5 percent for 30 years. 

 
GROTON – Groton’s first loan in the amount of $440,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years funded replacement of 
water main in conjunction with its Main Street Utility Project. Its second loan, in the amount of $365,900 at 
3.25 percent for 20 years, funded additional waterline replacement. The city’s third loan was in the amount 
of $272,000 with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009. The loan was to replace water meters. Groton’s fourth loan in the amount of $703,000, with $150,000 
principal forgiveness was to replace the city’s elevated water storage tank, water pumps and approximately 
five blocks of water mains. The city chose to deobligate the loan in its entirety. The city’s fifth loan was to 
replace the existing water tower with a new 125,000-gallon tower and pump house, replace several blocks 
of asbestos cement water main with PVC, and loop several dead-end lines.  The loan was for $1,798,000 at 
2.75 for 30 years. Groton’s sixth loan in the amount of $1,326,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years replaced the 
last of the city’s asbestos cement water main and looped additional lines. 
 
HANSON RURAL WATER SYSTEM – The Hanson Rural Water System was awarded its first Drinking Water 
SRF loan in the amount of $840,000 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $588,000 of principal forgiveness 
through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The rural water system replaced an elevated 
water storage tank located in Ethan with a new 200,000-gallon water storage tank to be used by Ethan 
residents and surrounding residents on the Hanson system. 

 

HARRISBURG – The city of Harrisburg received its first loan in the amount of $525,000 at 5 percent interest 
for 20 years to abandon its existing wells and water treatment plant, construct a connection to the Lincoln 
County RWS, construct an elevated water storage tank, and loop a line to ensure uninterrupted water 
service. The city’s second loan - $1,714,327 at 3.25 percent for 20 years - funded an emergency connection 
to the Lewis and Clark Rural Water System. Harrisburg’s third loan was for $2,090,000 at 3.25 for 20 years to 
construct a 750,000-gallon water tower, demolish the existing standpipe and an abandoned 30,000-gallon 
water tower, and install miscellaneous piping. 

 
HARTFORD – Hartford received a $185,000 loan at 5 percent interest for 20 years. This project replaced 
water distribution lines throughout the city. With its second loan in the amount of $800,957 at 3.5 percent 
for 20 years, Hartford replaced aging cast iron water mains. Hartford’s third loan, in the amount of 
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$1,123,556 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded improvements to the water supply by providing a second 
connection to the Minnehaha Community Water Corporation. 

 

HERMOSA – Hermosa received a loan for $300,000. This loan was at 5 percent for 20 years. This project will 
replace water distribution lines. Hermosa’s second loan, $199,000 at 2 percent for 30 years, was awarded to 
rehabilitate a well with high radionuclides and install a booster station. The well rehabilitation project will 
investigate the different well production zones to isolate and plug off zones negatively impacting the water 
quality. 

 

HIGHMORE – Highmore received a loan to replace sewer lines in conjunction with a South Dakota 
Department of Transportation project to reconstruct Highway 47. The loan amount was $679,000 at 3.25 
percent for 30 years. 

 
HILL CITY – The city of Hill City received its first Drinking Water SRF loan in the amount of $402,200 at 3 
percent for 30 years and included $241,320 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The project involved looping dead-end lines and replacing a water line that froze 
due to insufficient cover. 

 
HISEGA MEADOWS WATER, INC. – The Drinking Water SRF first loan awarded to Hisega Meadows was for 
the installation of 5,100 feet of 6-inch PVC line and other appurtenances to replace the sub-standard 
distribution system. The loan amount was $487,500 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $250,000 of 
principal forgiveness. The project went to bid, and bids came in over estimate. It was decided to eliminate 
some of the work to get the project started with the funding available. Hisega Meadows received a second 
loan to complete the work that was bid previously and additional lines that were identified to need 
replacement. This loan amount was $273,000 at 3.0 percent for 20 years. 

 
HOT SPRINGS – Hot Springs’ first Drinking Water SRF loan was for $1,636,000 at 3 percent for 20 years to 
replace water lines in various areas of the city. 
 
HOVEN – The town of Hoven received a $750,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness to replace all 
water meters with new remote read meters, replace all cast iron pipes within the distribution system, 
construct a 180,000-gallon ground water storage tank, and rehabilitate an existing tank. Hoven received a 
second loan in the amount of $264,750 with 100 percent principal forgiveness to replace water mains under 
South Dakota Highway 47 that will be done in conjunction with a highway reconstruction project. 

 

HUMBOLDT – The city of Humboldt’s first loan, in the amount of $412,300 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, 
funded water supply and distribution system improvements. 

 
HURON – Huron received a loan in the amount of $4,000,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to fund the 
construction of a new water treatment facility, water tower improvements, and water meter replacement.  
The city’s second loan was used to replace approximately 14,500 feet of 6 inch and 12-inch water main. The 
loan was for $619,684 at 3.0 percent for 20 years and includes $122,500 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. A third loan, for $1,098,900 at 3 percent for 30 years, was 
awarded for the construction of an elevated water storage reservoir. 

 
IPSWICH – The city of Ipswich received a $1,245,000 loan to replace an elevated water tower and two 
underground water tanks with a new 150,000-gallon elevated water storage tank, replace water meters and 
install a radio read system, and purchase a standby generator and variable frequency drives for the city 
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pumps. The loan was at 3.0 percent for 30 years and included $933,750 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

 
IRENE – The city of Irene received a 5 percent interest loan for 20 years in the amount of $145,000. The 
project replaced water main along SD Highway 46. The city received its second loan to replace 13 blocks of 
water lines, loop water lines south of Highway 46, and install new water meters. The loan was for $1,546,000 
at 3 percent for 30 years and included $1,165,000 of principal forgiveness. Irene received its third loan to 
complete the replacement of its water distribution system.  The loan was for $1,191,000 at 2.25 percent for 
30 years and included $789,000 of principal forgiveness. 
 
JOINT WELL FIELD, INC. – Joint Well Field, Inc. is a jointly owned and operated water source and treatment 
facility that serves both Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System and Kingbrook Rural Water System.  Joint Well 
field, Inc received its first Drinking Water SRF loan for $5,523,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to make 
improvements at the water treatment plant. 

 

KEYSTONE – Keystone used its first loan, in the amount of $762,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, was used 
to build a 187,000-gallon reservoir, to close the loop on one-third of the town’s system, and to install a 
pumping station. 

 
KINGBROOK RWS – The Kingbrook Rural Water System received a loan in the amount of $475,000. This loan 
was at 0 percent interest for 30 years. The project hooked up the city of Carthage and upgraded its 
distribution system and storage tank. Kingbrook RWS took over the system and provided individual service. 
Kingbrook’s second loan, in the amount of $2,115,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, provided additional 
capacity within the system and provided service to Ramona and the Badger area. The third loan of $3,324,000 
at 3.25 percent for 20 years expanded the distribution system to allow 250 additional connections to the 
system. Kingbrook’s fourth loan, $2,350,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, continued with the improvements 
to the system’s distribution system. The rural water system received its fifth loan for the construction of rural 
and in-town water lines to provide individual service to the residents of Sinai. Kingbrook was awarded its 
sixth loan to connect approximately 220 new users and improve capacity and reliability in the service area. 
The project involved approximately 6.5 miles of 14- and 16- inch PVC pipe and 125 miles of 2- to 6-inch PVC 
pipe as well as new booster pumps and other miscellaneous work. The loan was for $9,000,000 at 3 percent 
for 20 years. The loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the systems request. Kingbrook received its 
seventh loan to provide individual service to the residents of Oldham. This involves replacing the water 
distribution system, meter pits, and service lines and rehabilitating the existing water tower in Oldham.  The 
loan was for $1,645,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years and included $1,249,000 of principal forgiveness. 
Kingbrook’s eighth loan funded a project to provide individual service to the residents of Nunda. This involves 
replacing the water distribution system, meter pits, and service lines in Nunda and adding lines and replacing 
a booster station in the Kingbrook system.  The loan was for $836,500 at 1.625 percent for 30 years and 
included $747,000 of principal forgiveness. Kingbrook’s ninth loan, $360,000 at 1.625 percent for 30 years, 
was for recoating the existing water storage tower in Carthage. 
 
LAKE NORDEN – Lake Norden received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace filters and outdated 
controls in the water treatment facility, develop new wells, and construct a new raw water line to connect 
the new well field and existing water treatment facility. The rate and term for the $1,477,000 loan were 2.0 
percent for 20 years. A second loan was needed due to high groundwater prohibiting the installation the raw 
water line from being installed using conventional open trench methods.  The line was installed using a more 
expensive directional bore technique.  The loan was for $1,345,000 at 1.625 percent for 20 years. The city’s 
third loan, $2,019,000 at 1.625 percent for 30 years was awarded for the construction of a 500,000-gallon 
water storage tower. 
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LAKE PRESTON – Lake Preston received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace the existing water tower 
and approximately one-half of the distribution system and install 48 gate valves where needed. The loan was 
for $2,610,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 years and included $1,000,000 of principal forgiveness. 
 
LANGFORD – Langford received its first Drinking Water SRF loan for $386,000 at zero percent interest for 30 
years to make system-wide improvements to its drinking water infrastructure. Improvements include 
construction of a 75,000-gallon elevated storage tank and pump house building and replacement of 4-inch 
asbestos cement water main and all water meters. Due to the construction cost of the water tower exceeding 
the estimated costs, bids were rejected, and re-bid at a later date.  A second loan in the amount of $570,000 
was awarded to Langford to cover the shortfall.  The rate and term of the loan is zero percent for 30 years 
and includes $470,000 in principal forgiveness. 

 

LEAD – Lead received a $192,800 loan at 4.5 percent interest for 10 years. This loan helped replace water 
lines beneath a portion of US Highway 85 in conjunction with the South Dakota Department of 
Transportation roadway reconstruction project.  Lead’s second drinking water SRF loan, in the amount of 
$205,800 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, completed water main improvements associated with the Highway 
85 project. The city’s third SRF loan replaced water mains on Lower May, South Main, and West Addie Streets 
in conjunction with a project to separate combined sanitary and storm sewer mains. The $1,020,000 loan, at 
3 percent for 20 years, included $387,600 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. Lead was awarded its fourth loan to replace water lines in conjunction with a 
South Dakota Department of Transportation project to reconstruct Highway 85.  The loan amount was 
$939,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. 

 
LEAD-DEADWOOD SANITARY DISTRICT – The Lead-Deadwood Sanitary District received a $2,683,957, 5.25 
percent, 20-year loan to refinance its Series 1994 General Obligation Bond issue. The Series 1994 bonds were 
originally issued to finance the construction of a new water treatment plant in Lead. 

 
LENNOX – Lennox’s first loan, in the amount of $2,000,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, funded two wells, 
an elevated water storage reservoir, water main replacement and new lines. The city’s second loan involved 
replacing about 2,200 feet of cast iron water main and upgrading the existing water meters with remote read 
meters.  The loan amount was $712,431 at 3 percent for 20 years and included $400,000 of principal 
forgiveness. Lennox’s third loan in the amount of $912,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years is to replace and loop 
water mains. Lennox’s fourth loan in the amount of $375,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years is to replace and 
loop water mains. The city was awarded it fifth loan, $868,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 years to replace four 
blocks of water main on Boynton Avenue. 

 
LEOLA – Leola received its first SRF loan to upgrade the water meters to a remote-read system, construct a 
new booster pump house, replace watermain within the community, and install new lines to loop the 
distribution system. The loan amount is $1,891,000 at 2.0 percent for 30 years and included $1,615,000 of 
principal forgiveness. 

 

LETCHER – Letcher received its first SRF loan to assist in financing the replacement of the town’s water 
distribution system.  The loan amount was $200,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years. 

 

LINCOLN COUNTY RURAL WATER SYSTEM – The RWS received its first loan in the amount of $1,200,000 at 
3.5 percent for 20 years to fund storage improvements. Lincoln County RWS was awarded its second loan 
for installation of 20,400 ft of parallel transmission mainline in Springdale Township to provide redundancy 
and increase water quantity. The loan was for $750,000 for 30 years at 2.75 percent.  
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MADISON – Madison received a loan for $2,372,000 to refinance its Series 1995 Bonds. The Series 1995 
Bonds were issued to finance the rehabilitation of the water treatment facility and the construction of three 
new wells. This loan was at 5 percent for 15 years. Madison’s second loan involved upgrades and modifications 

to the water treatment plant to address volatile organic compounds in the raw water source.  The loan 
amount was $3,464,360 at 3 percent for 15 years.  
 
MARION – Marion received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace water mains, fire hydrants, valves and 
other appurtenances in the distribution system.  The loan was for $1,235,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 years 
and included $325,000 of principal forgiveness. 
 
MARTIN – With its first Drinking Water SRF loan, Martin corrected undersized water lines and water supply 
issues with a $920,000 loan at 2.5 percent for 30 years.  Martin was awarded its second loan, $633,000 at 2 
percent for 30 years to replace water lines and meters in a five-block area. 

 
McLAUGHLIN – Improvements to McLaughlin’s water distribution system in conjunction with an SDDOT 
project were funded with a $350,000 loan at 2.5 percent for 30 years.  The city’s second loan was used to 
replace water lines throughout the city and construct a new storage tank. The loan is for $4,151,050 at 2.25 
percent of 30 years and included $3,180,050 of principal forgiveness. 

 
MELLETTE - The town of Mellette received a loan for $271,780 to replace nine blocks of water main and 
install gate valves and fire hydrants. The loan was at 3 percent for 30 years and included $244,602 of principal 
forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

 
MENNO - The city of Menno received its first Drinking Water SRF loan for the replacement of its water meters 
with remote reading water meters and the installation of an automatic meter reading system. The loan was 
for $157,000 at 2.25 percent for 10 years and included $39,250 of principal forgiveness. 
 
MID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER SYSTEM – The Mid-Dakota Rural Water System received its first two loans for 
projects to increase the production capacity of the water treatment plant and to construct an underground 
pumping station and a two million-gallon elevated water reservoir. The first loan for $12,000,000 at 2.00 
percent for 3 years provided interim financing for those projects. The second loan was in the amount of 
$1,000,000 with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 and partially funded the pumping station and elevated water reservoir. A third loan in the amount of 
$2,979,054 was awarded to extend service to new users within the Mid- Dakota service area to include users 
on the Crow Creek Reservation. The rate and term of the loan are 3 percent for 30 years, and the loan 
included $450,000 of principal forgiveness. To construct a 150,000- gallon elevated water storage tank for 
the Redfield service area, Mid-Dakota RWS was awarded a fourth loan for $719,000 at 3 percent for 30 years. 
Mid-Dakota received its fifth loan in the amount of $2,535,000 at 3 percent for 15 years to install an 
automatic meter reading system. 

 
MIDLAND – Midland was awarded its first loan in the amount of $225,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years to 
address haloacetic acid (HAA5) violations. The project consists of a new 53,000-gallon ground storage facility 
with a new mixing system and construction of 3,220 feet of 6-inch main to loop the system. 

 

MILBANK – Milbank secured a $4,741,000 loan at 2.5 percent for 30 years to replace raw water transmission 
lines. 

 
MILLER – The city of Miller was awarded a loan in the amount of $255,200 at 2.5 percent for 10 years to 
replace water meters throughout the city. The city’s second loan in the amount of $2,112,000 at 3 percent 
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for 30 years is for the replacement of approximately 9,100 feet of water mains throughout the city. The loan 
included $692,000 of principal forgiveness. Miller was awarded a third loan in the amount of $1,099,000 at 
2.25 percent for 30 years to continue replacing water distribution lines. Miller received its fourth loan in the 
amount of $400,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years to complete the replacement of the water distribution 
system. 

 
MINA LAKE SANITARY DISTRICT – Mina Lake Sanitary District received a loan for $255,200 at an interest rate 
of 5 percent for 20 years. This loan was for the construction of a 150,000-gallon water tower. The district’s 
second loan was for $567,390 to replace undersized water mains, construct approximately 11,400 feet of 
new water main to improve pressure, and upgrade existing water meters.  This loan   was at 3.0 percent for 
20 years and included $283,695 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009. 

 
MINNEHAHA COMMUNITY WATER CORPORATION – Minnehaha Community Water Corporation received a 
loan in the amount of $6,500,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years to expand its rural water system to the 
communities of Colton and Garretson. The loan was used for water lines, an elevated water storage tank, 
wells, and a new water treatment plant. Minnehaha Community Water Corporation was awarded its third 
loan to make improvements to the distribution system which will enable Minnehaha Community Water to 
receive additional water from the Lewis & Clark Regional Water System. These improvements will then allow 
Minnehaha Community Water to deliver 1.0 MGD to Big Sioux Community Water System who will then, in 
turn, use the extra capacity to deliver up to 1.0 MGD to the city of Madison. The loan was for $900,000 at 
3.0 percent for 20 years but was rescinded at the borrower’s request. Minnehaha Community Water 
Corporation’s third loan was for $7,510,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years to improve storage capacity in the 
system.  The project involves installing approximately 8.2 miles of 12-inch water transmission main, a 
250,000-gallon water tower near Humboldt, a 750,000-gallon water tower near Brandon, and a control valve 
station. 

 
MISSION HILL – The first SRF loan awarded to Mission Hill will be used to construct a new water tower and 
install new water lines to loop dead-end lines. The loan was in the amount of $250,000 at 3.25 percent for 
20 years.  The loan was subsequently deobligated in full at the request of the city. 

 
MITCHELL – The city of Mitchell received a $6,000,000 loan at 4.5 percent interest for 20 years to connect to 
the B-Y Rural Water System by constructing a water pipeline from Lesterville west and north to Mitchell. The 
project involved 61 miles of pipe, two pumping stations, a water storage reservoir, a meter station and 
appurtenances. The city’s second Drinking Water SRF loan was used to construct a 1,000,000-gallon elevated 
water storage tank to replace a water tower built in 1928. The $2,360,000 loan, at 3 percent for 20 years, 
included $354,000 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

The city’s third loan of $821,000 was to replace water main along Sanborn Boulevard between 1st and 5th 

Avenues. It was rewarded at 2.25 percent for 20 years. This loan was amended to increase the funding by 
$207,000 for a total loan of $1,028,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years. Mitchell’s fourth loan in the amount of 
$690,000 replaced water lines along various street segments located within the city’s east central drainage 
basin. Both of these loans are at 2.25 percent for 20 years. Mitchell received its fifth loan in the amount of 
$1,175,000 at 1.875 for 30 years to rehabilitate the west water tower and replace valves in the valve vault. 
 
MOBRIDGE – The city of Mobridge received two loans in the amounts of $965,000 and $355,000 to finance 
water treatment plant upgrades. Both loans were at 5.25 percent for 20 years. The city undertook a water 
line extension project along Lake Front Drive to provide water to new users and to loop the system. The 
project was funded with two loans in the amounts of $213,500 and $90,000 both at 2.50 percent for 30 years. 
The city’s fifth loan was in the amount of $500,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
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American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to make improvements to the raw water 
intake. Mobridge’s sixth loan will be used to construct a 600,000- gallon water tower and make 
improvements to an existing 500,000-gallon water tower.  The loan is for $1,212,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 
years. Mobridge’s seventh loan for $400,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years was necessary to address higher 
than anticipated construction costs on the water tower project. 

 
MONTROSE – Montrose received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace all 4-inch water mains within 
the distribution system and various hydrants and gate valves. The loan amount was $893,000 (3 percent for 
30 years) and included $593,000 of principal forgiveness. The city’s second loan, $187,000 at 2.25 percent 
for 30 years, was for the construction of a 90,000-gallon ground storage standpipe. 

 
NEW UNDERWOOD – The city of New Underwood was awarded a $175,500 loan to partially fund the 
construction of a water treatment facility to address radium and gross alpha contamination at its water 
source. The loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $70,200 of principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 
 
NEWELL – The city of Newell received a loan for $829,000 to drill a new well, construct a new well house, 
controls, and chlorination equipment; replace old water main, and replace a water tower. The loan was at 
2.25 percent for 30 years and included $322,750 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city’s second loan was used to replace the water meters and install a drive-
by remote reading system. The loan was in the amount of $266,250 at 1.25 percent for 10 years and included 
$166,250 of principal forgiveness. 

 
NICHE SANITARY DISTRICT – A $315,000 loan was awarded to the Niche Sanitary District to replace the 
undersized water distribution lines with 6-inch PVC lines, install individual service lines and meters to each 
user, and connect to the Black Hawk Water Users District. At project completion, the Black Hawk Water Users 
District will take ownership of the system and supply water to the sanitary district residents as individual 
users. The loan was awarded at 2.25 percent for 30 years and included $225,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

NISLAND – Nisland received a $350,000 loan at zero percent interest for 30 years to fund the reconstruction 
of its water distribution system. 

 
NORTH SIOUX CITY – North Sioux City received its first Drinking Water SRF loan in the amount of $2,700,000 
at 2.125 percent for 30 years to construct a 750,000-gallon elevated water storage tank. 

 
NORTHVILLE – Northville received a $203,460 loan to replace water meters throughout the town, replace 
and loop water lines, and make improvements to a service pump. The loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years 
and included $162,768 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009. 

 
OACOMA – Oacoma received a $1,414,800 Drinking water SRF loan to construct a new water reservoir and 
associated piping. The loan was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $321,480 of principal forgiveness 
through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was subsequently deobligated due 
to a change in project scope which prevented the city from meeting ARRA deadlines. The city was awarded 
a second loan for $1,351,300 at 2.25 percent for 10 years to proceed with the revised water storage project. 

 
OELRICHS – Oelrichs received its first Drinking Water SRF loan for a project involving water tower 
rehabilitation, fire hydrant replacement, and installation of meter setters and backflow prevention valves. 
The loan was for $447,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years and included $357,600 of principal forgiveness. 
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ONIDA – Onida’s first loan, in the amount of $905,000 loan at 3.0 percent for 20 years, funded the 
construction of a 200,000-gallon water storage tank and the installation of new meters and an automatic 
meter reading system, lines to eliminate dead end lines, and additional hydrants and valves. The loan 
included $250,000 of principal forgiveness. Onida was awarded its second loan to replace water lines in 
various locations within the city. The loan was for $950,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years and included 
$250,000 of principal forgiveness. Onida’s third loan completed replacing water lines in the city.  The loan 
was for $750,000 at 2.75 percent for 30 years and included $345,000 of principal forgiveness.   

 
PARKER – Parker’s first loan, in the amount of $730,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, was used to replace 
cast iron water mains in various locations in the city. The city’s second loan, in the amount of $300,000 at 
3.25 percent for 20 years, funded the second phase of the water line replacement project. Parker was 
awarded a third loan in the amount of $554,200 to continue replacing its water distribution system. This loan 
was at 3.0 percent for 20 years and included $452,100 of principal forgiveness through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The city was awarded its fourth loan in the amount of $697,000 
at 2.25 percent for 30 years to continue with additional replacement of its water distribution system. 

 
PERKINS COUNTY RURAL WATER SYSTEM – A $131,000 Drinking Water SRF loan was awarded the Perkins 
County Rural Water System to construct a booster station along Highway 75. The loan was awarded as 100 
percent principal forgiveness. The loan amount was increased to $151,000 to allow for the purchase of a 
SCADA system. Perkins County RWS received its second loan to change the vertical alignment or insulate 
existing water main along Highways 12 and 73 near the city of Lemmon that will lose minimum cover needed 
to prevent freezing due to an upcoming DOT project. The $1,722,000 loan at 2.25 percent for 30 years 
includes $1,033,000 of principal forgiveness and also funded the installation of a SCADA system at the 
Highway 20 Booster station. 

 

PIEDMONT – Piedmont extended its distribution system to residences within the town utilizing individual 
wells as a water source. The town’s first loan was for $1,404,000 at 3 percent for 20 years and included 
$804,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

PIERPONT – Pierpont received a loan in the amount of $551,200 at 3 percent for 30 years to replace the 
existing high service pump and pressure tank. The loan included $413,400 in principal forgiveness. 

 
PIERRE – The city of Pierre used a $1,094,200 loan at 3.5 percent for 15 years to fund a well field expansion. 
The loan funded construction of new wells, well houses, and water distribution lines. Pierre’s second drinking 
water loan, $1,832,900 at 3.5 percent for 15 years, funded construction of a new storage tank to create a 
third pressure zone within the city. The city received its third loan, $36,850,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years, 
to construct a water intake in the Missouri River, raw water pump station, raw water transmission line, an 
8.8-million gallon per day ultrafiltration water treatment facility, and transmission lines to connect into the 
distribution system. 

 
PINE CLIFF PARK WATER AND MAINTENANCE, INC. – Pine Cliff Park received its first Drinking Water SRF loan 
in the amount of $348,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years to replace lines in the water distribution system. 

 
PLANKINTON – The city of Plankinton used its first Drinking Water SRF loan to construct a new storage tower, 
replace portions of the distribution system, and loop dead-end lines. The loan was for $1,765,000 at 3 
percent for 30 years and included $1,009,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
PLATTE – Platte replaced cast iron water mains with its first drinking water loan of $400,000 at 2.5 percent 
for 10 years. 
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RANDALL COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEM – The Randall Community Water System was awarded its first 
Drinking Water SRF loan to provide individual service to the residents of Geddes and make improvements 
within its system. The Geddes service involved replacing a portion of the water distribution system and 
installing meter pits. Improvements to the Randall Community Water system included installing 
approximately 61,000 feet of water main and constructing a 2.7 million-gallon ground storage reservoir. The 
loan was for $4,600,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years and included $2,263,000 of principal forgiveness. 
 
RAPID CITY – Rapid City’s first drinking water loan was for $3,500,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years. This loan 
financed a new water tank and transmission main in the southwest edge of the city. Rapid City was awarded 
its second loan for engineering services and the purchase of membranes at the Jackson Springs Water 
Treatment Plant. The loan amount was $6,000,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. Rapid City was awarded its third 
loan to expand its service area to provide water to users located east of the city limits. These homes are 
currently served by systems that provide substandard to poor quality water that is often in violation of 
drinking water standards. The loan was for $4,626,000 at 3 percent for 20 years with $3,000,000 of principal 
forgiveness. To cover shortfalls on the aforementioned project, Rapid City was awarded a $500,000 loan at 
2.0 percent for 20 years with $375,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

RAPID VALLEY SANITARY DISTRICT – The Rapid Valley Sanitary District received a $682,000 loan with 100 
percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was 
to install a third microfiltration skid to increase plant production from 2 to 3 MGD, allowing the district to 
serve two small existing sanitary districts east of Rapid City. The second loan awarded to the Rapid Valley 
Sanitary District was for the removal and replacement of a 166,000-gallon water storage tank in poor 
condition with a 256,000-gallon tank. The loan amount was $500,000 at 3 percent for 20 years. 

 

REDFIELD – The city of Redfield received a loan in the amount of $85,000 at an interest rate of 4.5 percent 
for 20 years. The loan financed the replacement of water lines located under US Hwy 212 and 281. The 
project involves construction of approximately 4,900 feet of pipe, services lines, and appurtenances and will 
replace brittle asbestos cement or cast-iron pipes that are fifty to eighty years old. Redfield received a second 
loan, in the amount of $342,755 at 2.5 percent for 30 years, to fund water line replacement on South Main 
Street and Sixth Avenue. 

 
REE HEIGHTS – Ree Heights received a $430,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness to replace the 
town’s water system so that Mid-Dakota Rural Water System will take over all operational and maintenance 
requirements of the system and serve Ree Heights’ users individually. A second loan was awarded to Ree 
Heights for additional funding to replace the water system. The loan of $432,000 was awarded with 100% 
principal forgiveness.  
 
ROSCOE – Roscoe received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace asbestos cement pipe in the 
distribution system and loop dead end lines, install remote read meters, update the interior piping of the 
well house and repair the existing water towers.  The loan was in the amount of $644,000 at 2.5 percent for 
30 years. A second loan for $622,000 at 1.875 for 30 years was awarded to allow the town to complete the 
project.  The loan included $394,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
ROSLYN – The city of Roslyn received a $500,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan was to replace water mains throughout the city 
and construct a new 50,000-gallon water storage tank. 

 

SAINT LAWRENCE – Saint Lawrence received its first Drinking Water SRF loan to replace water meters and 
install an automatic water meter reading system, rehabilitate its water tower, and replace cast iron water 
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main.  The loan was for $1,148,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years and included $1,030,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 

 

SALEM – Salem received a loan of $126,921 at 3.5 percent for 10 years to fund water distribution 
improvements in the city. Salem’s second loan, in the amount of $348,540 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, 
funded water distribution system improvements in 2005. The city’s third loan, in the amount of $1,345,000 
at 3.25 percent for 30 years, was for a microfiltration pretreatment system with a nanofiltration softening 
system in a new water treatment facility and the installation of a new well. Salem was awarded its fourth 
loan in the amount of $302,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years to replace a portion of its water distribution 
system. The city’s fifth loan, $439,000 at 1.875 percent for 30 years, is for the replacement of approximately 
three blocks of water main and installation of an additional block of new line to provide looping. 

 
SCOTLAND – Scotland replaced water mains in conjunction with reconstruction of Main Street with its 
$340,000 loan at 2.5 percent for 30 years. 

 
SELBY – The city of Selby received a $100,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan partially funded the second phase of the city’s 
water main replacement project. 

 
SIOUX FALLS – The city of Sioux Falls received a loan in the amount of $7,022,000 at an interest rate of 4.5 
percent for 10 years to finance central pressure zone improvements. The city’s second loan allowed the city 
to continue with drinking water facility improvements with a loan for $2,750,000 at 4.5 percent interest for 
10 years. Its third loan, at 3.5 percent for ten years, was in the amount of $7,930,000 for drinking water 
facilities improvements and water distribution line replacement. The city’s fourth drinking water loan, 
$5,279,000 at 3.5 percent for 10 years, funded the replacement of aging equipment and water main and the 
improvement of operational efficiency, maintenance space, and pressure zones. Sioux Falls’ fifth drinking 
water loan is in the amount of $12,749,000 at 2.5 percent for 10 years. This loan financed improvements to 
the water treatment plant, improvements to the West Pump Station, replacement of water mains, and 
upgrade of elevated finish tanks and collector wells. In 2008, Sioux Falls received three additional Drinking 
Water SRF loans, each at 2.5 percent for 10 years. The city’s sixth loan, for $17,848,000, was for the 
construction of a new backwash basin and additional filters to improve operational efficiencies in the 
treatment plant.  The seventh loan was to upgrade a vertical well to a horizontal collector well to increase 
production capacity and is for $2,200,000. The eighth loan, in the amount of $2,705,600, replaced water 
mains in two areas and valves at several locations. Sioux Falls’ ninth loan in the amount of $3,578,750 
replaced three vertical water supply wells with a new horizontal collector well and rehabilitated an existing 
horizontal well. The city’s tenth loan in the amount of $7,606,900 involved water main and valve replacement 
at various locations and the upgrade of a pumping station. Loans 9 and 10 each had an interest rate of 2.25 
percent, a 10-year term and included 10 percent principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. The eleventh loan award to Sioux Falls was for $4,000,000 at 2.5 percent for 10 
years to replace water mains and valves in various locations. 

 
SIOUX RURAL WATER SYSTEM — A $2,515,000 loan at 3.0 percent for 20 years was awarded to the Sioux 
Rural Water System to construct 31 miles of water distribution line, connect the city of Kranzburg as 
individual users, replace the existing SCADA system, and develop two additional wells at the Castlewood well 
field. The second loan awarded to Sioux Rural Water System Drinking involved improvements to a well field 
and the Castlewood and Sioux water treatment plants, additional pipeline and pumping facilities in the 
distribution system and installation of radio meter reading infrastructure and new meters. In addition, the 
project included work associated with the residents of the city of Hazel becoming individual customers of 
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the Sioux Rural Water System. The loan amount was $9,821,000 with a rate and term of 2.25 percent for 20 
years. 
 
SOUTH LINCOLN RURAL WATER SYSTEM — A $2,000,000 loan at 3.5 percent for 20 years funded South 
Lincoln Rural Water System’s pipeline, well and pumping improvements. In addition, new facilities were 
constructed to provide connection of South Lincoln’s system to the Lewis and Clark Regional Water System. 
The South Lincoln system was awarded it second loan to provide individual service to the residents of 
Fairview by extending a water line to the town and replace the town’s distribution system. The loan was for 
$476,500 at 3 percent for 30 years and included $244,500 of principal forgiveness. 

 

SPEARFISH - The city of Spearfish was awarded its first Drinking Water SRF loan to construct a two- million-
gallon ground level water storage tank, install 16-inch water main to connect the tank to the distribution 
system, and add water level control valves at two existing storage tanks. The loan was for $3,254,000 at 3 
percent for 20 years. 

 
SPRINGFIELD –Springfield was awarded a $2,000,000 Drinking Water SRF loan with 100 percent principal 
forgiveness to partially fund the construction of a new water treatment plant. 

 
STURGIS – Sturgis received a loan for $700,000 at 5 percent interest for 15 years. This loan financed the 
replacement of approximately 7,800 feet of water main in conjunction with a South Dakota Department of 
Transportation roadway reconstruction project. The second loan awarded to Sturgis was to upgrade the 
water distribution system serving the Murray Addition. The $863,000 loan is at 2.25 percent for 10 years and 
included $86,300 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The 
city’s third loan was awarded to provide interim financing for upgrades to pressure reducing valves, the 
SCADA system, a booster pump, and well house and the replacement of a well and water lines.  The loan was 
for $3,460,000 at 2 percent for three years. Sturgis received its fourth loan, $2,200,000 at 3 percent for 20 
years, to replace water lines beneath Lazelle Street. 

 
TC&G WATER ASSOCIATION – The TC&G Water association received its first loan for the replacement water 
meters, installation of a new booster station, and replacement of approximately 18 miles of old and 
undersized pipe throughout the system. The loan amount was $210,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years. This 
loan was amended to increase the funding by $775,000 to $985,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years. The loan 
was amended a second time to increase funding by $1,485,000 at the same interest rate and term. 

 

TABOR – Tabor’s first Drinking Water SRF loan was in the amount of $1,530,000 at 3 percent for 30 years 
and included $700,000 of principal forgiveness. The loan will be used for the replacement of cast iron water 
main with PVC pipe, rehabilitation of the pump station, and to conduct a leak detection survey. 

 
TEA - Tea received a loan in the amount of $1,714,327 at 3.25 percent for 20 years for an emergency 
connection to the Lewis and Clark Regional Water System. Tea received its second loan in the amount of 
$2,700,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 years. The loan is for the construction of a 750,000-gallon elevated water 
storage tank. The city received its third loan to install 4,400 feet of new watermain to connect existing homes 
not currently served by the city and loop the system.  The loan was for $790,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 
years. 

 
TERRY TROJAN WATER PROJECT DISTRICT – The Terry Trojan Project District received its first Drinking Water 
SRF loan to construct an additional well, make upgrades to the SCADA system at the existing well, and replace 
water lines. The loan was for $812,000 at 2.25 percent for 20 years and included $80,000 of principal 
forgiveness. 
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TM RURAL WATER DISTRICT – The TM Rural Water District receive two loans to provide service to new users 
within its southeast service area and improve service to Viborg and Hurley by providing storage for these 
communities. The loans were for $1,084,750 at 3 percent for 30 years and $1,398,750 with 100 percent as 
principal forgiveness. 

 
TRAIL WEST SANITARY DISTRICT – The Trail West Sanitary District received a loan of $1,651,000 to install 
water meters and approximately 7,500 feet of 4-inch water main, rehabilitate existing wells, and construct 
an iron removal treatment system. The loan was at 3 percent for 20 years and included $637,860 of principal 
forgiveness. 

