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Abstract 

 

Rural Texas Infrastructure: Assessing Needs and  

Financing Capital Improvements 

 

Lucy A. Elder, M.S.C.R.P. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  Michael Oden 

 

Rural communities play a significant role in the State of Texas economy.  The 

economic success of these communities depends heavily on maintaining adequate public 

infrastructure systems.  This report examines the infrastructure needs of 11 rural Texas 

cities to identify gaps in funding resources available through state and federal grant and 

loan programs for infrastructure improvements.  Primary findings conclude that 

inadequate funding support for rural infrastructure improvements through state and 

federal grant and loan programs exists primarily for water and wastewater infrastructure 

improvements and street and sidewalk improvements. In addition, the report outlines 

limitations specific to rural communities in obtaining various forms of capital financing 

that include a limited tax base, limited access to borrowing and lack of economies of 

scale as well as various demographic characteristics that contribute to these limitations.   
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 

This report presents an analysis of the capital infrastructure needs of rural 

communities in Texas and compares these needs to resources available through federal 

and state loan and grant programs.  Since a community’s quality of life and economic 

well being is directly related to its infrastructure system, this report aims to identify gaps 

in current funding levels given the needs of rural areas. In addition, the report provides 

recommendations to rural communities seeking funding through these loan and grant 

programs through the perspective of state and federal agencies given criteria grant and 

loan applications are evaluated against.          

1.1 OVERVIEW 

Rural communities in Texas play a significant role in the State’s economy.  They 

are a primary locus of production for agricultural products, livestock, water, and mineral 

wealth.1  A large body of literature describes the relationship between public 

infrastructure investments and economic development. In Alicia Munnell’s article, Policy 

Watch: Infrastructure Investment and Economic Growth, she states the well-accepted 

theory that public capital investment positively effects the economic productivity of an 

area through increased efficiency, lower costs, and spurred investments.2  In this context, 

public infrastructure is not only an important component of a community’s basic health 

and safety needs, but also integral to their economic growth and wellbeing.  In order for 

rural communities in Texas to thrive, adequate public infrastructure is necessary to 

support and contribute to the individual jurisdiction’s economic growth as well as the 

economic growth of the State.        

                                                 
1 Stone. 2010 
2 Munnell, 1992, p 191 
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James Marlowe, in his book Capital Budgeting and Finance: A Guide for Local 

Governments, defines capital expenditures as “any outlay of significant value that results 

in the acquisition of or addition to a capital asset, which is held or used for more than one 

year.”3 Public infrastructure improvements require significant capital expenditures for 

implementation, maintenance, and operation.  Several major challenges exist in financing 

public infrastructure in rural communities.  Typically, municipalities finance 

infrastructure projects through a variety of mechanisms including general obligation and 

revenue bonds, pay as you go mechanisms such as earmarks, and special instruments 

including tax increment financing.  The viability of these options depends on a variety of 

factors including a municipality’s bond rating, the assessed value of property within a 

jurisdiction, and the ability of a community to attract development.  These factors present 

many potential limitations in a rural community’s ability to secure financing through 

traditional avenues due to their limited property tax base, lack of bond rating, and small 

populations.    

A major source of capital financing for infrastructure improvements in rural 

communities in Texas are state and federal programs that provide grant funding and 

below market rate loans.  These include Community Development Block Grants 

(CDBG), Texas Water Development Board low interest loans, and a variety of grant and 

loan programs through the USDA Department of Rural Development. These and other 

programs are the primary source of capital financing for infrastructure projects in small 

communities since their ability to access private financial markets is restricted. However, 

like other federal and state loan and grant programs, funding is limited.  For example, 

CDBG provides large metropolitan areas and counties (cities > 50,000 and counties > 

200,000) with direct funding via a formula grant whereas rural cities and counties can 

                                                 
3 Marlowe, 2009, p 6 
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access funds through non-entitlement programs such as CDBG out-of formula grants or 

States and Small Cities programs.  In these programs, funds are distributed to States who 

pass these funds through to smaller cities on an as needed basis.4  This creates a 

disadvantage for rural communities in Texas who depend on these programs to provide 

capital funding for infrastructure projects since limited funds are available from the 

federal level. Rural communities must compete with one another to secure financing from 

these federal pass through programs.  In addition, many of the funds available through 

these programs only finance the construction of specific infrastructure projects.  This 

means that rural communities must finance feasibility studies, environmental reports, 

legal costs, and other preliminary services necessary to implement the desired 

infrastructure improvements generating significant out-of-pocket costs to infrastructure 

projects in rural communities that have very limited budgetary resources.5      

1.2 QUESTIONS ADDRESSED IN THE REPORT  

The focus of this report is to describe the limitations and challenges of securing 

capital financing for rural communities and to identify any important disconnects 

between state and federal aid programs and specific infrastructure needs in rural Texas 

communities.  This report seeks to identify and analyze the following: 

- What financing mechanisms are available to rural Texas communities for 

public infrastructure projects? 

-  Are certain financing mechanisms more or less accessible to rural Texas 

communities and what characteristics cause these mechanisms to present 

challenges or opportunities for communities seeking resources for capital 

projects?   

                                                 
4 Texas Association of Counties, 2011 
5 Longman, 2007 
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- What are the public infrastructure needs of rural Texas cities throughout the 

State? 

- Since rural Texas communities depend heavily on state and federal programs 

to finance large-scale projects, is there a disconnect between the public 

infrastructure needs of rural Texas cities and the types of infrastructure 

projects that are eligible for funding support through these programs?    

-  What strategies can be employed by rural communities to best qualify for 

state and federal funding programs?  

