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INTRODUCTION

The Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Amendment of 1996 (SDWA) requires that each state implement
a Capacity Development Program to improve the technical, managerial, and financia capacity of the
state's public water systems and to prevent the creation of new public water systems that do not have
the capacity to comply with current and future provisions of the SDWA. This report describes
Mississippi's Capacity Development Program, and outlines the implementation results for the State
Fisca Year (SFY) 2013, which covers the period from July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013.
Submission of this report to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 1V in Atlanta, GA,
represents one of the capacity development reporting milestones required by EPA to avoid
withholdings from the FFY -2013 Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) capitalization grant.

NEW PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT

To comply with the capacity development requirements of the SDWA for new systems, the State
Legidature enacted the Mississippi Safe Drinking Water Act (Section 41-26-8, MS Code of 1972
Annotated) to require that all new community and non-transient non-community public water systems
be approved by the Mississippi State Department of Health (MSDH) prior to beginning construction.
During the review/approval process, MSDH is required to ensure that each proposed new public water
system has the technical and operational capacity to comply with all SDWA requirements. This
process is effectively the Program’s first "control point,” or point at which the State can exercise
authority to ensure the demonstration of a newly proposed system’s capacity to serve its customers
from the technical side. Another control point created by the State Law’s revision is the requirement
that, prior to approving a new public water system, MSDH must have written certification from the
Executive Director of Mississippi's Public Utilities staff that the new water system has the managerial
and financial capacity to comply with all SDWA requirements. There have been no changes in the
State’ s legal authority or control points since the inception of the Capacity Development Program.

EXISTING PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT

The State of Mississippi has approximately 1,160 public water systems that are subject to the
requirements of the SDWA. Since Mississippi is a rura state, the vast majority of these systems are
small with limited financia resources. It istherefore impossible to develop a mandatory program in the
State that would solely force these small systems to immediately make the necessary capita
improvements to achieve the technical, managerial, and financial capacity needed to comply with the
SDWA. However, recent additions to the SDWA, such as the Ground Water Rule, could force small
systems to make necessary improvements or consolidate their system with other surrounding systems.
Regardless, the method implemented by MSDH consists primarily of two components: 1) stringent
enforcement of existing laws and regulations, and 2) implementation of a capacity assessment rating
system and technical assistance procedures.



ENFORCEMENT - MSDH stringently enforces the water supply laws and regulations, such as those
related to: 1) SDWA water quality standards, 2) waterworks operator licensure, 3) overloaded water
systems, 4) corrosion control treatment facilities, 5) cross-connection control, and 6) water system
board member training. By strictly enforcing these laws and regulations, MSDH helps ensure that a
safe supply of drinking water is provided. Strict enforcement also encourages water systems without
adequate capacity to seek aternate methods of compliance, including the pursuit of mergers with
neighboring viable water systems. In most cases, these mergers (or "consolidations") result in the
creation of much more viable public water systems in the capacity assessment areas.

CAPACITY ASSESSMENT - MSDH developed a Capacity Assessment Rating Program to promote
existing systems' capacity development. The technical, managerial, and financial capacity of each
public water system is rated annually during inspections conducted by MSDH regiona engineering
staff. The maximum rating possible is "5.0" and a rating of "0.0" is the minimum. The rating is
determined using Capacity Assessment Forms (CAFs), which consist of three mgor sections. 1)
Technical, 2) Managerial, and 3) Financial. Each section includes key questions designed to identify
those tasks that a public water system must routinely accomplish in order to demonstrate their capacity
to comply with all current and proposed requirements of the SDWA and Mississippi’s Safe Drinking
Water Act.

The CAFs were developed by MSDH in conjunction with an Advisory Committee consisting of
representatives of various stakeholder organizations such as the Mississippi Rural Water Association,
the Mississippi Municipa League, the Mississippi Water & Pollution Control Operators' Association,
the RCAP-Community Resource Group, Mississippi Development Authority, Public Service
Commission, etc., as well as selected water system managers and operators from throughout the State.
Each year, prior to the annual Advisory Committee meeting (typicaly held in the last quarter of the
state fiscal year), the MSDH staff reviews and evaluates the program, discusses the strengths,
weaknesses, and any related problems which may have arisen during the fiscal year. The staff then
determines any needed program changes to be reported to and discussed with the Advisory Committee.
After input is obtained from the Advisory Committee at the annual meeting, MSDH makes changes as
needed to the Program’ s strategy for the following year’s CAFs.

In April 2013, the Advisory Committee met to discuss the overall performance of the current capacity
devel opment/implementation strategy. Based on input from this year's Advisory Committee meeting,
it was decided that the capacity assessment in its current form should not change. Reasons cited
included: previous years capacity assessments had many changes that water supplies have had
difficulty in achieving; recent inclusion of the compliance requirements associated with the Ground
Water and the Disinfection By-Products Rules have presented complications to many water supplies;
and the desire to maintain a level of status quo. Moreover, the committee felt that the existing strategy
was comprehensive enough and simply did not need to be modified at thistime.

Appendix A contains copies of the three CAFs used during SFY-2013. Included are the: 1) Standard
Form — used for community public water systems, 2) Private Form — used for public water systems that
are owned by private investors, and 3) Non-Transient Non-Community Form — used for public water
systems that provide water to 25 or more of the same individuals, in a non-residential manner, on a
daily basis (schools, industries, etc.).



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE — One of the magjor advantages to the MSDH Capacity Assessment
Rating is to aid the department in identifying public water systems that are at risk of becoming unable
to provide safe adequate drinking water to their customers. Once systems are shown to have low
capacity efforts are then made to provide assistance to improve the systems within the limits of
funding. Through the Small System Technical Assistance Set-Aside and the State Program
Management Set-Aside, which are provided through grants supplied to the Drinking Water Systems
Improvements Revolving Loan Fund (DWSIRLF) Program and the Bureau of Public Water Supply
Staff; MSDH can provide assistance at no cost to the water systems. The technical assistance takes
several forms to alow the recipients options that have proven to be beneficial based on their particular
situation. The set-asides have provided MSDH the ability to contract with technical assistance
providers such as Community Resource Group (CRG), Mississippi Rural Water Association
(MsRWA), and the Mississippi State University Extension Service (MSU-ES). The technical
assistance providers are able to provide specialized assistance beyond which MSDH Bureau of Public
Water Supply staff can provided. The assistance includes: 1) Comprehensive and intermediate
technical assistance provided by CRG; 2) Board Management training coordination provided by M SU-
ES; 3) Hands-on operator training provided by MsRWA; and 4) PEER review program provided by
MSU-ES. These programs have an impact on a system’s ability to obtain or remain in compliance with
the SDWA.