 
TRI-COUNTY WATER ASSOCIATION – The Tri-County Water Association received a $200,000 loan, awarded 
as 100 percent principal forgiveness, to construct an elevated water storage tank. 

 

TRIPP – The city of Tripp received a loan for $291,000 at 2.5 percent interest for 30 years to complete the 
city’s on-going water main rehabilitation project. The project involves approximately 8,100 feet of pipe, 
service connections, valves, fire hydrants and appurtenances to replace 70-year-old cast-iron water mains. 

 
TRIPP COUNTY WATER USERS DISTRICT — Tripp County Water Users District was awarded two loans in 2003. 
The first loan, $3,500,000 at 2.5 percent for 30 years, funded expansion of the district into Gregory County 
and the assimilation of the East Gregory Rural Water System. The second loan, $148,000 at zero percent 
interest for 30 years, allowed the district to assume the water distribution system at Wood. The district’s 
third loan, in the amount of $850,000 at 3 percent for 20 years, funded the construction of an elevated water 
storage tank near Fairfax. This loan was de-obligated in full at the request of the district. Tripp County was 
awarded its fourth loan to upgrade a large portion of its distribution system by installing more than 195 miles 
of mains, increasing pump sizes or constructing new booster stations, providing new water services, and 
constructing two new water towers. The loan was for $11,750,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years. 
 
TULARE – Tulare received a $1,145,000 loan, awarded as 100 percent principal forgiveness, to replace the 
transfer pump station and install new pumps, controls, and piping, replace a ground storage reservoir and 
water tower with a larger water tower, cap an abandoned well, and demolish the well house building. 
 
TYNDALL – Tyndall received a loan for $300,000 at 2.5 percent interest for 10 years. This loan financed the 
installation of approximately 2,800 feet of water main to enhance the overall efficiency of the distribution 
system by looping areas of the community that are currently dead ends. Tyndall received a second loan in 
the amount of $861,000 to fund a connection to the B-Y Rural Water System. This loan was at 2.5 percent 
interest for 30 years. The city’s third loan financed the construction of a new 200,000-gallon water tower 
and replacement of sections of water main located throughout the city. The $1,570,000 loan was made at 
2.25 percent for 30 years and included $200,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
VALLEY SPRINGS – Valley Springs received its first Drinking Water SRF loan, $1,603,000 at 2.125 percent for 
30 years, to replace water main and re-coat the water tower. 

 
VERMILLION – Vermillion received a loan for $942,000 at 5 percent interest for 20 years. This loan was used 
to construct lime sludge disposal lagoons. Vermillion’s second loan, $1,510,000 at 3.5 percent interest for 20 
years, funded water treatment plant improvements.  Vermillion’s third drinking water SRF loan, in the 
amount of $3,772,500 at 2.5 percent for 20 years, funded phase 3 improvements to the water treatment 
plant.   The city’s received its fourth loan to replace a water tower. The loan was for $1,532,000 at 2.25 
percent for 30 years and included $153,200 of principal forgiveness. 
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VIBORG – The city of Viborg’s first SRF loan was to replace water distribution lines and loop lines at various 
locations in the city. The loan amount was $249,775 with an interest rate of 3.25 percent and a term of 20 
years. Viborg funded water main improvements in conjunction with a Highway 19 reconstruction project 
with its second loan. The $847,000 loan had a 3 percent interest rate, a 30-year term, and included $730,000 
of principal forgiveness. Viborg’s third loan in the amount of $606,000 at zero percent interest for 30 years 
was for the replacement of approximately 2,900 feet of water main and five fire hydrants. 

 

VOLGA – The city of Volga received its first Drinking Water SRF loan, $2,790,000 at 2.00 percent for 20 years, 
to construct a 750,000-gallon water tower. The loan was amended to $3,700,000 at 2.125 percent for 30 
years. 

 

WAGNER – Wagner received its first drinking water loan in the amount of $750,000 at the disadvantaged 
rate of zero percent interest for 30 years to make improvements to its water tower and replace water lines. 
The city’s second loan, in the amount of $175,000 at the disadvantaged rate of zero percent interest for 30 
years, replaced water utilities along North Park Street and North Street.  Wagner was awarded its third loan 
to replace water line on South Park Street. The $275,000 loan was at 0 percent for 30 years and included 
$55,000 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.  The loan 
was rescinded at the city’s request. 

 
WAKONDA – Wakonda received its first loan to replace a meter pit, rehabilitate the water tower, and replace 
cast iron lines that account for more than 40 percent of the water distribution system. The loan is for 
$1,378,000 at 3 percent for 30 years and includes $948,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

WARNER – The city of Warner received a $400,000 loan with 100 percent principal forgiveness through the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The loan partially funded improvements to the city’s 
water storage capabilities. 

 
WATERTOWN – Watertown’s first Drinking Water SRF loan was used to develop a new well field and expand 
the city water treatment plant in order to discontinue using the Lake Kampeska water source and treatment 
facility and replace a standpipe with a new 2-million-gallon standpipe. The loan was for $23,760,000 at 3.25 
percent interest and a 20-year term. 

 
WAUBAY – The city of Waubay’s first loan, in the amount of $750,000 at the disadvantaged rate of 2.5 
percent for 30 years, funded phase 1 of the city’s drinking water distribution system improvements. 
 
WEB WATER DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION – WEB Water Development Association, Inc. received a loan for 
$1,110,000 at 5 percent interest for 15 years.  The project would have allowed WEB to extend service to 
approximately 200 additional rural homes and farms and provide additional water service to four existing 
bulk users. The Board of Water and Natural Resources rescinded this loan on May 13, 1999. WEB applied for 
and received a $137,450 loan at 2.5 percent interest for 30 years to improve water service in the community 
of Glenham by replacing the town’s water distribution system.  This loan was rescinded on June 27, 2003. 
WEB was awarded its third drinking water SRF loan in the amount of $3,950,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years 
to increase the capacity of its water treatment plant. The award was contingent upon a specific loan closing 
date, which was not met, and the application was withdrawn at WEB’s request. 

 
WEBSTER – The city of Webster received a $330,000 loan at 3.5 percent interest for 20 years to fund 
replacement of cast iron water mains with PVC pipe and replacement of water services and fire hydrants. 
Webster second loan was for $387,400 at 2.25 percent for 10 years to install new water meters and an 
automatic read system.  The loan included $150,000 of principal  forgiveness. Webster received its third loan 
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to replace the majority of the water distribution system.  The $5,031,000 loan was at 1.625 percent for 30 
years and included $1,400,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
WESSINGTON SPRINGS – The city of Wessington Springs received its first loan, $209,000 at 2.25 percent for 
30 years,  to replace three blocks of water main on Main Street. 

 
WEST RIVER/LYMAN-JONES RURAL WATER SYSTEM – WR/LJ received a loan in the amount of $340,000 at 
2.5 percent for 30 years to fund water main replacement in the town of Reliance. WR/LJ’s second loan, in 
the amount of $8,000,000 at 3.25 percent for 30 years, funded phase 1 of the construction of the north loop 
pipeline to provide service to Stanley and Haakon counties. 

 
WHITE LAKE – White lake received its first Drinking Water SRF loan, $362,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years to 
replace aging water lines on Main Street. The loan included $85,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 
WINNER - Winner’s first Drinking Water SRF loan, $450,000 at 2.25 percent for 30 years, funded construction 
of a new chlorine building including new pumps, piping and chlorine equipment. 

 

WOLSEY – Wolsey’s first Drinking Water SRF loan, $263,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded a waterline 
replacement project. The city’s second loan, in the amount of $162,300 at 3.25 percent for 20 years, funded 
water line replacement in conjunction with the SDDOT’s reconstruction of Highway 14/281. Wolsey received 
its third loan to replace a pumphouse, and the pumps and controls and purchase a standby generator.  The 
loan was for $326,000 at 1.625 percent for 30 years. 

 
WOODLAND HILLS SANITARY DISTRICT – A $780,000 loan at 3 percent for 20 years with $480,000 of principal 
forgiveness was awarded to the Woodland Hills Sanitary District for phase 1 improvements to its water 
system. Improvements included a new 10,000-gallon ground level water storage tank, water meter pits for 
the entire system, upgrades to the well, well house, and pump station building, installation of 1,800 feet 
water main, and replacement of water service line within the right-of-way.  Due to higher than expected 
bids, several items were removed from the original project scope. The sanitary district requested and 
received an additional $481,000 to complete the project as intended, with the exception of the ground 
storage tank. The loan was at 3.00 for 20 years and included $384,800 of principal forgiveness. 

 
WOONSOCKET — Woonsocket was awarded its first SRF loan in the amount of $720,000 to replace and loop 
of water lines primarily along Highway 34. The loan had an interest rate of 3.0 percent, a 30-year term and 
included $416,500 of principal forgiveness through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 
 
WORTHING — Worthing received its first loan in the amount of $288,000 at 3.5 percent for 20 years for 
improvements to the city’s water distribution system. The city’s second loan in the amount of $301,227 will 
finance the replacement of approximately 1,600 feet of water main on Second and Juniper Streets. The loan 
was at 3 percent for 20 years and included $200,000 of principal forgiveness. 

 

YANKTON – Yankton utilized a $3,460,000 loan for line replacement and water treatment plant 
improvements to include a new disinfection system. The loan was at 3.5 percent for 20 years. The city 
secured a second loan in the amount of $1,100,000 at 3.25 percent for 20 years to install a high-pressure 
area pump station and transmission lines. Yankton’s third loan in the amount of $3,000,000 funded 12 water 
main replacement projects and two water tower rehabilitation projects. The city received its fourth loan in 
the amount of $2,200,000 to drill two wells on the Nebraska side of the Missouri River and construct a raw 
water transmission line from the wells to the existing water treatment plant on the South Dakota shore. 
These loans had an interest rate of 3.0 percent, a 20-year term and included 10 percent principal forgiveness 
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through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Yankton was awarded its fifth loan to upgrade 
the existing water treatment plant No. 2 and construct a new collector well. The loan was for $12,850,000 at 
3 percent for 30 years with $1,000,000 of principal forgiveness. The city’s sixth loan, $37,000,000 at 2.25 
percent for 30 years, was for the construction of a new reverse osmosis water treatment plant and to 
decommission the older of the two existing plants. 
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EXHIBITS I -- VIII 
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EXHIBIT I 
Recipients by Population Category 

Federal Fiscal Year 2021 
 

 
*Amendment to prior year award 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sponsor 
Fewer Than 

10,000 
10,000 and 

Greater 

Binding 
Commitment 

Date Rate Term 

Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc (DW-01) $2,058,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Canistota (DW-04) $667,000  06/24/2021 1.625% 30 

Castlewood (DW-01) $800,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Chancellor (DW-02) $2,188,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Cresbard (DW-01) $2,000,000  03/25/2021 0.00% - 

Edgemont (DW-03) $637,000  01/07/2021 0.00% 20 

Elkton (DW-02) $2,587,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Faith (DW-01) $1,609,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Groton (DW-06) $1,326,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Joint Well Field, Inc. (DW-01)  $5,523,000 03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-09)  $360,000 03/25/2021 1.375% 30 

Lake Norden (DW-03) $2,019,000  03/25/2021 1.375% 30 

Lennox (DW-05) $868,000  06/24/2021 1.625% 30 

Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-03)  $7,510,000 01/07/2021 1.625% 30 

Mitchell (DW-05)  $1,175,000 06/24/2021 1.625% 30 

Roscoe (DW-02) $622,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Salem (DW-05) $439,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Tea (DW-03) $790,000  03/25/2021 1.625% 30 

Volga (DW-01)* $910,000  04/27/2020 2.125% 30 

TOTAL $19,520,000 $14,568,000       
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EXHIBIT II 
Assistance Provided by Needs Categories 

Federal Fiscal Year 2021 
 

Sponsor Treatment 
Transmission/ 
Distribution Source Storage Purchase 

Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc (DW-01) $0 $2,058,000 $0 $0 $0 
Canistota (DW-04) $0 $667,000 $0 $0 $0 
Castlewood (DW-01) $0 $800,000 $0 $0 $0 
Chancellor (DW-02) $0 $2,288,000 $0 $0 $0 
Cresbard (DW-01) $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 

Edgemont (DW-03) $637,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Elkton (DW-02) $0 $2,587,000 $0 $0 $0 
Faith (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $1,609,000 $0 
Groton (DW-06) $0 $1,326,000 $0 $0 $0 
Joint Well Field, Inc. (DW-01) $4,733,000 $0 $0 $790,000 $0 
Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-09) $0 $0 $0 $360,000 $0 
Lake Norden (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $2,019,000 $0 
Lennox (DW-05) $0 $868,000 $0 $0 $0 
Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-03) $0 $2,665,450 $0 $4,844,550 $0 
Mitchell (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $1,175,000 $0 
Roscoe (DW-02) $0 $622,000 $0 $0 $0 

Salem (DW-05) $0 $439,000 $0 $0 $0 
Tea (DW-03) $0 $790,000 $0 $0 $0 
Volga (DW-01)* $0 $0 $0 $910,000 $0 

TOTAL $5,370,000 $17,110,450 $0 $11,707,550 $0 
 

*Amendment to prior year award 
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EXHIBIT III 
Source of SRF Funds 

 

Federal  
Fiscal Year 

Federal 
Capitalization 
Grant Award  State Match 

Leveraged 
Funds Total 

1997  $12,558,800 $2,511,760  $15,070,560 

1998  $7,121,300 $1,424,260  $8,545,560 

1999  $7,463,800 $1,492,760  $8,956,560 

2000  $7,757,000 $1,551,400  $9,308,400 

2001  $7,789,100 $1,557,820  $9,346,920 

2002  $8,052,500 $1,610,500  $9,663,000 

2003  $8,004,100 $1,600,820  $9,604,920 

2004  $8,303,100 $1,660,620 $22,503,662 $32,467,382 

2005  $8,285,500 $1,657,100  $9,942,600 

2006  $8,229,300 $1,645,860 $7,000,414 $16,875,574 

2007 $8,229,000 $1,645,800  $9,874,800 

2008 $8,146,000 $1,629,200 $13,000,000 $22,775,200 

2009 $8,146,000 $1,629,200 $18,221,624 $27,996,824 

2009 – ARRA $19,500,000 $0  $19,500,000 

2010 $13,573,000 $2,714,600  $16,287,600 

2011 $9,418,000 $1,883,600  $11,301,600 

2012 $8,975,000 $1,795,000  $10,770,000 

2013 $8,729,198 $1,745,840  $10,475,038 

2014 $8,845,000 $1,769,000  $10,614,000 

2015 $8,787,000 $1,757,400 $7,000,000 $17,544,400 

2016 $8,312,000 $1,662,400  $9,974,400 

2017 $8,241,000 $1,648,200 $11,009,791 $20,898,991 

2018 $11,107,000 $2,221,400 $45,009,585 $58,337,985 

2019 $11,004,000 $2,200,800  $13,204,800 

2020 $11,011,000 $2,202,200  $13,213,200 

2021 $11,001,000 $2,200,200  $13,201,200 

TOTAL $246,588,698 $45,417,740 $123,745,076 $415,751,514 

 
* The 2002 and 2003 Clean Water capitalization grants and state match were transferred to the Drinking 
Water SRF program.  Administrative surcharge funds were used as state match. 
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EXHIBIT IV 
Drinking Water SRF Disbursements 

 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 2021 
 

 

Date Borrower Name 
State 

Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursements 

10/01/20 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $85,480 $85,480 

10/01/20 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $101,495 $101,495 

10/09/20 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $145,134 $145,134 

10/09/20 Lennox (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $87,736 $87,736 

10/09/20 Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $42,057 $42,057 

10/09/20 Miller (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $32,830 $32,830 

10/09/20 Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $47,522 $47,522 

10/09/20 Garretson (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,296 $10,296 

10/09/20 Garretson (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $1,087 $0 $1,087 

10/09/20 Lake Norden (DW-02) $163,002 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $663,002 

10/16/20 Clark RWS (DW-01) $0 $84,742 $0 $0 $0 $84,742 

10/26/20 Mitchell (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $74,819 $74,819 

10/26/20 Mitchell (DW-04) $11,019 $32,000 $0 $0 $0 $43,019 

10/26/20 Miller (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $43,571 $43,571 

10/26/20 Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,401 $6,401 

10/26/20 Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,698 $2,698 

10/26/20 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $59,423 $0 $0 $0 $59,423 

10/26/20 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $105,186 $105,186 

10/26/20 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,561 $100,561 

10/26/20 Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $85,615 $85,615 

10/26/20 Montrose (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $29,564 $29,564 

10/26/20 Grenville (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,705 $17,705 

10/26/20 Irene (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,862 $73,862 

10/29/20 Sioux RWS (DW-02) $15,624 $380,000 $0 $0 $0 $395,624 

11/02/20 Dell Rapids (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $239,952 $239,952 
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Date Borrower Name 
State 

Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursements 

11/02/20 Langford (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $931 $931 

11/02/20 Langford (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $2,014 $0 $2,014 

11/02/20 Langford (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $182,971 $182,971 

11/02/20 Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $341,716 $341,716 

11/02/20 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $11,539 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,539 

11/02/20 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $230,456 $230,456 

11/05/20 Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $187,606 $187,606 

11/13/20 Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,387 $7,387 

11/19/20 Mitchell (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $33,385 $33,385 

11/19/20 Colton (DW-04) $0 $0 $50,566 $0 $0 $50,566 

11/19/20 Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $45,688 $45,688 

11/19/20 Miller (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,434 $17,434 

11/19/20 Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $159,810 $159,810 

11/19/20 Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $57,259 $57,259 

11/19/20 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,161 $100,161 

11/20/20 Lake Norden (DW-02) $22,157 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $62,157 

11/25/20 Dell Rapids (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $93,329 $93,329 

11/25/20 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $542,833 $542,833 

11/25/20 Langford (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $81,028 $81,028 

11/25/20 Lennox (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $133,649 $133,649 

12/03/20 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $101,015 $101,015 

12/03/20 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $226,720 $226,720 

12/03/20 Garretson (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $305,179 $305,179 

12/03/20 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $352,903 $0 $0 $0 $352,903 

12/03/20 Clark RWS (DW-01) $125,471 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $165,471 

12/10/20 Colton (DW-04) $0 $0 $4,327 $0 $0 $4,327 

12/10/20 Brandon (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $82,590 $82,590 

12/10/20 Kingbrook RWS (DW-07) $192,156 $900,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,092,156 

12/17/20 Parker (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,613 $1,613 

12/17/20 Mitchell (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,904 $26,904 
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Date Borrower Name 
State 

Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursements 

12/17/20 Mitchell (DW-04) $4,857 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $14,857 

12/17/20 Sioux RWS (DW-02) $17,204 $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $67,204 

12/17/20 Lake Norden (DW-02) $874 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $10,874 

12/17/20 Box Elder (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $29,455 $29,455 

12/17/20 Miller (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $54,261 $54,261 

12/17/20 Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,662 $8,662 

12/17/20 Montrose (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,338 $25,338 

12/17/20 Langford (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,132 $9,132 

12/23/20 Dell Rapids (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $116,789 $116,789 

12/23/20 Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $89,367 $89,367 

12/23/20 Grenville (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,080 $1,080 

12/23/20 Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,594 $17,594 

12/23/20 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,861 $8,861 

12/23/20 Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $122,747 $122,747 

12/23/20 Kingbrook RWS (DW-07) $60,733 $275,000 $0 $0 $0 $335,733 

01/07/21 Irene (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,096 $38,096 

01/07/21 Lennox (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,227 $10,227 

01/07/21 Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,036 $6,036 

01/07/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $183,734 $183,734 

01/07/21 Pierre (DW-03) $194,310 $845,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,039,310 

01/07/21 Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,200,000 $4,200,000 

01/14/21 Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $88 $88 

01/14/21 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $33,670 $33,670 

01/14/21 Garretson (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $61,004 $61,004 

01/14/21 Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,367 $15,367 

01/15/21 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $67,761 $67,761 

01/21/21 Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,569 $13,569 

01/21/21 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,772 $1,772 

01/22/21 Clark RWS (DW-01) $26,143 $34,513 $0 $0 $0 $60,656 

01/22/21 Clay RWS (DW-05) $145,319 $717,000 $0 $0 $0 $862,319 
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Date Borrower Name 
State 

Funds 
Federal 

Funds Repayments 
Interest 

Earnings 
Leveraged 

Funds 
Total 

Disbursements 

01/27/21 Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,327 $37,327 

01/27/21 Langford (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,581 $7,581 

01/27/21 Tea (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $1,292,977 $0 $1,292,977 

01/27/21 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,365 $3,365 

01/27/21 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $16,984 $0 $16,984 

01/27/21 Dell Rapids (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $119,575 $119,575 

01/27/21 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $82,303 $0 $0 $0 $82,303 

02/04/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $63,956 $63,956 

02/04/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $168,273 $0 $0 $168,273 

02/04/21 Pierre (DW-03) $50,690 $110,000 $0 $0 $0 $160,690 

02/04/21 Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 

02/04/21 Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $141,574 $0 $0 $141,574 

02/11/21 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $146,620 $0 $0 $0 $146,620 

02/11/21 Kingbrook RWS (DW-07) $40,499 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,499 

02/18/21 Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,111 $4,111 

02/18/21 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,193 $7,193 

02/18/21 Langford (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $174,751 $174,751 

02/24/21 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,352 $19,352 

02/24/21 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $38,043 $0 $38,043 

02/24/21 Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $111,672 $0 $111,672 

02/24/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $229,596 $0 $0 $229,596 

03/04/21 Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,921 $14,921 

03/04/21 Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $2,617 $0 $2,617 

03/04/21 Colton (DW-04) $0 $0 $11,352 $0 $0 $11,352 

03/04/21 Miller (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,025 $1,025 

03/04/21 Montrose (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,889 $3,889 

03/04/21 Grenville (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,284 $22,284 

03/04/21 Randall CWD (DW-01) $0 $0 $298,989 $0 $0 $298,989 

03/12/21 Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,622 $1,622 

03/12/21 Oelrichs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $14,162 $14,162 
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03/12/21 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,840 $16,840 

03/12/21 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $134,687 $0 $134,687 

03/12/21 Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $2,253,853 $0 $0 $2,253,853 

03/12/21 Sioux RWS (DW-02) $5,996 $97,000 $0 $0 $0 $102,996 

03/12/21 Montrose (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $10 $10 

03/18/21 Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,776 $52,776 

03/18/21 Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $73,482 $0 $0 $73,482 

04/01/21 Randall CWD (DW-01) $0 $0 $133,686 $0 $0 $133,686 

04/09/21 Grenville (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,085 $4,085 

04/09/21 Sioux RWS (DW-02) $31,078 $140,000 $0 $0 $0 $171,078 

04/09/21 Clay RWS (DW-05) $21,172 $88,000 $0 $0 $0 $109,172 

04/09/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $26,161 $117,500 $0 $0 $0 $143,661 

04/16/21 Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,875 $1,875 

04/16/21 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $61,509 $0 $0 $0 $61,509 

04/16/21 Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $88,610 $0 $88,610 

04/23/21 Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,299 $10,299 

04/23/21 Langford (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,754 $10,754 

04/23/21 Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,308 $7,308 

04/23/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $31,339 $75,000 $0 $0 $0 $106,339 

04/23/21 Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $178,365 $0 $0 $178,365 

04/23/21 Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $325 $325 

04/28/21 Tea (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $126,236 $0 $126,236 

04/28/21 Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $7,347 $0 $7,347 

04/28/21 Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $185,000 $185,000 

04/28/21 Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $2,264,857 $0 $0 $2,264,857 

05/06/21 Clay RWS (DW-05) $26,567 $115,000 $0 $0 $0 $141,567 

05/13/21 Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,024 $1,024 

05/13/21 Elk Point (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $170,000 $170,000 

05/13/21 Elk Point (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $15,599 $0 $15,599 

05/13/21 Sioux RWS (DW-02) $40,907 $165,000 $0 $0 $0 $205,907 
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05/21/21  Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $156,361 $0 $156,361 

05/21/21  Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $3,790 $0 $3,790 

05/21/21  Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,751 $4,751 

05/21/21  Garretson (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $53,701 $53,701 

05/21/21  Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $823 $823 

05/21/21  Edgemont (DW-02) $7,636 $42,000 $0 $0 $0 $49,636 

05/21/21  Edgemont (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $111,497 $0 $111,497 

05/27/21  Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $272,156 $0 $0 $272,156 

05/27/21  Brandon (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,410 $4,410 

05/27/21  Brandon (DW-03) $0 $0 $311,680 $0 $0 $311,680 

06/04/21  Oelrichs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,822 $7,822 

06/04/21  Oelrichs (DW-01) $0 $0 $6,455 $0 $0 $6,455 

06/04/21  Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,201 $2,201 

06/04/21 DeSmet (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $59,269 $0 $59,269 

06/04/21 Blunt (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $170,649 $0 $170,649 

06/04/21  Clay RWS (DW-05) $55,841 $153,000 $0 $0 $0 $208,841 

06/11/21 Box Elder (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $545 $545 

06/11/21 Box Elder (DW-02) $0 $0 $70,629 $0 $0 $70,629 

06/18/21  Elk Point (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $65,823 $0 $65,823 

06/18/21  Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $120,769 $0 $120,769 

06/18/21  Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,554 $38,554 

06/18/21  Elkton (DW-01) $18,926 $0 $0 $0 $0 $18,926 

06/18/21  Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,081 $19,081 

06/18/21  Sioux RWS (DW-02) $11,276 $155,000 $0 $0 $0 $166,276 

06/24/21 Tea (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $234,872 $0 $234,872 

06/24/21 Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,762 $38,762 

06/24/21 Lennox (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,836 $16,836 

06/24/21  Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,865 $30,865 

07/02/21  Crooks (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,883 $28,883 

07/02/21  Dell Rapids (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $28,304 $28,304 
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07/02/21  Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,580 $3,580 

07/02/21  Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $123,404 $0 $0 $123,404 

07/02/21  Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $440,372 $0 $0 $440,372 

07/02/21  Brandon (DW-03) $0 $0 $430,161 $0 $0 $430,161 

07/02/21 Burke (DW-02) $0 $0 $48,279 $0 $0 $48,279 

07/02/21  Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $2,795,472 $0 $0 $2,795,472 

07/02/21  Dell Rapids (DW-08) $0 $0 $0 $135,359 $0 $135,359 

07/02/21  Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $215,896 $0 $215,896 

07/02/21  Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $31,577 $0 $31,577 

07/08/21  DeSmet (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $151,713 $0 $151,713 

07/08/21  Garretson (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,273 $34,273 

07/08/21  Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,997 $12,997 

07/15/21 Chancellor (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $143,930 $0 $143,930 

07/15/21  Garretson (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,343 $4,343 

07/15/21  Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,923 $4,923 

07/15/21  Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $56,527 $0 $0 $56,527 

07/15/21  Tea (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $22,800 $0 $22,800 

07/15/21  Sioux RWS (DW-02) $47,801 $203,500 $0 $0 $0 $251,301 

07/22/21  Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $157,699 $0 $0 $157,699 

07/22/21  Burke (DW-02) $0 $0 $91,887 $0 $0 $91,887 

07/22/21  Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,447 $25,447 

07/22/21  Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $58,984 $58,984 

07/28/21  Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $910 $0 $910 

07/28/21  Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,025 $3,025 

08/04/21  Dell Rapids (DW-08) $0 $0 $0 $102,448 $0 $102,448 

08/04/21  Elk Point (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $113,526 $0 $113,526 

08/04/21  Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $111,968 $0 $111,968 

08/04/21  Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $343,526 $0 $0 $343,526 

08/04/21 Tea (DW-03) $0 $0 $391,543 $0 $0 $391,543 

08/04/21  Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,250 $2,250 
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08/04/21 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $166,634 $0 $0 $0 $166,634 

08/04/21  Brandon (DW-03) $174,028 $597,000 $0 $0 $0 $771,028 

08/13/21  Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $30,922 $0 $0 $30,922 

08/13/21  Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $500,000 

08/13/21  Pierre (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $808,294 $0 $808,294 

08/13/21  Sioux RWS (DW-02) $37,754 $168,669 $0 $0 $0 $206,423 

08/13/21  Sioux RWS (DW-02) $12,770 $98,331 $0 $0 $0 $111,101 

08/19/21  Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $57,153 $57,153 

08/19/21  Burke (DW-02) $0 $0 $21,865 $0 $0 $21,865 

08/19/21 Chancellor (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $47,522 $0 $47,522 

08/19/21  DeSmet (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $86,114 $0 $86,114 

08/19/21  Groton (DW-05) $0 $0 $0 $93,204 $0 $93,204 

08/19/21  Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $193 $0 $193 

08/23/21 Kingbrook RWS (DW-08) $65,955 $320,000 $0 $0 $0 $385,955 

08/27/21 Avon (DW-01) $0 $0 $12,733 $0 $0 $12,733 

08/27/21 Blunt (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $162,306 $0 $162,306 

08/27/21  Elkton (DW-01) $0 $0 $92,304 $0 $0 $92,304 

08/27/21  Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $103,619 $0 $103,619 

08/27/21  Clay RWS (DW-05) $32,395 $139,000 $0 $0 $0 $171,395 

09/02/21  Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $193,077 $0 $0 $193,077 

09/02/21  Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,247 $25,247 

09/09/21 Avon (DW-01) $0 $0 $69,487 $0 $0 $69,487 

09/09/21 Tulare (DW-01) $0 $12,473 $0 $0 $0 $12,473 

09/16/21  DeSmet (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $19,071 $0 $19,071 

09/16/21  Elk Point (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $56,357 $0 $56,357 

09/16/21  Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,204 $4,204 

09/16/21  Leola (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $173,241 $0 $173,241 

09/16/21  Onida (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $130,380 $130,380 

09/16/21  Tea (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $140,000 $0 $140,000 

09/16/21  Dell Rapids (DW-08) $0 $0 $0 $123,703 $0 $123,703 
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09/16/21  Brandon (DW-03) $96,597 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $596,597 

09/16/21 Clark RWS (DW-01) $30,356 $95,000 $0 $0 $0 $125,356 

09/16/21  Sioux RWS (DW-02) $112,342 $355,000 $0 $0 $0 $467,342 

09/27/21  Burke (DW-02) $0 $0 $76,747 $0 $0 $76,747 

09/27/21 Chancellor (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $145,402 $0 $145,402 

09/27/21  Dell Rapids (DW-07) $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,448 $19,448 

09/27/21 Miller (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,495 $38,495 

09/27/21  Miller (DW-04) $0 $0 $0 $0 $19,173 $19,173 

09/27/21  Roscoe (DW-01) $0 $0 $49,438 $0 $0 $49,438 

09/27/21  Tea (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $68,370 $0 $68,370 

09/27/21  Valley Springs (DW-01) $0 $0 $0 $286,958 $0 $286,958 

09/27/21  Webster (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $659 $0 $659 

09/27/21  Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $0 $0 $0 $496 $496 

09/27/21  Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) $0 $0 $143,945 $0 $0 $143,945 

09/28/21 Kingbrook RWS (DW-07) $42,386 $134,226 $0 $0 $0 $176,612 

   Total Loan Disbursements $2,010,880 $8,668,346 $12,539,228 $6,106,043 $12,682,124 $42,006,621 
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ADMIN DISBURSEMENTS 

Date Payee 
Cost of 

Issuance 
Admin 

Federal 
Set-a-side 

Federal 

Build 
America 

Bonds 

State 
Admin 
Funds 

Total 
Payment 

10/26/20 SD - Admin $0  $29,600  $0  $0  $0  $29,600  

10/26/20 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $9,740  $0  $0  $9,740  

10/26/20 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $260  $0  $0  $260  

10/26/20 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $19,500  $0  $0  $19,500  

10/26/20 SD-Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $3,500  $3,500  

10/26/20 SD - Oper Cert $0  $0  $0  $0  $16,000  $16,000  

10/26/20 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $500  $500  

11/13/20 SD - Admin $0  $51,400  $0  $0  $0  $51,400  

11/13/20 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $8,000  $0  $0  $8,000  

11/13/20 SD - Local Assist $0  $0  $4,600  $0  $0  $4,600  

11/13/20 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $31,200  $0  $0  $31,200  

11/13/20 SD-Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $6,600  $6,600  

11/13/20 SD - Oper Cert $0  $0  $0  $0  $8,000  $8,000  

11/13/20 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $57,700  $57,700  

12/18/20 U.S. Bank $0  $0  $0  $0  $51,738  $51,738  

12/23/20 SD - Admin $0  $13,700  $0  $0  $0  $13,700  

12/23/20 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $20,000  $0  $0  $20,000  

12/23/20 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $9,600  $0  $0  $9,600  

12/23/20 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $27,300  $27,300  

12/23/20 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $11,400  $11,400  

12/23/20 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $9,800  $9,800  

01/27/21 SD - Admin $0  $50,000  $0  $0  $0  $50,000  

01/27/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $20,500  $0  $0  $20,500  

01/27/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $24,300  $24,300  

01/27/21 SD - Oper Cert $0  $0  $0  $0  $16,000  $16,000  

01/27/21 SD - BABs $0  $0  $0  $4,800  $0  $4,800  

01/27/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $9,500  $9,500  

02/24/21 SD - Admin $0  $5,760  $0  $0  $0  $5,760  

02/24/21 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $10,000  $0  $0  $10,000  

02/24/21 SD - Local Assist $0  $0  $8,600  $0  $0  $8,600  

02/24/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $21,400  $0  $0  $21,400  
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02/24/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $16,100  $16,100  

02/24/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $3,900  $3,900  

02/24/21 SD - Small Comm Wtr $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,500  $1,500  

03/26/21 SD - Admin $0  $55,100  $0  $0  $0  $55,100  

03/26/21 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $20,000  $0  $0  $20,000  

03/26/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $20,800  $0  $0  $20,800  

03/26/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $3,500  $3,500  

03/26/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,900  $1,900  

03/26/21 SD - Small Comm Wtr $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,100  $1,100  

04/23/21 SD - Admin $0  $29,500  $0  $0  $0  $29,500  

04/23/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $20,000  $0  $0  $20,000  

04/23/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $12,000  $12,000  

04/23/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $11,200  $11,200  

04/23/21 SD - Oper Cert $0  $0  $0  $0  $16,000  $16,000  

05/13/21 SD - Admin $0  $46,300  $0  $0  $0  $46,300  

05/13/21 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $28,000  $0  $0  $28,000  

05/13/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $30,300  $0  $0  $30,300  

05/13/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $42,600  $42,600  

05/13/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $23,400  $23,400  

05/13/21 SD - Small Comm Wtr $0  $0  $0  $0  $4,000  $4,000  

06/10/21 U.S. Bank $0  $0  $0  $0  $53,738  $53,738  

06/24/21 SD - Admin $0  $46,900  $0  $0  $0  $46,900  

06/24/21 SD - Local Assist $0  $0  $30,300  $0  $0  $30,300  

06/24/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $10,100  $0  $0  $10,100  

06/24/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $2,000  $2,000  

06/24/21 SD - BABs $0  $0  $0  $27,000  $0  $27,000  

06/24/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $22,800  $22,800  

06/24/21 SD - Small Comm Wtr $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,000  $1,000  

07/29/21 SD - Admin $0  $6,200  $0  $0  $0  $6,200  

07/29/21 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $16,000  $0  $0  $16,000  

07/29/21 SD - PWWS $0  $0  $25,500  $0  $0  $25,500  

07/29/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $12,100  $12,100  
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07/29/21 SD - Oper Cert $0  $0  $0  $0  $31,300  $31,300  

07/29/21 SD - BABs $0  $0  $0  $8,000  $0  $8,000  

07/29/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $36,800  $36,800  

09/28/21 SD - Admin $0  $35,700  $0  $0  $0  $35,700  

09/28/21 SD - Tech Assist $0  $0  $40,000  $0  $0  $40,000  

09/28/21 SD - Local Assist $0  $0  $22,600  $0  $0  $22,600  

09/28/21 SD - Planning Dist Grants $0  $0  $0  $0  $27,800  $27,800  

09/28/21 SD - Construction  (state) $0  $0  $0  $0  $108,300  $108,300  

09/28/21 SD - Small Comm Wtr $0  $0  $0  $0  $8,200  $8,200  

Total Admin Disbursements $0  $370,160  $427,000  $39,800  $683,576  $1,520,536  

       

Total of all DWSRF Disbursements      $43,527,157 

 
 

Disbursements to the State of SD reflect reimbursements for disbursements made through the state accounting system. These reimbursements are for payroll expenses, overhead 
costs, loan administration grants and planning grants. These reimbursements are rounded and do not reflect expenses as incurred during the year. Expenses reimbursed also may be 
from a prior fiscal year. See Financial Statements for expenses incurred on an accrual basis. DRAFT
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EXHIBIT V 
Letter of Credit Analysis 

Projected Federal Grant Draws vs. Actual 
Draws Federal Fiscal Year 2021 

 

 Grant Actual Actual  

 Payment Loan Set-Aside  
Quarter Schedule Draws Draws Difference 

1ST $18,601,249  $2,734,068  $197,600  $15,669,581  
2ND $1,835,167 $2,032,436  $212,160  ($409,429) 

3RD $1,835,167  $1,112,009  $241,400  $481,758  
4TH $3,668,667  $2,789,833  $146,000  $732,834  

 $25,940,250 $8,668,346 $797,160 $16,474,744 

 
 

Letter of Credit 
Draws Federal Fiscal 

Year 2021 
 

Draw # Date Loan Admin Tech Asst Local Asst PWWS Total 

1251 10/08/20 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 

1252 10/15/20 $84,742 $0 $0 $0 $0 $84,742 

1253 10/26/20 $91,423 $29,600 $10,000 $0 $19,500 $150,523 

1254 10/28/20 $380,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $380,000 

1255 11/13/20 $0 $51,400 $8,000 $4,600 $31,200 $95,200 

1256 11/19/20 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 

1258 12/02/20 $392,903 $0 $0 $0 $0 $392,903 

1259 12/11/20 $900,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $900,000 

1260 12/16/20 $70,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $70,000 

1261 12/22/20 $275,000 $13,700 $20,000 $0 $9,600 $318,300 

1262 01/06/21 $845,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $845,000 

1264 01/21/21 $751,513 $0 $0 $0 $0 $751,513 

1265 01/27/21 $82,303 $50,000 $0 $0 $20,500 $152,803 

1266 02/03/21 $110,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $110,000 

1267 02/11/21 $146,620 $0 $0 $0 $0 $146,620 

1269 02/23/21 $0 $5,760 $10,000 $8,600 $21,400 $45,760 

1271 03/11/21 $97,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $97,000 

1272 03/25/21 $0 $55,100 $20,000 $0 $20,800 $95,900 

1273 04/08/21 $345,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $345,500 

1274 04/15/21 $61,509 $0 $0 $0 $0 $61,509 

1275 04/22/21 $75,000 $29,500 $0 $0 $20,000 $124,500 

1277 05/05/21 $115,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $115,000 

1278 05/12/21 $165,000 $46,300 $28,000 $0 $30,300 $269,600 

1279 05/20/21 $42,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $42,000 
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Draw # Date Loan Admin Tech Asst Local Asst PWWS Total 

1281 06/03/21 $153,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $153,000 

1283 06/17/21 $155,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $155,000 

1284 06/23/21 $0 $46,900 $0 $30,300 $10,100 $87,300 

1287 07/14/21 $203,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $203,500 

1289 07/28/21 $0 $6,200 $16,000 $0 $25,500 $47,700 

1290 08/03/21 $763,634 $0 $0 $0 $0 $763,634 

1291 08/12/21 $267,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $267,000 

1292 08/20/21 $320,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $320,000 

1293 08/26/21 $139,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $139,000 

1294 09/08/21 $12,473 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,473 

1295 09/15/21 $950,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $950,000 

1296 09/26/21 $134,226 $35,700 $40,000 $22,600 $0 $232,526 

TOTAL   $8,668,346 $370,160 $152,000 $66,100 $208,900 $9,465,506 

 

 

EXHIBIT VI 
Environmental Review and Land Purchase Information  

Completed During Federal Fiscal Year 2021 
 

Project 

Environmental 
Assessment 

Class 

Environmental 
Assessment 
Publication 

Date 

Land 
Purchase 
w/SRF?  