A comprehensive summary of financing mechanisms available to Texas 

municipalities for infrastructure projects as well as their associated State regulations are 

complied from existing academic, state, and local sources.  An emphasis is placed on 

State and Federal financing programs since this is a primary source used by rural 

communities.  Using this information and demographic and economic information about 

rural municipalities, the challenges and opportunities faced by rural Texas communities 

are described and analyzed.       

The public infrastructure needs of rural Texas cities are identified through a 

survey of 11 municipalities located in rural counties across Texas.  Their respective five-

year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) plans are analyzed for the following major 

infrastructure improvement categories: streets, water systems, waste water systems, storm 

drainage, and parks and recreation.  The company, Grantworks Inc. of Austin, Texas, 

prepared all CIP plans for the eleven communities between the years 2006 and 2011.  

Trends were extracted from the information in this analysis and used to identify any 

disconnects between the infrastructure needs of small communities and the available state 

and federal programs.          
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1.3 REPORT OUTLINE 

Since a community’s demographic profile impacts the funding mechanisms and 

total funding that may be available for capital projects, the second chapter of this report 

provides a demographic overview of rural communities in Texas.  The third chapter 

describes financing mechanisms available to Texas municipalities.  It examines three 

major financing categories including municipal debt, pay-as-you-go financing 

mechanisms, and alternative financing mechanisms.  Alternative financing mechanisms 

fall within the spectrum of both debt and pay-as-you-go financing and are often area 

specific as is the case with a number of district financing mechanisms.  This chapter then 

identifies the limitations of the described mechanisms for rural communities and 

concludes with case study examples of a variety of financing mechanisms successfully 

implemented by small communities across the nation.  The forth chapter presents detailed 

information about state and federal grant and loan programs including what infrastructure 

improvements qualify and any requirements of recipient communities.  The fifth chapter 

is an analysis of rural Texas infrastructure needs identified through the survey of 16 rural 

cities across the state followed by the sixth chapter, which relates the needs of 

communities to the available state and federal programs.  The seventh chapter provides 

concluding remarks of the report including policy recommendations to improve access to 

state and federal grant and loan programs and methods to improve the study.             
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Chapter 2: DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW OF RURAL 
COMMUNITIES IN TEXAS 

Many state and federal funding sources have applicant requirements based on 

demographic information such as percentage of minority residents or percentage of low-

to-moderate income residents. This chapter provides a brief statistical overview of basic 

demographic characteristics of rural areas in Texas that can impact a community’s ability 

to qualify for various programs, namely population, unemployment rate, percent 

minority, and poverty status.       

The majority of the 254 counties (77%) in the State of Texas are considered rural 

counties.  Texas Department of Rural Affairs defines a rural county as any county not 

located within a Metropolitan Statistical Area.  While the landmass of rural counties is 

great, the population of rural counties is only about 13% of the State’s total population, 

with the remainder of the population residing in urban counties.  This still constitutes a 

considerable number of residents, with about 3 million people living in rural areas of the 

state.  Figure 2.1 shows the location of rural counties and urban counties.  As is expected, 

the majority of urban counties are concentrated in east Texas surrounding the major cities 

of Dallas, Houston, Austin, and San Antonio.  In addition, several urban counties are 

located in the southern portion of the State near the Mexico board.  There are eight urban 

counties dispersed throughout west Texas including Midland and El Paso counties.  The 

majority of rural counties are located in west Texas as well as in east Texas along the 

Louisiana border.   
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Figure 2.1:  Urban and Rural Counties in Texas 

According to the State Data Center, the State of Texas grew by nearly 20% 

between the years 2000 and 2009.  However, not all counties within the State experienced 

this rate of growth.  A little over 40% of rural counties gained population during this time 
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period, while the majority lost population over this period. Figure 2.2 shows population 

and population change for urban and rural counties in Texas between 1980 and 2010.  

 
 POPULATION PERCENT CHANGE 

Area 1980 1990 2000 2010 
1980 

to 
1990 

1990 
to 

2000 

2000 
to 

2010 

Urban  11,542,554 14,165,658 17,691,880 21,797,739 22.7% 19.9% 18.8% 

Rural  2,686,637 2,820,852 3,159,940 3,440,387 5.0% 12% 8.9% 

Source: 2010 Status of Rural Texas & Census 2010 

Table 2.1: Population Change in Rural and Urban counties in Texas 

Over the last thirty years, the rural population growth rate increased at the fastest 

rate between 1990 and 2000 and at a slightly lower rate over the past decade.  The fastest 

growing rural areas are adjacent to urban areas and include Kendall (38.5%), Burnet 

(30.3%), Rains (22.6%), Wise (19.9%), and Lampasas (19.3%) counties. In terms of 

population decline, larger rural cities (5,000+) experienced less population decline 

between 2000 and 2009 than small cities with less than 5,000 residents, who experienced 

the most population decline.     

The demographics of rural communities in Texas differ significantly from urban 

areas.  According to the State Data Center, in 2009 rural cities had a larger elderly 

population, 16% of the population [over 65] compared to 9% of the urban population.  

This percentage is significantly higher than the state average of 10%.  Rural cities also 

had a considerably lower percentage of residents between the ages of 19 and 45 

indicating fewer education and job opportunities in these areas to support prime working 



 
 

9 

age groups as compared to urban areas.  The race and ethnicity of populations in rural 

cities is predominantly white, non-Hispanic residents and lacks the diversity found in the 

State’s urban areas.  However, as the percentage of Hispanic residents increases in the 

State so will the percentage of Hispanic residents in rural cities.  The State Data Center 

projects that the rural Hispanic population will increase from 27% to 42% of the 

population by 2040.  Figure 2.2 shows the projected population of rural Texas counties 

by race and ethnicity as projected by the State Data Center.   
 