Annualy MSDH determines which public water systems are in the most need of assistance, based on
the previous year's capacity assessment scores and SDWA violations, the technical assistance
contractor of the comprehensive and intermediate assistance program, and the PEER review program
are provided alist of these systems to contact and offer assistance. Periodic reports are provided by the
contractors to MSDH to confirm that the assistance being provided is benefitting the public water
supplies of Mississippi.

The Comprehensive and Intermediate technical assistance provided through CRG alows the water
system officials and staff to receive one-on-one assistance to improve their overall capacity ratings.
This type of technical assistance is not voluntary since MSDH provides alist of the poorest performing
systems. The listed water systems receive a letter notifying them of their selection for technical
assistance. Refusing the assistance may affect future compliance actions that may be taken on that
system, if warranted, by the Compliance and Enforcement Branch of MSDH. The assistance provided
is specific and specialized, based on the water supply’s needs. It could take the form of obtaining new
management policies, financial budgeting, or operational improvements. MSDH Regional Engineering
staff may recommend additional water systems for assistance that they deem are in need of technical
assistance. CRG then performs an assessment of the system by meeting with the officials and operator.
After the assessment, CRG develops a specialized task list of assistance for the system. After MSDH’s
approva of the list, CRG, in cooperation with the system, proceeds to execute the tasks. If the system
is selected for comprehensive assistance, they can potentially receive the assistance throughout the
year. In these instances, it is necessary to ensure that certain policies are implemented, management
adjustments are made, and CRG follows them throughout the improvement process. Selected
intermediate systems are usually identified as having one or two major issues that can be resolved in
considerably lesstime.



The Board Management Training Program for Water System Officials assists newly elected water
system board members in meeting the requirements of the state law. This law requires board
management training for all newly elected water system board members of private, non-profit water
supplies and officials of municipal systems with a population of 10,000 and less. Mississippi State
University Extension Service, the chosen contractor, coordinates with the selected training partners, to
provide training throughout the state to these public water system officials. The officias are given
training describing their duties in managing and overseeing the operation of a public water system and
their responsibilities under state law. This allows them to have the management skills necessary to
effectively fulfill their duties.

The PEER Review program provides improved technical operations to the water supply staff through
peer-to-peer interaction. The voluntary program pairs selected water system operators with other water
system operators to assist them in preparing for annual MSDH inspections. Similar to comprehensive
and intermediate technical assistance, MSDH provides MSU-ES a list of poorly performing systems
having Capacity Assessment scores less than 3.0. MSU-ES contacts those referred systems by letter to
determine their interest in participating in the PEER Review Program. To ensure that the assistance
will have the greatest impact, contact is made with the responsible officials as well as the certified
operator. Additionally, MSU-ES aso advertises the benefits of the PEER Review Program at various
trade shows and in publications throughout the year. A water system desiring a PEER Review makes
contact with MSU-ES personnel, who in turn, coordinate a meeting for al parties involved, including at
a minimum the operators on the PEER Review team, the water system operator, and the responsible
official(s). At that meeting, all components of the capacity assessment are performed, including an
onsite inspection of the water system itself. Additionally, the PEER Review team also looks beyond
the standard capacity assessment by reviewing other technical, managerial, and financial aspects not
previousy evaluated. The team aso brings each of their unique operational/manageria styles and
experience due to the fact they have encountered many of the same problems. The team approach to
problem solving provides an additiona boost in capacity assessment areas thereby providing increased
operational efficiency, managerial stability, and financial solvency. Shortly after the review is
completed, a report by the PEER Review team is generated outlining the issues raised at the meeting,
including suggestions for possible improvements that could be made for the benefit of the water system
and its users. Whereas the comprehensive and intermediate assistance emphasizes manageria and
financial components, the PEER Review Program mostly emphasizes technical components while
providing limited managerial and financial assistance.

The Hands-On Operator Training, conducted by MsRWA provides small system operators specialized
“hands-on” training and skills they need in order to better operate their water systems on a daily basis.
Some operators, especialy new ones, may not have al the needed hands-on skills in order to
effectively operate the water system. The training sessions, held throughout the State, provide
participants with experience in actual hands-on skills such as meter repair, chlorinator repair, fire
hydrant maintenance, leak detection, etc. The operators newly acquired skills could lead to potential
cost savings to the water system, since operators learn how to make repairs themselves rather than
having to hire specialized help.



MSDH has noted significant improvements to the water systems following the implementation of the
assistance programs.

Comprehensive and Intermediate A ssistance:

In SFY-2013 Community Resource Group (CRG) provided long-term comprehensive assistance
to 13 public water systems and short-term intermediate assistance to 15 public water systems. It has
resulted in an average capacity assessment improvement of 1.20 points after comprehensive assistance
isreceived.

Tallula Utility District Improved from 1.67 to 4.3
Town of Fayette Improved from 2.0 to 3.3
City of Schlater Improved from 2.7 to 4.0
Town of Gunnison Improved from 2.67 to 3.33
Walnut Hill Water Association Improved from 2.0 to 3.0
East Pontotoc Water Association Improved from 2.67 to 3.3
Escatawpa Utility District Improved from 2.67 to 4.0

Board Management Training Program for Water System Officials:

In SFY-2013, Mississippi State University Extension Service, the chosen contractor,
successfully administrated the completion of 13 sessions around the state and trained 216 board
members and managers in the various technical and management skills necessary to effectively fulfill
their duties as board members and officials of awater system.

PEER Review Assistance:

Since the inception of the Peer review program in 2002, one hundred eighty-three (183) PEER
Reviews have been conducted, with fifteen (15) systems receiving follow-up visits. At present,
capacity ratings indicate an average capacity rating increase of 0.55 for those systems participating in
the PEER Review program. In SFY-2013, Mississippi State University Extension Service with the
PEER reviewers completed 20 PEER reviews around the state. All the water systems which
participated in the SFY-2013 contract year have received a post review capacity rating. When the
capacity reviews completed after the assistance are compared with the ratings from the prior year, the
Capacity Rating scores for the twenty (20) participating water systems went from an average Initial
Rating of 2.36 to a Post Review average Rating of 3.16 or a Capacity Rating Increased of 0.84. Most
systems saw an increase in their rating of around 1.0, however, two systems saw an increase of over 2.0
points (2.4 and 2.6) in their capacity scores. The contractor provides both monthly and quarterly
reports of their activities including specific redacted reports of the individual PEER Reviews.