Burke (DW-02) CATEX 01/06/2021 No 

Chancellor (DW-02) CATEX 04/13/2021 No 

Cresbard (DW-01) CATEX 08/09/2021 No 

Deer Mountain Sanitary District (DW-01) CATEX 03/02/2021 No 

Dell Rapids (DW-08) CATEX 01/04/2021 No 

DeSmet (DW-02) CATEX 11/20/2020 No 

Edgemont (DW-03) FNSI 02/11/2021 No 

Elk Point (DW-07) CATEX 02/25/2021 No 

Faith (DW-01) CATEX 06/09/2021 No 

Joint Well Field, Inc. (DW-01) CATEX 05/27/2021 No 

Lake Preston (DW-01) CATEX 07/28/2021 No 

Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-03) CATEX 04/22/2021 No 

Roscoe (DW-02) CATEX 08/11/2021 No 

Springfield (DW-01) FNSI 01/09/2021 No 

Tea (DW-03) CATEX 04/09/2021 No 
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Awarded During Federal Fiscal Year 2021 and 
Environmental Review Still Pending 

 

Project 

Environmental 
Assessment 

Class 

Land 
Purchase 
w/SRF? 

Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc (DW-01)  CATEX No 

Canistota (DW-04) CATEX No 

Castlewood (DW-01)  CATEX No 

Elkton (DW-02)  CATEX No 

Groton (DW-06) CATEX No 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-09)  CATEX No 

Lake Norden (DW-03)  CATEX No 

Mitchell (DW-05)  CATEX No 

Salem (DW-05)  CATEX No 
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EXHIBIT VII 
DWSRF Loan Transactions by Borrower 

September 30, 2021 
 

 

Sponsor 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Forgiven Loan Balance 

Aberdeen (DW-01A) 
$9,460,000 $0 $5,212,008 $1,611,628 $2,636,364 $0 $9,460,000 $0 $9,460,000 $0 

Aberdeen (DW-01B) 
$7,024,258 $0 $830,686 $953,745 $0 $5,239,827 $7,024,258 $0 $7,024,258 $0 

Aberdeen (DW-02) 
$1,330,118 $1,118,399 $0 $0 $56,039 $155,680 $1,330,118 $133,012 $1,163,789 $33,317 

Aberdeen (DW-03) 
$1,040,000 $0 $1,000,000 $40,000 $0 $0 $1,040,000 $0 $249,706 $790,294 

Arlington (DW-01) 
$100,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,000 $100,000 $0 $0 

Aurora-Brule RWS (DW-01) 
$500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 

Avon (DW-01 
$174,000 $0 $0 $0 $82,220 $0 $82,220 $0 $0 $82,220 

Baltic (DW-01) 
$250,000 $0 $174,962 $75,038 $0 $0 $250,000 $0 $208,441 $41,559 

Baltic (DW-02) 
$163,446 $16,500 $0 $146,946 $0 $0 $163,446 $16,345 $147,101 $0 

Baltic (DW-03) 
$420,922 $0 $0 $0 $420,922 $0 $420,922 $0 $129,291 $291,631 

BDM RWS (DW-01) 
$280,251 $0 $280,251 $0 $0 $0 $280,251 $0 $234,005 $46,246 

Bear Butte Valley (DW-01) 
$2,058,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Belle Fourche (DW-01) 
$265,000 $0 $0 $0 $265,000 $0 $265,000 $0 $29,781 $235,219 

Beresford (DW-01) 
$916,040 $0 $0 $121,151 $794,889 $0 $916,040 $458,020 $73,439 $384,581 

Beresford (DW-02) 
$698,784 $0 $227,476 $97,524 $78,784 $295,000 $698,784 $352,187 $39,454 $307,143 

Big Sioux Water (DW-02) 
$767,616 $0 $767,616 $0 $0 $0 $767,616 $0 $199,729 $567,887 

Big Sioux Water (DW-03) 
$1,002,209 $0 $982,029 $20,180 $0 $0 $1,002,209 $0 $134,250 $867,959 

Big Stone City (DW-01) 
$570,000 $0 $570,000 $0 $0 $0 $570,000 $0 $570,000 $0 

Big Stone City (DW-02) 
$139,873 $0 $40,000 $99,873 $0 $0 $139,873 $0 $139,873 $0 

Black Hawk WUD (DW-01) 
$500,000 $0 $390,376 $109,624 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $500,000 $0 

Black Hawk WUD (DW-02) 
$1,066,674 $0 $152,088 $99,816 $0 $814,770 $1,066,674 $0 $514,626 $552,048 

Black Hawk WUD (DW-03) 
$3,810,000 $0 $772,636 $127,364 $1,969,310 $850,000 $3,719,310 $0 $0 $3,719,310 

Blunt (DW-01) 
$657,000 $0 $0 $0 $332,955 $0 $332,955 $105,213 $0 $227,742 

Bonesteel (DW-01) 
$1,939,847 $0 $276,011 $323,989 $810,739 $529,108 $1,939,847 $1,466,524 $70,685 $402,638 

Bowdle (DW-01) 
$150,000 $150,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $150,000 $150,000 $0 $0 
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Sponsor 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Forgiven Loan Balance 

Box Elder (DW-01) 
$2,511,877 $0 $196,109 $172,081 $2,143,687 $0 $2,511,877 $251,187 $690,870 $1,569,820 

Box Elder (DW-02) 
$1,742,000 $0 $0 $0 $70,629 $30,000 $100,629 $0 $0 $100,629 

Brandon (DW-01) 
$1,877,375 $0 $1,877,375 $0 $0 $0 $1,877,375 $0 $1,877,375 $0 

Brandon (DW-03) 
$5,687,000 $0 $1,097,000 $270,625 $741,841 $87,000 $2,196,466 $0 $0 $2,196,466 

Bridgewater (DW-01) 
$121,000 $0 $0 $0 $121,000 $0 $121,000 $0 $11,831 $109,169 

Bridgewater (DW-02) 
$210,363 $0 $0 $0 $0 $210,363 $210,363 $0 $30,231 $180,132 

Bristol (DW-02) 
$1,785,113 $0 $387,069 $194,931 $653,113 $550,000 $1,785,113 $1,367,396 $44,048 $373,669 

Britton (DW-01) 
$320,000 $0 $317,146 $2,854 $0 $0 $320,000 $0 $320,000 $0 

Brookings-Deuel RWS (DW-01) 
$1,002,464 $0 $860,281 $0 $142,183 $0 $1,002,464 $0 $358,073 $644,391 

Brookings-Deuel RWS (DW-02) 
$1,750,000 $0 $1,750,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,750,000 $0 $579,822 $1,170,178 

Brookings-Deuel RWS (DW-03) 
$250,000 $0 $250,000 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $0 $99,442 $150,558 

Bryant (DW-01) 
$142,000 $0 $133,962 $8,038 $0 $0 $142,000 $0 $142,000 $0 

Buffalo (DW-01) 
$1,695,000 $0 $30,923 $108,045 $1,556,032 $0 $1,695,000 $600,000 $201,573 $893,427 

Burke (DW-01) 
$115,600 $0 $0 $0 $0 $115,600 $115,600 $0 $45,249 $70,351 

Burke (DW-02) 
$540,000 $0 $0 $0 $238,778 $0 $238,778 $0 $0 $238,778 

Butte Meade SWD (DW-01) 
$257,668 $0 $54,340 $30,660 $172,668 $0 $257,668 $55,398 $163,519 $38,751 

Butte Meade SWD (DW-02) 
$402,687 $0 $323,301 $79,386 $0 $0 $402,687 $0 $20,224 $382,463 

B-Y Water District (DW-02) 
$4,151,654 $0 $700,000 $300,000 $151,654 $3,000,000 $4,151,654 $0 $126,538 $4,025,116 

Canistota (DW-01) 
$426,460 $313,960 $0 $0 $8,485 $104,015 $426,460 $313,960 $27,786 $84,714 

Canistota (DW-02) 
$1,095,000 $0 $302,770 $647,230 $145,000 $0 $1,095,000 $616,000 $58,967 $420,033 

Canistota (DW-03) 
$96,000 $0 $0 $0 $96,000 $0 $96,000 $0 $5,666 $90,334 

Canistota (DW-04) 
$667,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Canton (DW-01) 
$500,000 $0 $378,021 $121,979 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $393,265 $106,735 

Canton (DW-02) 
$1,550,000 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $1,150,000 $1,550,000 $0 $49,674 $1,500,326 

Canton (DW-03) 
$760,000 $0 $0 $0 $285,352 $474,648 $760,000 $0 $44,858 $715,142 

Centerville (DW-01) 
$870,000 $0 $174,754 $146,573 $548,673 $0 $870,000 $0 $374,146 $495,854 

Chamberlain (DW-01) 
$276,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $276,500 $276,500 $0 $144,140 $132,360 

Chamberlain (DW-02) 
$873,704 $300,000 $0 $344,992 $0 $228,712 $873,704 $262,111 $252,931 $358,662 

Chancellor (DW-01) 
$205,948 $0 $0 $0 $0 $205,948 $205,948 $0 $71,959 $133,989 

Chancellor (DW-02) 
$2,188,000 $0 $0 $0 $336,854 $0 $336,854 $300,473 $0 $36,381 
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Sponsor 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Forgiven Loan Balance 

Clark RWS (DW-01) 
$2,950,000 $0 $1,876,475 $755,610 $0 $0 $2,632,085 $1,134,428 $8,699 $1,488,958 

Clay RWS (DW-01) 
$4,331,000 $0 $4,331,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,331,000 $0 $1,513,216 $2,817,784 

Clay RWS (DW-02) 
$844,968 $700,000 $144,968 $0 $0 $0 $844,968 $698,789 $146,179 $0 

Clay RWS (DW-03) 
$2,205,570 $0 $2,205,570 $0 $0 $0 $2,205,570 $500,000 $1,705,570 $0 

Clay RWS (DW-04) 
$1,369,758 $0 $1,369,758 $0 $0 $0 $1,369,758 $0 $1,369,758 $0 

Clay RWS (DW-05) 
$2,185,000 $0 $1,212,000 $281,294 $0 $0 $1,493,294 $0 $0 $1,493,294 

Clear Lake (DW-01) 
$540,637 $0 $540,637 $0 $0 $0 $540,637 $0 $320,440 $220,197 

Colman (DW-01) 
$167,260 $0 $165,440 $0 $0 $1,820 $167,260 $167,260 $0 $0 

Colman (DW-02) 
$434,528 $0 $223,601 $0 $210,927 $0 $434,528 $0 $64,199 $370,329 

Colman (DW-03) 
$1,600,000 $0 $64,285 $85,715 $550,000 $900,000 $1,600,000 $968,000 $76,634 $555,366 

Colman (DW-04) 
$462,362 $0 $0 $125,000 $198,430 $138,932 $462,362 $0 $27,290 $435,072 

Colonial Pine Hills SD (DW-01) 
$636,108 $0 $450,382 $185,726 $0 $0 $636,108 $0 $582,178 $53,930 

Colonial Pine Hills SD (DW-02) 
$1,003,608 $250,000 $0 $345,000 $0 $408,608 $1,003,608 $250,000 $339,612 $413,996 

Colonial Pine Hills SD (DW-03) 
$705,000 $0 $103,440 $15,945 $100,000 $485,615 $705,000 $0 $175,041 $529,959 

Colonial Pine Hills SD (DW-04) 
$400,000 $0 $350,000 $50,000 $0 $0 $400,000 $0 $91,686 $308,314 

Colton (DW-01) 
$632,455 $0 $632,455 $0 $0 $0 $632,455 $0 $277,805 $354,650 

Colton (DW-02) 
$181,156 $0 $84,305 $9,923 $86,928 $0 $181,156 $86,411 $30,189 $64,556 

Colton (DW-03) 
$156,434 $0 $33,921 $3,492 $119,021 $0 $156,434 $39,108 $73,237 $44,089 

Colton (DW-04) 
$1,335,664 $0 $0 $0 $835,664 $500,000 $1,335,664 $555,636 $19,391 $760,637 

Conde (DW-01) 
$2,333,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,593,000 $740,000 $2,333,000 $1,833,000 $66,441 $433,559 

Corson Village (DW-01) 
$581,364 $541,562 $0 $0 $0 $39,802 $581,364 $523,227 $25,475 $32,662 

Crooks (DW-01) 
$133,510 $0 $133,510 $0 $0 $0 $133,510 $0 $133,510 $0 

Crooks (DW-02) 
$1,214,000 $0 $279,000 $40,153 $0 $792,883 $1,112,036 $0 $6,088 $1,105,948 

Custer (DW-01) 
$800,000 $0 $508,821 $159,437 $131,742 $0 $800,000 $0 $800,000 $0 

Dakota Dunes (DW-01) 
$376,962 $0 $96,429 $25,393 $255,140 $0 $376,962 $0 $376,962 $0 

Dakota Dunes (DW-02) 
$1,512,103 $0 $1,351,596 $159,436 $1,071 $0 $1,512,103 $0 $323,277 $1,188,826 

Deer Mountain  (DW-01) 
$2,174,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Dell Rapids (DW-01) 
$621,000 $0 $470,941 $150,059 $0 $0 $621,000 $0 $479,560 $141,440 

Dell Rapids (DW-02) 
$162,263 $0 $0 $0 $0 $162,263 $162,263 $0 $106,738 $55,525 

Dell Rapids (DW-03) 
$428,698 $0 $32,361 $2,639 $393,698 $0 $428,698 $0 $156,641 $272,057 
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Sponsor 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 

Advance 
Recycled 
Advance 

Leveraged 
Advance 

Total 
Advances 

Principal 
Forgiven 

Principal 
Forgiven Loan Balance 

Dell Rapids (DW-04) 
$300,000 $0 $30,000 $0 $270,000 $0 $300,000 $30,000 $232,845 $37,155 

Dell Rapids (DW-05) 
$866,931 $0 $0 $213,309 $600,793 $52,829 $866,931 $241,873 $163,841 $461,217 

Dell Rapids (DW-06) 
$703,719 $0 $0 $0 $273,719 $430,000 $703,719 $0 $35,094 $668,625 

Dell Rapids (DW-07) 
$2,486,000 $0 $562,394 $115,797 $0 $1,450,214 $2,128,405 $0 $0 $2,128,405 

Dell Rapids (DW-08) 
$926,000 $0 $0 $0 $361,510 $0 $361,510 $0 $0 $361,510 

Delmont (DW-01) 
$158,461 $0 $0 $0 $0 $158,461 $158,461 $0 $158,461 $0 

Delmont (DW-02) 
$90,000 $0 $90,000 $0 $0 $0 $90,000 $90,000 $0 $0 

DeSmet (DW-01) 
$258,000 $25,800 $0 $93,002 $0 $139,198 $258,000 $25,800 $127,538 $104,662 

DeSmet (DW-02) 
$565,000 $0 $0 $0 $316,167 $0 $316,167 $0 $0 $316,167 

Doland (DW-01) 
$1,642,867 $0 $850,396 $302,861 $306,754 $182,856 $1,642,867 $1,283,079 $57,196 $302,592 

Dupree (DW-01) 
$163,500 $0 $121,539 $41,961 $0 $0 $163,500 $100,000 $11,245 $52,255 

Eagle Butte (DW-01) 
$588,581 $0 $0 $0 $588,581 $0 $588,581 $470,864 $79,295 $38,422 

Eagle Butte (DW-02) 
$1,244,000 $0 $0 $0 $200,000 $1,044,000 $1,244,000 $995,200 $48,465 $200,335 

Eagle Butte (DW-03) 
$520,000 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $270,000 $520,000 $200,000 $10,667 $309,333 

Eagle Butte (DW-04) 
$725,000 $0 $0 $0 $685,000 $40,000 $725,000 $362,500 $44,134 $318,366 

Edgemont (DW-01) 
$1,890,000 $0 $19,101 $80,899 $785,000 $1,005,000 $1,890,000 $1,206,890 $77,872 $605,238 

Edgemont (DW-02) 
$700,000 $0 $203,168 $243,832 $111,497 $0 $558,497 $196,590 $0 $361,907 

Elk Point  (DW-01) 
$220,000 $0 $189,819 $30,181 $0 $0 $220,000 $0 $197,676 $22,324 

Elk Point  (DW-02) 
$570,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $570,000 $570,000 $0 $391,024 $178,976 

Elk Point  (DW-03) 
$114,441 $0 $0 $0 $88,902 $25,539 $114,441 $0 $65,171 $49,270 

Elk Point  (DW-04) 
$539,449 $0 $0 $0 $0 $539,449 $539,449 $0 $246,572 $292,877 

Elk Point  (DW-05) 
$798,040 $660,520 $0 $0 $34,557 $102,963 $798,040 $446,902 $158,402 $192,736 

Elk Point  (DW-06) 
$564,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $564,000 $564,000 $0 $14,193 $549,807 

Elk Point  (DW-07) 
$495,000 $0 $0 $0 $251,305 $170,000 $421,305 $0 $0 $421,305 

Elkton (DW-01) 
$2,000,000 $0 $225,000 $50,000 $446,889 $825,000 $1,546,889 $900,289 $0 $646,600 

Emery (DW-01) 
$466,303 $0 $0 $0 $166,303 $300,000 $466,303 $0 $28,946 $437,357 

Eureka (DW-01) 
$133,681 $0 $0 $0 $0 $133,681 $133,681 $0 $133,681 $0 

Eureka (DW-02) 
$200,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $200,000 $200,000 $0 $0 

Fall River WUD (DW-01) 
$759,000 $0 $759,000 $0 $0 $0 $759,000 $0 $420,709 $338,291 

Fall River WUD (DW-02) 
$260,958 $0 $236,894 $24,064 $0 $0 $260,958 $0 $135,143 $125,815 
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Sponsor 

Maximum 
Committed 

Amount 
ARRA 

Advance 
Federal 

Advance 
State 
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Fall River WUD (DW-03) 
$612,000 $612,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $612,000 $612,000 $0 $0 

Fall River WUD (DW-04) 
$750,000 $750,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $750,000 $750,000 $0 $0 

Faulkton (DW-01) 
$500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 

Faulkton (DW-02) 
$499,185 $0 $358,020 $28,349 $112,816 $0 $499,185 $386,369 $23,992 $88,824 

Florence (DW-01) 
$688,000 $0 $0 $0 $350,000 $338,000 $688,000 $0 $50,301 $637,699 

Florence (DW-01) 
$567,000 $0 $0 $0 $567,000 $0 $567,000 $0 $44,599 $522,401 

Garretson (DW-01) 
$1,102,147 $0 $1,102,147 $0 $0 $0 $1,102,147 $0 $483,987 $618,160 

Garretson (DW-02) 
$639,500 $0 $0 $0 $189,500 $450,000 $639,500 $0 $21,715 $617,785 

Garretson (DW-03) 
$458,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $458,500 $458,500 $0 $0 $458,500 

Gayville (DW-01) 
$900,000 $0 $411,485 $77,450 $411,065 $0 $900,000 $480,000 $83,700 $336,300 

Gettysburg (DW-01) 
$565,000 $0 $565,000 $0 $0 $0 $565,000 $0 $565,000 $0 

Grant Roberts RWS (DW-01) 
$3,323,473 $0 $3,267,966 $55,507 $0 $0 $3,323,473 $0 $1,239,899 $2,083,574 

Gregory (DW-01) 
$347,580 $0 $312,474 $35,106 $0 $0 $347,580 $0 $183,010 $164,570 

Gregory (DW-02) 
$551,691 $0 $137,650 $11,858 $402,183 $0 $551,691 $149,508 $87,995 $314,188 

Grenville (DW-01) 
$352,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $350,858 $350,858 $281,388 $424 $69,046 

Groton (DW-01) 
$440,000 $0 $211,848 $228,152 $0 $0 $440,000 $0 $440,000 $0 

Groton (DW-02) 
$308,945 $0 $0 $0 $0 $308,945 $308,945 $0 $308,945 $0 

Groton (DW-03) 
$231,315 $231,315 $0 $0 $0 $0 $231,315 $231,315 $0 $0 

Groton (DW-05) 
$1,798,000 $0 $0 $0 $437,756 $800,000 $1,237,756 $0 $0 $1,237,756 

Hanson RWS (DW-01) 
$754,341 $588,000 $166,341 $0 $0 $0 $754,341 $528,038 $94,423 $131,880 

Harrisburg (DW-01) 
$525,000 $0 $504,926 $20,074 $0 $0 $525,000 $0 $525,000 $0 

Harrisburg (DW-02) 
$1,291,925 $0 $1,291,925 $0 $0 $0 $1,291,925 $0 $724,173 $567,752 

Harrisburg (DW-03) 
$1,753,441 $0 $0 $259,438 $6,314 $1,487,689 $1,753,441 $0 $778,408 $975,033 

Hartford (DW-01) 
$185,000 $0 $185,000 $0 $0 $0 $185,000 $0 $185,000 $0 

Hartford (DW-02) 
$800,957 $0 $429,369 $371,588 $0 $0 $800,957 $0 $675,366 $125,591 

Hartford (DW-03) 
$1,123,556 $0 $450,629 $0 $672,927 $0 $1,123,556 $0 $739,027 $384,529 

Hermosa (DW-01) 
$300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 

Hermosa (DW-02) 
$199,000 $0 $0 $0 $45,500 $89,000 $134,500 $0 $5,832 $128,668 

Highmore (DW-01) 
$267,038 $0 $186,997 $80,041 $0 $0 $267,038 $0 $267,038 $0 

Hill City (DW-01) 
$336,903 $241,320 $0 $95,583 $0 $0 $336,903 $202,141 $134,762 $0 
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Hisega Meadows (DW-01) 
$487,500 $0 $487,500 $0 $0 $0 $487,500 $250,000 $237,500 $0 

Hisega Meadows (DW-02) 
$249,923 $0 $249,923 $0 $0 $0 $249,923 $0 $249,923 $0 

Hot Springs (DW-01) 
$1,636,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,636,000 $0 $1,636,000 $0 $578,437 $1,057,563 

Hoven (DW-01) 
$750,000 $0 $488,298 $261,702 $0 $0 $750,000 $750,000 $0 $0 

Hoven (DW-02) 
$264,750 $0 $264,750 $0 $0 $0 $264,750 $264,750 $0 $0 

Humboldt (DW-01) 
$481,773 $0 $481,773 $0 $0 $0 $481,773 $0 $283,368 $198,405 

Huron (DW-01) 
$4,000,000 $0 $0 $734,473 $3,265,527 $0 $4,000,000 $0 $3,257,388 $742,612 

Huron (DW-02) 
$478,407 $122,500 $50,000 $18,215 $0 $287,692 $478,407 $94,724 $168,127 $215,556 

Huron (DW-03) 
$592,073 $0 $0 $0 $592,073 $0 $592,073 $0 $106,333 $485,740 

Ipswich (DW-01) 
$1,245,000 $933,750 $0 $0 $290,028 $21,222 $1,245,000 $933,750 $72,184 $239,066 

Irene (DW-01) 
$127,126 $0 $127,126 $0 $0 $0 $127,126 $0 $127,126 $0 

Irene (DW-02) 
$1,223,326 $0 $237,823 $222,177 $117,326 $646,000 $1,223,326 $922,387 $34,089 $266,850 

Irene (DW-03) 
$1,191,000 $0 $346,882 $94,118 $0 $750,000 $1,191,000 $789,000 $4,723 $397,277 

Keystone (DW-01) 
$630,212 $0 $222,822 $407,390 $0 $0 $630,212 $0 $441,504 $188,708 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-01) 
$474,204 $0 $474,204 $0 $0 $0 $474,204 $0 $303,769 $170,435 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-02) 
$2,115,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,115,000 $0 $2,115,000 $0 $857,179 $1,257,821 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-03) 
$3,136,677 $0 $3,136,677 $0 $0 $0 $3,136,677 $0 $2,018,947 $1,117,730 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-04) 
$2,315,622 $0 $2,315,622 $0 $0 $0 $2,315,622 $0 $1,295,192 $1,020,430 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-05) 
$540,000 $0 $540,000 $0 $0 $0 $540,000 $0 $103,574 $436,426 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-07) 
$1,645,000 $0 $1,309,226 $335,774 $0 $0 $1,645,000 $1,249,000 $0 $396,000 

Kingbrook RWS (DW-08) 
$836,500 $0 $320,000 $65,955 $0 $0 $385,955 $345,043 $0 $40,912 

Lake Norden (DW-01) 
$1,477,000 $0 $1,157,020 $319,980 $0 $0 $1,477,000 $0 $60,697 $1,416,303 

Lake Norden (DW-02) 
$736,033 $0 $550,000 $186,033 $0 $0 $736,033 $0 $0 $736,033 

Lake Preston (DW-01) 
$2,610,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Langford (DW-01) 
$386,000 $0 $0 $0 $121,000 $265,000 $386,000 $0 $15,803 $370,197 

Langford (DW-02) 
$466,217 $0 $0 $0 $0 $466,217 $466,217 $384,629 $1,360 $80,228 

Lead (DW-01) 
$192,800 $0 $82,360 $110,440 $0 $0 $192,800 $0 $192,800 $0 

Lead (DW-02) 
$192,549 $0 $0 $0 $0 $192,549 $192,549 $0 $78,037 $114,512 

Lead (DW-03) 
$784,987 $387,600 $0 $0 $97,387 $300,000 $784,987 $298,295 $194,990 $291,702 

Lead (DW-04) 
$896,101 $0 $216,222 $282,778 $397,101 $0 $896,101 $0 $173,016 $723,086 
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Lead-Deadwood SD (DW-01) 
$2,683,957 $0 $2,682,145 $1,812 $0 $0 $2,683,957 $0 $2,683,957 $0 

Lennox (DW-01) 
$2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $851,022 $1,148,978 

Lennox (DW-02) 
$712,431 $0 $352,676 $81,076 $178,679 $100,000 $712,431 $400,000 $86,980 $225,451 

Lennox (DW-03) 
$912,000 $0 $215,000 $96,791 $0 $600,209 $912,000 $0 $16,116 $895,884 

Lennox (DW-04) 
$375,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $362,278 $362,278 $0 $0 $362,278 

Leola (DW-01) 
$1,891,000 $0 $0 $0 $173,241 $1,691,000 $1,864,241 $1,593,926 $3,918 $266,397 

Lincoln County RWS (DW-01) 
$1,079,170 $0 $1,079,170 $0 $0 $0 $1,079,170 $0 $832,283 $246,887 

Lincoln County RWS (DW-02) 
$750,000 $0 $570,000 $180,000 $0 $0 $750,000 $0 $12,212 $737,788 

Madison (DW-01) 
$2,372,000 $0 $2,372,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,372,000 $0 $2,372,000 $0 

Marion (DW-01) 
$1,235,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Martin (DW-01) 
$917,901 $0 $705,896 $212,005 $0 $0 $917,901 $0 $398,197 $519,704 

Martin (DW-02) 
$440,525 $0 $0 $0 $0 $440,525 $440,525 $0 $50,034 $390,491 

McLaughlin (DW-01) 
$350,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $350,000 $350,000 $0 $145,524 $204,476 

McLaughlin (DW-02) 
$3,805,869 $0 $1,822,990 $906,698 $1,076,181 $0 $3,805,869 $2,919,101 $154,846 $731,922 

Mellette (DW-01) 
$271,780 $244,602 $16,573 $10,605 $0 $0 $271,780 $244,602 $6,132 $21,046 

Menno (DW-01) 
$157,000 $0 $39,250 $0 $117,750 $0 $157,000 $39,250 $117,750 $0 

Mid-Dakota RWS (DW-01) 
$9,455,108 $0 $9,455,108 $0 $0 $0 $9,455,108 $0 $9,455,108 $0 

Mid-Dakota RWS (DW-02) 
$1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $0 $0 

Mid-Dakota RWS (DW-03) 
$2,979,054 $0 $2,979,054 $0 $0 $0 $2,979,054 $605,000 $467,422 $1,906,632 

Mid-Dakota RWS (DW-04) 
$644,786 $0 $644,786 $0 $0 $0 $644,786 $0 $110,138 $534,648 

Mid-Dakota RWS (DW-05) 
$2,535,000 $0 $2,535,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,535,000 $0 $683,295 $1,851,705 

Midland (DW-01) 
$205,530 $0 $0 $0 $205,530 $0 $205,530 $0 $16,190 $189,340 

Milbank (DW-01) 
$4,460,294 $0 $300,000 $1,506,323 $0 $2,653,971 $4,460,294 $0 $2,906,981 $1,553,313 

Miller (DW-01) 
$225,389 $0 $0 $0 $59,495 $165,894 $225,389 $0 $225,389 $0 

Miller (DW-02) 
$2,112,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,100,000 $1,012,000 $2,112,000 $692,000 $94,951 $1,325,049 

Miller (DW-03) 
$1,099,000 $0 $0 $0 $354,127 $687,658 $1,041,785 $0 $33,413 $1,008,372 

Miller (DW-04) 
$400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $158,011 $158,011 $0 $0 $158,011 

Mina Lake S&W Dist (DW-01) 
$255,200 $0 $144,947 $110,253 $0 $0 $255,200 $0 $255,200 $0 

Mina Lake S&W Dist (DW-02) 
$490,398 $283,695 $0 $0 $48,008 $158,695 $490,398 $245,199 $101,401 $143,798 

Minnehaha CWC (DW-01) 
$6,022,816 $0 $6,022,816 $0 $0 $0 $6,022,816 $0 $4,832,528 $1,190,288 
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Mitchell (DW-01) 
$2,850,115 $0 $2,246,532 $603,583 $0 $0 $2,850,115 $0 $2,311,676 $538,439 

Mitchell (DW-02) 
$1,956,237 $1,322,243 $0 $0 $633,994 $0 $1,956,237 $293,436 $666,786 $996,015 

Mitchell (DW-03) 
$1,028,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $935,348 $935,348 $0 $0 $935,348 

Mitchell (DW-04) 
$690,000 $0 $469,742 $90,258 $0 $130,000 $690,000 $0 $13,745 $676,255 

Mobridge (DW-01) 
$965,000 $0 $965,000 $0 $0 $0 $965,000 $0 $965,000 $0 

Mobridge (DW-02) 
$352,207 $0 $352,207 $0 $0 $0 $352,207 $0 $352,207 $0 

Mobridge (DW-03) 
$213,500 $0 $0 $213,500 $0 $0 $213,500 $0 $213,500 $0 

Mobridge (DW-04) 
$62,442 $0 $0 $62,442 $0 $0 $62,442 $0 $62,442 $0 

Mobridge (DW-05) 
$500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 

Mobridge (DW-06) 
$1,212,000 $0 $818,481 $393,519 $0 $0 $1,212,000 $0 $196,830 $1,015,170 

Mobridge (DW-07) 
$369,526 $0 $150,000 $50,000 $69,526 $100,000 $369,526 $0 $50,851 $318,675 

Montrose (DW-01) 
$862,825 $0 $364,632 $209,146 $289,047 $0 $862,825 $573,778 $57,603 $231,444 

Montrose (DW-02) 
$187,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $187,000 $187,000 $0 $0 $187,000 

New Underwood (DW-01) 
$169,299 $70,200 $0 $0 $0 $99,099 $169,299 $67,719 $44,512 $57,068 