 

Source: Texas Department of Rural Affairs, The Status of Rural Texas, 2010    

Figure 2.2:   Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2000 - 2040 
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The chart shows a steady increase in rural Hispanic residents and a steady 

decrease in rural Anglo residents.  The number of African American residents and 

residents who identify themselves as ‘Other’ is projected to remain fairly stable during 

this time period. 

The unemployment rate in rural areas has mirrored that of urban areas since 2008.  

The per capita income in rural areas has remained steady over the past three years while 

the per capita income in urban areas has declined slightly by 1.3%.  However, the poverty 

rate in rural areas is significantly higher than the poverty rate in urban areas indicating 

that even though per capital income is stable, it is low.  According to The Status of Rural 

Texas, 2010 report, approximately 19.5% of rural residents are in poverty compared to 

16.5% in urban areas.  This rate is also higher than the United States poverty rate of 

14.3%.     

The low per capita income and high poverty rate in rural Texas communities 

limits the amount of resources available for infrastructure improvements.  Funding of 

many public facilities relies on the residential and commercial tax base of the community.  

With low pre capita income levels and high rates of poverty, the amount generated from 

the tax base for improvements is relatively small.  This lack of capital restricts the 

amount residents can feasibly invest in infrastructure maintenance and improvements.  In 

addition, the higher percentage of elderly residents and lower percentage of residents 

between the ages of 19 and 45 years indicates a lack of employment opportunities, which 

translates to a small commercial tax base available for infrastructure investments.  These 

demographic characteristics place rural communities at a financial disadvantage for 

community investments in comparison to urban communities and highlight their need for 

additional federal and state support.    
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Chapter 3: ACCESSING CAPITAL NEEDS 

A municipality’s ability to access capital financing significantly impacts their 

capacity to build and improve public infrastructure.  Infrastructure improvements come at 

a high cost and these costs are often funded through diverse funding mechanisms that 

take time to assemble.  A city’s tax base, population, bond rating, and long-term debt 

obligations all influence the types of funding mechanisms that are most feasible for the 

community.  This chapter explores a variety of tools municipalities can utilize to access 

capital funding for major infrastructure systems such as street networks and water and 

wastewater systems as well as limitations specific to rural communities. The following 

financing tools do not focus on capital needs related to school districts or other city 

services such as police, fire, EMS, or administration needs. The chapter concludes with 

case study examples of small communities that have successfully employed some of the 

discussed funding mechanisms to enhance public infrastructure systems.  

3.1 FINANCING TOOLS AVAILABLE TO MUNICIPALITIES FOR CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROJECTS 

A variety of funding mechanisms are available to communities for capital 

infrastructure projects. Typical mechanisms include bond issuances, pay-as-you-go 

strategies, a range of special instruments, and federal and state grants. Municipalities 

often leverage funds from a variety of sources to meet capital needs since improvements 

are expensive, implementation time periods are often long and needs are constantly 

changing. 

Municipal Bonds  

The majority of local debt for infrastructure improvements is in the form of 

municipal bonds, primarily general obligation or revenue debt.  Currently, communities 
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within the United States carry $2.93 trillion in outstanding municipal debt.6  The issuance 

of general obligation bonds requires voter approval through a bond election brought to 

the community.  Voter approval varies from state to state and from local government to 

local government.  For the State of Texas, a simple majority is required for the issuance 

of general obligation bonds.  However, this percentage can vary amongst local 

governments within the State.7  These bonds are guaranteed by the “full faith, credit, and 

taxing power” of the local government and the debt is generally repaid through future 

property tax revenue.   This type of financing mechanism is traditionally used for large-

scale capital improvements that benefit the community as a whole since the entire 

community is responsible for repayment.  Approximately 30% of new issues for state and 

local governments are general obligation bonds.8   This is a favorable form of debt since 

interest rates on general obligation bonds are lower than other forms of bond debt due to 

low default rates and the tax-exempt status of the bonds from federal income taxes.9  

Issuing general obligation bonds tends require a longer time horizon since voter approval 

is required and this is a significant factor in a community’s decision to obtain this form of 

debt for infrastructure project finance.   A time period of approximately five to twelve 

months from the start of the bond election to the time of sale and the receipt of funds is 

typical.10         

Revenue bonds are also a common source of funding for capital projects, 

particularly for projects that are revenue generating.  This type of debt is repaid through 

user fees or dedicated revenue streams from the project and thus do not require voter 

approval. Revenue bonds are typically viewed as less secure than general obligation 

                                                 
6 The Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association, 2005-2010 
7 Fidelity Capital Markets, 2011, p 5 
8 Elmer, 2005, p 41  
9 Fidelity Capital Markets, 2011, p 1 
10 Pollan, 2012, p 12 



 
 

13 

bonds and require slightly higher interest rates costing the community more for capital 

projects.11  In addition, the revenue stream from the project that will finance the bond 

borrowing must be clearly demonstrated. Even though they require higher interest rates, 

revenue bonds are a popular option since the process of voter approval is not required. 