MSDH has found that the majority of public water systems are making efforts to improve even though,
the Capacity Development Program for existing systems is not mandatory. There are no specific
penalties for a water system refusing assistance (which does occasionally occur) or failing to
improve/maintain their Capacity Assessment Rating. However, such actions do have inherent
consequences. The annual capacity assessment results for all systems are publicized in a paper of local
circulation and on the MSDH website. Similar to the way the Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) is
perceived, a primary goal of the program is for the public, not just the public water systems, to take an
active role in assuring the quality of the State's water supply. The genera public desires that their



utilities be in compliance with laws and regulations, be viable for the future, and provide the best
quality water at a reasonable cost to them.

Additional indirect consequences of failing to take action to improve Capacity Assessment Ratings
include: 1) “losing” to neighboring water systems - many neighboring water system view the capacity
rating as a competition as to see who's has the “best” water system; and 2) receiving lower priority
when seeking certain government funding. Regarding funding priority, the State’'s DWSRF Loan
Program contains priority ranking incentives related to Capacity Assessment Ratings, and other
government agencies such as the Mississippi Developmental Authority (CDBG Program) have been
including a portion of the Capacity Assessment Ratings to evaluate applicants for funding.
Additionally, the DWSRF requires that when reviewing facilities plans (with less than a perfect score)
the potential loan recipients must address why points were missed. This competition between water
systems and attempts to seek funding results in more viable water systems, which ultimately translates
into a benefit to the customers and the general public.

RESULTS

The efficacy of Mississippi’s Capacity Development Program is best demonstrated by actual results.

At the present time there are 1165 active public water systems in the state; using the most recent
Enforcement Targeting Tool List (ETT), July 2013, from EPA, there are 138 systems in the state with
violations; of these systems only 46 have an ETT score greater than 10. Concerning radiological
monitoring, all existing active water systems have returned to compliance for al monitoring
requirements and well over 90% or the public water systems have been reduced to a nine year schedule
because there were no detections for any of the radionuclide contaminants. The systems are performing
as necessary to remain in compliance.

Appendix B contains a complete listing of the Technical, Managerial, Financial, and Overall/Average
Capacity Assessment Ratings (scores) of Mississippi's public water systems for SFY-2011, SFY-2012
and SFY-2013. During the past three-year period the Capacity Assessment Ratings on average have
progressively increased. When reviewing the data, the following should be considered: Severa
systems have been consolidated or merged. They will be indicated with the “CON” designation as they
were consolidated with existing water supplies. Any newly created water supplies are identified by
“NS’. There have aso been systems that dissolved and are no longer serving customers. They are
designated at “DIS’. Additionally, there are a few systems that have felt the effects of destruction by
some type of natural disaster such as flood, tornado, hurricane, etc. They are designated as “NAT” or
natural disaster.

Appendix C contains individual 11Y ear Distribution Charts (SFY-2003 to SFY-2013) of the scores for
each category. This information clearly reflects a trend in all categories away from lower scores (0
through 3) and toward higher scores (4 and 5) and, thus, toward improved capacity for water systems
throughout the State. Mississippi’s Capacity Development Program continues to prove very effective in
producing the desired result of protecting public health by improving the technical, managerial, and
financial capacities of the public water systems throughout the Stete.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT



A primary goal of the Capacity Development Program is for the public, not just the public water
systems, to take an active role in assuring the quality of the State’s water supply. Customers of public
water systems which have received a high rating are encouraged to contact their water system officias
to congratulate them for doing an excellent job of operating and managing their water system.
Likewise, customers of public water systems which have received alow rating are strongly encouraged
to contact their water system officials and request a copy of the system’s most recent Capacity
Assessment Form. That form will quickly identify the areas where the water system needs
improvement. A lower rating could indicate that the system is more likely to be non-viable and, thus,
unable to protect public health by complying with all SDWA requirements. Customers of such systems
are aso strongly encouraged to get involved with their water system to ensure that any needed
improvements are compl eted.

FUTURE

The state is now seeing the effects of newer regulations such as the Ground Water Rule and Stage 2
Disinfection By-Products Rule with the additional difficulty some systems are having with compliance.
As mentioned in a previous report, MSDH saw this new compliance challenge for water systems as a
specia need for small system technical assistance. Currently, MSDH has ongoing contracts for the
compliance challenges associated with the Ground Water Rule, the Disinfection By-Products Rule, and
the State Fluoride Regulation. It is MSDH’s intention to provide assistance to ensure that non-
compliance is kept to a minimum. MSDH has discovered long ago that it is easier and less costly to
help systems maintain compliance by providing targeted technical assistance than attempting to bring a
troubled system back in to compliance. We believe that the assistance has aready had a profound
effect on compliance, the capacity assessment program and water systems scores. Based on
information from various sources, it appears that the water supply concepts of asset management and
sustainable infrastructure will be a major part of future needs and requirements of water systems.
Additional funding provided to the DWSRF program will alow for more specialized assistance in the
previously mentioned areas of asset management planning or sustainable infrastructure to the water
systems in the State. Furthermore, we believe the Board Management Training of system officias of
10,000 population and less is having a positive impact on capacity assessment scores. It should also be
noted that in the current economic climate, water systems are “doing their best” with less financial and
operational resources. As economic conditions improve, many water systems may make significant
infrastructure improvements that may be long overdue.

SUMMARY

Through the passage of proper legislation, the strict enforcement of existing laws and regulations, and
the implementation of sound capacity assessment and technical assistance procedures, Mississippi
continues a Capacity Development Program that has resulted in higher levels of technical, managerial,
and financial capacity of new and existing public water systems throughout the State. The program
also provides an additional benefit to the public in the form of better utilization of assistance resources
and funding. Although no changes have been made this year, the annual evaluation process, along with
the Advisory Committee review and public involvement, will help to assure that any needed future
changes are identified and implemented in a timely manner.



