A-95 Guidelines for Public Water System Applications

TMACOG conducts A-95 reviews on applications requesting federal funding.  The purpose of A-95 is to review applications for regional consistency to best utilize public resources.  These guidelines would be used by TMACOG to review water supply projects through the A-95 process.

A-95 Background

In 1968, the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act set into motion a series of comprehensive reforms aimed at addressing issues of regional coordination.  A major change brought about by the act was implemented through Circular A-95 of the Office of Management and Budget.  The A-95 circular established the state clearinghouse grant review process, and was later revised to establish the Single Point of Contact review system.  TMACOG was formed primarily to be the regional clearinghouse and address the federal initiatives and local intergovernmental needs.  

As of April 1, 1997, the State Clearinghouse located in the Office of Budget and Management (OBM) discontinued their participation in the local review as designated by Presidential Executive Order 12372. While eliminating the State Clearinghouse, the OBM continued to recognize the need to allow opportunities for local and agency comment on federal grant applications. Without the State Clearinghouse, Area Clearinghouses had to pursue a more meaningful relationship with local grant entities to ensure that appropriate desired communications are occurring between federal grant applicants and the Area Clearinghouse. The OBM facilitated such communications by maintaining lists of state agency contacts and Area Clearinghouse contacts.  This action made the A-95 review process a voluntary activity for TMACOG and other regional agencies.

The A-95 process involves the following applications for funding:

· Federally funded projects

· Local or regional applications for federal funding 

The A-95 review process is as follows:

· Applicant provides Notification of Intent or a full application to TMACOG.

· Staff reviews the application based on consistency with regional plans and goals when related to TMACOG programs.

· A listing of current applications under A-95 review is distributed to the County Plan Commission Directors and Presidents of the County Boards of Commissioners.

· Applications resulting in a conflict will go before the TMACOG Executive Committee for discussion and a vote.

· A review letter is sent to the applicant notifying them of the review conclusions.

Regional Water System Planning Guidelines

The following are proposed guidelines to use in reviewing water supply projects through the TMACOG A-95 Review process.

1. Consistent with Established County Planning. 
· Is there an adopted county or regional Water Supply Plan? 
· Does it define planned service areas and water sources?
· Is the project proposal consistent with the Plan?  (If not, does it propose plausible reason for varying?)
2. Planning Status.  

· To what level has the applying entity extended its planning for present and future capacity and quality?
· Does the project proposal exceed, duplicate, or fail to meet the status of any competing water supply entity? 
3. Encouragement of Development.  

· Does a water line project support in-fill development or does it encourage more growth on the rural fringe? (Water lines that close loops can be considered to support in-fill development.)

4. Existing Facilities. 

· Would the project compete for customers within the service area of an existing facility? 
· What is the financial and functional status of any existing or competing facility? 
· Does the project proposal have greater ability to meet future needs? 
· If the potentially competing project will require upgrades, does it have the customer base to pay for them, and at what impact on assessments and rates? 

· How would those resulting costs compare with those for the proposed project?
5. Level of Service. 

· What level of service will the project provide? Is it consistent with zoned or planned land use for the area? Residential potable water only? Commercial and industrial? Fire protection provision and capacity?
· Will insurance companies offer lower fire insurance rates based on this level of service?
6. Capacity. 

· What is the present and future capacity of the system to deliver water?
· What provision has been made by the project proposal for projected growth needs and upon what have these projections been based?
7. Environmental Impact.  
· Will the project meet US and Ohio EPA regulations and recommendations to protect the environment and ensure the public health?
8. Availability of Sewers.  

· Is sanitary sewer service available where the water lines are being extended? 

· If not, are the soils suitable for on-site sewage treatment systems?

9. Economic feasibility. 
· Are the proposed facilities economically feasible?
· Will the system’s financing plan generate enough revenue to retire debt and pay for operation and maintenance?
· Is the project part of a regional system? 
· If not, is there a potential for service by a regional system that could provide service at lower cost? Would the proposed project impose a debt burden that would discourage consolidation with a regional system?
10. Accountability to Rate Payers. 

· Do customers have elective or appointive control either directly or indirectly, over persons who set the rates? 
· Are the rates set by County Commissioners; or by a Board appointed by County Commissioners, Township Trustees, and Municipalities?
11. Effects on Economic Development. 
· Will the project provide service needed to foster economic development?
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