Revenue bonds make up approximately 70% of all new issues for state and local 

governments.12 

Pay-As-You-Go Financing 

This form of financing is often used for small-scale capital expenditures or in 

conjunction with other mechanisms to implement large-scale projects and can be an 

allocation from general fund revenue, a capital reserves fund, or earmarking a specific 

source of general revenue.  Also, a community can plan for certain capital needs in their 

annual budget, including those which are required for operating and delivering 

community services such as police or fire vehicles..  Allocating all or a portion of excess 

revenues from the general fund to capital projects as a primary mechanism for 

improvements is risky if needs are immediate or unpredictable since this form of funding 

is variable and depends on the amount of revenues generated and expenditures committed  

throughout the fiscal year. A municipality can set up a separate capital reserves fund 

either for general capital needs or for a specific project to ensure funds are available and 

to mitigate a portion of the risk associated with the uncertainty of the amount of revenue 

available from the general fund budget.  This form of financing is best for small to mid-

size projects/expenditures, but is rarely a sufficient funding source for large infrastructure 

improvements with long useful lives.13  

                                                 
11 Elmer, 2005, p 42 
12 Ibid. 
13 Marlowe, 2009, p 137 
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A municipality can also elect to earmark a portion of general revenue for 

infrastructure improvements.  This can be all or a portion of a special tax or other revenue 

source and the proceeds can be dedicated to a specific purpose or to general 

improvements.  It is common that funds for large-scale projects are reallocated to a 

separate fund and once enough funding has been generated, the earmark ends and that 

revenue stream returns to the general fund. Municipalities can earmark a portion of a 

revenue source for continued maintenance and repairs, such as street improvements, 

which often remains a line item in the general fund and occurs annually.14   

Special Instruments             

 There are a variety of special instruments available to municipalities for public 

infrastructure improvements.  Lease Financing Bonds are not theoretically a form of debt 

but are a long-term agreement between an third party and the municipality. Capital 

leases, a form of lease financing, are frequently used to finance large-scale infrastructure 

projects that may not have the strong public support that is required to pass general 

obligation bonds, or has the revenue generating characteristics necessary for revenue 

bonds. The municipality must work with a developer, a non-profit organization, or 

another third party entity to build the facility or infrastructure that will be used by the 

municipality.  The third party entity then leases the use of the facility/infrastructure to the 

lessee, or municipality, who pays “rent”.  Since this is not considered debt service, the 

municipality can commit and the third party entity can issue bonds without voter 

approval.15  A capital lease puts the responsibility of payment on the municipality since 

the facility/infrastructure is considered the government’s asset.  

                                                 
14 Ibid, p 135 
15 Elmer, 2005, p 43 
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Another way a municipality can finance infrastructure improvements is through 

special assessment districts where a special fee or tax is imposed on properties in the 

specific area that will benefit from the infrastructure improvements.  In Texas, public 

improvement districts (special assessment districts) require at least 50% of affected 

property owners agree to the fee or tax and the property owners must then petition the 

local government for the special district.16  The special fee or tax is related to the amount 

of benefit the property receives from the improvements.17  Special assessments are 

typically used for infrastructure projects in a designated area of a municipality such as 

street and sidewalk rehabilitation or construction, drainage improvements, parking 

improvements, affordable housing, or park improvements.18      

Some cities throughout the United States have developed alternative ways similar 

to special assessment districts that address infrastructure needs which are geographically 

specific to a certain area or neighborhood.  For example, the City of Portland has Local 

Improvement Districts (LID) that allows a group of property owners to work with the 

City to complete transportation infrastructure projects such as street and sidewalk 

improvement.  This mechanism places the full cost of improvements on the impacted 

property owners.  Property owners are responsible for the cost of improvements upon 

completion of the project and can either pay the cost in full or finance the cost over a five 

to twenty year period depending on the magnitude of the project.19  This is an attractive 

alternative for local governments but places the full burden of costs on individual 

property owners.         

                                                 
16 Subregional Planning, 2012 
17 Elmer, 2005, p 44 
18 Texas Comptroller of Public Affairs, 2012, Tax Programs/Incentives 
19 Portland Bureau of Transportation, 2012 



 
 

16 

Like Special Assessment Districts and Local Infrastructure Districts, Tax 

Increment Financing (TIF) districts are also geographically specific.  TIF districts 

leverage property tax revenue for area infrastructure improvements and are generally 

utilized in locations where the existing property tax revenue is relatively low as a result 

of blight or lack of development. The municipality assesses the existing value of land pre 

development and uses this assessment as a base value.  The funding source is generated 

by the municipality capturing the difference between property tax revenue generated 

from the base value and property tax revenue generated from the increased assessed value 

post development.20     

Regulations concerning the use of Tax Increment Financing vary from state to 

state.  In Texas, TIF districts can only be implemented by a city and unincorporated 

properties within the county are not eligible to be a part of the geographic area of the TIF 

district.  However, all taxing entities, including the county, school districts, and any other 

special districts can choose to participate in the TIF district.21  It is often necessary that 

all taxing entities be involved in a TIF district so adequate tax increment funding is 

generated to support the planned infrastructure improvements.  TIF districts can be 

initiated by petition of residents within the proposed area or by city council. City council 

can create a TIF district only if the purpose of the district meets one of the conditions 

outlined by the Texas Statues concerning criteria for reinvestment zones.  This criteria 

includes an area that impairs the city’s growth or is a liability to the health, safety, 

morals, and welfare of the community such as a significant number of deteriorating 

structures or unsanitary/unsafe conditions; an area that is predominantly open for reasons 

such as outdated platting and is impairing growth; or an area located adjacent to a 

                                                 
20 Council of Development Finance Agencies, 2007, p 2 
21 Texas Comptroller of Public Affairs, 2012, Tax Increment Financing Registry 
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‘Federally assisted new community’.22  In addition to meeting these criteria, Tax Code 

restrictions on the creation of TIF districts outlined by the Office of the Texas 

Comptroller of Public Accounts can limit the geographic boundaries and include:  

1. No more than 10 percent of the property within the reinvestment zone 

(excluding publicly-owned property) may be used for residential purposes. 