If there are questions regarding the information presented in this report, or if you have

recommendations for improving the Public Water System Capacity Development Program, please
contact:

William F. Moody, P.E., BCEE, Director
Bureau of Public Water Supply

P. O. Box 1700

Jackson, MS 39215-1700

Copies of this report may be obtained by calling 601-576-7518, or by accessing the Mississippi State
Department of Health’'s website at www.healthyms.com. At the MSDH website click on “Topics A-Z”,

then “W”, then “Water Supply”, then “Reports’, then select “Capacity Development Annual
Implementation Report for SFY-2013".
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Mississippi Department of Health [STANDARD FORM |
Bureau of Public Water Supply

FY 2013 Public Water System Capacity Assessment Form

NOTE: Ths form must be completed whenever a routine sanitary survey of a public water system 1s conducted by a
regional engineer of the Bureau of Public Water Supply

PWS ID#: Class: Survey Date: County:

Public Water System: Conn:

Certified Waterworks Operator: Pop:

CAPACITY RATING DETERMINATION

Technical (T) Capacity Rating: [ ] Managenial (M) Capacity Rating [ ] Financial (F) Capacity Ratmng [ ]
Capacity Rating = &;‘F =3 = Overall Capacity Rating =

Completed by on

Comments:
. o Point Point
Technical Capacity Assessment Scale | Award
[T1] Does the water system have any significant deficiencies? [ ¥ N N-1pt

Y - Opt.

[T2] 1) Was the water treatment process functioning properly? [¥ N ] (1.e. Is pH, iron, free chlorine,
etc. within acceptable range?) 2) Was needed water system equipment in place and functioning
properly at the time of survey? [ ¥ N ] (NOTE: Equpment deficiencies must be identified m survey| any.1pt
report.) 3) Were records available to the regional engineer clearly showing that all water storage tanks | Else -0pt.
have been inspected and cleaned or painted (if nfedeﬁ] within the past 5 years? [¥ N NA |

(NOTE: All YESs required to recerve point)

[T3] 1) Was the certified waterworks operator or his/her authorized representative present for the
survey? [ XY N ] 2) Was log book up to date and properly maintamned and did 1t show that MDH
Minimum JOB Guidelines for W. W. Operators were being met? [ Y N ] 3) Was the water system | ayv. 1pt
properly maintained at the time of survey? [[Y_N ] 4) Did operator satisfactorily demonstrate to the | Eke -0pt.
regional engineer that he/she could fully perform all water quality tests required to properly operate this
water system? [ ¥ N (NOTE: All YESs required to recerve point)

[T4] 1) Does water system routinely track water loss and were acceptable water loss records available
for review by the regional engimeer? [ ¥ N ] 2) Is water system overloaded? (1e serving customers in
excess of MSDH approved design capacity)? Y _N ] 3) Was there any indication that the water system| DY -pt
is'has been experiencing pressure problems in any pari(s) of the distribution system? [ Y_N] (based on| 2N-pt
operator information, customer complaints, MSDH records, other information) 4) Are well pumping| v . pt.
tests performed routinely? [ ¥ N NA

(NOTE: YES FOR #1 & YES OR. N/A FOR. #4 AND NOs FOR #2 & #3 required to recerve point)

[T5] 1) Does the water system have the ability to provide water during power outages? (1. generator, )
emergency tie-mns, etc.) [ Y N ] 2) Does the water system have a usable backup source of water?| &1 ¥ -1pt
(NOTE: Must be documented on survey report)

TECHNICAL CAPACITY RATING = ] (Total Points)
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Public Water System: PWSID =

FY 2013 Public Water System Capactty Assessment Form Survey Date:
. - . Point Point
Managerial Capacity Assessment Scale | Award
[M1] Were all SDWA required records mamtained i a logical and orderly manner and available for | v . jpe
review by the regional engineer dunng the survey? [Y N N- Opt.
[M2] 1) Have acceptable written policies and procedures for operating this water system been formally
adopted and were these policies available for review dunng the survey? [ Y N ] 2) Have all board
members (in office more than 12 months) completed Board Member Trammng? [Y N NA ] 3) Does| any.1pt
the Board of Directors meet monthly and were minutes of Board meetings available for review during | Else -0pt
the survey? (NOTE: Quarterly meetings allowed if system has an officially designated full time
manager) [Y N NA] (NOTE: ALL YESs or NAs requured to receive pownt. NA - Not Applicable)
[M3] Has the water system had any SDWA violations since the last Capacity Assessment? [ Y N N-1pt
Y-opt
[M4] Has the water system developed a long range improvements plan and was this plan available for | v.1m
review dunng the survey? [ Y N ] N- DE
[M5] 1) Does the water system have an effective cross connection control program in comphiance with
MDH regulations? [ Y N ] 2) Was a copy of the MSDH approved bacti site plan and lead/copper site | any.1pt
plan available for review duning the survey and do the bacti results clearly show that this approved plan | Else -0pt
15 bemng followed? [ Y N | (NOTE: All YESs required to recerve pomt)
MANAGERIAL CAPACITY RATING = | ] (Total Points)
Financial Capacity Assessment Point Point
pacity - Scale | Award
[F1] Has the water system raised water rates in the past 5 years? [ Y N ] (NOTE: Point may be
awarded if the water system provides acceptable financial documentation clearly showing that atate| I-1pt
increase 1s not needed. 1.e. revenue has consistently exceeded expenditures by at least 1076, etc.) -Ope
[F2] Does the water system have an officially adopted policy requiring that water rates be routmnel
rﬂ::]ewed and adjusttcﬁs approprate and was this policy available for review dunng the survey? | X :!'E:
[F3] Does the water system have an officially adopted cut-off policy for customers who do not pay
their water bills, was a copy of this policy available for review by the regional engineer. and do system | v ._1pe
records (cut-off lists, e;:g? clearly show that the water system effectively implements this cut-off| N-0pt
policy? [Y N ]
[F4] Was a copy of the water system's officially adopted annual budget available for review by the
regljonal engineer and does the water system's financial accounting system clearly and accurately track 3 Ipt
the expenditure and receipt of funds? [Y N | N-Ope
[FS - Municipal Systems] 1) Is the municipality current i submutting audit reports to the State
Auditor's Office? 2) Was a copy of the latest audit report available for review at the tume of the
survey? [ Y N ] 3) Does this audit report clearly show that water and sewer fund account(s) are %Y' {1]?-
mamtaned separately from all other mumeipal accounts? [Y N | _ ) _ _ U
(NOTE: Yes answer to all questions required to recerve point.)
[E5 - Rural Systems] 1) Has the rural water system filed the required financial reports with the State
Auditor’s Office and were these reports available for review? [ Y N ] 2) Does the latest financial report | any.1pt
show that recerpts exceeded expenditures? [Y N | Else -0pt

(NOTE: Yes answer to both questions required to recerve pomt)

FINANCIAL CAPACITY RATING = | ] (Total Points)
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T

T2 (1)

T2 (2)

T2 (3)

T3 (1)

T3 (2)

T3 (3)

T3 (4)

T4 (1)

T4 (2)

Mississippi State Department of Health
Bureau of Public Water Supply
Capacity Development Rating Form Assessment Criteria
01 July 2012 - 30 June 2013

Technical Capacity
Does the water system have any significant deficiencies?