Newell (DW-01) 
$714,774 $322,750 $0 $184,000 $208,024 $0 $714,774 $322,750 $96,850 $295,174 

Newell (DW-02) 
$230,952 $0 $0 $0 $230,952 $0 $230,952 $144,345 $55,058 $31,549 

Niche San District (DW-01) 
$315,000 $0 $258,831 $56,169 $0 $0 $315,000 $225,000 $17,189 $72,811 

Nisland (DW-01) 
$350,000 $0 $179,243 $170,757 $0 $0 $350,000 $0 $204,167 $145,833 

Northville (DW-01) 
$186,804 $172,536 $0 $0 $9,928 $4,340 $186,804 $149,443 $14,952 $22,409 

Oacoma (DW-02) 
$1,061,416 $0 $0 $0 $1,061,416 $0 $1,061,416 $0 $1,061,416 $0 

Oelrichs (DW-01) 
$447,000 $0 $0 $0 $47,000 $400,000 $447,000 $357,600 $512 $88,888 

Onida (DW-01) 
$905,000 $0 $246,492 $353,508 $0 $305,000 $905,000 $250,000 $109,951 $545,049 

Onida (DW-02) 
$950,000 $0 $0 $0 $45,000 $905,000 $950,000 $250,000 $71,312 $628,688 

Onida (DW-03) 
$750,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $422,418 $422,418 $194,312 $0 $228,106 

Parker (DW-01) 
$730,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $730,000 $730,000 $0 $480,068 $249,932 

Parker (DW-02) 
$209,541 $0 $0 $174,612 $0 $34,929 $209,541 $0 $116,668 $92,873 

Parker (DW-03) 
$554,200 $452,100 $0 $0 $0 $102,100 $554,200 $452,100 $47,292 $54,808 

Parker (DW-04) 
$689,522 $0 $0 $0 $178,977 $510,545 $689,522 $0 $15,478 $674,044 

Perkins County RWS (DW-01) 
$151,000 $0 $151,000 $0 $0 $0 $151,000 $151,000 $0 $0 

Perkins County RWS (DW-02) 
$1,543,611 $0 $1,543,611 $0 $0 $0 $1,543,611 $926,166 $52,526 $564,919 
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Piedmont (DW-01) 
$1,404,000 $0 $677,637 $126,363 $600,000 $0 $1,404,000 $804,000 $191,180 $408,820 

Pierpont (DW-01) 
$544,908 $0 $305,414 $104,748 $134,746 $0 $544,908 $408,681 $37,270 $98,957 

Pierre (DW-01) 
$988,188 $0 $857,306 $130,882 $0 $0 $988,188 $0 $988,188 $0 

Pierre (DW-02) 
$1,832,900 $0 $1,452,491 $380,409 $0 $0 $1,832,900 $0 $1,832,900 $0 

Pierre (DW-03) 
$36,850,000 $0 $955,000 $245,000 $8,764,050 $5,985,000 $15,949,050 $0 $0 $15,949,050 

Pine Cliff Park (DW-01) 
$283,933 $0 $283,933 $0 $0 $0 $283,933 $0 $17,842 $266,091 

Plankinton (DW-01) 
$1,442,083 $0 $571,429 $269,263 $601,391 $0 $1,442,083 $824,871 $98,964 $518,248 

Platte (DW-01) 
$293,134 $0 $0 $0 $0 $293,134 $293,134 $0 $293,134 $0 

Randall CWD (DW-01) 
$4,600,000 $0 $0 $0 $432,675 $0 $432,675 $212,876 $0 $219,799 

Rapid City (DW-01) 
$3,500,000 $0 $2,985,946 $188,878 $0 $325,176 $3,500,000 $0 $3,500,000 $0 

Rapid City (DW-02) 
$6,000,000 $0 $1,355,880 $240,992 $3,000,664 $1,402,464 $6,000,000 $0 $2,272,942 $3,727,058 

Rapid City (DW-03) 
$4,626,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,626,000 $2,000,000 $4,626,000 $3,000,000 $207,729 $1,418,271 

Rapid City (DW-04) 
$500,000 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $375,000 $125,000 $0 

Rapid Valley SD (DW-01) 
$682,000 $682,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $682,000 $682,000 $0 $0 

Rapid Valley SD (DW-02) 
$414,367 $0 $350,000 $0 $0 $64,367 $414,367 $0 $108,615 $305,752 

Redfield (DW-01) 
$85,000 $0 $0 $85,000 $0 $0 $85,000 $0 $85,000 $0 

Redfield (DW-02) 
$228,823 $0 $50,000 $178,823 $0 $0 $228,823 $0 $71,320 $157,503 

Ree Heights (DW-01) 
$430,000 $0 $430,000 $0 $0 $0 $430,000 $430,000 $0 $0 

Ree Heights (DW-02) 
$432,000 $0 $432,000 $0 $0 $0 $432,000 $432,000 $0 $0 

Roscoe (DW-01) 
$644,000 $0 $0 $0 $136,887 $100,000 $236,887 $0 $0 $236,887 

Roslyn (DW-01) 
$500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $500,000 $0 $0 

Salem (DW-01) 
$118,540 $0 $72,120 $46,420 $0 $0 $118,540 $0 $118,540 $0 

Salem (DW-02) 
$328,966 $0 $0 $328,966 $0 $0 $328,966 $0 $211,742 $117,224 

Salem (DW-03) 
$1,345,000 $0 $619,706 $184,926 $0 $540,368 $1,345,000 $0 $398,921 $946,079 

Salem (DW-04) 
$302,000 $0 $0 $0 $262,000 $40,000 $302,000 $0 $14,433 $287,567 

Scotland (DW-01) 
$235,172 $0 $128,630 $106,542 $0 $0 $235,172 $0 $105,584 $129,588 

Selby (DW-01) 
$100,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,000 $100,000 $0 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-01) 
$6,496,745 $0 $2,617,744 $3,879,001 $0 $0 $6,496,745 $0 $6,496,745 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-02) 
$2,348,168 $0 $2,342,067 $6,101 $0 $0 $2,348,168 $0 $2,348,168 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-03) 
$7,930,000 $0 $6,596,126 $1,333,874 $0 $0 $7,930,000 $0 $7,930,000 $0 
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Sioux Falls (DW-04) 
$279,599 $0 $231,200 $48,399 $0 $0 $279,599 $0 $279,599 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-05) 
$10,828,766 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,828,766 $10,828,766 $0 $10,828,766 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-06) 
$9,938,849 $0 $3,010,443 $841,180 $730,424 $5,356,802 $9,938,849 $0 $9,938,849 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-07) 
$2,200,000 $0 $1,179,517 $174,180 $26,282 $820,021 $2,200,000 $0 $2,200,000 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-08) 
$2,088,645 $0 $1,388 $4,980 $0 $2,082,277 $2,088,645 $0 $2,088,645 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-09) 
$2,678,738 $2,196,783 $20,000 $3,804 $0 $458,151 $2,678,738 $267,874 $2,410,864 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-10) 
$5,819,138 $760,690 $1,020,700 $722,218 $10,530 $3,305,000 $5,819,138 $581,914 $5,237,224 $0 

Sioux Falls (DW-11) 
$4,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,850,000 $150,000 $4,000,000 $0 $3,846,961 $153,039 

Sioux RWS (DW-01) 
$2,515,000 $0 $2,076,203 $438,797 $0 $0 $2,515,000 $0 $324,004 $2,190,996 

Sioux RWS (DW-02) 
$9,821,000 $0 $2,165,494 $588,847 $0 $0 $2,754,341 $0 $39,103 $2,715,238 

South Lincoln RWS (DW-01) 
$2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0 

South Lincoln RWS (DW-02) 
$476,500 $0 $476,500 $0 $0 $0 $476,500 $244,500 $44,657 $187,343 

Spearfish (DW-01) 
$3,254,000 $0 $2,311,248 $0 $0 $942,752 $3,254,000 $0 $2,031,200 $1,222,800 

Springfield (DW-01) 
$2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

St. Lawrence (DW-01) 
$1,148,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Sturgis (DW-01) 
$478,377 $0 $478,377 $0 $0 $0 $478,377 $0 $478,377 $0 

Sturgis (DW-02) 
$608,417 $86,300 $0 $492,307 $0 $29,810 $608,417 $60,841 $547,576 $0 

Sturgis (DW-03) 
$3,460,000 $0 $0 $0 $3,460,000 $0 $3,460,000 $0 $3,460,000 $0 

Sturgis (DW-04) 
$2,035,893 $0 $415,407 $0 $1,620,486 $0 $2,035,893 $0 $625,348 $1,410,545 

Tabor (DW-01) 
$1,488,130 $0 $331,790 $398,210 $682,328 $75,802 $1,488,130 $681,563 $104,075 $702,492 

TC&G (DW-01) 
$1,485,000 $0 $1,030,198 $454,802 $0 $0 $1,485,000 $0 $69,728 $1,415,272 

Tea (DW-01) 
$2,263,723 $0 $2,263,723 $0 $0 $0 $2,263,723 $0 $1,362,487 $901,236 

Tea (DW-02) 
$2,700,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,885,255 $0 $1,885,255 $0 $0 $1,885,255 

Tea (DW-03) 
$790,000 $0 $0 $0 $391,543 $0 $391,543 $0 $0 $391,543 

Terry Trojan (DW-01) 
$812,000 $0 $0 $205,000 $0 $231,693 $436,693 $43,232 $35,973 $357,488 

TM Rural Water (DW-01) 
$1,081,299 $0 $15,750 $0 $1,065,549 $0 $1,081,299 $0 $330,187 $751,112 

TM Rural Water (DW-02) 
$1,394,175 $0 $1,329,434 $34,034 $30,707 $0 $1,394,175 $1,394,175 $0 $0 

Trail West (DW-01) 
$1,607,626 $0 $587,267 $230,019 $790,340 $0 $1,607,626 $742,106 $399,761 $465,759 

Tri-County Water Assn (DW-01) 
$200,000 $0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $200,000 $200,000 $0 $0 

Tripp (DW-01) 
$225,656 $0 $210,265 $15,391 $0 $0 $225,656 $0 $225,656 $0 

DRAFT



 

87  

Sponsor 

Maximum 
Committed 
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Tripp County WUD (DW-01) 
$3,500,000 $0 $2,846,206 $653,794 $0 $0 $3,500,000 $0 $1,638,721 $1,861,279 

Tripp County WUD (DW-02) 
$131,469 $0 $93,183 $38,286 $0 $0 $131,469 $0 $73,404 $58,065 

Tripp County WUD (DW-04) 
$11,750,000 $0 $9,028,442 $1,007,611 $1,713,947 $0 $11,750,000 $0 $1,347,168 $10,402,832 

Tulare (DW-01) 
$1,145,000 $0 $1,091,144 $0 $0 $0 $1,091,144 $1,091,144 $0 $0 

Tyndall (DW-01) 
$300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $300,000 $0 

Tyndall (DW-02) 
$861,000 $0 $680,115 $180,885 $0 $0 $861,000 $0 $375,063 $485,937 

Tyndall (DW-03) 
$1,429,827 $0 $707,403 $212,597 $509,827 $0 $1,429,827 $183,017 $104,955 $1,141,855 

Valley Springs (DW-01) 
$1,603,000 $0 $0 $0 $789,639 $400,000 $1,189,639 $0 $0 $1,189,639 

Vermillion (DW-01) 
$795,338 $0 $726,511 $0 $68,827 $0 $795,338 $0 $795,338 $0 

Vermillion (DW-02) 
$1,507,552 $0 $1,201,823 $305,729 $0 $0 $1,507,552 $0 $1,233,342 $274,210 

Vermillion (DW-03) 
$3,693,216 $0 $35,413 $98,204 $0 $3,559,599 $3,693,216 $0 $2,333,515 $1,359,701 

Vermillion (DW-04) 
$1,438,541 $0 $385,305 $73,781 $979,455 $0 $1,438,541 $143,854 $424,731 $869,956 

Viborg (DW-01) 
$104,491 $0 $0 $0 $24,705 $79,786 $104,491 $0 $55,847 $48,644 

Viborg (DW-02) 
$847,000 $0 $452,695 $277,305 $117,000 $0 $847,000 $730,000 $24,881 $92,119 

Viborg (DW-03) 
$507,038 $0 $0 $0 $193,231 $313,807 $507,038 $0 $50,704 $456,334 

Wagner (DW-01) 
$750,000 $0 $2,833 $469,439 $0 $277,728 $750,000 $0 $325,000 $425,000 

Wagner (DW-02) 
$175,000 $0 $0 $175,000 $0 $0 $175,000 $0 $80,208 $94,792 

Wakonda (DW-01) 
$1,256,831 $0 $0 $0 $678,831 $578,000 $1,256,831 $864,699 $28,616 $363,516 

Warner (DW-01) 
$400,000 $400,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $400,000 $400,000 $0 $0 

Watertown (DW-01) 
$23,760,000 $0 $6,648,778 $1,451,222 $4,606,753 $11,053,247 $23,760,000 $0 $23,760,000 $0 

Waubay (DW-01) 
$750,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $750,000 $750,000 $0 $252,263 $497,737 

Webster (DW-01) 
$318,828 $0 $196,325 $122,503 $0 $0 $318,828  $318,828 $0 

Webster (DW-02) 
$277,522 $0 $108,796 $0 $168,726 $0 $277,522 $107,678 $169,844 $0 

Webster (DW-03) 
$5,031,000 $0 $0 $0 $298,469 $131,000 $429,469 $119,821 $0 $309,648 

Wessington Springs (DW-01) 
$150,313 $0 $0 $0 $150,313 $0 $150,313 $0 $10,898 $139,415 

White Lake (DW-01) 
$362,000 $0 $191,941 $78,059 $0 $92,000 $362,000 $85,000 $43,262 $233,738 

Winner (DW-01) 
$372,437 $0 $164,038 $137,716 $70,683 $0 $372,437 $0 $130,671 $241,766 

Wolsey (DW-01) 
$227,950 $0 $0 $227,950 $0 $0 $227,950 $0 $143,351 $84,599 

Wolsey (DW-02) 
$162,300 $0 $4,067 $122,320 $0 $35,913 $162,300 $0 $76,106 $86,194 

Wolsey (DW-03) 
$326,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $291,101 $291,101 $0 $0 $291,101 
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Woodland Hills (DW-01) 
$780,000 $0 $311,199 $133,801 $20,000 $315,000 $780,000 $480,000 $75,131 $224,869 

Woodland Hills (DW-02) 
$481,000 $0 $216,310 $264,690 $0 $0 $481,000 $384,800 $16,929 $79,271 

Woonsocket (DW-01) 
$720,000 $416,500 $0 $0 $303,500 $0 $720,000 $416,500 $68,597 $234,903 

Worthing (DW-01) 
$288,000 $0 $116,579 $171,421 $0 $0 $288,000 $0 $216,980 $71,020 

Worthing (DW-02) 
$277,094 $0 $177,501 $32,347 $67,246 $0 $277,094 $183,990 $27,532 $65,572 

WR/Lyman Jones (DW-01) 
$340,000 $0 $280,908 $59,092 $0 $0 $340,000 $0 $340,000 $0 

WR/Lyman Jones (DW-02) 
$7,943,023 $0 $7,943,023 $0 $0 $0 $7,943,023 $0 $7,943,023 $0 

Yankton (DW-01) 
$3,460,000 $0 $2,546,639 $913,361 $0 $0 $3,460,000 $0 $2,987,976 $472,024 

Yankton (DW-02) 
$896,975 $0 $449,100 $111,732 $0 $336,143 $896,975 $0 $479,149 $417,826 

Yankton (DW-03) 
$2,542,146 $136,375 $1,446,101 $482,024 $26,271 $451,375 $2,542,146 $115,667 $1,004,512 $1,421,967 

Yankton (DW-04) 
$2,200,000 $220,000 $1,013,015 $441,985 $0 $525,000 $2,200,000 $220,000 $892,283 $1,087,717 

Yankton (DW-05) 
$12,850,000 $0 $3,562,372 $444,679 $8,842,949 $0 $12,850,000 $1,000,000 $1,278,876 $10,571,124 

Yankton (DW-06) 
$37,000,000 $0 $7,368,830 $1,516,592 $8,350,000 $19,764,578 $37,000,000 $0 $2,456,966 $34,543,034 

TOTAL 
$549,036,595 $19,110,000 $198,315,511 $42,506,719 $102,467,376 $122,933,836 $485,333,442 $62,064,539 $220,414,763 $202,854,140 DRAFT
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EXHIBIT VIII 
Projected Principal and Interest Payments 

Federal Fiscal Year 2022 
 

Borrower Principal  Interest 
Admin 

Surcharge Total  

Aberdeen (DW-02) $33,317 $146 $42 $33,504 

Aberdeen (DW-03) $46,147 $19,327 $3,865 $69,340 

Baltic (DW-01) $16,190 $888 $355 $17,434 

Baltic (DW-03) $19,534 $7,109 $1,422 $28,064 

BDM Rural Water System (DW-01) $18,016 $988 $395 $19,400 

Belle Fourche (DW-01) $11,293 $4,043 $1,155 $16,491 

Beresford (DW-01) $11,803 $9,505 $1,901 $23,208 

Beresford (DW-02) $8,154 $7,603 $1,521 $17,277 

Big Sioux Community Water System (DW-02) $49,460 $13,736 $2,747 $65,943 

Big Sioux Community Water System (DW-03) $41,309 $21,314 $4,263 $66,886 

Black Hawk Water User District (DW-02) $55,471 $13,285 $3,985 $72,741 

Black Hawk Water User District (DW-03) $0 $102,656 $25,664 $128,320 

Bonesteel (DW-01) $12,806 $6,963 $1,989 $21,758 

Box Elder (DW-01) $105,147 $38,266 $7,653 $151,066 

Bridgewater (DW-01) $3,127 $1,890 $540 $5,557 

Bridgewater (DW-02) $20,407 $1,725 $0 $22,132 

Bristol (DW-02) $10,060 $9,248 $1,850 $21,158 

Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System (DW-01) $31,880 $15,813 $4,744 $52,437 

Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System (DW-02) $54,537 $28,747 $8,624 $91,908 

Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System (DW-03) $24,809 $2,473 $706 $27,988 

Buffalo (DW-01) $30,447 $15,436 $4,410 $50,293 

Burke (DW-01) $3,765 $1,379 $345 $5,489 

Butte-Meade Sanitary Water District (DW-01) $21,957 $535 $153 $22,644 

Butte-Meade Sanitary Water District (DW-02) $16,593 $6,585 $1,881 $25,059 

B-Y Water District (DW-02) $98,181 $79,770 $19,942 $197,894 

Canistota (DW-01) $3,195 $2,088 $418 $5,700 

Canistota (DW-02) $11,802 $10,391 $2,078 $24,271 

Canistota (DW-03) $2,179 $2,238 $448 $4,864 

Canton (DW-01) $31,564 $2,375 $950 $34,888 

Canton (DW-02) $34,316 $37,188 $7,438 $78,943 

Canton (DW-03) $17,248 $17,718 $3,544 $38,509 

Centerville (DW-01) $29,767 $12,119 $3,636 $45,522 

Chamberlain (DW-01) $14,732 $3,172 $952 $18,856 

Chamberlain (DW-02) $30,356 $8,684 $1,737 $40,777 

Chancellor (DW-01) $6,497 $3,289 $987 $10,773 

Clark Rural Water System (DW-01) $33,793 $22,103 $7,368 $63,264 
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Borrower Principal  Interest 
Admin 

Surcharge Total  

Clay Rural Water System (DW-01) $136,626 $69,172 $20,752 $226,550 

Clay Rural Water System (DW-05) $17,904 $34,049 $10,477 $62,429 

Clear Lake (DW-01) $20,978 $6,371 $0 $27,349 

Colman (DW-02) $11,031 $9,155 $1,831 $22,018 

Colman (DW-03) $15,605 $13,739 $2,748 $32,091 

Colman (DW-04) $10,493 $10,779 $2,156 $23,428 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-01) $42,955 $948 $379 $44,283 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-02) $38,253 $9,994 $1,999 $50,245 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-03) $68,795 $25,224 $5,045 $99,064 

Colonial Pine Hills Sanitary District (DW-04) $17,617 $7,544 $1,509 $26,669 

Colton (DW-01) $21,946 $8,662 $3,465 $34,073 

Colton (DW-02) $4,430 $1,573 $315 $6,317 

Colton (DW-03) $12,246 $692 $198 $13,135 

Colton (DW-04) $18,001 $15,078 $3,770 $36,849 

Conde (DW-01) $13,322 $7,500 $2,143 $22,965 

Corson Village Sanitary District (DW-01) $2,929 $789 $158 $3,876 

Crooks (DW-02) $24,004 $21,940 $5,485 $51,429 

Dakota Dunes CID (DW-02) $66,490 $29,101 $5,820 $101,412 

Dell Rapids (DW-01) $38,667 $4,447 $0 $43,113 

Dell Rapids (DW-02) $9,374 $1,301 $390 $11,065 

Dell Rapids (DW-03) $20,652 $6,609 $1,322 $28,583 

Dell Rapids (DW-04) $29,640 $457 $130 $30,227 

Dell Rapids (DW-05) $28,153 $11,268 $2,254 $41,674 

Dell Rapids (DW-06) $15,753 $18,226 $3,314 $37,292 

Dell Rapids (DW-07) $47,366 $42,215 $10,554 $100,135 

DeSmet (DW-01) $8,380 $2,285 $0 $10,665 

Doland (DW-01) $9,286 $8,974 $0 $18,260 

Dupree (DW-01) $1,756 $1,161 $0 $2,917 

Eagle Butte (DW-01) $11,822 $0 $0 $11,822 

Eagle Butte (DW-02) $8,617 $0 $0 $8,617 

Eagle Butte (DW-03) $10,667 $0 $0 $10,667 

Eagle Butte (DW-04) $12,609 $0 $0 $12,609 

Edgemont (DW-01) $22,839 $0 $0 $22,839 

Edgemont (DW-02) $3,016 $0 $0 $3,016 

Elk Point (DW-01) $14,753 $421 $168 $15,342 

Elk Point (DW-02) $33,516 $4,162 $1,249 $38,927 

Elk Point (DW-03) $6,374 $1,172 $352 $7,898 

Elk Point (DW-04) $27,603 $7,065 $2,119 $36,787 

Elk Point (DW-05) $17,829 $4,652 $930 $23,411 

Elk Point (DW-06) $11,776 $13,636 $4,091 $29,502 
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Emery (DW-01) $10,691 $10,834 $2,167 $23,692 

Fall River Water Users District (DW-01) $28,632 $9,829 $0 $38,461 

Fall River Water Users District (DW-02) $9,332 $3,058 $0 $12,390 

Faulkton (DW-02) $3,086 $2,192 $438 $5,716 

Florence (DW-01) $15,450 $17,378 $3,160 $35,988 

Florence (DW-02) $12,836 $14,235 $2,588 $29,659 

Garretson (DW-01) $38,253 $15,098 $6,039 $59,390 

Garretson (DW-02) $15,069 $12,243 $3,061 $30,373 

Gayville (DW-01) $11,319 $8,302 $1,660 $21,282 

Grant-Roberts Rural Water System (DW-01) $120,720 $50,714 $10,143 $181,576 

Gregory (DW-01) $12,513 $3,998 $0 $16,510 

Gregory (DW-02) $11,499 $5,423 $1,549 $18,472 

Grenville (DW-01) $1,717 $1,026 $342 $3,085 

Groton (DW-05) $14,422 $44,089 $9,798 $68,308 

Hanson Rural Water System (DW-01) $11,264 $3,169 $634 $15,066 

Harrisburg (DW-02) $70,618 $13,536 $4,061 $88,215 

Harrisburg (DW-03) $89,096 $23,546 $7,064 $119,707 

Hartford (DW-02) $54,604 $2,632 $1,053 $58,289 

Hartford (DW-03) $64,920 $9,009 $2,703 $76,632 

Hermosa (DW-02) $3,425 $2,548 $0 $5,973 

Hot Springs (DW-01) $78,224 $25,710 $5,142 $109,077 

Humboldt (DW-01) $26,729 $4,711 $1,413 $32,854 

Huron (DW-01) $261,844 $16,128 $6,451 $284,424 

Huron (DW-02) $19,331 $5,209 $1,042 $25,581 

Huron (DW-03) $15,603 $11,998 $2,400 $30,001 

Ipswich (DW-01) $8,721 $5,895 $1,179 $15,795 

Irene (DW-02) $7,391 $6,602 $1,320 $15,314 

Irene (DW-03) $2,381 $1,738 $497 $4,616 

Keystone (DW-01) $37,353 $5,681 $0 $43,034 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-01) $15,854 $0 $0 $15,854 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-02) $70,607 $30,788 $9,236 $110,632 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-03) $179,752 $26,269 $7,881 $213,903 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-04) $126,922 $24,329 $7,299 $158,550 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-05) $23,407 $10,693 $2,139 $36,238 

Kingbrook Rural Water System (DW-07) $0 $6,927 $1,979 $8,906 

Lake Norden (DW-01) $61,921 $20,898 $6,966 $89,784 

Lake Norden (DW-02) $0 $18,597 $3,381 $21,979 

Langford (DW-01) $13,104 $0 $0 $13,104 

Langford (DW-02) $680 $0 $0 $680 

Lead (DW-02) $6,428 $2,803 $841 $10,072 
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Lead (DW-03) $24,007 $7,069 $1,414 $32,489 

Lead (DW-04) $38,781 $17,716 $3,543 $60,040 

Lennox (DW-01) $68,099 $28,090 $8,427 $104,616 

Lennox (DW-02) $14,405 $5,502 $1,100 $21,008 

Lennox (DW-03) $21,914 $15,535 $4,439 $41,888 

Lennox (DW-04) $3,919 $13,787 $3,064 $20,770 

Leola (DW-01) $5,435 $3,966 $1,322 $10,722 

Lincoln County Rural Water System (DW-01) $67,494 $5,544 $2,218 $75,256 

Lincoln County Rural Water System (DW-02) $0 $0 $0 $0 

Martin (DW-01) $30,759 $12,706 $0 $43,464 

Martin (DW-02) $10,276 $5,800 $1,933 $18,009 

McLaughlin (DW-01) $11,615 $5,004 $0 $16,618 

McLaughlin (DW-02) $24,590 $12,648 $3,614 $40,851 

Mellette (DW-01) $755 $519 $104 $1,378 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-03) $63,783 $46,939 $9,388 $120,109 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-04) $16,812 $13,175 $2,635 $32,621 

Mid-Dakota Rural Water System (DW-05) $156,666 $44,507 $8,901 $210,075 

Midland (DW-01) $5,224 $3,279 $937 $9,440 

Milbank (DW-01) $174,602 $29,764 $7,441 $211,806 

Miller (DW-02) $33,282 $32,816 $6,563 $72,662 

Miller (DW-03) $22,699 $18,500 $5,286 $46,485 

Miller (DW-04) $2,243 $4,686 $1,339 $8,267 

Mina Lake San Dist (DW-02) $12,171 $3,482 $696 $16,348 

Minnehaha Community Water Corp. (DW-01) $383,020 $36,669 $0 $419,689 

Mitchell (DW-01) $189,013 $14,044 $4,681 $207,739 

Mitchell (DW-02) $81,970 $24,137 $4,827 $110,934 

Mitchell (DW-03) $35,987 $17,281 $4,938 $58,206 

Mitchell (DW-04) $27,957 $11,652 $3,329 $42,938 

Mobridge (DW-06) $33,177 $17,549 $5,014 $55,740 

Mobridge (DW-07) $10,274 $5,510 $1,574 $17,358 

Montrose (DW-01) $7,790 $5,714 $1,143 $14,646 

Montrose (DW-02) $4,418 $3,244 $927 $8,589 

New Underwood (DW-01) $5,118 $1,379 $276 $6,773 

Newell (DW-01) $11,468 $5,091 $1,454 $18,014 

Newell (DW-02) $8,874 $282 $71 $9,227 

Niche Sanitary District (DW-01) $2,518 $1,263 $361 $4,142 

Nisland (DW-01) $11,667 $0 $0 $11,667 

Northville (DW-01) $1,844 $543 $109 $2,496 

Oelrichs (DW-01) $1,992 $1,543 $441 $3,975 

Onida (DW-01) $28,063 $13,365 $2,673 $44,101 
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Onida (DW-02) $29,664 $10,808 $3,088 $43,560 

Onida (DW-03) $1,230 $8,392 $0 $9,622 

Parker (DW-01) $42,196 $5,855 $1,757 $49,808 

Parker (DW-02) $11,552 $2,214 $664 $14,430 

Parker (DW-03) $5,221 $1,322 $264 $6,807 

Parker (DW-04) $16,682 $11,687 $3,339 $31,708 

Perkins County Rural Water System (DW-02) $15,781 $9,783 $2,795 $28,359 

Piedmont (DW-01) $28,053 $9,959 $1,992 $40,004 

Pierpont (DW-01) $3,978 $2,437 $487 $6,903 

Pierre (DW-03) $104,912 $456,754 $114,189 $675,855 

Pine Cliff Park Water & Mtce Inc. (DW-01) $11,932 $4,579 $1,308 $17,819 

Plankinton (DW-01) $15,905 $12,808 $2,562 $31,274 

Rapid City (DW-02) $315,448 $90,238 $18,048 $423,733 

Rapid City (DW-03) $68,816 $34,816 $6,963 $110,595 

Rapid Valley Sanitary District (DW-02) $18,663 $7,470 $1,494 $27,627 

Redfield (DW-02) $7,021 $3,098 $774 $10,893 

Roscoe (DW-01) $1,524 $5,908 $0 $7,432 

Salem (DW-02) $18,852 $2,755 $827 $22,434 

Salem (DW-03) $40,092 $23,279 $6,984 $70,354 

Salem (DW-04) $7,463 $4,984 $1,424 $13,871 

Scotland (DW-01) $8,001 $3,165 $0 $11,166 

Sioux Falls (DW-11) $153,039 $853 $244 $154,136 

Sioux Rural Water System (DW-01) $104,211 $53,587 $10,717 $168,516 

Sioux Rural Water System (DW-02) $36,522 $60,718 $0 $97,240 

South Lincoln Rural Water System (DW-02) $6,202 $4,613 $923 $11,737 

Spearfish (DW-01) $339,629 $24,661 $0 $364,290 

Sturgis (DW-04) $94,479 $34,383 $6,877 $135,739 

Tabor (DW-01) $20,026 $17,376 $3,475 $40,877 

TC&G Water Association (DW-01) $36,730 $24,527 $7,008 $68,266 

Tea (DW-01) $126,615 $21,352 $6,406 $154,372 

Terry Trojan Water Project District (DW-01) $16,580 $6,148 $1,756 $24,485 

TM Rural Water District (DW-01) $23,760 $22,268 $0 $46,028 

Trail West Sanitary District (DW-01) $44,393 $11,230 $2,246 $57,870 

Tripp County Water User District (DW-01) $120,044 $45,412 $0 $165,457 

Tripp County Water User District (DW-02) $4,382 $0 $0 $4,382 

Tripp County Water User District (DW-04) $309,712 $231,463 $0 $541,175 

Tyndall (DW-02) $28,760 $11,880 $0 $40,640 

Tyndall (DW-03) $31,898 $19,774 $5,650 $57,321 

Vermillion (DW-02) $96,686 $5,955 $2,382 $105,024 

Vermillion (DW-03) $203,575 $25,675 $6,419 $235,669 

DRAFT



 

94  

Borrower Principal  Interest 
Admin 

Surcharge Total  

Vermillion (DW-04) $62,401 $14,817 $4,233 $81,451 

Viborg (DW-01) $5,613 $1,164 $349 $7,126 

Viborg (DW-02) $3,201 $2,273 $455 $5,928 

Viborg (DW-03) $16,901 $0 $0 $16,901 

Wagner (DW-01) $25,000 $0 $0 $25,000 

Wagner (DW-02) $5,833 $0 $0 $5,833 

Wakonda (DW-01) $9,131 $9,003 $1,801 $19,934 

Waubay (DW-01) $23,385 $9,780 $2,445 $35,611 

Wessington Springs (DW-01) $3,799 $2,415 $690 $6,904 

White Lake (DW-01) $7,535 $4,041 $1,155 $12,731 

Winner (DW-01) $11,765 $4,154 $1,187 $17,106 

Wolsey (DW-01) $12,984 $1,994 $598 $15,576 

Wolsey (DW-02) $8,385 $2,077 $623 $11,084 

Wolsey (DW-03) $0 $5,914 $1,075 $6,989 

Woodland Hills Sanitary District (DW-01) $13,423 $5,497 $1,099 $20,019 

Woodland Hills Sanitary District (DW-02) $4,081 $1,944 $389 $6,414 

Woonsocket (DW-01) $8,430 $5,794 $1,159 $15,383 

Worthing (DW-01) $18,041 $1,608 $643 $20,291 

Worthing (DW-02) $4,289 $1,599 $320 $6,208 

Yankton (DW-01) $231,900 $9,642 $3,857 $245,399 

Yankton (DW-02) $48,209 $9,997 $2,999 $61,205 

Yankton (DW-03) $123,845 $34,395 $6,879 $165,120 

Yankton (DW-04) $100,504 $26,257 $5,251 $132,012 

Yankton (DW-05) $288,654 $261,589 $52,318 $602,561 

Yankton (DW-06) $964,953 $598,200 $170,914 $1,734,067 

TOTAL $9,676,820 $4,247,623 $930,131 $14,854,573 
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EXHIBIT IX 
DENR Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 

Statement of Net Assets 
For the Federal Fiscal Year Ended 

June 30, 2021 
 

Assets   
Current Assets:    
  Cash and Cash Equivalents  $   38,285,899.72  
  Investments 18,861,630.00  
  Due from Federal Government 428,474.05  
  Due from Other Governments 176,567.80  
  Accrued Interest Receivable 1,990,227.29  
  Loans Receivable 12,245,576.16  

Total Current Assets 71,988,375.02  

   
Noncurrent Assets:  
  Investments 57,769,388.23  
  Net Pension Assets 781.00  
  Loans Receivable     181,359,842.33  

Total Noncurrent Assets     239,130,011.56  

   
Total Assets 311,118,386.58  

   
Deferred Outflows of Resources  
  Related to Pensions            127,773.00  
  Deferred Charge on Refunding         1,346,956.25  

Total Deferred Outflows of Resources 1,474,729.25  

   
Liabilities  
Current Liabilities:   
  Accounts Payable            207,756.86  
  Accrued Liabilities 8,285.18  
  Compensated Absences Payable 8,126.34  
  Accrued Interest Payable 1,576,643.04  
  Bonds Payable - net of unamortized premium and discount 8,366,044.65  

Total Current Liabilities 10,166,856.07  

   
Noncurrent Liabilities:  
  Compensated Absences Payable 7,189.04  
  Arbitrage Payable 1,463,050.05  
  Bonds Payable - net of unamortized premium and discount 83,731,057.29  

Total Noncurrent Liabilities 85,201,296.38  

   
Total Liabilities 95,368,152.45  

   
Deferred Inflows of Resources  
   Related to Pensions 102,053.00  

Total Deferred Inflows of Resources 102,053.00  

   
Net Position  
    Restricted For Pension Obligations 26,501.00  
    Unrestricted 217,096,409.38  

   
Total Net Position  $  217,122,910.38  

    
The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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EXHIBIT X 
DENR Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 

Statement of Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Fund Net Assets 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021 

 
 

Operating Revenues:   
  Loan Interest Income   $     3,877,884.86  
  Other Income             976,180.07  

Total Operating Revenues          4,854,064.93  

   
   