This requirement, however, does not apply if the district is created pursuant to 

a petition of the landowners.  

2. A reinvestment zone may not contain property that cumulatively would 

exceed 15 percent of the total appraised property value within the city and its 

industrial districts. 

3. A city also may not create a reinvestment zone or change the boundaries of an 

existing zone if the zone would contain more than 15 percent of the total 

appraised value of real property taxable by a county or school district. 

Another district financing mechanism that is beginning to gain more exposure in a 

few states (outside of Texas) is Infrastructure Finance Districts.  These districts require 

voter approval by the impacted property owners.  Property owners vote to approve a 

portion of their property taxes be dedicated to necessary infrastructure improvements 

within their area.  The key difference between Infrastructure Finance Districts and TIF 

districts is the impact on the amount of property tax revenue collected in the general fund.  

With TIF districts, the general fund sees neither an increase nor a decrease in property tax 

revenue generated from the designated area while the district is in place, because the 

financing is based on incremental tax revenues.  However, with infrastructure 

improvement districts, the amount of property tax revenue collected for the general fund 

declines since overall property taxes do not increase in the designated area and a share of 

                                                 
22 Find Law, 2012 
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area’s property taxes are simply reallocated to finance the specific infrastructure 

improvements.  The incentive for local governments is the expectation that once the 

improvements are in place property tax revenue from that area will increase as a result of 

the enhancements.23 Many communities in California are beginning to use infrastructure 

improvement districts to tackle infrastructure needs.  However, this can be risky since 

property tax revenue, often the city’s primary revenue source in the general fund, is 

negatively impacted during the period the district is in place.   

Development impact fees are another financing mechanisms for city infrastructure 

improvements where revenue is collected from a developer for impacts associated with 

growth to the community as a result of the new development.  Impact fees often help 

finance the need for roads, drainage, and other public infrastructure needs that arise out of 

growth and development.  Over one third of cities in Texas with populations in excess of 

10,000 used development impact fees to help accommodate city infrastructure needs 

associated with growth.24  Impact fee ordinances vary from city to city and should be 

tailored to meet the needs and demands of the community.  Texas adopted the Impact Fee 

Enabling Act in 1987, which outlines the conditions under which municipalities may 

impose impact fees in the Texas Local Government Code.  Facilities eligible for impact 

fees in the state of Texas are fairly restrictive and are limited to roads, water, sewer, and 

storm water infrastructure.25  

State and Federal Grants & Loan Programs 

   Federal and state grant and loan programs are an important financing 

mechanism for municipalities, especially small communities, to fund capital 

improvement projects.  Typically, federal funds are distributed to state governments who 

                                                 
23 Griffin, 2011 
24 Evans- Cowley, 2006, p 2 
25 Mullen, 2012, p 5 
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then disperse grants to local governments.  Some federal funding is provided to 

municipalities in the form of loan programs that provide infrastructure loans at subsidized 

rates or with longer maturity periods.  In addition, many states set aside funds from state 

income or sales tax revenue for local infrastructure improvement grants.  Detailed 

information concerning federal and state grant and loan programs available to rural Texas 

communities will be provided in the subsequent chapter since this is a primary 

infrastructure financing source for these communities.         

3.2 LIMITATIONS OF SECURING CAPITAL FINANCING FOR RURAL COMMUNITIES   

Even with the variety of financing mechanisms available to communities, there 

are several limitations in implementing these strategies in rural Texas communities.  This 

is a result of three primary characteristics of small communities: limited tax base, lack of 

economies of scale, and limited access to borrowing.26  A small community’s limited and 

often non-diversified tax base leaves little room to finance large infrastructure 

improvements through general obligation debt since this form of debt is guaranteed by 

the municipality’s property tax base. A standard benchmark for general obligation debt is 

10 percent of the assessed or market value of property in a City.27  Since rural Texas 

communities have relatively low assessed/market values, the debt amount a community is 

able to realistically repay through property tax revenue is low.  Low assessed/market 

values are often a result of lack of diversity in the tax base, namely fewer commercial 

properties.28  

In addition to lack of diversity, small communities in general lack economies of 

scale.  A small community has a limited number of participants that contribute to the cost 

of improvements.  This means that the marginal cost of improvements is higher for 
                                                 
26 Office of Financial Management, State of Washington, 2008 
27 Elmer, 2005, p 39 
28 Office of Financial Management, State of Washington, 2008 
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residents/business owners in small communities than it is for residents/business owners in 

larger communities even though the total cost is likely significantly less in smaller 

communities.           

General Obligation bonds are not as attainable to rural communities as they are to 

larger, urban communities.  The interest rate on a municipal bond reflects the 

municipality’s bond rating with better ratings translating to lower interest rates.  Often, 

rural communities lack bond ratings since their ability to borrow is limited. Small 

communities are not rated by national agencies in part because bond firms are not 

interested in participating in the very small bond issues that small communities can 

afford. A rural community can technically issue municipal bonds without a rating.  

However, without a record of the municipality’s creditworthiness, the risk of to investors 

is high resulting in high interest rates.  This eliminates a significant benefit, low interest 

rates, of general obligation bonds for rural communities.   