Was the water treatment process functioning properly? Corrosion control plants: within +/- 0.5 of
target pH (approximately 8.4, Langlier Index, or 7.2-7 8 if adding phosphate for comosion AND minimum
phosphate residual of 0.5 mg/L as P or 1.5 mg/L as PO4 (most test kits)), Iron removal plants: finished
water Fe < 0.3 mg/l, Chlorine: Adequate at plant to provide free residual throughout system, spot checked
on system, Systems adjusting Fluoride: 0.7 - 1.3 mg/l

Was needed water system equipment in place and functioning properly at the time of survey?
Adequate security: locked fence around wells/treatment planttank (6' or 5' + barbed wire at top), locked
hatches on water storage tanks (operator verifies), Security Vulnerability Self-Assessment and
Emergency Response Plan, both updated annually. Required equipment in place (i.e., phosphate and/or
fluoride feeders on all wells if required), major components sized correctly if affects water quality or
quantity, major components working at time of inspection unless provisions for repairs made. Must be
noted on inspection report.

Were records available to the regional engineer clearly showing that all water storage tanks have
been inspected and cleaned or painted (if needed) within the past 5 years? Maintenance and

painting contracts, tank inspection reports, operator can inspect own tank if he/she writes a report and/or
takes pictures, painted if needed.

Was the certified waterworks operator or his/her authorized representative present for survey?
Operator or representative must be present unless emergency; operator of record shouldn't miss two in a
row.

Was log book up to date and properly maintained and did it show that MSDH Minimum JOB
Guidelines for W. W. Operators were being met? Log book: CI2 recorded as required, pH, Fe,
Fluoride, and phosphate where applicable, major events recorded (fix major leaks, replace chiorine
cylinder, equipment repairs, etc.) Part time operator must make required entries in log book to show
MSDH MINIMUM JOB GUIDELINES are met. Major events can be recorded separately (work orders).

Was the water system properly maintained at the time of survey? Grass cut, packing not leaking
excessively, plant presentable, etc.

Did the operator satisfactorily demonstrate to the regional engineer that he/she could fully
perform all water quality tests required to properly operate this water system? Must have
appropriate test kits, fresh reagents, and able to perform tests (where applicable: chlorine, pH, iron,
fluoride, phosphate). Regional engineer may perform tests to verify operator's results. Chlorine test must
be performed by operator at all inspections.

Does water system routinely track water loss and were acceptable water loss records available for
review by the regional engineer? Requires metered connections and master meter or annual pump test
with run time. Must show calculating water loss at least quarterly.

Is the water system overloaded? Cannot exceed MSDH design capacity, consecutive systems
overloaded if supplier overloaded or based on hydraulic calculations or pressure recording.
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F1

F2

Fa

F4

F5

F5 1)

Financial Capacity

Has the water system raised water rates in the past 5 years? Credit also allowed if revenue exceeds
expenditures (excluding out of pocket for major improvements and depreciation) by 10% for past five

years.

Does the water system have an official policy requiring rates routinely reviewed and adjusted if
necessary? Must be in minutes showing adopted

Is the water system following an official cut off policy? Must be published (in minutes or on bills),
must follow policy (cut off customers who by policy should be cut off)

Was a copy of system’s adopted annual budget available for review and does financial accounting
system clearly and accurately track receipts and expenditures? Must provide copy of budget and

balance sheet (income statement) for review.

Is the municipality current in submitting audit reports to State Auditor? Was audit report
(Municipal) available for review? Were water and sewer fund accounts separate from other

accounts? List of violators, copy in records, can accept CPA audit report
Has the water system filed financial report with State Auditor and copy available (Rural) for

review? List of violators, copy in records, can accept CPA audit report 2) Does the latest report show
that receipts exceed expenditures? Excluding out of pocket for major improvements
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PRIVATE FORM

Mississippi Department of Health
Bureau of Public Water Supply

FY 2013 Public Water System Capacity Assessment Form

NOTE: This form must be completed whenever a routine sanitary survey of a public water system 1s conducted by a
regional engineer of the Burean of Public Water Supply.

PWS ID=: Class: Survey Date: County:
Public Water System: Conn:
Cemified Waterworks Operator: Pop:

CAPACITY RATING DETERMINATION
Techmical (T) Capacity Rating: | | Managerial (M) Capacity Rating | ] Financial (F) Capacity Rating [ ]

Capacity Ratmg = ———— = — = Overall Capacity Rating =

Completed by on

Comments:

Technical Capacity Assessment 1;&“; f::';:,td
[T1] Does the water system have any significant deficiencies? [ Y N ] ¥ . éﬁt‘

[T2] 1) Was the water treatment process functioning properly? [ Y N ] (1.e. Is ph. iron. free chlonne.
etc. within acceptable range?) 2) Was needed water system equipment in place and functioning
properly at the time of survey)? [ Y N ] (NOTE: Equipment deficiencies must be identified in survey | agv.1
report.) 3) Were records aﬁ?lab to the regional engineer clearly showing that all water storage tanks | Else -0pt
have been mspected and cleaned or pamnted (if needed) within the past 5 years? [ Y E NA] _
(NOTE: All YESs required to recerve pount)

[T3] 1) Was the certified waterworks operator or his'her authonzed representative present for the
survey? Y N ] 2) Was log book up to date and properly maintained and did 1t show that MDH
minimum job guidelines for W.W. Operators were being met? [ Y I% ] 3) Was the water system | Apv.1
properly mamntamned at tume of survey? [ Y N ] 4) Did operator satistactonily demonstrate to the | Else -0pt
regional engineer that he/she could fully perform all water quahity tests requared to Iy operate this
water system? [ Y N ] ?_\'DTE: All YESs to rece1ve point)

4] 1) Does water system routmely track water loss and were acceptable water loss records available

or review by the regional engineer? Y N | 2) Is the water system overloaded? [ Y N ] 3) Was there DY -pt
any mdication that the water system 1s/has been expeniencing pressure problems in any part(s) of the | 3N pt
distribution system? [ Y N ] (based on operator information. customer complaints, MSDH records, | 3N -pt
other information) 4) Are well pumping tests performed routmely? [ ¥ N NA 4Y -pt.