Operating Expenses:   
  Administrative Expenses      
  Personal Services 402,709.35  
  Employee Benefits 87,442.97  
  Travel 5,684.57  
  Contractual 625,049.55  
  Supplies 703.91  
  Grants 329,975.40  
  Other 158.90  
  Total Administrative Expenses          1,451,724.65  

Loan Principal Forgiveness Expense          5,545,102.00  
  Bond Issuance Costs                            -    
  Interest Expense          3,460,333.21  

Total Operating Expenses        10,457,159.86  

   
Operating Income (Loss)         (5,603,094.93) 

   
Nonoperating Revenue (Expenses):   
  Federal Capitalization Grants           9,589,368.77  
  Other Income             312,489.89  
  Investment Income          2,853,030.36  
  Arbitrage Expense            (195,478.74) 
  Payments to State             (54,733.82) 

Total Nonoperating Revenues (Expenses)        12,504,676.46  

   
Change in Net Position          6,901,581.53  

   
Net Position at Beginning of Year      210,221,328.85  

   
Net Position at End of Year   $  217,122,910.38  

   
   

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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EXHIBIT XI 
DENR Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 

Statement of Cash Flows 
For the Fiscal year Ended June 30, 2021 

 
Cash Flows from Operating Activities:   
    Receipts for Loan Repayments  $   24,543,059.51   
    Receipts for Interest Income on Loans         3,804,265.35   
    Receipts for Surcharge Interest on Loans            960,688.98   
    Payments to Loan Recipients      (28,787,353.00)  
    Payments for Employee Services           (553,263.20)  
    Payments for Contractual Services           (594,651.90)  
    Payment for Grants           (290,158.70)  
    Payments for Principal Forgiveness        (5,545,102.00)  
    Other Payments                 (862.81)  
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities        (6,463,377.77)    
Cash Flows from Noncapital Financing Activities:   
     Payments to State            (54,733.82)  
     Principal Payments on Bonds        (7,515,000.00)  
     Interest Payments on Bonds         (3,899,954.92)  
     Receipts for Administering Program         9,717,018.00   
     Other Income            104,686.98   
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Noncapital Financing 
Activities           (1,647,983.76)    
Cash Flows from Investing Activities:   
    Arbitrage Payment                                      -     
    Interest on Investments         3,008,056.10   
    Proceeds from Sale of Investment Securities       24,436,949.63   
    Purchase of Investment Securities      (35,773,666.74)  
Net Cash Provided (Used) by Investing Activities          (1,647,983.76)     
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash and Cash Equivalents          20,457,779.73     
Cash and Cash Equivalents at Beginning of Year                54,725,922.26  

Cash and Cash Equivalents at End of Year   $          38,285,899.72  
   
Reconciliation of Operating Income to Net   
    Cash Provided (Used) by Operating Activities   
    Operating Income (Loss)   $     (5,603,094.93) 
Adjustments to Reconcile Net Income to Net Cash   
    Provided (Used) by Operating Activities:   
    Interest Expense         3,460,333.21   
    Assets:  (Increase)/Decrease   
    Loans Receivable        (4,244,293.49)  
    Accrued Interest Receivable on Loans            (73,619.51)  
    Due from Other Governments            (15,491.09)  
    Net Pension Assets               1,316.00      

Decrease/(Increase) in Deferred Outflows of 
Resources:   

Deferred Outflows of Resources - Related to Pensions                 (19,582.00)      
    Liabilities: Increase/(Decrease)   
    Accounts Payable             70,459.47   
    Accrued Employee Benefits            (74,695.36)  
    Accrued Liabilities            (24,040.07)  
    Net Pension Liability                                      -        

Increase/(Decrease) in Deferred Inflows of Resources:   
  Deferred Inflows of Resources - Related to Pensions                    59,330.00   

    Total Adjustments                  (860,282.84) 

Net Cash Provided by Operations   $         (6,463,377.77) 
   

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement 
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SOUTH DAKOTA BOARD OF WATER 
AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 
NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

June 30, 2020 
 

1. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 
 

 A. Authorizing Legislation 
 

The Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Loan Program was federally 
authorized by the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1996.  The state authorized the 
loan program in 1994 in anticipation of federal action.  The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) developed final guidance for the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund on 
February 28, 1997.  The Board of Water and Natural Resources, acting in its capacity as 
the South Dakota Conservancy District, conducted a public hearing on April 15, 1997 to 
adopt formal administrative rules for the program.  The South Dakota Conservancy District 
(SDCD) was created by the Legislature under Chapter 46A-2 of the South Dakota Codified 
Law as a body politic and corporate for the purpose of constructing water resource facilities 
for the conservation, storage, distribution and utilization of water for municipal purposes 
within the State of South Dakota.  The SDCD bonds do not constitute a debt of the State 
of South Dakota or a pledge of the faith and credit of the State.  Because the State of 
South Dakota is able to impose its will over the SDCD and the governing body is 
substantively the same as the governing body of the primary government, it is considered 
a blended component unit and, as such, the accompanying financial statements are 
included in the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report of the State of South Dakota.  The 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources performs all of the functions of the 
South Dakota Conservancy District, except for quasi-legislative, quasi-judicial, advisory, 
and special budgetary functions, which are performed by the Board of Water and Natural 
Resources acting in its capacity as the Conservancy District.  The DWSRF is a low interest 
loan program to finance drinking water projects.  Funds are provided to the states in the 
form of capitalization grants awarded annually through the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency.  The federal capitalization grants are matched by state funds at a ratio 
of 5:1.   

 
 B. Fund Accounting 
 

The DWSRF is accounted for as an enterprise fund.  An enterprise fund is a proprietary 
fund type used to report an activity for which a fee is charged to external users for goods 
or services.  

 
 C. Basis of Accounting 
 

The DWSRF follows the accrual basis of accounting.  This method of accounting 
recognizes the financial effect of transactions, events and interfund activities when they 
occur, regardless of the timing of related cash flows.   

 
 D. Cash and Cash Equivalents 
 

For purposes of the accompanying statement of net position and statement of cash flows 
all highly liquid investments with original maturities of 90 days or less are considered to be 
cash equivalents. 
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 E. Investments 
 

Investments are reported at fair value except for Guaranteed Investment Contracts, which 
are non-participating and, therefore, are recorded at carrying value.  Unrealized gains and 
losses due to fluctuations in market value are included in investment income. 

 
F. Premium and Deferred Amount on Refunding 

 

Premiums and the deferred amount on refunding on bonds are amortized using the 
straight line method over the life of the bonds to which they relate. 

 
   G. Revenue and Expense Recognition 
 

Enterprise funds distinguish operating revenues and expenses from nonoperating items.  
Operating revenues and expenses generally result from providing services and producing 
and delivering items in connection with an enterprise fund’s principal ongoing operations.  
The DWSRF records all revenues derived from interest on loans as operating revenues 
since these revenues are generated from the DWSRF’s daily operations needed to carry 
out its purpose.  Operating expenses include grants and subsidies, and contractual service 
expenses related to the administration of the DWSRF program.  

 
   H. Federal Capitalization Grant 
 

Federal capitalization grants reported as nonoperating income in the statement of 
revenues, expenses, and changes in fund net position is a federally funded loan program.  
Information about the program is as follows: 

 
CFDA Number: 66.468 
Federal Agency: Environmental Protection Agency 
Program: Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
State Agency: Environment & Natural Resources 
Outstanding Loans: $193,605,418 
Current Year 
  Administrative Expense: $853,080 
  Loan Disbursement:  $34,332,455 

 
I.   Net Position 

 
Net Position is classified in the following two components: 

• Restricted - Consists of net position with constraints placed on their use by (1) 
Master Trust Indenture and (2) law through enabling legislation. 

• Unrestricted - Consists of net position that does not meet the definition of net 
investment in capital assets or restricted. 

    
   J.   Pension 

 
For purposes of measuring the net pension liability (asset), deferred outflows of resources 
and deferred inflows of resources related to pensions, and pension expense, information 
about the fiduciary net position of the South Dakota Retirement System (SDRS) and 
additions to/deletions from SDRS’s fiduciary net position have been determined on the 
same basis as they are reported by SDRS.  Drinking Water SRF contributions and net 
pension liability (asset) are recognized on an accrual basis of accounting. 
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K. Deferred Outflows of Resources and Deferred Inflows of Resources 
 

In addition to assets, the Statement of Net Position reports a separate section for deferred 
outflows of resources.  Deferred outflows of resources represent consumption of net 
position that applies to future period of periods.  These items will not be recognized as an 
outflow of resources until the applicable future period.   

 
In addition to liability, the Statement of Net Position reports a separate section for deferred 
inflows of resources.  Deferred inflows or resources represent acquisitions of net position 
that applies to a future period or periods.  These items will not be recognized as an inflow 
or resources until the applicable future period.   

 
 

2. CASH AND INVESTMENTS 
 
 Cash 
 

Cash and Cash Equivalents at the end of FY21 consisted of Federated Government 
Obligations Funds.  The South Dakota Conservancy District has adopted an Investment Policy 
to supplement the provisions of the Master Trust Indenture, various Series Resolutions and 
supplemental indentures and certain tax regulatory agreements related to the investment of 
funds. 
 
Federated Government Obligations Fund was rated “AAAm by Standard and Poor’s Rating 
Group and as of 6/30/20 had a total annualized return of 0.02%. 
 
Investments 
 
Investments must be categorized within the fair value hierarchy established by generally 
accepted accounting principles.  The hierarchy is based on the valuation inputs used to 
measure the fair value of the assets.  Level 1 inputs are quoted prices in active markets for 
identical assets; Level 2 inputs are significant other observable inputs; Level 3 inputs are 
significant unobservable inputs.   
 
US Bank which serves as trustee to the DWSRF uses a pricing service, FT Interactive to value 
investments.  FT Interactive uses market approach pricing which utilizes models and pricing 
systems as well as mathematical tools and pricing analyst judgement.  All DWSRF 
investments are priced by this service, which is not quoted prices in the active market, but 
rather significant other observable inputs; therefore, the investments are categorized as Level 
2.  
 
Interest Rate Risk:  Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in interest rates will adversely 
affect the fair value of an investment.  The maturities of the investments as of June 30, 2021 
are listed below. 
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 Level 2 

Investment Maturities Fair Value 

US TREASURY BONDS 10/15/2021 $1,764,298 

US TREASURY BONDS 01/31/2022 $1,003,240 

US TREASURY BONDS 12/31/2021 $503,885 

US TREASURY BONDS 10/31/2021 $250,990 

US TREASURY BONDS 09/15/2021 $1,005,560 

US TREASURY BONDS 02/15/2022 $761,423 

US TREASURY BONDS 03/15/2022 $254,063 

US TREASURY BONDS 02/28/2022 $758,378 

US TREASURY BONDS 08/31/2021 $3,005,370 

US TREASURY BONDS 01/31/2022 $252,648 

US TREASURY BONDS 12/31/2021 $504,805 

US TREASURY BONDS 12/31/2021 $757,208 

US TREASURY BONDS 09/30/2021 $6,282,188 

  $17,104,053 

   
Investment Maturities Fair Value 

Federal Agency Bond 10/19/2021 $504,365 
 
 
Credit Risk:  Credit risk is the risk that an issuer or other counterparty to an investment will not 
fulfill its obligations to the DWSRF.   

 

Excluding investments explicitly guaranteed by the U.S. Government which are not considered 
to have credit risk, the DWSRF held Federal Agency Bonds with a fair value of $504,365, 
which were rated AAA by Moody’s Investor Services. 

 
Custodial Credit Risk:  Custodial credit risk is the risk that in the event of a bank failure, the 
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund’s investments may not be returned.  At June 30, 2021, 
$57,769,388 of guaranteed investment contracts was uninsured and unregistered, with the 
securities held by its trust department, but not in the DWSRF’s name and, as a result, were 
exposed to custodial credit risk.  Also, investments made in US Treasury Bonds with a market 
value of $17,104,053 and in Federal Agency Bonds with a market value of $504,365 were 
exposed to custodial credit risk. 
 
Guaranteed Investment Contracts (GICS): 
 
The DWSRF holds the following GICS where the rate of return is guaranteed. 
  

 Maturities  Contract Value 
Guaranteed Investment Contract 8/01/2025  $    45,334,118 
Guaranteed Investment Contract 8/01/2026  12,435,270 
   $    57,769,388 
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The South Dakota State Revolving Fund Master Trust Indenture requires any investment 
agreement to be with a guarantor whose long-term rating category is no lower than the two 
highest long-term rating categories.  The investment is rated by Moody’s Investors Service.  
The ratings for Guaranteed Investment Contracts are as follows: 
 
 
 

Moody’s Rating  Contract Value 

Baa1*  $  57,769,388 

 

*This guarantor’s rating is below the acceptable rating category (i.e., below Moody’s Aa3).  This 
investment has been fully collateralized with government securities in accordance with the 
provisions of Guaranteed Investment Contracts.  These fully collateralized investments have a 
fair value that equates to contract value. 

 

3. LOANS RECEIVABLE 
 
Loans receivable consist of loans made to local governments and nonprofit corporations 
through a loan agreement.  In order for a borrower to receive a loan, evidence must be shown 
that the principal and interest of the loan will be repaid.  Loans made from the DWSRF may 
be made at or below market interest rates and may be fully amortized up to thirty years. 
Disadvantaged Communities may be eligible for lower rates or even zero percent, and may be 
fully amortized up to thirty years.  Interest rates are reduced for those loans with shorter 
amortization periods. 
 
 

4. LONG-TERM DEBT 
 
 The Revenue bond issues outstanding as of June 30, 2020 are as follows: 

 

Issue Interest Rate 
Maturity 
Through 

FY 
Principal Balance 

Series 2010AB    
    Build America Bonds (BABs)    
      Leveraged 4.084% - 5.646% 2031 $            12,135,000 
    
Tax Exempt Bonds    
    State Match 2.000% - 5.125% 2030 439,493 
    Leveraged 2.000% - 5.125% 2030 1,171,522 
    
Series 2012A    
    Taxable Bonds    
        State Match 1.648% - 3.183% 2027 2,125,000 
        Leveraged 1.648% - 3.183% 2027 9,180,000 
    
Series 2014B    
    Tax Exempt Bonds 
        Leveraged 

 
5.000% 

 
2035 

 
4,710,000 

    
Series 2017A 
    Taxable Bonds 
        State Match 

 
 

1.410% - 2.149% 

 
 

2023 

 
 

3,755,000 
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Series 2017B 
    Tax Exempt Bonds 

   

        State Match 5.000%      2030 1,035,000 
        Leveraged 5.000%      2038 11,080,000 
    
Series 2018 
    Tax Exempt Bonds 

   

        Leveraged 5.000%      2039 37,060,000 

Total   82,691,015 

    Add: Unamortized Premium   9,406,085 

        Total Net of Amortization   $   92,097,100 

 
 
 
Future bond payments and future interest payments remaining as of June 30, 2021 are as 
follows: 
 

Year Ended 
June 30 

 
Principal  Interest  

Total Principal 
and Interest 

       
2022  7,740,000  3,652,749  11,392,749 

2023  8,140,000  3,378,968  11,518,968 

2024  6,315,000  3,108,985  9,423,985 

2025  6,425,000  2,848,259  9,273,259 

2026  4,555,000  2,604,812  7,159,812 

2027-2031  23,061,015  9,484,951  32,545,966 

2032-2036  16,445,000  4,593,625  21,038,625 

2037-2040  10,010,000  731,250  10,741,250 
       
TOTAL  $   82,691,015  $  30,403,600  $ 113,094,615 

 
Changes in long-term liabilities 
 

 Beginning      Ending  Due Within 

 Balance  Additions  Reductions  Balance  One Year 

Revenue Bonds $   90,206,015  $                  0  $  (7,515,000)  $   82,691,015  $   7,740,000 

Add: Bond Premium 10,032,130  $                  0  (626,045)  9,406,085  626,045 

Total 100,238,145  0  (8,141,045)  92,097,100  8,366,045 

          

Compensated Absences 90,011  0  (73,599)  16,412  8,285 

          

Long-Term Liabilities $ 100,328,156  $                0  $  (8,214,644)  $ 92,113,512    $  8,374,330   
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5. REFUNDED BONDS 
  

The SDCD entered into refunding whereby refunding bonds have been issued to facilitate 
defeasance of the District’s obligation with respect to certain bond issues.  The proceeds of 
the refunding issues have been placed in irrevocable escrow accounts and invested in U.S. 
Treasury obligations that, together with interest earned thereon, will provide amounts sufficient 
for future payments of interest and principal on the issues being refunded.  Refunded bonds 
and the related assets held in the trust are not included in the accompanying financial 
statements since the District has satisfied its obligations with respect thereto through 
consummation of the refunding transactions. 
 
The 2017A refunding portion had an average interest rate of 1.73 percent which was used to 
refund $790,000 of outstanding Taxable 2012B bonds with an average interest rate of 4.34 
percent.  The net proceeds of the refunding portion of $5,543,839 were deposited in an 
irrevocable trust with an escrow agent to provide for all the future debt service payments on 
the refunded portions.  As a result, the refunded portion bonds are considered to be defeased 
and the liability for those bonds has been removed from the Statement of Net Position.    

 
 The advanced refunding resulted in a difference between the reacquisition price and the net 

carrying amount of the old debt of $499,854.  This difference is being charged to operations 
through 2028 using the effective-interest method.  The District completed the advanced 
refunding for a net economic gain of $627,936.  The difference between the cash flows of the 
refunded bonds and the refunding bonds is a $765,664 reduction in debt service payments.      

 
 Fully defeased bonds not yet paid to bondholders as of June 30, 2021, are as follows: 
 

Bond Issues Year of Defeasance 
Original Amount 

Defeased 
Series 2012B (01) 2018 $         790,000 
   
Series 2012B (01) that were 
escrowed will be called on 
August 1, 2022. 
 

 

 

   
 

 
6. COMMITMENTS 

 
As of June 30, 2021, the DWSRF had loan commitments with borrowers worth $63,677,474. 

 
 
7. PENSION PLAN 
 

The Department of Environment and Natural Resources, (DENR), participates in the South 
Dakota Retirement System (SDRS), a cost-sharing, multiple-employer defined benefit pension 
plan established to provide retirement, disability, and survivor benefits for employees of the 
State and its political subdivisions.  Authority for establishing, administering, and amending 
plan provisions is found in SDCL 3-12.  The SDRS issues a publicly available financial report 
that includes financial statements, footnote disclosures, and required supplementary 
information.  That report may be obtained by contacting the SDRS in writing at South Dakota 
Retirement System, P.O. Box 1098, Pierre, SD  57501-1098 or by calling (605) 773-3731.  
Additionally, the State of South Dakota’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) will 
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report the State’s proportionate share of the plan.  The CAFR can be obtained by writing to 
the Department of Legislative Audit, 427 South Chapelle, c/o 500 East Capitol, Pierre, South 
Dakota 57501 or by calling (605)773-3595. 

 
State law requires employees to contribute 6 percent of their salary to the plan and the 
employer to contribute an amount equal to the employee’s contribution.  The right to receive 
retirement benefits vests after three years of credited service.  DENR contributions to the 
SDRS for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2021, 2020, and 2019, were $24,993, $27,801, and 
$34,407, respectively, equal to the required contributions each year. 
 
The net pension liability was measured as of June 30, 2021, and the estimated SDRS is 100% 
funded.  At June 30, 2021, the DWSRF reported an asset of $781 for its proportionate share 
of the net pension asset.  At June 30, 2020, deferred outflows of resources and deferred 
inflows of resources related to pensions were reported from the following sources: 
 
 

 
 Deferred 

Outflows of 
Resources 

 Deferred 
Inflows of 
Resources 

     

Difference between expected and actual experience  $    2,987  $    612              
     

Changes in assumption  25,152  101,441 
     

Net difference between projected and actual      
  earnings on pension plan investments  $72,578   

     
     

Changes in Proportionate Share 
 

 2,063  - 

Contributions after the measurement date  24,993  - 
     

Total  $  127,773  $  102,053 

 
 
8. ANNUAL AND SICK LEAVE ACCRUAL 
 

All employees earn annual leave.  Upon termination, employees are eligible to receive 
compensation for their accrued annual leave balances.  At June 30, 2020, a liability existed 
for accumulated annual leave calculated at the employee's June 30, 2020, pay rate in the 
amount of $8,285.  Employees who have been continuously employed by the State of South 
Dakota for at least seven years prior to the date of their retirement, voluntary resignation or 
death will receive payment for one-fourth of their accumulated sick leave balance.  This 
payment is not to exceed the sum of twelve weeks of employee’s annual compensation.  At 
June 30, 2021, a liability existed for accumulated sick leave, calculated at each employee’s 
June 30, 2021, pay rate in the amount of $15,315.  The total leave liability of $23,600 at June 
30, 2021, is shown as a liability on the balance sheet. 
 

 
9.  RISK MANAGEMENT 
 

The Board of Water and Natural Resources and the Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources are exposed to various risks of loss related to torts; theft of, damage to, and 
destruction of assets; errors and omissions; injuries to employees; and natural disasters.  
The Department participates in the various programs administered by the State of South 
Dakota.  These risk management programs are funded through assessments charged to 
participating entities.  The risk management programs include; 1) coverage for risks 
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associated with automobile liability and general tort liability (including public officials’ errors 
and omissions liability, medical malpractice liability, law enforcement liability, and products 
liability) through the State’s Public Entity Pool for Liability Fund, 2) coverage of employee 
medical claims through the State’s health insurance program, 3) coverage for unemployment 
benefits through the State’s Unemployment Insurance Fund, and, 4) coverage for workers’ 
compensation benefits through the State’s Workers’ Compensation Fund, 5) coverage for 
property loss through the South Dakota Property and Casualty Insurance Company, LLC.  
Financial information relative to the self-insurance funds administered by the State is 
presented in the State of South Dakota Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  

  
10.  Subsequent Events 

  
SDDA / DENR Merger 
 
On August 27, 2020, SD Governor Kristi Noem announced her plan to merge the      
Department of Agriculture (SDDA) and the Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources (DENR) into a single agency, the Department of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources (DANR). An Executive Order dated January 19, 2021, implemented the merger 
and DANR officially began operating as a merged agency on April 19, 2021. However, DANR 
did not begin operating under a single, merged budget until July 1, 2021. Therefore, between 
April 19, 2021, and July 1, 2021, SDDA and DANR continued to operate under separate 
budgets.   
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SOUTH DAKOTA 

DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 2022 INTENDED USE PLAN 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 

1996 and South Dakota Codified Law 46A-1-

60.1 to 46A-1-60.3, inclusive, authorize the 

South Dakota Drinking Water State Revolving 

Fund (SRF) program.  Program rules are 

established in Administrative Rules of South 

Dakota chapter 74:05:11.   

 

The state of South Dakota proposes to adopt 

the following Intended Use Plan (IUP) for the 

federal fiscal year (FFY) 2021 as required 

under Section 1452(b) of the Safe Drinking 

Water Act and ARSD 74:05:11:03.  The IUP 

describes how the state intends to use the 

Drinking Water SRF to meet the objectives of 

the Safe Drinking Water Act and further the 

goal of protecting public health.  A public 

hearing was held on November 4, 2021, to 

review the FFY 2022 Intended Use Plan and 

receive comments.  The IUP reflects the 

results of this review. 

 

The IUP includes the following: 

 

• Priority list of projects; 

 

• Short- and long-term goals; 

 

• Criteria and method of fund distribution; 

 

• Funds transferred between the Drinking 

Water SRF and the Clean Water SRF; 

 

• Financial status; 

 

• Description and amount of non-Drinking 

Water SRF (set-aside) activities; and 

 

• Disadvantaged community subsidies. 

PRIORITY LIST OF PROJECTS 

 

A project must be on the project priority list, 

Attachment I, to be eligible for a loan. This 

list was developed from the State Water Plan 

and includes projects that did not designate 

Drinking Water SRF loans as a funding 

source.   

 

Projects may be added to the project priority 

list at any meeting of the Board of Water and 

Natural Resources if the action is included on 

the agenda at the time it is posted. 

 

Priority ratings are based on the project 

priority system established in ARSD 

74:05:11:06.  The general objective of the 

priority system is to assure projects that 

address compliance or health concerns, meet 

certain affordability criteria, or regionalize 

facilities receive priority for funding. 

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESULTS 

 

The long-term goals of the Drinking Water 

SRF are to fully capitalize the fund, ensure 

that the state’s drinking water supplies remain 

safe and affordable, ensure that systems are 

operated and maintained, and promote 

economic well-being. 

 

The specific long-term objectives of the 

program are: 

 

1. To maintain a permanent, self-

sustaining SRF program that will 

serve in perpetuity as a financing 

source for drinking water projects and 

source water quality protection 

measures.  This will necessitate that 
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the amount of capitalization grant 

funds for non-Drinking Water SRF 

activities are reviewed annually to 

assure adequate cash flow to maintain 

the fund. 

 

2. To fulfill the requirements of pertinent 

federal, state, and local laws and 

regulations governing safe drinking 

water activities, while providing the 

state and local project sponsors with 

maximum flexibility and decision 

making authority regarding such 

activities. 

 

The short-term goal of the SRF is to fully 

capitalize the fund. 

 

The specific short-term objectives of the 

program are: 

 

1. To assist systems in replacing aging 

infrastructure. 

 

2. To assist systems in maintaining and 

upgrading its water treatment capabilities 

to ensure compliance with the Safe 

Drinking Water Act. 

 

3. To promote regionalization and 

consolidations of water systems, where 

mutually beneficial, as a practical means 

of addressing financial, managerial, and 

technical capacity. 

 

4. To ensure the technical integrity of 

Drinking Water SRF projects through the 

review of planning, design plans and 

specifications, and construction activities. 

 

5. To ensure the financial integrity of the 

Drinking Water SRF program through the 

review of the financial impacts of the set-

asides and disadvantaged subsidies and 

individual loan applications and the 

ability for repayment. 

 

6. To obtain maximum capitalization of the 

funds for the state in the shortest time 

possible while taking advantage of the 

provisions for disadvantaged communities 

and supporting the non-Drinking Water 

SRF activities. 

 

Environmental Results 

 

States are required to establish program 

activity measures (outcomes) in its Intended 

Use Plan to receive the federal capitalization 

grant.  Progress related to the measures is to 

be reported in the following annual report.  

 

For FFY 2022, the specific measures are:  

 

1. In FFY 2021, the fund utilization rate, as 

measured by the percentage of executed 

loans to funds available, was 97.1 percent, 

which exceeded the target goal of 90 

percent.  For FFY 2022, the goal of the 

Drinking Water SRF program is to 

maintain the fund utilization rate at or 

above 90 percent. 

 

2. In FFY 2021, the rate at which projects 

progressed as measured by disbursements 

as a percent of assistance provided was 

83.3 percent, which met the goal of 80 

percent.  For FFY 2022, the goal is to 

maintain the construction pace at 80 

percent or higher.  

 

3. For FFY 2022, the goal of the Drinking 

Water SRF program is to fund 111 loans, 

totaling more than $1.3 billion. 

 

4. For FFY 2022, it is estimated that 19 

projects will initiate operations. 

 

5. For FFY 2022, it is estimated that 10 

Small Community Planning Grants will 

be awarded to small systems to evaluate 

the system’s infrastructure needs.   

 

6. For FFY 2022, it is estimated that the 

South Dakota Association of Rural Water 

Systems will provide 1,400 hours of 

technical assistance to small systems.  
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CRITERIA AND METHOD OF FUND 

DISTRIBUTION 

 

Projects will be funded based on their 

assigned priority as set forth on the Project 

Priority list.  Projects with the highest ranking 

that have submitted a complete State 

Revolving Fund loan application and 

demonstrated adequate financial, managerial, 

and technical capacity to receive the loan 

shall be funded before any lower ranked 

projects.  Projects on the priority list may be 

bypassed if they have not demonstrated 

readiness to proceed by submitting a loan 

application.  “Readiness to Proceed” is 

defined by EPA as the applicant being 

prepared to begin construction and is 

immediately ready, or poised to be ready, to 

enter into assistance agreements.  The next 

highest priority project that has submitted an 

application will be funded.  The state shall 

exert reasonable effort to assure that the 

higher priority projects on the priority list are 

funded. 

 

Interest rates are reviewed periodically in 

comparison to established bond rating indexes 

to assure rates are at or below market rates as 

required.  The SRF rates are then set to be 

competitive with other funding agencies.   

 

The current interest rates for FFY 2022 are 

summarized in Table 1.  Information 

regarding disadvantaged eligibility and 

subsidy level criteria can be found in the 

disadvantaged community subsidies section.  

The interest rates were adjusted in April 

2020. 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE SURCHARGE FEES 

 

The interest rate includes an administrative 

surcharge as identified in Table 1. The 

primary purpose of the surcharge is to provide 

a pool of funds to be used for administrative 

purposes after the state ceases to receive 

capitalization grants.  The administrative 

surcharge is also available for other purposes, 

as determined eligible by EPA and at the  

 

discretion of the Board of Water and Natural 

Resources and the department.   

 

As of September 30, 2021, more than $6.51 

million of administrative surcharge funds are 

available. 

 

Beginning in FFY 2005, administrative 

surcharge funds were provided to the 

planning districts to defray expenses resulting 

from SRF application preparation and project 

administration.  Reimbursement is $10,500 

per approved loan with payments made in 

$3,500 increments as certain milestones are 

met.   

 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment 

Act (ARRA) of 2009 and subsequent 

capitalization grants have mandated 

implementation of Davis-Bacon prevailing 

Table 1 – Drinking Water SRF Interest Rates 

     

  

Up to 

5 Yrs 

Up to 

10 Yrs 

Up to 

20 Yrs 

Up to 30 

Yrs* 

Interim Rate     

Interest Rate 2.00%    

Admin. Surcharge 0.00%    

Total 2.00%    

     

Base Rate     

Interest Rate  1.375% 1.50% 1.625% 

Admin. Surcharge  0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 

Total  1.875% 2.00% 2.125% 

     

Disadvantaged Rate – 80% to100% of MHI  

Interest Rate    1.625% 

Admin. Surcharge    0.25% 

Total    1.875% 

     

Disadvantaged Rate – 60% to 80% of MHI  

Interest Rate  1.00%  1.375% 

Admin. Surcharge  0.00%  0.25% 

Total  1.00%  1.625% 

     

Disadvantaged Rate – Less than 60% of MHI  

Interest Rate    0.00% 

Admin. Surcharge    0.00% 

Total    0.00% 

* Term cannot exceed useful life of the project 
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wage rules.  Under joint powers agreements 

between the planning districts and the 

department, the planning districts are to be 

reimbursed $1,600 per project to oversee 

compliance with the Davis-Bacon wage rate 

verification and certification.  

 

Administrative surcharge funds will again be 

provided to the planning districts to defray the 

cost of SRF application preparation and 

project administration, which includes Davis-

Bacon wage rate verification and 

certification.  The FFY 2022 allocation for 

these activities will be $275,000. 

 

In FFY 2022, $75,000 of administrative 

surcharge funds will be allocated for operator 

certification training. 

 

In FFY 2019, $200,000 of administrative 

surcharge funds were allocated to provide 

grants to assist very small systems in 

violation of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  

These funds are limited to community 

systems with 50 or less connections and not-

for-profit, non-transient non-community 

water systems.  Funds will be provided for 

infrastructure projects as 100 percent grants 

up to a maximum of $50,000 and for total 

project costs less than $100,000.  No 

additional funds will be allocated for these 

activities in federal fiscal year 2022. 

 

SMALL SYSTEM FUNDING 

 

A requirement of the program is that a 

minimum of 15 percent of all dollars credited 

to the fund be used to provide loan assistance 

to small systems that serve fewer than 10,000 

persons.  Since the inception of the program, 

loans totaling nearly $296.8 million have 

been made to systems meeting this population 

threshold, or 49.9 percent of the $594.4 

million of total funds available for loan.  

Attachment II – List of Projects to be funded 

in FFY 2022 identifies more than $1.3 billion 

in projects, of which more than $500 million 

is for systems serving less than 10,000; 

therefore, the state expects to continue to 

exceed the 15 percent threshold. 

 

Water systems must demonstrate the 

technical, managerial, and financial capability 

to operate a water utility before it can receive 

a loan. 

 

The distribution methods and criteria are 

designed to provide affordable assistance to 

the borrower with maximum flexibility while 

providing for the long-term viability of the 

fund. 

 

AMOUNT OF FUNDS TRANSFERRED 

BETWEEN THE DRINKING WATER 

SRF AND THE CLEAN WATER SRF 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 

1996 and subsequent Congressional action 

allows states to transfer an amount equal to 

33 percent of its Drinking Water SRF 

capitalization grant to the Clean Water SRF 

or an equivalent amount from the Clean 

Water SRF to the Drinking Water SRF.  

States can also transfer state match, 

investment earnings, or principal and interest 

repayments between SRF programs and may 

transfer a previous year’s allocation at any 

time.   

 

South Dakota transferred $15,574,320 from 

the Clean Water SRF to the Drinking Water 

SRF program in past years.  In FFY 2006 and 

2011, $7.5 million of leveraged bond 

proceeds and $10 million of repayments, 

respectively were transferred from the 

Drinking Water SRF program to the Clean 

Water SRF program.  With the expected FFY 

2022 capitalization grant, the ability exists to 

transfer more than $62.9 million from the 

Clean Water SRF program to the Drinking 

Water SRF program.  More than $60.0 

million could be transferred from the 

Drinking Water SRF Program to the Clean 

Water SRF program. Table 2 (page 10) 

itemizes the amount of funds transferred 

between the programs and the amount of 

funds available to be transferred. 
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No transfers are expected in FFY 2022. 

 

FINANCIAL STATUS 

 

Loan funds are derived from various sources 

and include federal capitalization grants, state 

match, leveraged bonds, borrowers’ principal 

repayments, and interest earnings. 

 

Capitalization Grants/State Match: Federal 

capitalization grants are provided to the state 

annually.  These funds must be matched by 

the state at a ratio of 5 to 1.  The anticipated 

FFY 2022 capitalization grant is expected to 

be $11,001,000 which requires $2,200,200 in 

state match.  Leveraged bonds will be used to 

match FFY 2022 capitalization grant funds.   

 

For purposes of meeting FFY 2022 

proportionality requirements, the South 

Dakota Drinking Water SRF program will 

document the expenditure of repayments and 

bond proceeds in an amount equivalent to the 

entire required state match.  

 

Leveraged Bonds:  The South Dakota 

Conservancy District has the ability to issue 

additional bonds above that required for state 

match, known as leveraged bonds.  To date, 

$123.7 million in leveraged bonds have been 

issued for the Drinking Water SRF program.  

It is anticipated that up to $200 million of 

additional leveraged bonds will be required in 

FFY 2022.     

 

Borrowers’ Principal Repayments:  The 

principal repaid by the loan borrowers is used 

to make semi-annual leveraged bond 

payments.  Any excess principal is available 

for loans.  It is estimated that $12.0 million in 

principal repayments will become available 

for loans in FFY 2022.  

 

Interest Earnings:  The interest repaid by the 

loan borrowers, as well as interest earned on 

investments, is dedicated to make semi-

annual state match bond payments.  Any 

excess interest is available for loans.  It is 

estimated that $4.0 million in interest 

earnings will become available for loans in 

FFY 2022. 

 

As of September 30, 2021, 371 loans totaling 

$582,911,595 have been made. 

 

At the beginning of FFY 2022, $17,002,467 

is available to loan.  With the expected FFY 

2022 capitalization grant, state match, 

leveraged bonds, excess interest earnings, and 

repayments, nearly $208.9 million will be 

available to loan.  This information is 

provided in Attachment III, Drinking Water 

SRF Funding Status.   