Since barriers to entering the municipal bond market exist for small 

municipalities, many rural communities turn to pay-as-you-go mechanisms to finance 

capital infrastructure projects.  While this is a feasible alternative, it rarely has the 

capacity to generate enough capital to finance large-scale projects.  Most pay-as-you-go 

financing mechanisms are more viable for small-scale projects with short life spans or for 

other small capital expenditures including the purchase of equipment.  Depending heavily 

on the pay-as-you-go financing mechanisms described in the previous section can cause a 

community to reactively address infrastructure needs since revenue generated through 

these measures is often unpredictable.  Reactively addressing infrastructure needs can 

result in higher costs for improvements over time whereas strategically planning for 

infrastructure needs allows a community to lower overall costs, freeing up potential funds 

for additional improvements or for other community needs over the long-run.  On 
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average, emergency repairs cost one third more than preventative or planned 

improvements.29    

Many of the alternative mechanisms discussed previously are dependent on a 

third party entity.  The challenge for rural communities to engage in these mechanisms is 

related to their limited ability to attract new development to the area.  For example, a 

developer is less likely to be attracted to a rural community compared to a more urban 

community since their opportunity for profit is often higher is a more populated area.  

This limits a small community’s ability to utilize impact fees or district finance schemes 

as a way to finance infrastructure improvements.  Also, mechanisms like Infrastructure 

Finance Districts are less feasible for small communities since it detracts from the 

municipality’s available property tax revenue to meet other basic expenditure needs.  A 

larger community is more likely able to weather a slight decline in property tax revenue 

in exchange for necessary infrastructure improvements than a smaller community since 

the tax base is significantly larger.   

3.3 CASE STUDIES  

Several small communities have successfully implemented a variety of financing 

mechanisms despite the limitations described above.  Many small cities throughout Texas 

have implemented TIF districts to fund infrastructure improvements.  A sample of small 

communities throughout the state that have utilized this form of infrastructure financing 

is summarizes in table 3.2. 

 

  
 

                                                 
29 Cannon, slide 10 
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City Population 
(2010) TIF District Summary 

Lindale (Smith County) 4,818 

Established in 1996 for a ten-year period on a 
190-acre tract of commercial land.  District 
funds will be used to improve the Lindale Rural 
Water Supply Corporation water plant and lines, 
the Sewer System, and to provide storm water 
drainage to the tract. The Lindale Independent 
School district has committed 100% of their 
portion of the tax increment to the district and 
the City of Lindale is not participating.  As of 
2003, nearly $34 million has been raised.    

Sealy (Austin County) 6,019 

Established in 1993 for a twenty-year period on 
a tract of commercial land.  The district funds 
will be used for construction of water and sewer 
lines to serve the TIF district area.  The City of 
Sealy committed 100% of the captured 
appraised value to the TIF and Austin County 
committed 50%.  As of 2003, the district raised 
over $6 million.     

Beeville (Bee County) 12,863 

Established in 1986 for a twenty-year period on 
a 58-acre commercial tract of land.  District 
funds will be used to improve and construct 
streets and other infrastructure within the 
district as well as historic buildings.  The City 
of Beeville, Bee County, the School District, the 
County College, and the Water Supply District 
all committed 100% of the tax increment to the 
District.  As of 2003, nearly $3 million in 
revenue was generated.    

Midlothian (Ellis 
County) 18,037 

Established in 1998 for a 38 year period on a 
2,600-acre commercial and agricultural tract of 
land.  The funds will be used for a variety of 
infrastructure improvements including street, 
sidewalk, utility, drainage, and to build a natural 
gas supply and distribution system.  The City of 
Midlothian, Ellis County, the School District, 
and the Water District have all committed 100% 
of the tax increment to the district. As of 2003, 
over $351 million in revenue was generated.   

Source: Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, 2012, Tax Increment Financing Registry 

Table 3.2: TIF districts in small Texas communities 
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The majority of the TIF districts described above had participation from all taxing 

jurisdictions within the city with the exception for the City of Lindale, where only the 

School District elected to participate. TIF District funds were allocated primarily to 

infrastructure improvements including streets, sidewalks, and water and sewer lines and 

have been successful in raising sufficient revenue to fund these improvements.   

However, stipulations are often outlined in TIF districts limiting the amount of funding 

that can be raised for infrastructure improvements.  Therefore, if the cost of 

improvements exceeds the stated threshold, TIF districts only provide a partial solution to 

meet infrastructure needs.  The time frame on which the TIF district is in place varies 

significantly depending on the level of improvements needed within the area and in the 

examples above, range from ten years to over 30 years.  

Unique alternatives have been employed in other states and have proved to be 

successful for small communities. Bakersville, North Carolina and Hayesville, North 

Carolina are two examples of small communities (both under 500 residents) partnering 

with various organizations to financing necessary infrastructure improvements.  Both 

towns created volunteer groups that worked with their local governments to spearheaded 

partnerships with non-profit organizations and government agencies.  Bakersville 

partnered with Handmade in America, the National Forest Service, the National 

Endowment for the Arts and the N.C. Fish and Wildlife Commission to finance and 

construct a paved walkway along the scenic creek through the town’s center.  The town 

then worked with a neighboring, urban community to gain assistance with grant writing 

protocol to finance large improvements including the reconstruction of the city’s 

wastewater treatment plant.30           

                                                 
30 Lambe, 2008, p 19 
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The Hayesville volunteer group, CCCRA partnered with the Southern 

Appalachian Biking Association to construct a 15 mile bike trail that has increased access 

within the community and boosted economic activity by brining visitors to the area.  