(NOTE: YES FOR #1 & YES OR N/A FOR #4 AND NOs FOR #2 & #3 required to recerve point)

[T5] 1) Does the water system have the ability to provide water during power outages?(1.e. generator,
emergency tie-ins, etc.) N ] 2) Does the water system have a usable backup source of water? %&Y- 6 Pt
[¥Y N] (NOTE: Must be documented on survey report) "Up

TECHNICAL CAPACITY RATING = ] (Total Points)

19



Public Water System: PWSID #

FY 2013 Public Water System Capacity Assessment Form Survey Date:
Management Capacity Assessment E’;‘: .E:ia]:td
[M1] Were all SDWA required records mamtained in a logical and orderly manner and available for | . 1pt
review by the regional engmneer dunng the survey? [Y N | N - Opt.
[M2] Have acceptable written policies and procedures for operating this water system been formally | v _ip
adopted and were these policies available for review durmg the survey? [Y N | N - Opt
[M3] Has the water system had any SDWA violations since the last Capacity Assessment? [Y N | ? tl)ﬁ
Pﬂ;ﬂn m :;:msm ﬂ_;sytgm [ﬁ]loped a long range improvements plan and was this plan available for :};: IIIJE:
[MS5] 1) Does the water system have an effective cross connection program in compliance with MDH
e T L M s e s o gy
(NOTE: All YESs required to recerve point)
MANAGEMENT CAPACITY RATING=[__ ] (Total Points)
Financial Capacity Assessment IS':;']I: ::!::d
[F1] Does the water system have a PSC 1ssued certificated service area? [Y N | }YI: tlirﬁ:

[F2] Has the water lsg-stem petitioned PSC for a rate increase withun the past five years? (NOTE: Pomt
may be awarded if the water system provides acceptable documentation clearly showing that a rate
increase is not needed, 1.e.. revenue has consistently exceeded expenditures by at least 10%, etc.)

[ N]

[F3] Does the water system have an officially ted cut-off policy for customers who do not pay

~ (NOTE: Yes answer to both questions required to recerve pomt)

their water bills, was a copy of thus pohicy available for review by the regional engineer, and do system gt
records (cut-off lists. ctnrg clez;rllP:imw that the water system effectively implements this cut-off 3:-3%1
policy? [¥Y N ]
[F4] Was a copy of the water system's officially adopted annual budget available for review by the
regional engineer and does the water system's financial accounting system clearly and accurately track E éi;ﬂ‘
the expenditure and receipt of funds? o

5] 1) Are annual financial reports routinely filed with the Public Utility Staff and were copies of

ese reports available for review by the regional engineer at the time of the survey? [Y N ] 2) Does| any.-1pt
the latest financial report show that system receipts exceed expenditures? [ Y N Else -0pt

FINANCIAL CAPACITY RATING = [ ] (Total Points)
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m™

T2 (1)

T2 (2)

T2 (3)

T3 (1)

T3 (2)

T3 (3)

T3 (4)

T4 (1)

T4 (2)

Mississippi State Department of Health
Bureau of Public Water Supply
Capacity Development Rating Form Assessment Criteria
01 July 2012 - 30 June 2013

Technical Capacity
Does the water system have any significant deficiencies?

Was the water treatment process functioning properly? Corrosion control plants: within +/- 0.5 of
target pH (approximately 8.4, Langlier Index, or 7.2-7 .8 if adding phosphate for comosion AND minimum
phosphate residual of 0.5 mg/L as P or 1.5 mg/L as PO4 (most test kits)), Iron removal plants: finished
water Fe < 0.3 mg/l, Chlorine: Adequate at plant to provide free residual throughout system, spot checked
on system, Systems adjusting Fluoride: 0.7 - 1.3 mg/l

Was needed water system equipment in place and functioning properly at the time of survey?
Adequate security: locked fence around wells/treatment planttank (6' or §' + barbed wire at top), locked
hatches on water storage tanks (operator verifies), Security Vulnerability Self-Assessment and
Emergency Response Plan, both updated annually. Required equipment in place (i.e., phosphate and/or
fluoride feeders on all wells if required), major components sized correctly if affects water quality or
quantity, major components working at time of inspection unless provisions for repairs made. Must be
noted on inspection report.

Were records available to the regional engineer clearly showing that all water storage tanks have
been inspected and cleaned or painted (if needed) within the past 5 years? Maintenance and
painting contracts, tank inspection reports, operator can inspect own tank if he/she writes a report and/or
takes pictures, painted if needed.

Was the certified waterworks operator or his/her authorized representative present for survey?
Operator or representative must be present unless emergency; operator of record shouldn't miss two in a
row.

Was log book up to date and properly maintained and did it show that MSDH Minimum JOB
Guidelines for W. W. Operators were being met? Log book: CI2 recorded as required, pH, Fe,
Fluoride, and phosphate where applicable, major events recorded (fix major leaks, replace chlorine
cylinder, equipment repairs, etc.) Part time operator must make required entries in log book to show
MSDH MINIMUM JOB GUIDELINES are met. Major events can be recorded separately (work orders).

Was the water system properly maintained at the time of survey? Grass cut, packing not leaking
excessively, plant presentable, etc.

Did the operator satisfactorily demonstrate to the regional engineer that he/she could fully
perform all water quality tests required to properly operate this water system? Must have
appropriate test kits, fresh reagents, and able to perform tests (where applicable: chiorine, pH, iron,
fluoride, phosphate). Regional engineer may perform tests to verify operator's results. Chiorine test must
be performed by operator at all inspections.

Does water system routinely track water loss and were acceptable water loss records available for
review by the regional engineer? Requires metered connections and master meter or annual pump test
with run time. Must show calculating water loss at least quarterly.

Is the water system overloaded? Cannot exceed MSDH design capacity, consecutive systems
overloaded if supplier overloaded or based on hydraulic calculations or pressure recording.
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F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

Financial Capacity
Does the water system have a Certificate of Need and Necessity (certificated service area) issued
by PSC? Copy of tariff or PSC filings

Has the water system petitioned PSC for a rate increase in the past 5 years? Credit given if the
water system provides acceptable documentation clearly showing that receipts consistently exceed
expenditures by 10%.

Is the water system following an official cut off policy? Must be published in tariff or lease agreement,
must follow policy (cut off customers who by policy should be cut off).