 

Funds will be allocated to the set-aside 

activities in the amounts indicated below.  All 

remaining funds will be used to fund projects 

on the project priority list.  A more detailed 

description of the activities can be found in 

the section pertaining to set-asides and the 

attachments. 

 

Administration $440,040 

Technical Assistance $220,020 

Local Assistance                   $75,000 

Total for set-asides $735,060 

 

With the adoption of the amended and 

restated Master Indenture in 2004, the Clean 

Water and Drinking Water SRF programs are 

cross-collateralized.  This allows the board to 

pledge excess revenues on deposit in the 

Drinking Water SRF program to act as 

additional security for bonds secured by 

excess revenues on deposit in the Clean 

Water SRF program, and vice versa. 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act included three 

provisions that call for a withholding of 

Drinking Water SRF grant funds where states 

fail to implement three necessary 

programmatic requirements.  These 

provisions were assuring the technical, 

financial and managerial capacity of new 

water systems, developing a strategy to 

address the capacity of existing systems, and 

developing an operator certification program 

that complies with EPA guidelines.  The State 
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of South Dakota continues to meet the 

requirements of these provisions and will not 

be subject to withholding of funds. 

 

Additional Subsidy – Principal Forgiveness 

 

The 2010 and 2011 Drinking Water SRF 

appropriations mandated that not less than 30 

percent of the funds made available for 

Drinking Water SRF capitalization grants 

shall be used by the state to provide 

additional subsidy to eligible recipients. The 

2012 through 2015 capitalization grants 

mandated additional subsidy be provided in 

an amount not less than 20 percent, but not 

more than 30 percent, of the capitalization 

grants.  The 2016 through 2019 capitalization 

grant mandated additional subsidy of exactly 

20 percent of the total grant be provided to 

recipients. The FFY 2020 and 2021 

capitalization grants included the ability to 

award principal forgiveness for any borrower 

of exactly 14 percent of the total grant award.  

Additional subsidy may be in the form of 

forgiveness of principal, negative interest 

loans, or grants (or any combination of these). 

 

Additional subsidy will be provided in the 

form of principal forgiveness.  Municipalities 

and sanitary districts must have a minimum 

rate of $30 per month based on 5,000 gallons 

usage or to qualify for principal forgiveness.  

Other applicants must have a minimum rate 

of $55 per month based on 7,000 gallons 

usage to qualify for principal forgiveness. 

 

When determining the amount of principal 

forgiveness, the Board of Water and Natural 

Resources may consider the following 

decision-making factors, which are set forth 

in alphabetical order: 

 

 (1) Annual utility operating budgets; 

 (2) Available local cash and in-kind 

contributions; 

 (3) Available program funds; 

 (4) Compliance with permits and 

regulations; 

 (5) Debt service capability; 

 (6) Economic impact; 

 (7) Other funding sources; 

 (8) Readiness to proceed; 

 (9) Regionalization or consolidation of 

facilities; 

 (10) Technical feasibility; 

 (11) Utility rates; and 

 (12) Water quality benefits. 

 

Table 3 on page 11 summarizes the amounts 

of principal forgiveness provided to date.   

 

It is anticipated FFY 2022 capitalization grant 

will include the ability to award principal 

forgiveness for any borrower equal to 14 

percent of the total grant award.   

 

Additional principal forgiveness can also be 

provided to disadvantaged communities.  

Further discussion can be found in the 

Disadvantaged Community Subsidy section 

beginning on page 9. 

 

Attachment II – List of Projects to be Funded 

in FFY 2022 identifies $1,604,322 in 

principal forgiveness for communities not 

eligible for the additional disadvantaged 

community principal forgiveness.   

 

DESCRIPTION AND AMOUNT OF 

NON-PROJECT ACTIVITIES (SET-

ASIDES) 

 

The Safe Drinking Water Act authorizes 

states to provide funding for certain non-

project activities provided that the amount of 

that funding does not exceed certain ceilings.  

Unused funds in the non-Drinking Water SRF 

will be banked for future use, where 

allowable, or transferred to the project loan 

account at the discretion of the state and with 

concurrence from the EPA Regional 

Administrator. 

 

The following sections identify what portions 

of the capitalization grant will be used for 

non-Drinking Water SRF activities and 

describe how the funds will be used. 
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Administration.   

The Water Infrastructure Improvements for 

the Nation (WIIN) Act of 2017 provides three 

options to states to calculate the 

administrative set-aside available from each 

year’s capitalization grant.  States may use 

the greatest of 1) $400,000 per year, 2) 1/5 of 

a percent of the current valuation of the 

Drinking Water SRF fund based on the most 

recent previous year’s audited financial 

statements, or 3) an amount equal to four 

percent of the annual capitalization grant. 

 

Four percent of the FFY 2022 capitalization 

grant is $440,040, and 1/5 of a percent of the 

current fund valuation of $215,612,910 

results in $431,225 available for 

administrative fees.  As a result, an 

administrative set-aside of $440,040 will be 

reserved for administrative purposes in 

FFY 2022. 

 

Specific activities to be funded are:  staff 

salary, benefits, travel, and overhead; 

retaining of bond counsel, bond underwriter, 

financial advisor, and trustee; and other costs 

to administer the program. 

 

Unused administrative funds will be banked 

to assure a source of funds not dependent on 

state general funds. 

 

Small system technical assistance.  Two 

percent of the capitalization grant 

($220,020) will be allocated to provide 

technical assistance to public water systems 

serving 10,000 or fewer.  This is the 

maximum allowed for this purpose. 

 

The objective of this set-aside is to bring non-

complying systems into compliance and 

improve operations of water systems.   

 

In fiscal year 1997, the board contracted with 

the South Dakota Association of Rural Water 

Systems to help communities evaluate the 

technical, managerial, and financial capability 

of its water utilities.  These contracts have 

been renewed periodically to allow the 

continuation of assistance activities.  The 

Rural Water Association provides such on-

site assistance as leak detection, consumer 

confidence reports, water audits, board 

oversight and review, treatment plant 

operations, operator certification, and rate 

analysis.   

 

To promote proactive planning within small 

communities, the Small Community Planning 

Grant program was initiated in fiscal year 

2001.  Communities are reimbursed 80 

percent of the cost of an engineering study, 

with the maximum grant amount for any 

study being $8,000.   

 

To assure available funds to support the 

existing small system technical assistance 

endeavors, $220,020 from the fiscal year 

2022 capitalization grant will be allocated to 

this set-aside.  Unused funds from previous 

years’ set-aside for small system technical 

assistance are banked for use in future years.  

Currently, $198,038 remains from previous 

years’ allocations to be used for the purposes 

described above.   

 

State program management.  No funds will 

be allocated for the administration of the 

state’s Public Water System Supervision 

(PWSS) program in FFY 2022.   

 

The state may use up to 10 percent of its 

allotment to (1) administer the state PWSS 

program; (2) administer or provide technical 

assistance through water protection programs, 

including the Class V portion of the 

Underground Injection Control program; (3) 

develop and implement a capacity 

development strategy; and (4) develop and 

implement an operator certification program.  

The WIIN Act of 2017 removed the 

requirements for an additional dollar-for-

dollar match of capitalization funds for these 

activities.   

 

Previous year capitalization grant allocations 

will provide sufficient funding for South 

Dakota’s PWSS program to complete all 
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tasks and activities identified in the workplan.  

No additional funds will be set-aside for these 

activities in FFY 2022.  

 

Local assistance and other state programs. 

Up to $75,000 will be allocated for the 

capacity development activities described 

below.   

 

The state can fund other activities to assist 

development and implementation of local 

drinking water protection activities.  Up to 15 

percent of the capitalization grant may be 

used for the activities specified below, but not 

more than 10 percent can be used for any one 

activity.  The allowable activities for this set-

aside are:  (1) assistance to a public water 

system to acquire land or a conservation 

easement for source water protection; (2) 

assistance to a community water system to 

implement voluntary, incentive-based source 

water quality protection measures; (3) to 

provide funding to delineate and assess 

source water protection areas; (4) to support 

the establishment and implementation of a 

wellhead protection program; and (5) to 

provide funding to a community water system 

to implement a project under the capacity 

development strategy.   

 

Since 2008, Midwest Assistance Program 

(MAP) has been assisting communities that 

received an SRF loan and recommendations 

were made in the capacity assessment to 

improve the technical, financial, or 

managerial capacity of the system.  In 

addition, the MAP has assisted in the review 

of capacity assessments required as part of the 

Drinking Water SRF loan applications.   

 

There remains $75,000 from prior years’ 

allocations.  In FFY 2018, DENR issued a 

request for proposals to select the most 

qualified assistance provider firm for 

contracting of these services.  A three-year 

contract was signed with Midwest Assistance 

Program to continue their efforts with 

borrowers to improve the technical, financial, 

or managerial capacity of the system.  In 2021 

a three-year extension was executed to extend 

these services through December 2024. 

 

DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY 

SUBSIDIES 

 

Communities that meet the disadvantaged 

eligibility criteria described below may 

receive additional subsidies.  This includes 

communities that will meet the disadvantaged 

criteria as a result of the project.  

 

Definition.  To be eligible for loan subsidies a 

community must meet the following criteria: 

 

(2) for municipalities and sanitary 

districts: 

 

(a) the median household income is 

below the state-wide median 

household income; and  

(b) the monthly residential water bill is 

$30 or more for 5,000 gallons usage; 

or  

 

(2) for other community water systems: 

 

 (a) the median household income is 

below the state-wide median 

household income; and 

(b) the monthly water bill for rural 

households is $55 or more for 7,000 

gallons usage. 

 

The source of median household income 

statistics will be the American Community 

Survey or other statistically valid income data 

supplied by the applicant and acceptable to 

the board. 

 

Affordability criteria used to determine 

subsidy amount.  Loans given to 

disadvantaged communities may have a term 

up to 30 years or the expected life of the 

project, whichever is less.  Disadvantaged 

communities below the statewide median 

household income, but at or greater than 80 

percent, are eligible to extend the term of the 

loan up to 30 years.  Disadvantaged 
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communities below 80 percent of the 

statewide median household income, but at or 

greater than 60 percent may receive up to a 

one percentage point reduction in interest 

rates. Disadvantaged communities with a 

median household income less than 60 

percent of the statewide median household 

income may receive a zero percent loan. See 

Table 1 for the disadvantaged interest rates 

for FFY 2022.    

 

Amount of capitalization grant to be made 

available for providing additional subsidies to 

disadvantaged communities.  Disadvantaged 

communities are eligible for additional 

subsidy in the form of principal forgiveness. 

South Dakota utilized the option to provide 

additional subsidy in the form of principal 

forgiveness to disadvantaged communities in 

federal fiscal years 2016 through 2018, in an 

amount equal to 30 percent of the annual 

capitalization grant.  

 

The American Water Infrastructure Act 

(AWIA) of 2018 added new requirements to 

provide additional subsidy to disadvantaged 

communities.  Beginning with the FFY 2019 

capitalization grant and all subsequent grants 

states must provide a minimum of 6 percent 

and may provide up to 35 percent of the 

capitalization grant amount as additional 

subsidy to disadvantaged communities. 

 

Table 3 on page 11 summarizes the amounts 

of disadvantaged principal forgiveness 

provided to date.   

 

Attachment II – List of Projects to be Funded 

in FFY 2022 identifies $4,296,571 in 

principal forgiveness.   

 

Identification of systems to receive subsidies 

and the amount.  Systems that are eligible to 

receive disadvantaged community rates and 

terms are identified in Attachment I and 

Attachment II. 
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Table 2 – Amounts Available to Transfer between State Revolving Fund Programs 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Year 

 

 

DWSRF 

Capitalization 

Grant 

 

Amount 

Available 

for 

Transfer 

 

 

Banked 

Transfer 

Ceiling 

Amount 

Transferred 

from 

CWSRF to 

DWSRF 

Amount 

Transferred 

from 

DWSRF to 

CWSRF 

 

 
 

Transfer  

Description 

 

CWSRF 

Funds 

Available to 

Transfer 

 

DWSRF 

Funds 

Available to 

Transfer 

1997

-

2001 

$42,690,000 $14,087,700 $14,087,700    $14,087,700 $14,087,700 

2002 $8,052,500 $2,657,325 $16,745,025 $7,812,960 
 CW Cap 

Grant/Match 
$8,932,065 $16,745,025 

2003 $8,004,100 $2,641,353 $19,386,378 $7,761,360  
CW Cap 

Grant/Match 
$3,812,058 $19,386,378 

2004 $8,303,100 $2,740,023 $22,126,401    $6,552,081 $22,126,401 

2005 $8,285,500 $2,734,215 $24,860,616    $9,286,296 $24,860,616 

2006 $8,229,300 $2,715,669 $27,576,285  $7,500,000 
Leveraged 

Bonds 
$12,001,965 $20,076,285 

2007 $8,229,000 $2,715,570 $30,291,855    $14,717,535 $22,791,855 

2008 $8,146,000 $2,688,180 $32,980,035    $17,405,715 $25,480,035 

2009 $8,146,000 $2,688,180 $35,668,215    $20,093,895 $28,168,215 

2010 $13,573,000 $4,479,090 $40,147,305    $24,572,985 $32,647,305 

2011 $9,418,000 $3,107,940 $43,255,245  $10,000,000 Repayments $27,680,925 $25,755,245 

2012 $8,975,000 $2,961,750 $46,216,995    $30,642,675 $28,716,995 

2013 $8,421,000 $2,788,930 $48,995,925    $33,421,605 $31,495,925 

2014  $8,845,000 $2,918,850 $51,914,775    $36,340,455 $34,414,775 

2015  $8,787,000 $2,899,710 $54,814,485    $39,240,165 $37,314,485 

2016  $8,312,000 $2,742,960 $57,557,445    $41,983,125 $40,057,445 

2017  $8,241,000 $2,719,530 $60,276,975    $44,702,655 $42,776,975 

2018  $11,107,000 $3,665,310 $63,942,285    $48,367,965 $46,442,285 

2019  $11,103,000 $3,663,990 $67,606,275    $52,031,955 $50,106,275 

2020  $11,011,000 $3,633,630 $71,207,235    $55,632,915 $53,707,235 

2021  $11,001,000 $3,630,330 $74,870,235    $59,295,915 $57,370,235 

2022 

est 
$11,001,000 $3,630,330 $78,500,565    $62,926,245 $61,000,565 
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Table 3 – Principal Forgiveness Allowed and Awarded 

 

 

 Principal Forgiveness for all Borrowers Disadvantaged-only Principal Forgiveness 

 

Year 

 

Minimum 

 

Maximum 

Awarded from 

FY Grant 

 

Minimum 

 

Maximum 

Awarded from 

FY Grant 

2010 $4,071,900 $13,573,000 $13,573,000    

2011 $2,825,400 $9,418,000 $9,418,000    

2012 $1,795,000 $2,692,500 $2,692,500    

2013 $1,684,200 $2,526,300 $2,526,300    

2014 $1,769,000 $2,653,500 $2,653,500    

2015 $1,757,400 $2,636,100 $2,636,100    

2016 $1,662,400 $1,662,400 $1,662,400 $0 $2,493,600 $2,493,600 

2017 $1,648,200 $1,648,200 $1,648,200 $0 $2,472,300 $2,472,300 

2018 $2,221,400 $2,221,400 $2,221,400 $0 $3,332,100 $3,332,100 

2019 $2,220,600 $2,220,600 $2,220,600 $666,180 $3,886,050 $3,886,050 

2020 $1,541,540 $1,541,540 $1,541,540 $660,660 $3,853,850 $3,853,850 

2021 $1,541,540 $1,541,540 $1,477,358 $660,660 $3,853,850 $3,407,629 

2022 Est. $1,540,140 $1,540,140 $0 $660,060 $3,850,350 $0 

Totals $26,278,720 $45,875,220 $44,270,898 $2,647,560 $23,742,100 $19,445,529 
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ATTACHMENT I 

 

PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 

 

Attachment I is a comprehensive list of projects that are eligible for Drinking Water SRF loans.  This list was developed from State 

Water Plan applications.  Inclusion on the list carries no obligations to the Drinking Water SRF program.  Attachment II lists those 

projects expected to be funded in FFY 2022.  

 

 

Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

143 Hermosa C462278-03 Problem: one of the city’s supply wells was 

found to have radiologic contaminants and iron 

scale, and the other supply well is inadequate to 

supply daily demand. Project: The city will 

either construct a new well and transmission 

main to connect to the distribution system or 

connect to a nearby rural water system to 

purchase bulk water for use in its distribution 

system. 

$6,436,028 1.625%, 30 

years 

398 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

125 Tripp C462238-02 Problem:  the existing storage does not equalize 

properly resulting in poor turnover of water, the 

existing wells do not have capacity to meet peak 

day demands with any one well out of service, 

the existing wells have high concentrations of 

chloride, sulfate, and total dissolved solids 

impacting water quality, and existing unused 

wells have not been properly abandoned.  

Project: install 7,750 feet of watermain to 

connect to the B-Y Water District for bulk 

service, raise one water storage tank to match 

overflow elevations and install a mixer to 

improve quality, and properly abandon unused 

wells. 

$1,700,000 0%, 30 years 647 Yes DRAFT
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

122 TM Rural Water District C462429-03 Problem: the existing wells are beyond their 

useful life and are not able to provide sufficient 

source water, current storage volume does not 

meet peak demands, and several areas withing 

the distribution system are unable to meet 

demands which causes insufficient pressures. 

Project: install new wells, construct a new 

500,000-gallon storage reservoir, construct a 

new booster station to supply needed pressures, 

and install 25.5 miles of parallel and looping 

pipe to increase pressure and capacity 

throughout the system. 

$11,571,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

6,462 Yes 

122 Tripp County Water User 

District 

C462434-05 Problem: the existing wells are not able to 

provide sufficient source water, current storage 

volume does not meet peak demands, existing 

tanks suffer from reduced water quality during 

low flow periods, and several areas withing the 

distribution system are unable to meet demands 

causing insufficient pressures. Project: install 

new wells to provide needed source water 

capacity, construct five new storage reservoirs 

totaling 760,000gallons of additional storage 

volume throughout the distribution system to 

increase capacity and pressure, construct a new 

booster station to supply needed pressures, 

install 12 tank mixers to improve quality, and 

install 62.1 miles of parallel and looping pipe to 

increase pressure and capacity throughout the 

system. 

$14,400,000 0.00%, 30 

years 

8,350 Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

120 Springfield C462071-02 Problem: several locations within the 

distribution system are cast iron or asbestos 

cement watermain that is beyond its useful life, 

the system includes several dead-end mainlines, 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures, and 

the existing water meters are beyond their useful 

life.  Project: install 64,470 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and remove undersized mains. The 

project will also replace 380 water meters with 

remote read meters. 

$12,702,570 1.625%, 30 

years 

1,989 Yes 

115 BDM Rural Water System, 

Inc. 

C462444-02 Problem: the existing water treatment plant is no 

longer able to meet current demand and various 

process equipment is in need of replacement, the 

existing wells are not able to provide sufficient 

source water, current storage volume does not 

meet peak demands, several areas withing the 

distribution system are unable to meet demands 

causing insufficient pressures, and nearly 15 

percent of water meters are in need of 

replacement.  Project:  construct a new 1.5 MGD 

treatment plant and make improvements to the 

existing treatment plant equipment, install five 

new wells to provide needed source water 

capacity, construct a 450,000-gallon reservoir, 

install 17.5 miles of parallel and looping pipe to 

increase pressure and redundancy, and replace 

390 water meters. 

$11,536,860 1.875%, 30 

years 

5,673 Yes 

114 Bear Butte Valley Water, 

Inc. 

C462486-02 Problem: existing homes along Elk Creek Road, 

eastern Tilford Road, and Elk Vale Road are on 

private or small community systems with poor 

water quality and desire to be connected to the 

larger system.  Project: installation of 27 miles 

of distribution mains to provide service to 

residents in this area of the system. 

$8,947,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

680  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

113 South Shore C462294-01 Problem:  the system is served by only one well, 

the distribution system is glued joint PVC which 

is beyond its useful life and is undersized 

leading to poor system pressure, and there is no 

water storage tank within the system.  Project:  

install a second well to provide a redundant 

source, install 18,800 feet of PVC watermain to 

replace the old pipe and increase pressures, and 

construct a new 50,000-gallon ground storage 

tank and booster station to supply needed 

storage and pressure. 

$6,090,920 1.875%, 30 

years 

225 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

111 Hot Springs C462040-02 Problem:  the city’s raw water pumping system 

does not have capacity to provide adequate 

water in the event one of the two pumping 

stations is out of commission, the storage 

capacity is less than the peak day demand, and 

the system does not have adequate well supply.  

Project:  install a new well and pump house, 

construct a new 1.5-million-gallon water tower, 

and develop a new Madison well. 

$4,250,000 0%, 30 years 3,711 Yes  

110 Wagner C462209-04 Problem: several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron or asbestos cement 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, and 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures.  

Project: install 31,000 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.  

$9,400,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

1,566 Yes DRAFT
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

106 Grant-Roberts Rural Water 

System 

C462475-02 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system are undersized to provide needed 

pressure and capacity to current and proposed 

users.  Residents and communities adjacent to 

the current service area boundaries have 

expressed a desire to be served by the system to 

replace water sources that have issues with 

quality and capacity.  Project: install 30 miles of 

transmission line to increase pressures and 

capacity in areas of the system not able to 

adequately convey water to users.  Serving users 

outside of the existing system boundaries would 

require installing 225 miles of transmission 

lines, constructing elevated storage tank, 

installing additional wells and making upgrades 

to the water treatment facility to provide the 

needed capacity for the region. 

$62,138,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

4,857  

104 Bear Butte Valley Water, 

Inc. 

C462486-03 Problem: the system is currently served only by 

one well leaving it without a redundant source of 

supply and households within the district’s 

planned Tilford Road service area use private 

wells or haul water and wish to connect to Bear 

Butte Valley Water.  Project: install a new well 

to provide redundant water supply for the 

system, construct related pumping and treatment 

systems and install 11 miles of distribution main 

to connect existing homes and loop the system. 

$4,998,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

680  

104 McLaughlin C462233-03 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron or asbestos cement 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, portions 

of the system have pipe that is undersized and 

causes reduced pressures, and the existing water 

meters are beyond their useful life.  Project: 

install 6,730 feet of new PVC watermain to 

replace the existing pipe, loop the system, and 

replace undersized mains, and replace water 

meters. 

$1,356,000 0%, 30 years 663 Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

101 Hanson Rural Water System C462458-02 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system are undersized to provide needed 

pressure and capacity to current and proposed 

users and current meters are beyond their useful 

life.  Project: install 38.5 miles of transmission 

line to increase pressures and capacity in areas 

of the system not able to adequately convey 

water to users and install new meters with 

remote read technology. 

$3,600,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

3,431 Yes 

100 Big Sioux Community 

Water System 

C462439-04 Problem:  the Big Sioux CWS and Minnehaha 

Community Water Corp. are adjacent water 

systems that both lack adequate water sources 

and treatment capacity to meet the demands of 

current users or existing residents in the service 

area that have requested connection.  Project:  

construct a new jointly owned 8 MGD water 

treatment plant and well field to provide 

increased capacity for both systems to serve 

current and future users, install 2.5 miles of raw 

water transmission line and 12 miles of treated 

water transmission line, and construct two 

elevated storage towers to meet system storage 

needs and provide pressure. 

$102,884,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

35,227  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

100 WEB Water Development 

Association 

C462426-04 Problem: the existing water treatment is no 

longer able to provide needed capacity for 

current use and various process equipment needs 

replacement, the existing raw water intake is not 

able to provide sufficient raw water, current 

storage volume does not meet peak demands, 

and several areas within the distribution system 

are unable to supply demands leading to 

insufficient pressures. Project:  construct a new 

9.0 MGD treatment plant and make 

improvements to the existing treatment plant 

equipment, install a new joint raw water intake 

with the city of Aberdeen to provide needed 

source water capacity, construct two additional 

storage reservoirs totaling 8.0-million gallons, 

and install 51.2 miles of transmission main to 

increase pressure and redundancy. 

$214,993,415 1.875%, 30 

years 

35,000 Yes 

100 Webster C462054-04 Problem: several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful life, the system includes several dead-end 

mainlines, and portions of the system have pipe 

that is undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 16,000 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.  

$4,433,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

1,866 Yes 

99 Newell C462109-03 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are transite watermain that is beyond its 

useful life, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures, and an 

area of the community is not served by the 

system. Project: install 6,050 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, replace undersized mains, and connect 

unserved users.   

$1,141,238 1.625%, 30 

years 

603 Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

96 Perkins County Rural Water 

System 

C462474-03 Problem: the existing water distribution system 

is unable to provide sufficient pressure during 

peak times and does not have adequate storage 

for peak use days. Project: construct two new 

water towers to increase system pressure and 

provide adequate storage.  

$4,106,500 1.625%, 30 

years 

2,982 Yes 

96 Perkins County Rural Water 

System 

C462474-04 Problem: the existing water storage capacity is 

inadequate to meet the average day demands for 

current or projected future use.  Project: 

construct a new 400,000-gallon ground water 

storage tank to provide the necessary storage. 

$860,901 1.625%, 30 

years 

2,982 Yes 

95 Gregory C462126-03 Problem:  the existing cast iron and asbestos 

cement distribution system pipe is beyond its 

useful life and areas within the system 

experience low pressure due to undersized pipe. 

Project:  replace approximately 35,000 feet of 

water main with PVC pipe and increase pipe 

size where needed. 

$7,205,000 0.00%, 30 

years 

1,295 Yes 

94 Bear Butte Valley Water, 

Inc. 

C462486-04 Problem:  the system in the Blucksberg service 

area lacks adequate storage to meet peak 

demands during high use periods.  Project: 

construct a new 150,000-gallon ground storage 

reservoir and booster station to provide 

necessary storage capacity and pressure in this 

area of the system. 

$1,048,500 2.125%, 30 

years 

680  

93 Irene C462255-04 Problem:   the current storage tower is beyond 

its useful life and does not meet peak demand 

needs.  Project: construct a new 100,000-gallon 

elevated storage tower. . 

$1,835,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

420 Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

93 Kingbrook Rural Water 

System 

C462432-10 Problem: the existing water treatment plants are 

no longer able to provide needed capacity for 

current use and various process equipment i 

needs replacement, the existing wells are not 

able to provide sufficient raw water, current 

storage volume does not meet peak demands, 

and several areas withing the distribution system 

are unable to meet current demands resulting in 

insufficient pressures. Project:  upgrade 

equipment and add additional treatment capacity 

at both treatment plants, install additional wells 

to provide needed source water capacity, 

construct a new storage reservoir, construct or 

upgrade four booster stations to supply needed 

pressures, relocate 12.5 miles of pipe to increase 

capacity and move out of the highway right-of-

way. 

$29,850,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

13,528  

92 Morristown C462366-01 Problem:  the existing water system has 

inadequate disinfection capabilities and the 

existing water storage facilities do not meet the 

existing demand or provide sufficient pressure.  

Project: install chlorination equipment prior to 

the ground storage reservoir, construct a new 

storage reservoir, and install flush hydrants on 

the distribution system to improve water quality 

on low flow mains. 

$214,760 1.625%, 30 

years 

67 Yes 

90 Rapid City C462014-05 Problem: one of the existing water treatment 

plants is past itself useful life and rehabilitation 

is not feasible. Project: construct a new 20 MGD 

treatment facility located on the eastern side of 

the distribution system to better provide water in 

an area of high current growth and maintain the 

ability to serve the Ellsworth Air Force Base. 

$135,000,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

67,956 Yes 

88 Murdo C462108-01 Problem:  the system’s meters are obsolete and 

unserviceable and require manual reading.  

Project:  replace approximately 375 water 

meters and install an automatic meter reading 

system. 

$429,276 1.00%, 10 

years 

488 Yes 
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

87 South Lincoln Rural Water 

System 

C462441-03 Problem: the existing water treatment plant is no 

longer able to provide needed capacity for 

current use and various process equipment needs 

replacement, there is no elevated storage volume 

in the central portion of the distribution system 

to meet peak demands, and several areas withing 

the distribution system are unable to meet 

demands resulting in insufficient pressures, and 

the existing SCADA systems are outdated and in 

need of replacement. Project:  upgrade 

equipment and add additional treatment capacity 

at the treatment plant, construct a new elevated 

storage reservoir, construct a new booster station 

to supply needed pressures, and replace the 

SCADA system throughout the service area. 

$16,062,400 2.125%, 30 

years 

9,441  

86 Hot Springs C462040-03 Problem: the existing water distribution pipe 

under North River Street/SD Hwy 385/18 is old 

and the highway will be reconstructed.  Project: 

replace the existing watermain pipe with new 

PVC pipe prior to the SD DOT reconstruction of 

the roadway. 

$392,000 0%, 30 years 3,711 Yes  

85 Corona C462088-03 Problem: the community is served by only one 

well and lacks source redundancy and is of poor 

water quality, users are not metered, and water 

usage and loss is unknown.  Project: construct a 

connection to Grant-Roberts RWS and install 

water meters to allow for accurate billing and 

accounting of water use and loss. 

$1,742,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

109  
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Priority 

Points 

 

 

Community/ 

Public Water System 

 

 

Project 

Number 

 

 

Project 

Description 

 

 

Est. Loan 

Amount 

 

Expected 

Loan Rate 

& Term 

 

 

Pop. 

Served 

 

Dis- 

advan-

taged 
        

84 Southern Black Hills Water 

System 

C462492-01 Problem: two service areas of the distribution 

system lack redundant supply, have inadequate 

ground storage to meet demands or pressurize 

the systems, neither source of water is 

chlorinated, and control systems are outdated.  

Project: construct five miles of pipeline to 

connect the two service areas to provide 

redundancy in the system, construct an 

additional well to serve current and future users, 

construct an elevated storage tank to meet user 

demands and pressurize the system, and install 

chlorination and SCADA system equipment at 

new and existing facilities. 

$1,800,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

925  

82 Clay Rural Water System C462437-06 Problem: one of the existing water treatment 

plants is past itself useful life and is no longer 

able to demands of current users, additional 

wells are needed to provide capacity and 

redundancy based on recent demands, storage 

within the system is insufficient to meet average 

day demands, and several distribution lines are 

beyond their useful life and undersized to meet 

demands.  Project: construct a new 2 MGD 

treatment facility, install two additional wells, 

construct two new storage reservoirs, and install 

18 miles of transmission line to increase 

capacity in areas of the system not able to 

adequately convey water to users. 

$26,016,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

5,800  

78 Terry Trojan Water Project 

District 

C462455-02 Problem:  the system’s existing water storage 

tank has structural and joint issues leading to 

large water loss and rehabilitation attempts have 

been unsuccessful in correcting the problem.  

Project: construct a new 125,000-gallon storage 

tank to replace the existing tank and provide 

necessary system storage to meet demands. 

$215,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

475  
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77 Brandon C462032-04 Problem: the existing water source for the city 

has water quality issues that the treatment plant 

was not designed to address, the treatment plant 

lacks capacity for current users, an existing well 

has equipment that is beyond its useful life, 

pipes in several areas of the distribution system 

are beyond their useful life, and two areas within 

the system are fed by one long distribution line 

with no looping.  Project: upgrade the existing 

treatment plant to address the water quality 

issues and provide necessary capacity for current 

and future users, and replace 18,250 feet of 

watermain with new PVC, and install 3,000 feet 

of new PVC watermain to loop two areas of the 

system and assure redundant supply to users. 

$18,530,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

8,785  

73 Joint Well Field, Inc. C462454-02 Problem:  the existing treatment plant lacks the 

capacity and source water access to meet the 

demands of current users in the Kingbrook RWS 

and Brookings-Deuel RWS systems which it 

serves.  Project:  construct a new 3.5 MGD 

water treatment plant and two new wells to 

provide increased capacity for both systems to 

serve current and future users. 

$9,460,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

22,028  

70 Chamberlain C462044-04 Problem: the water treatment plant 

recarbonation system is beyond its useful life 

and in need of replacement, two blocks of Mott 

Street watermain are beyond their useful life and 

experiencing breaks, a section of Byron 

Boulevard consists of a long dead-end that 

serves users in the area. Project: replace the 

recarbonation equipment, replace two blocks of 

watermain on Mott Street with new PVC, and 

install 2,300 feet of new PVC watermain to loop 

Byron Boulevard. 

$300,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

2,387 Yes 
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70 Mid-Dakota Rural Water 

System 

C460430-06 Problem: the existing water treatment backwash 

process equipment is in need of replacement, the 

existing treatment plant is not able to meet 

demands when receiving cooler source water, 

several areas withing the distribution system are 

unable to meet demands resulting in insufficient 

pressures, and the existing meter reading system 

is in need of replacement. Project:  construct a 

new backwash treatment process facility, make 

improvements to the existing treatment plant 

equipment to increase treatment capacity, install 

143.4 miles of parallel and looping pipe to 

increase pressure and redundancy, and install 

new meter reading system equipment. 

$29,036,545 1.875%, 30 

years 

32,102 Yes 

70 Salem C462057-06 Problem:  areas throughout the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain and asbestos 

cement pipe that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end mainlines, and 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures, and 

the water treatment facility has equipment in 

need of replacement and high iron and 

manganese levels are fouling the treatment 

membranes.  Project: install 9,250 feet of new 

PVC watermain to replace existing pipe, loop 

the system, and replace undersized mains, 

replace membrane equipment at the treatment 

facility, and install an iron and manganese 

removal system. 

$9,281,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

1,347 Yes 

DRAFT
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62 Mni Waste’ Water 

Company 

C462487-01 Problem: the existing water line and storage 

capacity going north along Highway 63 for the 

system is inadequate to supply current users and 

those requesting service and capacity is also not 

available to provide bulk service to Timber 

Lake. Project: install 35 miles of transmission 

main from Highway 212 north along Highway 

63 to serve current and anticipated new users 

and bulk water transmission to Timber Lake, the 

project will also construct an elevated storage 

tower to meet user demands. 

$13,081,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

8,102 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

58 Brookings C462019-01 Problem: the northern water treatment facility 

has exceeded its useful life and needs 

replacement. Project: construction of a new 6 

MGD lime softening water treatment facility and 

installation of 28,500 feet of raw water line and 

20,000 feet of water main.  

$54,000,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

22,588 Yes 

58 Aberdeen C462072-05 Problem:  the existing treatment plant is unable 

to meet peak day demands and process 

equipment at the water treatment plant is 

reaching its useful life and in need of upgrades.  

Project:  install a third treatment train to provide 

redundancy and meet current peak day demands 

and future projected demands and upgrade and 

replace existing equipment to improve plant 

operations. 

$36,139,132 1.875%, 30 

years 

26,091 Yes 

58 Watertown C462029-02 Problem: one of the slakers at the treatment 

plant is beyond its useful life, the existing 

SCADA system within the plant is no longer 

serviceable, and the chlorine generator at the 

plant is beyond its useful life.  Project: install 

new mechanical equipment to replace the slaker 

and chlorine generator and install new SCADA 

equipment. 

$974,238 1.875%, 30 

years 

21,482 Yes 
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56 Mobridge C462016-08 Problem: the existing water treatment facility is 

in need of significant repairs, the raw water 

intake system is beyond its useful life and in 

need of repair, and the North water tower height 

does not provide full system storage or adequate 

pressure.  Project: upgrades at the water 

treatment facility to include controls, high 

service pumps, lime slaker, and HVAC system, 

repair or replace the existing raw water intake 

system, and increase the height of the North 

water tower. 