CCCRA also raised funds for several beautification projects throughout the city including 

the addition of a new downtown park and community playground.  In order to keep costs 

low, many of the projects were completed by the group members and other community 

volunteers who donated their time and labor.31  

Municipalities can utilize a variety of tools to finance infrastructure improvements 

that range from traditional bond issuances to creative financing mechanisms such as 

special assessments and tax increment financing.  However, many of these tools are not 

as readily available to rural communities as they are to larger, urban communities for 

reasons associated with lack of economies of scale, limited tax base, and restricted access 

to financial markets. Rural communities do successfully finance a variety of 

infrastructure improvements through alternative mechanisms including TIF districts and 

agency partnerships as is illustrated in the above case studies.  It is important to note that 

the success of these mechanisms relied heavily on the collaboration of several parties 

including community volunteers, area taxing jurisdictions, and a variety of agencies/non-

profit organizations. For this reason, many rural Texas communities rely heavily on 

federal and state aid programs that target small municipalities outside urban areas. The 

following chapter describes in detail many of the primary grant and loan programs 

available to rural Texas communities.   

                                                 
31 Ibid, p 20 
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Chapter 4:  STATE AND FEDERAL RESOURCES 

A primary mechanism rural communities use to finance infrastructure 

improvements is through a variety of federal and state aid programs.  Federal and state 

governments support rural communities with funding through grants and loan assistance.  

In Justine Marlowe’s book, Capital Budgeting and Finance: A Guide for Local 

Governments, he discusses several strategies communities can use to access federal and 

state grants.  These include planning ahead for capital improvement needs, becoming 

acquainted with programs and funding availability, remaining flexible with project 

priorities and timelines, and maintaining adequate capital reserves to supply the local 

matching funds required by some programs.32  The following chapter describes the grant 

and loan programs available to rural Texas communities.  Many smaller-scale aid 

programs exist that provide infrastructure funding assistance to communities across the 

state and nation such as Safe Routes to School.  These smaller programs are not included 

in the subsequent discussion and only major state and federal grant and loan programs are 

examined.   

4.1 FEDERAL AND STATE GRANT PROGRAMS  

The federal and state grant programs specifically designed for rural Texas 

communities stipulate that applicants be non-entitlement cities or counties.  Non-

entitlement communities are designated by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development and include cities with less than 50,000 residents and counties with less 

than 200,000 residents. There are over 1,200 non-entitlement cities and counties in 

Texas.33  The following section provides a description of grant programs available 

                                                 
32 Marlowe, 2009, p 152 
33 Texas Department of Agriculture, Office of Rural Affairs (2009 HUD non-entitlement) 
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specifically to rural communities as well as grant programs accessible to all Texas 

communities, rural or urban. 

Texas Community Development Block Grant Program34 

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is one of the largest 

federal grant programs available to rural communities throughout the nation for 

infrastructure improvements.  This funding source is administered through State CDBG 

programs.  For rural Texas communities, this program is administered through the Texas 

Department of Agriculture.  Projects are considered for grant funding if they benefit a 

minimum of 51% low-to-moderate-income residents.35 This is the first objective of the 

federal CBDG program. Priority projects are those that meet a second goal of preventing 

or eliminating slum or blight conditions or the third goal of meeting urgent community 

development goals as a result of natural disasters or other urgent situations. Program 

funding is allocated each year by the State and varies from year to year.  The State 

devises an annual “action plan” that outlines the criteria projects will be evaluated against 

and the amount of funding available for each sub program.  The action plan illustrates 

State priorities. 

Total CDBG funding allocated to Texas non-entitlement communities for the 

2012 fiscal year is $59,537,991.  This sum is approximately 80% of average funding over 

the past three years. The following chart describes total rural CDBG funding for the State 

of Texas between 2009 and 2012.  

 

                                                 
34 All grant program information was collected through the Texas Department of Agriculture, Office of 
Rural Affairs website at: 
http://www.texasagriculture.gov/GrantsServices/RuralEconomicDevelopment/RuralCommunityDevelopme
ntBlockGrantCDBG.aspx 
35 Low-to-moderate-income residents are defined by HUD as residents who earn at or below 80% the 
statewide non-metropolitan median family income 
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2012 FY 2011 FY 2010 FY 2009 FY 

$59,537,991 $66,604,562 $79,264,729 $73,017,739 

Table 4.1: CDBG Funding for non-entitlement communities in Texas, 2009-2012 

There are several funding categories within the larger program.  The two primary 

funds available to rural communities, Community Development and Planning and 

Capacity Building, are funded on a biennium basis and so applicants are eligible to apply 

once every two years.  In 2011, the start of the current biennium, there were over 700 

rural Texas project applications and 247 received CDBG grant funding. The following 

outline provides a description of each funding category available to rural communities, 

all of which provide funds for infrastructure improvements. 

 Community Development Funds 

This is the primary funding category that pertains to basic public infrastructure 

projects and includes improvements to water and wastewater systems, streets, and 

drainage.  Grant awards range from $75,000 to $800,000 and applications are 

accepted twice a year.  Match funding is required by the local government and 

ranges from a 5% local match to a 20% match depending on the size of the 

population.   This fund typically receives the largest percentage of CDBG funds 

and in 2011, received nearly 62% of total funding ($41.1 million).     

 Planning and Capacity Building Funds 

Many state and federal grant and loan programs give preference to infrastructure 

projects that are planned for by the City.  Planning and Capacity Building funds 

are available to communities for planning studies that identify infrastructure needs 

and make infrastructure plans for places where future growth is likely to occur.  

Grant awards are up to $55,000 and matching funds from the local government 

are required and are the same rates as for Community Development Funds.  This 
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fund receives a small percentage of CDBG funding and in 2011 total funding for 

planning and capacity building was $666,000.   