Was a copy of system's adopted annual budget available for review and does financial accounting
system clearly and accurately track receipts and expenditures? Must provide copy of budget and
balance sheet(income statement) for review.

1) Does the water system file annual financial reports with PSC and copy available for review?

Must provide copy.
2) Does the latest financial report show that receipts exceed expenditures? Excluding out of pocket

for major improvements.

23



(This page intentionally left blank)

24



25



26



27



28



APPENDIX B

Capacity Assessment Ratings
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Mississippi State Department of Health - Bureau of Public Water Supply

Capacity Assessment Ratingsfor Public Water Systemsin Mississippi

Fiscal Year 2011 Fiscal Year 2012 Fiscal Year 2013
7/1/10 - 6/30/11 7/1/11 - 6/30/12 7/1/12 - 6/30/13

PWSID Public Water Supply T M F Overall T M F Overall T M F Overall
Adams County
010002  CITY OF NATCHEZ 500 400 500 4.67 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
010005  BROADMOOR UTILITIES, INC 100 400 500 333 100 400 500 333 100 500 500 3.67
010007  OAKLAND WATER WORKS 100 400 500 3.33 200 400 400 3.33 300 500 400 4.00
010009  ADAMS CO W/A #2-SOUTH 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
010010  TESI: BRYANDALE W/A 100 200 200 167 100 200 200 167 100 200 200 167
010013  ADAMS CO W/A #3-PROVIDENCE 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
010015  ADAMS CO W/A #4-KAISER LAKE 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
Alcorn County
020001  ALCORN W/A #2-BIGGERSVILLE 300 500 500 4.33 400 500 400 4.33 300 500 500 4.33
020002  CITY OF CORINTH 500 400 500 467 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
020003  FARMINGTON WATERASSOCIATION | 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
020004  KOSSUTH W/A #1 300 500 400 4.00 400 500 400 433 500 500 400 4.67
020005  TOWN OF RIENZI 400 400 500 433 400 500 500 4.67 400 400 500 433
020006  ALCORN W/A #1-INDIAN SPRINGS 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 400 433 300 500 500 433
020007  KOSSUTH W/A #3-PINE MOUNTAIN 300 500 400 4.00 400 500 400 4.33 500 500 400 467
020008  KOSSUTH W/A #2-BETHLEHEM 300 500 400 4.00 400 500 400 4.33 500 500 400 467
020014  PRENTISS-ALCORN WATER ASSN 300 400 500 4.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 400 500 467
Amite County
030001  COLESWATER ASSOCIATION #1 100 300 400 2,67 000 400 300 2.33 200 500 500 4.00
030002  TOWN OF CROSBY 000 300 100 133 000 300 200 167 100 400 200 2.33
030003  TOWN OF GLOSTER 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 300 4.33 400 300 400 3.67
030004  TOWN OF LIBERTY 400 500 500 4,67 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 400 433
030005  MARY SPRINGSWATER ASSOCIATION| 300 400 500 4.00 400 400 500 433 400 400 500 433
030006  PINE STREET WATER ASSOCIATION 500 400 500 4,67 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
030007  WILK-AMITE W/A #1-SOUTH 100 400 500 333 400 500 500 4.67 500 500 500 5.00
030021  WILK-AMITE W/A #2-NORTHWEST 400 400 500 4.33 500 500 500 5.00 400 500 500 467
030024  NORTHEAST AMITE WATER ASSN 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 400 500 500 467
030026 N CENTRAL AMITE WATER ASSN 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
Attala County
040001  CONEHOMA WATER ASSN #1 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
040002  TOWN OF ETHEL 100 400 500 3.33 200 500 500 4.00 300 500 500 4.33
040003  ETHEL RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION | 200 500 500 4.00 300 500 500 4.33 300 500 400 4.00
040004  CITY OF KOSCIUSKO 400 500 500 467 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
040005  MCADAMSWATER ASSOCIATION 200 500 500 4.00 200 500 400 3.67 200 500 500 4.00

Yearly State Averages | 371 448 446 4.09 365 423 439 4.09 391 452 451 4.30

Maximum Rating = 5.0; T-Technical, M-Managerial, F-Financial
Key: N/A - Not Applicable; NS - New System; CON — Consolidation; DIS — System Dissolved; NAT - Natural Disaster
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Fiscal Year 2010
7/1/10 - 6/30/11

Fiscal Year 2011
7/1/11 - 6/30/12

Fiscal Year 2012
7/1/12 - 6/30/13

PWSID Public Water Supply T M F Overall T M F Overall T M F Overall
040006  TOWN OF MCCOOL 300 500 500 4.33 300 500 500 433 400 500 500 4.67
040008 POSSUMNECK-CARMACK W/A 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
040009  SUGAR CREEK WATER 400 500 400 433 400 500 4.00 433 400 500 400 433
040010  TOWN OF SALLIS 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
040011  ZAMA WATER ASSOCIATION 300 500 500 433 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
040012 MISSISSIPPI WATER COMPANY 400 500 300 4,00 400 500 3.00 4,00 400 500 300 4,00
040027  SPRINGDALE YOUTH CNT HWY 19-N 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
040028  SPRINGDALE YOUTH CNT HWY 12- 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 5.00 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
040029  CONEHOMA WATER ASSN #2 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 5.00 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
Benton County
050001  TOWN OF ASHLAND 400 400 500 433 200 200 500 3.00 400 400 500 433
050002  TOWN OF HICKORY FLAT 200 400  4.00 3.33 500 400 4.00 433 500 400  4.00 433
050003  TOWN OF SNOW LAKE SHORES 200 300 500 3.33 300 400 500 4,00 400 500 500 4.67
050016 BLACKJACK DEVELOPMENT ASSN 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
050017 NORTH BENTON W/A 300 500 400 4,00 300 500 500 433 400 500 400 433
Bolivar County
060001  TOWN OF ALLIGATOR 200 300 3.00 2.67 400 500 500 4.67 500 500 500 5.00
060002  TOWN OF BENOIT 400 300 400 3.67 400 300 500 4.00 400 300 500 4.00
060003  TOWN OF BEULAH 200 300 400 3.00 200 300 400 3.00 300 300 400 3.33
060004  TOWN OF BOYLE 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060006  CITY OF CLEVELAND 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060007 DELTA STATE UNIVERSITY 500 500 N/A 5.00 500 500 N/A 5.00 400 500 N/A 450
060008  TOWN OF DUNCAN 200 400  4.00 3.33 200 400 500 3.67 300 500 500 433
060009  TOWN OF GUNNISON 100 200  4.00 2.33 100 300 400 2.67 200 300 500 3.33
060011 LAMONT WATER CORPORATION 100 400 500 3.33 200 400 500 3.67 100 400 500 3.33
060012  TOWN OF MERIGOLD 500 400  4.00 433 500 400 4.00 433 500 400  4.00 433
060013  CITY OF MOUND BAYOU 300 500 400 4,00 300 500 500 433 400 500 400 433
060014  TOWN OF PACE 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
060015  TOWN OF RENOVA 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
060016  CITY OF ROSEDALE 200 400 500 3.67 300 500 300 3.67 300 500 400 4,00
060017  SCOTT COMBINED WATER & SEWERD| 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 5.00 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060018  TOWN OF SHAW 200 500 4.00 3.67 300 500 4.00 4,00 300 500 500 433
060019  CITY OF SHELBY 400 400 500 433 500 400 500 4.67 400 400 500 433
060020  TOWN OF WINSTONVILLE 000 400 400 2.67 000 400 4.00 2.67 200 500 500 4.00
060035 BAXTER HEALTHCARE CORP 500 500 N/A 5.00 500 500 N/A 5.00 500 500 N/A 5.00
060042  SYMONDSWATER ASSOCIATION 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 300 400 2.67
060044 BOYLE-SKENE-BENOIT 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060045 DELTA-CHOCTAW W/A #2 300 300 500 3.67 500 400 400 433 500 400 400 433
060047 BOYLE-SKENE WATER ASSN 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 5.00 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060048 PORT OF ROSEDALE 500 500 N/A 5.00 500 500 NI/A 5.00 500 500 N/A 5.00
Yearly State Averages 371 448 4.46 4.09 365 423 439 4.09 391 452 451 4.30