$11,350,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

3,465 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

56 North Sioux City C462009-03 Problem: one of the existing water treatment 

plants has equipment that is past its useful life 

and is no longer able meet demands from current 

users. Project: construct a 1.8 MGD expansion 

to the Streeter Drive treatment facility and 

upgrade equipment for the existing treatment 

processes. 

$5,328,125 2.125%, 30 

years 

2,530  
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53 Mitchell C462129-07 Problem: the distribution system lacks sufficient 

storage for certain pressure zones, the current 

bulk service connection only connects at the 

former water treatment plant which does not 

provide redundant feeds and additional bulk 

transmission line capacity is needed, the bulk 

water flows through portions of the unused 

water treatment plant before entering the 

distribution system, piping size and locations 

serving areas south of Interstate 90 limit 

capacity and pressures, and the existing 

treatment plant is no longer used and should be 

properly abandoned.  Project: construct a new 

2.5-million-gallon storage tank, install a 

secondary direct bulk service connection to the 

distribution system and construct 13.5 miles of 

bulk service transmission line, install piping to 

bypass the treatment plant, make piping 

modifications and booster pump upgrades to 

increase capacity and pressures in the southern 

part of the distribution system and properly 

abandon the unused treatment plant. 

$22,000,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

15,524 Yes 

50 Butte-Meade Sanitary 

Water District 

C462190-03 Problem:  one of the system’s existing wells is 

not useable due to high radionuclide levels and 

without this well the system does not have 

capacity to supply peak use, existing storage 

facilities are unable to meet peak demand 

capacity, and a portion of the existing 

distribution system is beyond its useful life.  

Project: construct a new well to supply needed 

capacity and provide improved water quality, 

construct a new 220,000-gallon storage tank, 

install two miles of new PVC main to connect 

the well and storage tank to the distribution 

system, and replace one mile of existing aged 

pipe with new PVC. 

$2,502,949 1.875%, 30 

years 

2,000 Yes 

DRAFT
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48 Hudson C462280-01 Problem:  the existing cast iron distribution 

system pipe is beyond its useful life and the 

current water storage ground level tanks do not 

supply adequate pressure or storage for the 

average day demand and are beyond their useful 

life. Project:  replace and install approximately 

22,000 feet of water main with PVC pipe, loop 

the system, and increase pipe size where needed, 

and construct a new 50,000-gallon water storage 

tank and booster station. 

$8,120,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

296 Yes  

48 Aberdeen C462072-06 Problem:  the city has difficulty meeting existing 

water capacity needs with current surface water 

sources during drought year conditions and 

existing ground water resources are limited for 

expansion and of poor water quality.  Project: 

construct a new raw water intake on the 

Missouri River, pump station, and a 105-mile 

raw water transmission line to connect to the 

city's water treatment plant. 

$454,000,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

26,091 Yes 

48 Watertown C462029-03 Problem: the existing Sioux Conifer wellfield is 

experiencing high organic loading causing 

issues within the treatment system and the well 

field is near the airport raising concerns of 

potential contamination from PFAS.  Project: 

construct a new well field in a more suitable 

location and install the necessary raw water 

transmission lines and pumps. 

$4,567,500 1.875%, 30 

years 

21,482 Yes 

47 Mni Waste’ Water 

Company 

C462487-02 Problem: the distribution system along SD 

Highway 212 west of Eagle Butte to Faith lacks 

sufficient capacity and pressure to supply both 

current users and other residents in the area that 

desire to be connected and the Perkins County 

RWS is only served by one pipeline provider in 

North Dakota and lacks a redundant water 

supply.  Project: install 43.3 miles of 

transmission main to provide additional capacity 

and pressure for current and future users and 

provide a second water source connection to the 

Perkins County RWS. 

$53,869,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

8,102 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 
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46 Aurora-Brule Rural Water 

System 

C462425-02 Problem:  The Aurora-Brule Rural Water 

System is facing issues with its system including 

low pressures, lack of adequate storage, and 

unreliable transmission. Project:  install 10 miles 

of new parallel water main, construct a new 

storage reservoir, loop multiple portions of the 

system, construct a booster station, and demolish 

a water tower and booster station that are 

beyond their useful life.  

$4,170,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

3,000 Yes 

45 Clark C462124-01 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron or asbestos cement 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, portions 

of the system have pipe that is undersized and 

causes reduced pressures, the current storage 

tower needs major improvements to remain 

functional, and the existing water meters are 

beyond their useful life.  Project: install 37,875 

feet of new PVC watermain to replace the 

existing pipe, loop the system, and replace 

undersized mains, rehabilitate the elevated 

storage tower, and replace water meters. 

$11,618,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

1,139 Yes 

37 Sturgis C462068-05 Problem: the existing wells in the system are 

unable to supply adequate capacity to meet peak 

demands and there is inadequate storage in the 

system’s higher elevation pressure zone to 

provide needed capacity and pressure.  Project:  

install a new well to provide additional source 

water capacity and construct a new 1.0-million-

gallon storage tank to provide needed storage 

and pressure. 

$6,126,125 1.625%, 30 

years 

6,627 Yes 
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35 Tyndall C462131-04 Problem: several locations of the distribution 

system are asbestos cement watermain that is 

beyond its useful life, the system includes 

several dead-end mainlines, portions of the 

system have pipe that is undersized and causes 

reduced pressures, and the booster station does 

not have a back-up power source.  Project: 

install 18,730 feet of new PVC watermain to 

replace the existing pipe, loop the system, 

replace undersized mains, and purchase a 

generator for the booster station s. 

$3,460,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

1,067 Yes 

35 Volga C462046-02 Problem: the existing wells are not able to 

provide sufficient source water and several areas 

within the distribution system are unable to meet 

demands resulting in insufficient pressures. 

Project: install new wells and 3,300 feet of raw 

water transmission line to provide needed source 

water capacity, install 7,300 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains 

$2,525,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

1,768  

33 Yankton C462038-06 Problem: portions of the existing main are 

beyond its useful life contributing to line breaks 

and water loss, one of the existing storage tanks 

has both internal and external coating issues 

some water meters are beyond their useful life.  

Project: install approximately 50 blocks of new 

PVC watermain, replace all meters older than 5 

years with new automatic read meters, and 

recoat the water tower. 

$8,441,639 1.875%, 30 

years 

14,454 Yes 

33 Brookings C462019-02 Problem: the city has identified 48 lead water 

service lines which are a known drinking water 

issue.  Project: full replacement of all known 

lead service lines within the community. 

$920,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

22,056 Yes 
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33 Timber Lake C462260-01 Problem:   the distribution system is cast iron 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, includes 

several dead-end mainlines, and portions of the 

system have pipe that is undersized and causes 

reduced pressures, and the current storage tower 

is beyond its useful life and rehabilitation is not 

feasible.  Project: install 15,770 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains, and 

construct a new 50,000-gallon elevated storage 

tower will be constructed to replace the existing 

tank. 

$3,264,725 1.875%, 30 

years 

443 Yes 

32 Brookings-Deuel Rural 

Water System 

C462453-04 Problem: the existing distribution system is 

segmented in north and south halves without 

redundancy to supply each zone from either 

water treatment plant, watermain existing in the 

project area is beyond its useful life, and areas of 

the distribution system lack sufficient pipe 

capacity to provide water during peak demands.  

Project: construct 28 miles of new and parallel 

transmission lines to interconnect the system’s 

treatment plants, increase capacity, and alleviate 

low pressure issues. 

$8,300,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

8,500  

32 Sioux Rural Water System C462433-03 Problem: current storage volume does not meet 

peak demands, and several areas withing the 

distribution system are unable to meet demands 

resulting in insufficient pressures. Project: 

construct two new storage reservoirs, install 42.8 

miles of transmission line to increase capacity in 

areas of the system not able to adequately 

convey water, and make improvements to 

booster stations where necessary. 

$11,112,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

8,885  
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28 Spring/Cow Creek Sanitary 

Water District 

C462493-01 Problem: portions of the distribution system 

have dead-end lines resulting in low pressures 

and poor water quality, the existing water 

storage tank is not able to meet peak demands or 

provide adequate system pressure, and pressure 

from the bulk service provider may not be 

adequate to fill an elevated tank or provide 

system pressure.  Project: install 1,800 feet of 

PVC watermain to loop the system and construct 

a 500,000-gallon elevated storage tank and 

booster station to supply needed storage and 

pressure. 

$3,528,568 2.125%, 30 

years 

460  

27 Northville C462371-02 Problem:  the system’s meters are obsolete and 

unserviceable and require manual reading, 

portions of the distribution system have dead-

end lines resulting in low pressures and poor 

water quality, and the existing water storage 

tank is in poor condition and rehabilitation is not 

feasible.  Project:  replace approximately 68 

water meters and install an automatic meter 

reading system, install 2,200 feet of PVC 

watermain to loop the system, and construct a 

new 40,000-gallon ground storage tank and 

booster station to supply needed storage and 

pressure. 

$1,705,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

143  

26 Davison Rural Water 

System 

C462490-01 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system are undersized to provide needed 

pressure and capacity to current and proposed 

users and current meters are beyond their useful 

life.  Project: install 7.5 miles of transmission 

line to increase pressures and capacity in areas 

of the system not able to adequately convey 

water and install new meters with remote read 

technology. 

$1,240,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

4,975  
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25 Lewis & Clark Regional 

Water System 

C462491-01 Problem:  Lewis & Clark RWS is a bulk water 

provider to 20 different public water systems in 

South Dakota, Minnesota and Iowa and each 

member system has a contracted maximum 

allocation of water they are eligible to receive.  

Several members are exceeding their maximum 

contracted allocation prior to full system 

completion and connection to all members.  The 

system does not have the capacity to provide 

water above contracted amounts to members 

without expanding capacity throughout the 

source, treatment, and distribution systems.  

Project: the first phase involves improvements at 

the water treatment facility to include 

constructing solids drying beds and stockpile 

areas installing a sixth solids contact basin and 

second gravity thickener, and making upgrades 

to the high service pump station and clear well.  

$43,782,006 2.125%, 30 

years 

275,000  
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25 Western Dakota Regional 

Water System 

C462494-01 Problem: areas west of the Missouri River in 

South Dakota have limited high quality ground 

water and surface water resources to serve 

existing and projected future populations.  

Studies show that based on current water use, if 

a prolonged drought were to occur, available 

water supplies would be inadequate at current 

population and water use levels and future use 

projections only cause this to be a larger issue.  

Project: a proposed solution to the lack of water 

and the ability to provide long term drought 

resiliency for the region is to construct a pipeline 

from the Missouri River to serve significant 

geographic areas west of the Missouri River.  At 

this time funding is needed to complete 

preliminary engineering studies and reports to 

provide a final project scope and determine 

which systems are interested in participation. 

The information gathered and results will allow 

the newly formed regional water system to 

pursue construction and funding of a project in 

the future. 

$4,500,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

240,000  

25 West River/Lyman Jones 

Rural Water System 

C462446-03 Problem: current storage volume does not meet 

peak demands and several areas within the 

distribution system are unable to meet demands 

resulting in insufficient pressures. Project:  

construct three additional storage reservoirs 

totaling 1.7-million gallons and install 14 miles 

of parallel and looped line along with two 

booster stations to increase pressure and 

redundancy. 

$12,000,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

18,000 Yes 
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24 Elkton C462229-02 Problem: the existing water distribution system 

is old and experiencing excessive breaks and 

high-water loss, the current water tower coatings 

are in need of replacement, and an existing 

unused well has not been properly abandoned.  

Project: replace approximately 20,000 feet of 

water main with PVC pipe, recoat the water 

storage tank, and properly cap and abandon the 

unused well. 

$4,600,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

736  

23 Minnehaha Community 

Water Corp. 

C462440-04 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system lack necessary capacity to provide water 

to current and proposed users.  Project: install 

38.3 miles of transmission line to increase 

capacity in areas of the system not able to 

adequately convey waters. 

$48,678,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

28,893  

23 Mitchell C462129-07 Problem:  areas throughout the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain and asbestos 

cement pipe that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, and 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 49.8 miles of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.  

$78,000,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

15,254 Yes 

23 Watertown C462029-04 Problem: several locations within the 

distribution system are cast iron watermain that 

is beyond its useful, the system includes several 

dead-end lines, and portions of the system have 

pipe that is undersized and causes reduced 

pressures. Project: install 28,100 feet of new 

PVC watermain to replace the existing pipe, 

loop the system, and replace undersized mains.  

$4,242,525 1.875%, 30 

years 

21,482 Yes 

23 Watertown C462029-05 Problem:  the distribution system pipe in the 

Mellette tower and Harmony Hill areas is 

beyond its useful life. Project:  replace 20,750 

feet of water main with PVC pipe. 

$5,547,200 1.875%, 30 

years 

21,482 Yes 
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22 Box Elder C462003-03 Problem:  the existing water tower is 50 years 

old, subject to minor leaking, and undersized for 

current demands. Project:  Replace the old water 

tower with a new 1.5 MG water tower.  

$1,700,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

7,800 Yes 

22 Box Elder C462003-04 Problem:  Box Elder has seen significant growth 

in recent years and the existing wells are unable 

to meet demands. Project:  Construct a new 

supply well, storage reservoir, and associated 

piping to provide adequate supply.  

$4,129,600 1.625%, 30 

years 

7,800 Yes 

22 Belle Fourche C462012-02 Problem: the water system is served from wells 

within the same well field, which would cause a 

portion of the system having no access to water 

if a line serving the area would break.  Project: 

install a new well in a different location to 

provide system redundancy in all areas of the 

system. 

$1,050,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

5,594 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

22 Big Sioux Community 

Water System 

C462439-03 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system lack necessary capacity to provide water 

to current and proposed users.  Project: install 16 

miles of transmission line to increase capacity in 

areas of the system not able to adequately 

convey water. 

$22,084,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

9,500  

22 Harrisburg C462065-04 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful life, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, and portions of the system have pipe that 

is undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 26,200 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.   

$6,239,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

5,698  

22 Lincoln County Rural 

Water System 

C462445-03 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system are undersized to provide needed 

pressure and capacity to current and proposed 

users.  Project: install 16.1 miles of transmission 

line to increase pressures and capacity in areas 

of the system not able to adequately convey 

water. 

$8,809,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

6,000  
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22 Madison C462024-02 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, and portions of the system have pipe that 

is undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 23,000 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.   

$12,308,500 1.625%, 30 

years 

6,474 Yes 

21 Clark Rural Water System C462460-02 Problem: areas of the existing distribution 

system are undersized to provide needed 

pressure and capacity to current and proposed 

users.  Project: install 20.5 miles of transmission 

line to increase pressures and capacity in areas 

of the system not able to adequately convey 

water. 

$7,240,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

4,230  

21 Dell Rapids C462064-09 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron or asbestos cement 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, and 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 16,300 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.   

$9,451,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

3,633  

21 North Sioux City C462009-02 Problem: the existing elevated water storage 

capacity does not provide adequate storage to 

meet the average day demands for current or 

projected future use.  Project: construct a new 

750,000-gallon elevated water storage take to 

provide the necessary storage to meet average 

day demand. 

$885,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

2,530  

20 Salem C462057-05 Problem:  the distribution system in the 

southeastern part of the city is beyond its useful 

life and has several dead-end lines impacting 

water quality and pressure. Project:  replace and 

install approximately 3,000 feet of water main 

with PVC pipe and loop the system. 

$1,097,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

1,347 Yes 
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20 Baltic C462223-04 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful life, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures, and 

the current storage tower does not peak demand 

needs.  Project: install 6,960 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing cast iron pipe, 

loop the system, and replace undersized mains 

and construct a new 250,000-gallon elevated 

storage tower to meet peak day demands. 

$5,693,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

1,089  

20 Crooks C462227-03 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are glued-joint PVC watermain that is 

beyond its useful life, the system includes 

several dead-end lines, portions of the system 

have pipe that is undersized and causes reduced 

pressures, and the current storage tower does not 

peak demand needs.  Project: install 4,630 feet 

of new PVC watermain to replace the existing 

pipe, loop the system, and replace undersized 

mains and construct a new 250,000-gallon 

elevated storage tower to meet peak day 

demands. 

$5,683,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

1,269  

20 Garretson C462063-04 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron or asbestos cement 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, and 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: replace 19 blocks of the existing pipe 

with new PVC watermain.  

$3,578,662 2.125%, 30 

years 

1,166  

20 Lennox C462105-06 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, and portions of the system have pipe that 

is undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 6,700 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.   

$2,942,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

2,111 Yes 
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20 Miller C462128-05 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast asbestos cement watermain that 

is beyond its useful, the system includes several 

dead-end mainlines, the current storage reservoir 

is in need of repair to remain functional, and 

there are several unused wells that have not been 

properly abandoned.  Project: install 19,000 feet 

of new PVC watermain to replace the existing 

pipe and loop the system, rehabilitate the storage 

tank, and properly abandon the unused wells. 

$4,229,871 1.875%, 30 

years 

1,489 Yes 

19 Valley Springs C462239-02 Problem: the existing water distribution system 

is old and experiencing excessive breaks and 

high-water loss and has several dead-end lines.  

Project: replace and install approximately 

15,000 feet of water main with PVC pipe and 

loop the system. 

$5,412,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

759  

19 Alexandria C462241-01 Problem: there is 1,100 feet of cast iron 

watermain that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, portions 

of the system have pipe that is undersized and 

causes reduced pressures, and the current 

storage tower does not meet peak demand needs.  

Project: install 1,530 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing cast iron pipe, 

loop the system, and replace undersized mains 

and construct a new 100,000-gallon elevated 

storage tower to meet peak day demands. 

$1,690,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

615 Yes 

19 Arlington C462213-02 Problem: several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful life, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, and portions of the system have pipe that 

is undersized and causes reduced pressures.  

Project: install 7,300 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing cast iron pipe, 

loop the system, and replace undersized mains.  

$2,639,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

915 Yes 
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19 Hill City C462231-02 Problem: One well serving the water system is 

in poor condition and produces poor quality 

water and if that source is unavailable current 

user demands could not be met.  Project: install 

a new well to provide system redundancy and 

assure all users will have access to potable 

water. 

$637,500 1.875%, 30 

years 

948 Yes 

19 Lake Preston C462011-02 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, and portions of the system have pipe that 

is undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 25,200 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.   

$7,027,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

599 Yes 

19 Wall C462033-01 Problem: several locations of the distribution 

system are asbestos cement watermain that is 

beyond its useful life, the system includes 

several dead-end lines, and portions of the 

system have pipe that is undersized and causes 

reduced pressures.  Project: install 2,000 feet of 

new PVC watermain to replace the existing pipe, 

loop the system, and replace undersized mains.  

$1,378,750 1.875%, 30 

years 

766 Yes 

19 Worthing C462047-03 Problem: several locations of the distribution 

system are asbestos cement watermain that is 

beyond its useful life, the system includes 

several dead-end lines, and portions of the 

system have pipe that is undersized and causes 

reduced pressures. Project: install 6,150 feet of 

new PVC watermain to replace the existing pipe, 

loop the system, and replace undersized mains.  

$3,866,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

877  

18 Chancellor C462122-03 Problem:  the distribution system throughout the 

city is beyond its useful life and has several 

dead-end lines impacting water quality. Project:  

replace and install approximately 6,550 feet of 

water main with PVC pipe. 

$3,300,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

264 Yes 
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18 White C462118-01 Problem:  the distribution system in much of the 

city is beyond its useful life and has several 

dead-end lines impacting water quality, the 

existing interior and exterior coating on the 

water tower are in poor condition and need 

repair. Project:  replace approximately 17,000 

feet of water main with PVC pipe and loop the 

system and recoat the water tower interior and 

exterior. 

$6,000,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

485 Yes 

18 Bryant C462121-01 Problem:  several locations of the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain that is beyond its 

useful life, the system includes several dead-end 

lines, portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures, and 

the current storage tower is beyond its useful life 

and rehabilitation is not feasible.  Project: install 

7,900 feet of new PVC watermain to replace the 

existing cast iron pipe, loop the system, and 

replace undersized mains and construct a new 

100,000-gallon elevated storage tower. 

$5,056,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

456 Yes 

18 Randall Community Water 

District 

C462436-02 Problem: several areas withing the distribution 

system are unable to supply demands leading to 

insufficient pressures and capacity for current 

and potential new users.   Project: install 103.3 

miles of parallel and looping pipe to increase 

pressure and capacity throughout the system. 

$137,874,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

11,028 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

18 Weston Heights 

Homeowners Association 

C462495-01 Problem: the existing water storage tank does 

not provide adequate storage capacity or 

pressure to meet demands due to the location 

and elevation of the tank and the system is 

served by only one well that does not have 

backup power.  Project: construct a new storage 

tank in a different location or rehabilitate the 

existing tank and provide a booster station to 

allow full use of the available storage volume 

and pressurize the system and purchase a 

generator to allow the well to remain in service 

if power fails.  

$2,629,550 2.125%, 30 

years 

447  
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17 Box Elder C462003-05 Problem:  Parts of the northeastern portion of the 

distribution system are experiencing over 

pressurization due to limited looping in the 

system. Project: Install approximately 3,200 feet 

of water main to equalize pressures and provide 

looping.    

$670,400 1.625%, 30 

years 

7,800 Yes 

17 Meadow Crest Sanitary 

District 

C462488-01 Problem: The existing well is unable to meet 

daily demands of the system and there is no 

backup source to supply water in the event of 

pump failure. Project: Drill a new well to meet 

daily demands and provide redundancy to the 

system.  

$590,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

48 Yes 

17 Corona C462088-02 Problem:  the distribution system is beyond its 

useful life, the includes several dead-end lines, 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and cause reduced pressures.  

Project: install 10,000 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains. 

$3,389,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

109  

 16 Dakota Dunes Community 

Improvement District 

C462035-03 Problem: the water system on the east side of I-

90 is not looped and served by a single pipe 

lacking redundancy.  Project: install 3,150 feet 

of PVC water main to loop. 

$855,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

2,540  

15 Platte C462130-02 Problem: the city is not providing water service 

to existing facilities along SD Highway 44 on 

the east and west edges of the city limits and 

existing water meters are not remote read 

slowing the ability to locate leaks in a timely 

manner.  Project: install 2,650 feet of PVC pipe 

to extend service to existing facilities and install 

automatic meter reading equipment. 

$650,675 1.875%. 30 

years 

1,230 Yes 

15 Beresford C462187-03 Problem: the water main on 7th Street between 

298th and Maple Streets is not looped.  Project: 

install 2,000 feet of PVC water main to loop the 

system eliminating two dead-ends. 

$227,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

2,005 Yes 
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15 Fort Pierre C462049-01 Problem: the existing storage reservoirs are not 

sufficient to meet peak day demands.  Project: 

construct a new 700,000-gallon water storage 

tank and install 19,300 feet of PVC watermain 

to connect the storage tank to the distribution 

system and provide redundant looped lines to 

assure the tanks will not be stranded if a break 

occurs. 

$5,028,078 2.125%, 30 

years 

2,078  

14 Philip C462205-01 Problem:  many of the city’s meters are obsolete 

and unserviceable or require manual reading.  

Project:  replace approximately 220 water 

meters and install an automatic meter reading 

system and install transmitters for the meters not 

being replaced. 

$464,031 1.875%, 10 

years 

779 Yes 

14 Wessington Springs C462210-02 Problem:  many of the city’s meters are obsolete 

and unserviceable or require manual reading.  

Project:  replace approximately 540 water 

meters and install an automatic meter reading 

system. 

$685,000 1.00%, 10 

years 

956 Yes 

14 Mina Lake Sanitary District C462287-03 Problem:  the district’s meters are obsolete and 

unserviceable or require manual reading.  

Project:  replace approximately 440 water 

meters and install an automatic meter reading 

system. 

$352,000 1.875%, 10 

years 

791  

13 Presho C462236-01 Problem:  the system’s meters are obsolete and 

unserviceable and require manual reading.  

Project:  replace approximately 350 water 

meters and install an automatic meter reading 

system. 

$667,930 1.875%, 10 

years 

497  

13 Watertown C462029-06 Problem:  the distribution system on SD Hwy 

212 from SD Highway 81 to 19th Street West is 

beyond its useful life. Project:  replace 7,220 

feet of water main with PVC pipe. 

$958,913 1.875%, 30 

years 

21,482 Yes 

11 Lead C462007-05 Problem:  the distribution system on Mill Street 

is beyond its useful life. Project:  replace two 

blocks of water main with PVC pipe. 

$360,138 1.875%, 30 

years 

3,124 Yes 
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11 Canton C462039-04 Problem:  the watermains on First and 

Broadway Streets are beyond their useful life. 

Project:  replace 3,000 feet of water main with 

PVC pipe. 

$1,926,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

3,057 Yes 

10 Freeman C462017-01 Problem:  the distribution system on Main and 

Railway Streets is beyond its useful life. Project:  

replace 2,874 feet of water main with PVC pipe. 

$1,586,846 1.625%, 30 

years 

1,306 Yes 

10 Parker C462026-05 Problem:  areas throughout the distribution 

system are cast iron watermain and asbestos 

cement pipe that is beyond its useful life, the 

system includes several dead-end lines, and 

portions of the system have pipe that is 

undersized and causes reduced pressures. 

Project: install 11,300 feet of new PVC 

watermain to replace the existing pipe, loop the 

system, and replace undersized mains.  

$3,666,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

1,022 Yes 

9 Corsica C462107-01 Problem:  the distribution system on Corse 

Avenue is beyond its useful life. Project:  

replace 1,500 feet of water main with PVC pipe. 

 $340,635 2.125%, 30 

years 

592  

9 Wessington Springs C462210-03 Problem:  the distribution system on College 

Avenue is beyond its useful life. Project:  

replace 2,700 feet of water main with PVC pipe. 

$674,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

956 Yes 

9 Kadoka C462061-01 Problem:  the distribution system on Poplar 

Street is beyond its useful life. Project:  replace 

2,300 feet of water main with PVC pipe. 

$658,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

654 Yes 

7 Mni Waste’ Water 

Company 

C462487-03 Problem: a 1,200-foot section of the existing raw 

water intake pipe is located under an area 

experiencing a slow landslide compromising the 

raw water main.  Project: construction of 

buttresses at the slide toe to prevent additional 

movement down slope and installation of 

erosion control and stormwater management 

BMPs to assist in stabilizing the slide area. 

$2,938,302 1.625%, 30 

years 

8,102 Yes 

(Pending 

rate 

increase) 

6 Grant-Roberts Rural Water 

System 

C462475-03 Problem: the existing SCADA system is old and 

beyond repair and will not communicate well 

with newer technology.  Project: replace 

SCADA system components system wide.  

$857,000 2.00%, 20 

years 

4,857  
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6 Tea C462028-04 Problem: a newly annexed area of the city with 

existing users is served only by undersized water 

mains with many long service connections.  

Project: install 4,550 feet of new PVC 

watermain to meet city standards and provide 

needed water pressure and capacity for users. 

$1,646,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

3,806  

5 Chamberlain C462044-04 Problem: Zebra mussels have been found in the 

raw water source for Chamberlain’s water 

treatment facility. Project: install a screen on the 

raw water intake and a chemical treatment 

system at the intake entrance to prevent zebra 

mussels from entering.   

$670,000 1.875%, 30 

years 

2,387 Yes 

4 Humboldt C462254-02 Problem: several locations in the distribution 

system pipe are beyond their useful life and lack 

sufficient bury depth. Project:  replace 4,150 feet 

of water main with PVC pipe. 

$1,355,000 2.125%, 30 

years 

589  

4 Wessington Springs C462210-04 Problem:  the distribution system on Second 

Street is beyond its useful life. Project:  replace 

4.5 blocks of water main with PVC pipe. 

$100,000 1.625%, 30 

years 

956 Yes 
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LOANS EXPECTED 
53 Mitchell C462129-07 $22,000,000 $1,100,000 Jan. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

21 North Sioux City C462009-02 $885,000 $88,500 Jan. 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

125 Tripp C462238-02 $1,700,000 $170,000 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

122 TM Rural Water District C462429-03 $11,571,000 $1,157,100 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

122 Tripp County Water User District C462434-05 $14,400,000 $1,440,000 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

120 Springfield C462071-02 $12,702,570 $1,270,257 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

115 BDM Rural Water System, Inc. C462444-02 $11,536,860 $170,714 March 2022 2021/2022 

114 Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc. C462486-02 $8,947,000 $447,350 March 2022 2022 

113 South Shore C462294-01 $6,090,920 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

110 Wagner C462209-04 $9,400,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

106 Grant-Roberts Rural Water System C462475-02 $62,138,000 $56,972 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

104 Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc. C462486-03 $4,998,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

104 McLaughlin C462233-03 $1,356,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

101 Hanson Rural Water System C462458-02 $3,600,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

100 Big Sioux Community Water System C462439-04 $102,884,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

100 WEB Water Development Association C462426-04 $214,993,415 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

100 Webster C462054-04 $4,433,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

99 Newell C462109-03 $1,141,238 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

96 Perkins County Rural Water System C462474-03 $4,106,500 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

96 Perkins County Rural Water System C462474-04 $860,901 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

95 Gregory C462126-03 $7,205,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

94 Bear Butte Valley Water, Inc. C462486-04 $1,048,500 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

93 Irene C462255-04 $1,835,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

93 Kingbrook Rural Water System C462432-10 $29,850,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

92 Morristown C462366-01 $214,760 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

88 Murdo C462108-01 $429,276 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

87 South Lincoln Rural Water System C462441-03 $16,062,400 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

85 Corona C462088-03 $1,742,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

84 Southern Black Hills Water System C462492-01 $1,800,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

82 Clay Rural Water System C462437-06 $26,016,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

78 Terry Trojan Water Project District C462455-02 $215,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

77 Brandon C462032-04 $18,530,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

73 Joint Well Field, Inc. C462454-02 $9,460,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
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70 Chamberlain C462044-04 $300,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

70 Mid-Dakota Rural Water System C460430-06 $29,036,545 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

70 Salem C462057-06 $9,281,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

62 Mni Waste’ Water Company C462487-01 $13,081,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

58 Brookings C462019-01 $54,000,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

58 Aberdeen C462072-05 $36,139,132 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

58 Watertown C462029-02 $974,238 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

56 North Sioux City C462009-03 $5,328,125 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

50 Butte-Meade Sanitary Water District C462190-03 $2,502,949 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

48 Hudson C462280-01 $8,120,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

48 Watertown C462029-03 $4,567,500 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

46 Aurora-Brule Rural Water System C462425-02 $4,170,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

45 Clark C462124-01 $11,618,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

37 Sturgis C462068-05 $6,126,125 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

35 Tyndall C462131-04 $3,460,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

35 Volga C462046-02 $2,525,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

34 Lake Preston C462011-01 $8,405,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

33 Yankton C462038-06 $8,441,639 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

33 Brookings C462019-02 $920,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

33 Timber Lake C462260-01 $3,264,725 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

32 Brookings-Deuel Rural Water System C462453-04 $8,300,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

32 Sioux Rural Water System C462433-03 $11,112,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

28 
Spring/Cow Creek Sanitary Water 

District 
C462493-01 $3,528,568 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

27 Northville C462371-02 $1,705,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

26 Davison Rural Water System C462490-01 $1,240,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

25 
West River/Lyman Jones Rural Water 

System 
C462446-03 $12,000,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

24 Elkton C462229-02 $4,600,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

23 Minnehaha Community Water Corp. C462440-04 $48,678,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Box Elder C462003-03 $1,700,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Box Elder C462003-04 $4,129,600 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Belle Fourche C462012-02 $1,050,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Big Sioux Community Water System C462439-03 $22,084,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Harrisburg C462065-04 $6,239,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Lincoln County Rural Water System C462445-03 $8,809,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

22 Madison C462024-02 $12,308,500 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
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21 Clark Rural Water System C462460-02 $7,240,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

21 Dell Rapids C462064-09 $9,451,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Baltic C462223-04 $5,693,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Crooks C462227-03 $5,683,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Garretson C462063-04 $3,578,662 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Lennox C462105-06 $2,942,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Miller C462128-05 $4,229,871 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Valley Springs C462239-02 $5,412,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Alexandria C462241-01 $1,690,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Arlington C462213-02 $2,639,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Hill City C462231-02 $637,500 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Lake Preston C462011-02 $7,027,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Wall C462033-01 $1,378,750 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

19 Worthing C462047-03 $3,866,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 Chancellor C462122-03 $3,300,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 White C462118-01 $6,000,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 Bryant C462121-01 $5,056,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 Randall Community Water District C462436-02 $137,874,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

18 
Weston Heights Homeowners 

Association 
C462495-01 $2,629,550 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

17 Meadow Crest Sanitary District C462488-01 $590,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

16 
Dakota Dunes Community Improvement 
District 

C462035-03 $855,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Platte C462130-02 $650,675 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Beresford C462187-03 $227,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

15 Fort Pierre C462049-01 $5,028,078 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

14 Philip C462205-01 $464,031 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

14 Mina Lake Sanitary District C462287-03 $352,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Presho C462236-01 $667,930 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

11 Canton C462039-04 $1,926,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Freeman C462017-01 $1,586,846 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

10 Parker C462026-05 $3,666,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Corsica C462107-01  $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

9 Kadoka C462061-01 $658,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

7 Mni Waste’ Water Company C462487-03 $2,938,302 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Tea C462028-04 $1,646,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 
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Priority

Points 

Loan Recipient Project 

Number 

Assistance 

Amount 

Principal 

Forgiveness 1 

Funding 

Date 

Expected Funding 

Source2 

5 Chamberlain C462044-04 $670,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

4 Humboldt C462254-02 $1,355,000 $0 March 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

37 Mni Waste’ Water Company C462487-01 $2,517,000 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

23 Mitchell C462129-07 $78,000,000 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

23 Watertown C462029-04 $4,242,525 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

23 Watertown C462029-05 $5,547,200 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

20 Salem C462057-05 $1,097,000 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

14 Wessington Springs C462210-02 $685,000 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

13 Watertown C462029-06 $958,913 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

6 Grant-Roberts Rural Water System C462475-03 $857,000 $0 June 2022 Repay/Lev. Bonds 

 

1.  Principal forgiveness amounts shown for loans expected are estimates for planning purposes only. 

2.  Projects identified using capitalization grant funds are for equivalency requirements planning purposes only, actual projects used for capitalization grant equivalency will be 

identified on the FFY 2022 annual report.  

3.  Projects are anticipated to be funded in part utilizing the additional 6 percent minimum and up to 35 percent of the capitalization grant for principal forgiveness to 

disadvantaged communities. 
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ATTACHMENT III 

PROGRAM FUNDING STATUS 

 

Federal Fiscal Years 1997 - 2021 

Capitalization Grants $227,187,698  

State Match $45,437,540  

ARRA Grant $19,500,000  

Set-Asides ($16,955,202)  

Transfer of FY 2002 & 2003 Clean Water 

Capitalization Grant and State Match 
$15,574,320 

 

Leveraged Bonds $123,742,076  

Excess Interest as of September 30, 2021 $54,082,897  

Excess Principal as of September 30, 2021 $125,821,733  

   

Total Funds Dedicated to Loan $594,391,062 

  

Closed Loans made through September 30, 2021 ($577,388,595) 

  

Unclosed loans and available funds as of September 30, 2021 $17,002,467 

  

Federal Fiscal Year 2022 Projections 

Capitalization Grants $11,001,000  

State Match $2,200,200  

Set-Asides ($735,060)  

Projected Excess Principal Repayments $12,000,000  

Projected Unrestricted Interest Earnings $4,000,000  

Leveraged Bonds $200,000,000  

Projected FFY 2022 Loan Sub-total  $228,466,140 

  

Unclosed loans and funds Available for Loans $245,468,607 

  

Loans Awarded and Unclosed as of September 30, 2021 ($36,600,000) 

  

Total Funds Available for Loans  $208,868,607 

  

Loan Amount Identified on Attachment II - List of Projects to 

be Funded in FFY 2022 

 

$1,301,955,454 

  

  

Administrative Surcharge Funds Available as of September 30, 2021 

Program Income $1,587,536 

Non-Program Income  $4,927,529 

Total $6,515,065 
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by the Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
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   January 6, 2022 
Item 11 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TITLE: Sioux Rural Water System Grant 2019G-DW-100 Request for Time Extension 
  
  
EXPLANATION: On March 27, 2018, Sioux Rural Water System was awarded a $9,821,000 

Drinking Water SRF Loan and a $1,100,000 Drinking Water Construction 
grant to build improvements to its well field, water treatment, and water 
distribution systems. The original expiration date for the grant is March 27, 
2022. 
  