Maximum Rating = 5.0; T-Technical, M-Managerial, F-Financial

Key: N/A - Not Applicable; NS - New System; CON — Consolidation; DIS — System Dissolved; NAT - Natural Disaster

32



Fiscal Year 2011
7/1/10 - 6/30/11

Fiscal Year 2012
7/1/11 - 6/30/12

Fiscal Year 2013
7/1/12 - 6/30/13

PWSID Public Water Supply T M F Overall T M F Overall T M F Overall
060049  DEESON-ROUNDLAKE WATER CORP 300 500 500 4.33 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
060050  BOYLE-SKENE W/A #2 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060051  BOYLE-SKENE W/A#3 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
060053  DEESON ROUNDLAKE #2 300 500 500 433 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
060054  NORTH BOLIVAR W/A 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 400 500 500 4.67
Calhoun County
070002  BIG CREEK WATER ASSOCIATION 200 400 500 367 500 400 500 4.67 500 400 500 4.67
070003  CITY OF BRUCE 500 400 500 4.67 500 400 500 4.67 500 400 500 4.67
070004  CITY OF CALHOUN CITY 400 500 500 4.67 200 500 500 4.00 400 500 500 4.67
070005  CROSS-ROADSWATER ASSOCIATION | 300 500 500 433 300 500 500 433 200 400 500 367
070006  TOWN OF DERMA 300 400 500 4.00 300 400 500 4.00 300 400 500 4.00
070007  DUNCAN HILL WATER SUPPLY 400 300 500 4.00 300 300 500 367 300 400 500 4.00
070008  MACEDONIA WATER ASSOCIATION 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433 300 300 500 367
070010  MT COMFORT W/A 200 400 500 367 300 400 500 4.00 400 400 500 433
070011  MT COMFORT W/A-MT MORIAH 200 400 500 367 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433
070012  NEW LIBERTY WATERASSOCIATION | 200 300 500 333 100 300 400 267 200 400 400 333
070014  MT COMFORT W/A-PARIS 100 400 500 333 CON CON
070015  TOWN OF PITTSBORO 000 400 500 3.00 000 300 500 267 200 300 500 333
070016 ~ POPLAR SPRINGS W/A #1 000 300 300 2.00 000 300 300 2.00 200 300 400 3.00
070017  MT COMFORT W/A-SAREPTA 200 400 500 367 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433
070018  SLATE SPRINGS WATER ASSN 000 400 400 267 100 400 500 333 000 400 500 3.00
070019  TOWN OF VARDAMAN 300 500 500 433 400 500 500 4.67 500 500 500 5.00
070020  MT COMFORT W/A-BANNER 000 300 500 267 300 400 500 4.00 400 400 500 433
070023  MT COMFORT W/A #6-HWY 331 200 500 500 4.00 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433
070024 POPLAR SPRINGS W/A #2 0.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 2.67 2.00 3.00 4.00 3.00
Carroll County
080001  BLACK HAWK WATER ASSN #1 100 200 500 267 200 400 500 367 200 400 500 367
080002  TOWN OF CARROLLTON 200 500 500 4.00 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 400 433
080003  PELUCIA RURAL W/A #2-GRAV HILL 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433 400 500 500 4.67
080004  PELUCIA RURAL W/A #3-COILA 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433 400 500 500 4.67
080005  MCCARLEY WATER ASSOCIATION, 200 400 500 367 200 500 500 4.00 200 500 500 4.00
080006 ~ TOWN OF NORTH CARROLLTON 200 400 3.00 3.00 200 400 300 3.00 200 400  3.00 3.00
080009  TOWN OF VAIDEN 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00 500 500 500 5.00
080015  PELUCIA RURAL W/A #4-NEW ZION 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433 400 500 500 4.67
080017  PELUCIA RURAL WI/A #5 200 400 500 367 400 400 500 433 400 500 500 4.67
Yearly State Averages | 365 423 4.39 4.09 371 448 446 4.20 391 452 451 4.30

Maximum Rating = 5.0; T-Technical, M-Managerial, F-Financial

Key: N/A - Not Applicable; NS - New System; CON — Consolidation; DIS — System Dissolved; NAT - Natural Disaster
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Fiscal Year 2011
7/1/10 - 6/30/11

Fiscal Year 2012
7/1/11 - 6/30/12

Fiscal Year 2013
7/1/12 - 6/30/13

PWSID Public Water Supply T M F Overall T M F Overall T M F Overall
Chickasaw County
090001  ATLANTA WATER SYSTEM, INC. 100 300 500 3.00 100 300 500 3.00 300 300 500 367
090002  EAST CHICKASAW WI/A #1 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67 400 500 500 4.67
090003  TOWN OF NEW HO