DANR received a letter dated November 9, 2021 from Sioux Rural Water 
System requesting an extension of the grant expiration date. The Sioux 
Rural Water System service area experienced flooding in 2019 that caused 
delays in design and construction, and Covid-19 further delayed 
construction and delivery of materials. As this is not a Consolidated grant, 
the expiration date can be amended to allow more time to complete the 
original scope of work.  

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Amend the expiration date of Drinking Water Construction Grant 2019G-
DW-100 to March 27, 2023. 

  
  
CONTACT: Suzanne McKinley, 773-4216 
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Item 12 

 

 
 
 
 
TITLE: Perkins Coie LLP Conflict Waiver Request for Simultaneous Representation of 

South Dakota Conservancy District and US Bank. 
  
  
EXPLANATION: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bruce Bonjour, Perkins Coie, has served as bond counsel for the Clean Water 
State Revolving Fund program since 1993 and the Drinking Water SRF 
program since 1997.  Perkins Coie currently has a contract with the District 
to serve as bond counsel for the State Revolving Fund programs through 
December 31, 2021. 
 
US Bank has become successor Trustee for the Fifth Amended and Restated 
Master Indenture. 
 
Attached is a letter requesting the State and the Conservancy District to sign 
a waiver of a conflict of interest that will allow Mr. Bonjour to continue to 
represent the District, even though his firm has represented, and is currently 
representing, US Bank with respect to a variety of unrelated work, including 
financing and lending transaction matters.  
 
Because there is a theoretical conflict here, the District needs to waive the 
conflict in order to proceed.  Additionally, our legal services contract 
requires consent of the Attorney General.  
 
As you can see from his letter, Mr. Bonjour does not think the work his firm 
does for US Bank will adversely affect the work he does for the District.  The 
District’s legal counsel, Mr. David McVey, agrees with conclusion of no 
adverse affect.  Attorney General Jason Ravnsborg will also need to sign the 
waiver on behalf of the State of South Dakota. 

  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Authorize the chairman to execute the Perkins Coie LLP Conflict Waiver 
Request for Simultaneous Representation of South Dakota Conservancy 
District and US Bank. 

  
CONTACT: Mike Perkovich (773-4216) 
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November 18, 2021 
 
South Dakota Conservancy District 
c/o Mike Perkovich 
Joe Foss Building 
523 East Capitol Avenue 
Pierre, SD 57501-3181 
 
Attorney General 
State of South Dakota 
302 East Highway 14, #1 
Pierre, SD 57501 

 
 

Bruce A. Bonjour 
BBonjour@perkinscoie.com 

D. +312.324.8650 
F. +312.324.9650 

Re: Simultaneous Representation of South Dakota Conservancy District 
and US Bank 

Dear Sirs: 

This letter will confirm that Perkins Coie LLP has received the informed consent of South 
Dakota Conservancy District (“the District”) to continue our representation of U.S. Bank, 
National Association (“US Bank”), as described below in matters unrelated to our ongoing 
representation of the District as bond counsel in this unrelated matter in which the interests of the 
District and US Bank are adverse. 

Perkins Coie has served as bond counsel to the District for more than two decades in connection 
with the District’s State Revolving Funds for the Clean Water and the Drinking Water Programs 
(the “SRF Programs”), and Perkins Coie currently has a contract with the District to serve as 
bond counsel for the SRF Programs through December 31, 2021 with discussions ongoing for an 
extension of the relationship.  The need for this consent arises from the fact that US Bank has 
become successor trustee for the Fifth Amended and Restated Master Indenture, and Perkins 
Coie has represented and is currently representing US Bank with respect to a variety of unrelated 
work, including financing and lending transaction matters. 

Under the rules governing professional responsibility and conflicts of interest, Perkins Coie may 
represent the District in a matter adverse to US Bank and simultaneously represent US Bank in 
unrelated matters only under certain conditions.  First, we must have the written consent of both 
clients.  Second, we must reasonably believe that we will be able to provide competent and 
diligent representation to each client.  To the best of our knowledge, the work we are now being 
asked to undertake for the District is not related to any legal services Perkins Coie has performed 
or is performing for US Bank.  We are confident in our ability to represent each client’s interests 
without limitation or compromise. 

In light of the foregoing, please confirm that the District consents on an informed basis, after full 
disclosure of the conflict of interest, to Perkins Coie’s continued representation of the District as 
bond counsel for the SRF Programs in current and future matters adverse to US Bank and 
simultaneous representation of US Bank in unrelated matters.   
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I enclose an extra original of this letter for your files.  Please sign and return one original for our 
files. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Bruce A. Bonjour 

 

BAB:dd 

The undersigned hereby consents to the representation described above. 

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL 
 
 
 
By:    
Its: ________________________________  
Date:   

 

                     
SOUTH DAKOTA CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 
 
 
 
By:    
Its: ________________________________  
Date:   
 
 
 



January 6, 2022 
     Item 13 

 

 

 

 

TITLE: Bond Counsel Contract for the South Dakota Conservancy District’s State 

Revolving Fund Loan Programs   

 

 

 

EXPLANATION: Bruce Bonjour of Perkins Coie, LLP has served as bond counsel for the Clean 

Water State Revolving Fund Program since 1993 and the Drinking Water State 

Revolving Fund Program since its inception in 1997. 

 

 The current contract expires December 31, 2021.  Staff is proposing that the 

District contract with Mr. Bonjour to provide continued service for 2022 through 

2024.  The proposed contract will provide legal services on 1) the eligibility of 

loans and the flow of funds with the Master Trust Indenture of both State 

Revolving Fund programs; 2) the filing of secondary market disclosure 

information on existing bonds within both programs; and 3) preparing or cause 

the preparing of arbitrage rebate reports on existing bonds. 

 

 The contract will begin upon execution by all parties and end on December 31, 

2024. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED 

ACTION: Authorize the Chairman to execute the contract for bond counsel services for 

2022 through 2024. 

 

 

CONTACT:  David Ruhnke,  773-4216 
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 STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

 AGREEMENT FOR LEGAL SERVICES 

 BETWEEN 

 

 

Control #  

 

Bruce A. Bonjour     South Dakota Conservancy District 

Perkins Coie, LLP    523 East Capitol Ave 

131 S. Dearborn Street, Suite 1700  Joe Foss Building 

Chicago, IL  60603-5559   Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

hereafter referred to as Attorney   hereafter referred to as State 
 

 

The State hereby enters into an Agreement for Legal Services with the Attorney. 

 

I. THE ATTORNEY 

 

 A.  The Attorney will perform those services described in the Work Plan, attached hereto 

as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein.  The parties agree that the services 

will be provided by Bruce A. Bonjour or such other attorney as Attorney may designate 

that is acceptable to the State. 

 

 B.  While performing the services hereunder, the Attorney is acting as an independent 

contractor and not as an officer, agent or employee of the SD Conservancy District or of 

the State of South Dakota.   

 

 C.  The Attorney will not use State equipment, supplies or facilities.  The Attorney will 

provide the State with his firm’s Employer Identification Number. 

 

 D.  This Agreement shall commence on execution by both parties and end on December 

31, 2024, provided, however, that any report which relates principally to a specified 

calendar year and is required to be prepared or filed within the first three months of the 

following calendar year shall be deemed to be services contracted for and required 

hereunder for the specified calendar year.  This Agreement may be extended for an 

additional three (3) year term upon mutual agreement of the parties hereto, and may be 

amended to provide for additional arbitrage rebate calculations for bonds issued after the 

date hereof. 

 

II. THE STATE 

 

 A.  The State will make payment: 

 

 (1)  For legal services with reference to the Drinking Water SRF Program in calendar 

year 2022, an amount not to exceed $27,500, consisting of up to $6,500 for filing of 
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secondary market disclosure information, and up to $21,000 for opinions on eligibility of 

future loans and flow of funds within the program’s Master Trust Indenture; 

 

 (2)  For legal services with reference to the Drinking Water SRF Program in calendar 

year 2023, an amount not to exceed $27,500, consisting of up to $6,500 for filing of 

secondary market disclosure information, and up to $21,000 for opinions on eligibility of 

future loans and flow of funds within the program’s Master Trust Indenture;  

 

 (3)  For legal services with reference to the Drinking Water SRF Program in calendar 

year 2024, an amount not to exceed $27,500, consisting of up to $6,500 for filing of 

secondary market disclosure information, and up to $21,000 for opinions on eligibility of 

future loans and flow of funds within the program’s Master Trust Indenture; 

 

 (4)  For legal services with reference to the Clean Water SRF Program in calendar year 

2022, an amount not to exceed $27,500, consisting of up to $6,500 for filing of secondary 

market disclosure information, and up to $21,000 for opinions on eligibility of future 

loans and flow of funds within the program’s Master Trust Indenture; 

 

 (5)  For legal services with reference to the Clean Water SRF Program in calendar year 

2023, an amount not to exceed $27,500, consisting of up to $6,500 for filing of secondary 

market disclosure information, and up to $21,000 for opinions on eligibility of future 

loans and flow of funds within the program’s Master Trust Indenture; 

 

 (6)  For legal services with reference to the Clean Water SRF Program in calendar year 

2024, an amount not to exceed $27,500, consisting of up to $6,500 for filing of secondary 

market disclosure information, and up to $21,000 for opinions on eligibility of future 

loans and flow of funds within the program’s Master Trust Indenture; 

 

 (7)  For legal services with respect to the combined Clean Water SRF Program and 

Drinking Water SRF Program in calendar year 2022, an amount not to exceed $21,000 

for arbitrage rebate calculations (for the Series 2010A, Series 2010B, Series 2012B, 

Series 2014B, Series 2017B, Series 2018 Bonds and Series 2020 Bonds); 

 

 (8)  For legal services with respect to the combined Clean Water SRF Program and 

Drinking Water SRF Program in calendar year 2023, an amount not to exceed $21,000 

for arbitrage rebate calculations (for Series 2010A, Series 2010B, Series 2012B, Series 

2014B, Series 2017 B, Series 2018 Bonds and Series 2020 Bonds); 

 

 (9)  For legal services with respect to the combined Clean Water SRF Program and 

Drinking Water SRF Program in calendar year 2024, an amount not to exceed $21,000 

for arbitrage rebate calculations (for Series 2010A, Series 2010B, Series 2012B, Series 

2014B, Series 2017B, Series 2018 Bonds and Series 2020 Bonds); 

 

 (10)  For reimbursement of third-party arbitrage consultant reports, an amount not to 

exceed $54,000 in the aggregate for calendar years 2022 through 2024. 
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 B.  In the event that an arbitrage rebate calculation described above is not required to be 

completed for any series of Bonds, then the attorney fee component for legal services 

described in clauses (4), (5) (6) or (7), as applicable will be reduced by $3,000 for each 

series of Bonds for which an arbitrage rebate calculation is not required.  

 

 C.  The State will not pay Attorney expenses as a separate item, provided, however, that 

any expense incurred from third parties as set forth in Section II(A)(10), shall not be an 

expense of the Attorney, and if initially paid by Attorney, the Attorney shall be entitled to 

reimbursement for that expense as a separate item. 

 

 D.  TOTAL CONTRACT AMOUNT is an amount not to exceed $228,000 payable as 

compensation to Attorney, and not to exceed $54,000 in reimbursement of actual costs 

from third party arbitrage rebate consultant, for a Total Contract Amount not to exceed 

$282,000.  Payment will be made pursuant to itemized invoices.  Payment will be made 

consistent with SDCL ch. 5-26. 

 

III. OTHER PROVISIONS: 

 

 A.  This Agreement may not be assigned without the express prior written consent of the 

State.  The provisions in this Agreement may only be altered, modified or changed by 

written amendment hereto subject to the same approval requirements as in this 

Agreement. 

 

 B.  This agreement can be terminated upon thirty (30) days written notice by either party 

and may be terminated for cause by the State at any time with or without notice. 

 

 C.  The Attorney, at all times during the term of this Agreement, shall obtain and maintain 

in force insurance coverage of the types and with the limits as follows: 

 

 (1)  Commercial General Liability Insurance: 

 

 The Attorney shall maintain occurrence based commercial liability 

insurance or equivalent form with a limit of not less than $2,000,000 for 

each occurrence.  If such insurance contains a general aggregate limit it 

shall apply separately to this Agreement or be no less than two times the 

occurrence limit. 

 

 2.  Professional Liability Insurance: 

 

 The Attorney agrees to procure and maintain professional liability 

insurance with a limit not less than $20,000,000. 

 

 3.  Business Automobile Liability Insurance: 

 

 The Attorney shall maintain business automobile liability insurance or 

equivalent form with a limit of not less than $1,000,000 for each accident.  
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Such insurance shall include coverage for owned, hired and non-owned 

vehicles. 

 

 4.  Worker’s Compensation Insurance: 

 

 The Attorney shall procure and maintain workers’ compensation and 

employers’ liability insurance if required by South Dakota law. 

 

 Before beginning work under this Agreement, the Attorney shall furnish the State with 

properly executed Certificates of Insurance which shall clearly evidence all insurance 

required in this Agreement.  In the event a substantial change in insurance, issuance of a 

new policy, cancellation or nonrenewal of the policy, the Attorney agrees to provide 

immediate notice to the State and provide a new certificate of insurance showing 

continuous coverage in the amounts required.  The Attorney shall furnish copies of 

insurance policies if requested by the State. 

 

 D.  This Agreement depends upon the continued availability of appropriated funds and 

expenditure authority from the Legislature for this purpose.  If for any reason the 

Legislature fails to appropriate funds or grant expenditure authority, or funds become 

unavailable by operation of law or federal funds reductions, this Agreement will be 

terminated by the State.  Termination for any of these reasons is not a default by the State 

nor does it give rise to a claim against the State. 

 

            E.   The Attorney may not use subcontractors to perform the services described herein 

without the express prior written consent of the State.  The Attorney will cause its 

subcontractors, agents, and employees to comply with applicable federal, state and local 

laws, regulations, ordinances, guidelines, permits and requirements and will adopt such 

review and inspection procedures as are necessary to assure compliance.  The State 

hereby consents to the use of a third party for arbitrage rebate calculations. 

 

 F.  This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of 

the State of South Dakota, without regard to any conflicts of law principles, decisional 

law, or statutory provision which would require or permit the application of another 

jurisdiction’s substantive law.  Venue for any lawsuit pertaining to or affecting this 

Agreement shall be in the Circuit Court, Sixth Judicial Circuit, Hughes County, South 

Dakota. 

 

 G.  The Attorney will comply with all federal, state and local laws, regulations, 

ordinances, guidelines, permits and requirements applicable to providing services 

pursuant to this Agreement, and will be solely responsible for obtaining current 

information on such requirements. 

 

 H.  Any notice or other communication required under this Agreement shall be in writing 

and sent to the address set forth above.  Notices shall be given by and to David Ruhnke 

on behalf of the State, and by Bruce Bonjour, on behalf of the Attorney, or such 

authorized designees as either party may from time to time designate in writing.  Notices 
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or communications to or between the parties shall be deemed to have been delivered 

when mailed by first class mail, provided that notice of default or termination shall be 

sent by registered or certified mail, or, if personally delivered, when received by such 

party. 

 

 I.  In the event that any provision of this Agreement shall be held unenforceable or 

invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not invalidate or render 

unenforceable any other provision hereof. 

 

 J.  All other prior discussions, communications and representations concerning the 

subject matter of this Agreement are superseded by the terms of this Agreement, and 

except as specifically provided herein, this Agreement constitutes the entire agreement 

with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

 

 K.  The Attorney certifies that neither the Attorney nor the principals of his firm are 

presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment or suspension, or declared 

ineligible from participating in transactions by the federal government or any state or 

local government department or agency.  Attorney further agrees that it will immediately 

notify the State if during the term of this Agreement the Attorney or his firm’s principals 

become subject to debarment, suspension or ineligibility from participating in 

transactions by the federal government, or by any state or local government department 

or agency. 

 

L.  The Attorney agrees not to participate as Counsel, in person or his law firm, in 

opposition to the interests of the State of South Dakota or any of its departments, bureaus, 

boards or commissions consistent with the policy attached hereto and labeled Exhibit B. 

 

In Witness Whereof the parties signify their agreement by the signatures affixed below: 

 

ATTORNEY     STATE 

 

 

 

__________________________________  ___________________________________ 

Bruce A. Bonjour, Partner    (Date)   Jerry Soholt          (Date) 

Perkins Coie, LLP     Chairman, Board of Water and 

       Natural Resources 

 



 

 6 
  
4:15 PM  
154541082.3 

 

 

The foregoing Agreement is hereby approved as to form. 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Jason R. Ravnsborg        (Date) 

Attorney General 
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EXHIBIT A 

WORK PLAN 

 

The Attorney will perform services as bond counsel in connection with all outstanding series of 

Bonds (each, a “Series” and collectively, the “Bonds”) and the Amended and Restated Master 

Trust Indenture dated as of June 1, 2004 by and between the South Dakota Conservancy District 

(the “District”) and U.S. Bank National Association as Successor Trustee to The First National 

Bank in Sioux Falls, as master trustee (the “Trustee”) as now or hereinafter amended or 

supplemented (collectively, the “Master Indenture”); perform the annual arbitrage rebate 

calculations for each Series of Bonds, and provide copies of these reports to the State no later 

than 90 days after the related anniversaries of the issuance date of each of the respective Series 

of Bonds occurring annually during the term hereof, provided that such reports shall be due 60 

days after each five year anniversary date; file all then available secondary market disclosure 

information pursuant to rule 15c2-12 no later than March 31 annually during the term hereof; 

and provide legal advice related to the Bonds. 

 

Set forth below is a listing of the Series of Bonds currently secured by the Master Indenture 

together with a separate listing of Bonds no longer deemed “Outstanding” under the Master 

Indenture but which are secured by escrow portfolios pending final redemption pursuant to 

separate escrow agreements: 

 

South Dakota Conservancy District Clean Water State Revolving Fund Series 

2010A, 2010B, 2012A, 2012B, 2014A, 2014B, 2017A, Series 2017B, 2018B and 

Series 2020 Revenue Bonds pursuant to the Indentures of Trust dated September 

1, 1992 and January 1, 1994, the Supplemental Indenture dated January 1, 1995, 

the Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated July 1, 2005, the First 

Amendment to Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated October 1, 

2005, the Second Amendment to Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture 

dated April 1, 2006, the Third Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture and 

the Series 2008 Supplemental Indenture, each dated as of March 1, 2008, the 

Fourth Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated August 1, 2009, the 

Fifth Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated September 1, 2010, a 

First Amendment to Fifth Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated 

February 17, 2015, and the Series Resolution dated December 10, 2010, adopted 

in connection with the Series 2010A and 2010B Bonds, the Series Resolution 

dated April 10, 2012, adopted in connection with the Series 2012A and 2012B 

Bonds, and the Series Resolution dated September 26, 2014, adopted in 

connection with the Series 2014A and 2014B Bonds, the Series Resolution dated 

July 21, 2017, adopted in connection with the Series 2017A and 2017B Bonds, 

the Series Resolution dated November 8 2018, adopted connection with the Series 

2018 Bonds; and the Series Resolution dated June 5, 2020 adopted in connection 

with the Series 2020 Bonds. 

 

South Dakota Conservancy District Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Series 

2010A, Series 2010 B, Series 2014A, Series 2014B, Series 2017A, Series 2017B 

and Series 2018 Revenue Bonds issued pursuant to the Amended and Restated 
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Master Trust Indenture dated July 1, 2005; the First Amendment to Amended and 

Restated Master Trust Indenture dated October 1, 2005; the Second Amendment 

to Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated April 1, 2006, the Third 

Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture and the Series 2008 Supplemental 

Indenture, each dated as of March 1, 2008, the Fourth Amended and Restated 

Master Trust Indenture dated August 1, 2009, the Fifth Amended and Restated 

Master Trust Indenture dated September 1, 2010, a First Amendment to Fifth 

Amended and Restated Master Trust Indenture dated February 17, 2015, the 

Series Resolution dated December 10, 2010, adopted in connection with the 

Series 2010A and 2010B Bonds, the Series Resolution dated September 26, 2014, 

adopted in connection with the Series 2014A and 2014B Bonds, the Series 

Resolution dated July 21, 2017, adopted in connection with the Series 2017A and 

Series 2017 B Bonds, the Series Resolution dated November 8, 2018, adopted in 

connection with the Series 2018 Bonds and the Series Resolution dated June 5, 

2020, adopted in connection with the Series 2020 Bonds.. 
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EXHIBIT B 

POLICY CONCERNING CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

 

 This policy is adopted to address the issue of potential conflicts of interest with regard to 

the State of South Dakota and attorneys contracting with the State of South Dakota (“State”) to 

perform legal services.  This policy will be attached as an addendum to any contract for legal 

services entered into between the State and any attorney contracting to perform those legal 

services and shall become a part of that contract. 

 A. Except as provided in paragraph B of this policy, if an attorney contracting to 

perform legal services with the State has a pending claim against the State or its employees on 

behalf of a client; or in the event an attorney with an existing contract for legal services with the 

State is approached by a client seeking to file a lawsuit against the State or its employees, the 

contracting attorney shall notify the Attorney General and the manager of the state PEPL Fund in 

writing of that conflict of interest prior to the time a contract is signed or prior to undertaking 

representation of the adverse client.  The Attorney General shall personally decide within ten 

working days whether or not the State will waive any conflict of interest created by that claim.  

The Attorney General will consider the magnitude of the claim against the State, the appearance 

of impropriety which could adversely affect the interests of the State, the degree, if any, to which 

the contracting attorney has or will gain access to information which would give him an undue 

advantage in representing a client whose interests are adverse to the State, whether the 

department or agency against which the claim is made is also a department or agency that will be 

represented by the contracting attorney, and any other factor which the Attorney General may 

deem pertinent in his discretion. 

 Notification of the Attorney General under this paragraph, prior to the commencement of 

an action is not required if the contracting attorney is approached by a client to commence an 

action against the State and the contracting attorney has a good faith belief that absent 

immediately filing, the action would be barred by a statute of limitations or comparable 

provision.  Under these circumstances, the contracting attorney shall, as soon as practical, 

contact the Attorney General regarding the conflict and agrees that if the conflict of interest is 

not waived, to withdraw from representing the client in the pending action. 
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 B. Any conflict of interest which may be created by the following situations will 

automatically be deemed to be waived by the Attorney General and will not be subject to the 

notification requirements of this policy statement: 

 

1. Any action where the contracting attorney represents a codefendant with the State in a 

claim or lawsuit, regardless of any cross-claim or third-party claim which the State and 

the attorney’s non-State client may have against each other; unless the cross-claim or 

third-party claim was readily apparent at the time of contracting with the non-State client 

and seeks significant monetary consequences; the cross-claim is against a state agency 

which the contracting attorney represents; or by virtue of representation of the State 

under contract the attorney had access to information which would give the non-State 

client an unfair advantage. 

 

2. Any condemnation action in which the contracting attorney represents a condemnee. 

 

3. Any administrative licensing proceeding in which the contracting attorney appears 

representing a client, regardless of the fact that the client may make a claim which would 

be adverse to a position taken by a department or agency of state government; unless the 

claims, if successful, will have significant monetary consequences to the State; or by 

virtue of representation of the State under contract the contracting attorney had access to 

information which would give the non-State client an unfair advantage. 

 

4. Any administrative proceeding before the Department of Revenue in which the 

contracting attorney’s client may have a claim which would create a potential liability for 

the State of South Dakota; unless the claim, if successful, will have significant monetary 

consequences to the State; or by virtue of representation of the State under contract the 

contracting attorney had access to information which would give the non-State client an 

unfair advantage. 

 

5. Any bankruptcy proceeding in which the contracting attorney represents a client other 

than the State of South Dakota and in which the State of South Dakota has a secured or 

unsecured claim. 

 

6. Any activity relating to the negotiation of a contract with the State of South Dakota and 

another client represented by the contracting attorney; unless the contracting attorney is 

actively representing the department or agency of state government with which the 

contract is being negotiated; or by virtue of representation of the State under contract the 

contracting attorney had access to information which would give the non-State client an 

unfair advantage. 

 

7. The defense of any criminal action; unless the attorney has an existing contract as a 

special prosecutor in criminal actions for the State of South Dakota; or if, in 

representation of the State under contract, the contracting attorney had access to 
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information which would give the non-State client an unfair advantage in the criminal 

action. 

 

8. Any small claims action in which the contracting attorney represents any plaintiff or 

defendant with interests adverse to those of the State. 

 

9. Any action brought through representation under a long-term contract or appointment of 

any other governmental entity, whether or not that governmental entity has interests that 

are adverse to those of the State; unless the claim, if successful, will have significant 

monetary consequences against the State of South Dakota. 

 

10. Any action in which the State is a named party but has only a nominal interest, as in 

mortgage foreclosures and quiet title actions. 

 

11. Any lobbying activity by the contracting attorney. 

 

12. Any worker’s compensation case in which the contracting attorney represents a claimant; 

unless the contracting attorney represents the South Dakota Department of Labor in 

matters relating to worker’s compensation claims or benefits. 

 

 C. The Attorney General reserves the right to raise a conflict of interest, 

notwithstanding the automatic waiver provisions of paragraph B of this policy, where a conflict 

of interest covered by the South Dakota Rules of Professional Conduct exists and in the 

discretion of the Attorney General, is it determined to be in the State’s best interest to raise the 

conflict.  The Attorney General shall notify the contracting attorney of the existence of the 

conflict and the delineation of waiver within seven days of the Attorney General’s actual notice 

of the contracting attorney’s action against the State. 

 D. For purposes of this policy:  1) the term “contracting attorney” means the attorney 

actually signing the agreement and his entire law firm; 2) the term “State” means the State of 

South Dakota and any branch, constitutional office, department, agency, institution, board, 

commission, authority, or other entity by state government; and 3) the term “significant 

monetary consequences” means that the suit, claim, action or other proceeding against the State, 

if successful, could reasonably result in the State making payments to the contracting attorney, 

the client or the class the client represents in excess of $50,000 or in the case of the proceeding 

against the Department of Revenue, or other state taxing entity payments or lost revenue in 

excess of $50,000. 
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 E.  This guideline shall not be construed as altering or reducing an attorney’s 

obligations to his client under the South Dakota Rules of Professional Conduct specifically stated 

herein. 

 



   January 6, 2022 
Item 14 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TITLE: Adopt Proposed Fund Distribution Criteria for American Rescue Plan Act 

Funds 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) includes water and sewer 

infrastructure projects as an eligible use of the funds.  Governor Noem’s 
recommended budget includes $600,000,000 in one-time ARPA funding to 
support eligible improvements to water and sewer infrastructure projects 
throughout the state. 
 
In anticipation of the legislature approving the recommended funding, DANR 
staff has developed the attached ARPA Fund Distribution Criteria. The 
criteria was developed to incorporate reasonable project sizes and user rates 
to create fair and equitable distribution of ARPA grant funds. The criteria 
allow for some discretionary funding for certain projects for DANR 
recommendations and board approval when warranted. If approved by the 
board, this criteria would be used by DANR staff when reviewing and 
evaluating funding applications.   

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Adopt the proposed distribution criteria for funding award 
recommendations for ARPA funding requests contingent on legislative action 
to appropriate proposed funds and award process. 

  
  
CONTACT: Andy Bruels, (605) 773-4216 

 



Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources  
Proposed American Rescue Plan Act  

Fund Distribution for  
Water and Sewer Infrastructure Projects 

 
Governor Noem’s recommended budget includes $600,000,000 in American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) 

funding to support improvements to water and sewer infrastructure projects across the state. This 

significant infrastructure investment is being made because access to quality drinking water and safe 

and efficient sewer services greatly impacts the quality of life for all South Dakota residents.   

To ensure equitable use of the funds the state is proposing to evaluate projects and distribute funding 

through the Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources (DANR) and Board of Water and Natural 

Resources (BWNR) existing funding processes. To be eligible, projects must be listed on the State Water 

Plan. Both new and listed but unfunded projects will be considered.   

DANR/BWNR will use the criteria below to determine funding. The process is competitive and based on 

eligibility and the relative merits and positive impacts of the projects. 

Funding Criteria 

Funded applicants will receive a minimum 30 percent ARPA grant (percent of total amount requested). A 

grant cap will be determined by a per person project cost based on the population served by the system 

(2020 Census numbers or system service numbers). The grant cap applies regardless of the total project 

cost or the number of projects seeking funding. The grant cap will be determined as follows:  

a. Service populations up to 1,000: up to 80% grant with a $9,000 per person maximum 
per applicant for all projects considered for ARPA grants. Grant percentages would be 
less if not meeting rates outlined below.  

b. Service populations up to 2,500: up to 50% grant with a $7,000 per person maximum 
per applicant for all project(s) considered for ARPA grants. Grant percentages would be 
less if not meeting rates outlined below.   

c. Service populations above 2,500: 30% grant with a $3,000 per person maximum per 
applicant for all project(s) considered for ARPA grants.    
 

If an applicant uses local ARPA funds (city or county), these funds will be matched with State ARPA funds 
up to a maximum of $5 million. The grant cap determined above may be exceeded with the use of 
local/State match funds. 

 
The grant cap may also be exceeded if an applicant currently has rates or will have rates upon project 
completion that meet the following user rate targets:  
 

a. $55 for 5,000 gallons for each water or sewer for city residents  
b. $75 for 7,000 gallons for each water or sewer for rural/sanitary districts.   
 



If user rates already exceed the target rates, subsidy will not be provided to reduce rates to the target. 

However, applicants whose current rates exceed the target rate may receive up to an additional five 

percent of ARPA funding toward the total project cost.  

Additional Subsidy 

Applicants will also be eligible for Clean Water or Drinking Water State Revolving Fund principal 

forgiveness or other state grants in addition to state ARPA funds. Additional subsidy funding from non-

ARPA funds will be provided based on DANR recommendations and BWNR approval. 

Special Considerations 

Projects addressing regionalization/consolidation, regulatory compliance issues, drought resiliency, 

water availability, non-point source improvements, or other significant environmental issues may 

receive funding above the grant cap. DANR will evaluate projects and make recommendations to the 

BWNR for funding based on merits and positive impacts of the project.  

Engineering Studies 
 
Requests for engineering studies for projects to address long term drought resiliency, drinking water 
availability issues, or water or wastewater regionalization projects may be provided up to 100% State 
ARPA funds.  
 



   January 6, 2022 
Item 15a 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TITLE: Amendment of the 2022 Omnibus Bill Recommendations 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) of 2021 includes specific 

funding for lead service line replacement and other costs directly related to 
the replacement of lead service lines. To identify the extent of lead service 
lines in the state, $1,500,000 will be allocated to contract for lead service 
line inventories for all public water systems in the state.  In order for the 
Conservancy District to utilize the funding, a new resolution will need to be 
approved to include the additional funds. 
 

  
  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Rescind Resolution 2021-90 and approve a new resolution providing 
recommendations to the Governor and the State Legislature on Water & 
Environment Fund state fiscal year 2023 funding levels for the State Water 
Resources Management System projects, the Consolidated program, and the 
Solid Waste Management program, and for appropriations from specific 
state revolving fund subfunds. 

  
  
CONTACT: Stephanie Riggle, 773-4216 

 



GOVERNOR'S 2022 OMNIBUS WATER FUNDING BILL

Solid Waste  Water 
WATER & ENVIRONMENT FUND (WEF)

Projected Surplus/(Shortfall) for preparation of 2022 Omnibus Bill $295,000 $1,600,000 

Projected SFY 2023 WEF Deposits
Capital Construction Fund Transfers $10,500,000 
Contractor's Excise Tax $20,000 
Loan Payments & Interest Deposits $595,000 $390,000 
Solid  Waste Fees $1,900,000 

TOTAL AVAILABLE $2,790,000 $12,510,000 

Sec. 
No.  Water and Environment Fund Solid Waste Water

1 Hydrology and Water Management Studies $1,021,500 
2 Big Sioux Flood Control Study $249,727 
3 Consolidated Program $10,500,000 
4 Solid Waste Management Program $2,750,000 

Water and Environment Fund Appropriation Subtotals $2,750,000 $11,771,227 

Total Available Dedicated Water and Waste Funds $2,790,000 $12,510,000 

Projected June 30, 2023 Unobligated Balance $40,000 $738,773 

Loan Fees and Federal Funds
State Revolving Fund (SRF) Administrative Surcharge Fees

5 Clean Water SRF Water Quality Grants $300,000 
6 Clean Water SRF Application and Administration Technical Assistance $250,000 
7 $275,000 

Federal Set-Aside Funds 
8 Technical Assistance $150,000 
9 Lead Service Line Inventory $1,500,000 

Fees and Federal Funds Appropriation Subtotal $2,475,000 

TOTAL OMNIBUS BILL APPROPRIATIONS
10 DENR Secretary approves vouchers and all payments through the State Auditor
11 Appropriations not expended or obligated shall revert as per chapter 4-8
12 Emergency clause so funds can be obligated prior to July 1st

Federal $1,650,000 
Other $15,346,227 
Total $16,996,227 

 Dedicated Funding 

DENR Recommendations

Drinking Water SRF Application and Administration Technical Assistance

$16,996,227 

State Water Resources Management System

12/27/2021



   January 6, 2022 
Item 15b 

 

 
TITLE: Amendment to the FY 2022 Drinking Water SRF Intended Use Plan 
  
  
EXPLANATION: The FFY 2022 Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Intended Use Plan was 

approved by the Board of Water and Natural Resources in November 2021. 
 
The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) of 2021 includes specific 
funding for lead service line replacement and other costs directly related to 
the replacement of lead service lines. To identify the extent of lead service 
lines in the state, $1,500,000 will be allocated to contract for lead service 
line inventories for all public water systems in the state.   

  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Approve the proposed amendment to the FFY 2022 Drinking Water SRF 
Intended Use Plan 

  
  
CONTACT: Andy Bruels, 773-4216 

 



   January 6, 2021 
Item 16 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TITLE: Rescind Salem’s Clean Water SRF Loan C461057-04 and Drinking Water SRF 

Loan C462057-05 
  
EXPLANATION: On March 25, 2021, the Board awarded a Clean Water SRF loan and a 

Drinking Water SRF loan for $1,128,000 and $439,000, respectively, to the 
city of Salem for improvements to its wastewater collection and water 
distributions systems.  
 
The loans were for Phase I of Salem’s Industrial Area Project.  After re-
evaluating its options, the city has decided to decline the loans and reapply 
for both phases of the Industrial Area Project.  

  
RECOMMENDED 
ACTION: 

Rescind Resolutions #2021-32 and #2021-33 approving the Clean Water SRF 
loan and Drinking Water SRF loan, respectively. 

 
CONTACT: 

 
Mike Perkovich, 773-4216 
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