 Disaster Relief Fund 

This funding source applies to cities that require assistance for damages to public 

infrastructure as a result of natural disasters.  Grants range from $50,000 to 

$350,000 and applicant cities must have declared official disaster status as is 

described by FEMA.  In 2011, total funding for disaster relief was $2.7 million 

and wildfires were a major disaster declaration for Texas in this year.36  No match 

is required for this funding category.       

 Urgent Need Fund 

Urgent Need Funds apply only to unforeseeable conditions that have resulted in 

the critical need for infrastructure improvements.  These include improvements to 

water and wastewater systems where an imminent threat to life or health is 

present.  Grant awards range from $25,000 to $250,000 and local communities are 

required to supply a percentage match based on population size.  This category is 

typically not well funded since more funding is allocated to the disaster relief 

category.  

Texas Department of Agriculture: Office of Rural Affairs37 

The Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA) administers a number of grant 

programs to rural communities for infrastructure improvements with the goal of 

promoting economic growth and development within these communities.  The primary 

funding sources are available through the Texas Capital Fund. Each year, the Texas 

Capital fund receives a portion, typically 15 – 20 %, of the Texas CDBG fund allocation 

                                                 
36 FEMA, 2012 
37 All grant program information was collected through the Texas Department of Agriculture, Office of 
Rural Affairs official website at: http://www.texasagriculture.gov/GrantsServices/GrantsandServices.aspx 
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as well as state funds. In 2012, the total amount of funding available is $8.6 million.  This 

represents a 15% decrease from 2011.  The available amount of funding is directly 

related to and fluctuates with the amount of funding allocated to the non-entitlement 

CDBG program.  

The Texas Capital Fund includes three programs that pertain to capital 

improvements: Infrastructure, Downtown Revitalization, and Main Street Improvements. 

The Infrastructure Program is available only to non-entitlement cities or counties and 

awards grants between the amounts of $50 thousand and $750 thousand.  In addition, 

TDA awards three “jumbo grants” every fiscal year of amounts between $750,000 and 

$1.5 million each.  The Infrastructure Program is funded entirely by allocations from the 

CDBG program.  Available funding in the infrastructure fund has steady declined over 

the past three years from $9.3 million on 2010 to $6.8 million in 2012. These grants must 

be used toward public or private infrastructure improvements that promote job growth 

within the community.  These can include improvements to water and sewer systems, 

streets, natural gas lines, electric, telephone, and fiber optic lines, harbor/channel 

dredging, traffic signals/signs, drainage improvements, and for the purchase of real estate 

related to public improvement projects. In addition the grants allow a portion of the funds 

to be used for grant administration.  This allows small communities to hire additional 

personnel as is needed to administer the program during the life of the project.  

Communities can apply for Infrastructure Program grants at any time throughout the year 

and are able to apply for more than one grant.   

In addition to infrastructure grants, the Texas Capital Fund administers two 

additional programs, Downtown Revitalization Program and Main Street Program also 

only available to non-entitlement communities.  These two programs essentially serve the 

same purpose, to enhance a community’s downtown infrastructure through parking, 
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sidewalk, lighting, and other improvements.  The programs also focus on improvements 

that increase accessibility for handicap individuals as is described through the American 

Disabilities Act.  The Main Street Program is reserved for rural cities that have acquired a 

“Main Street” designation through the Texas Historical Commission and the Downtown 

Revitalization Program is available to all other rural communities.  Grant applications for 

these programs are accepted once a year and applicants may only apply for one grant per 

period.  Grant awards range from $50,000 to $150,000 and some funds can be designated 

for grant administration personnel.  In 2012, $1.2 million is available to applicants of the 

Downtown Revitalization Program and $600,000 is available in the Main Streets 

Program. These grant programs require a 10% minimum match.  However, the more 

matching funds a community is able to provide, the more “points” they receive and the 

more attractive is their application. 

Available funding for the Downtown Revitalization and Main Streets Programs 

has remained steady since 2010 while available funding for the Infrastructure Program 

has fluctuated significantly with the amount of CDBG money received by the State.  The 

Downtown Revitalization and Main Streets Programs are the only programs in the Texas 

Capital Fund that receive state funding.  This additional funding source allows for a 

consistent fund amount of $1.2 million and $600,000 annually for each program 

respectively.     

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Rural Development38 

The Department of Agriculture, Rural Development Office also offers several 

federal grant programs.  These include funds for water infrastructure improvements and 

for community facility improvements. The Emergency Community Water Assistance 

                                                 
38 All grant program information was collected from the USDA Rural Development official website at: 
http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/ProgramsAndOpportunities.html 
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program aids rural communities who need emergency water improvements due to 

declining quality/quantity of drinking water.  The urgent need is generally a result of an 

unforeseen event.  For example, several west Texas rural communities may be eligible 

for this program due to severe drought conditions.  Other factors that pertain to Texas 

communities can include flooding, chemical spills or leakage, and hurricanes.  No 

specific amount of funding is allocated to the State of Texas for this program but funds 

are released on an as needed basis depending on the severity of conditions.  

The Community Facility program is a combination grant and loan program that 

provides funding to rural communities with maximum populations of 20,000 residents for 

the construction and rehabilitation of community facilities.  The grants are prioritized for 

small, low-income communities39 and amount to no more than 75% of the total project 

cost. These programs are administered at the national level and so Texas municipalities 

compete with communities across the nation for these funding sources.  In 2012, a total 

of $367,000 in grant funding was available to Texas communities.  This figure is 

significantly lower than past amounts of $516,000 in 2011 and $707,000 in 2010.  In 

2011, the Community Facilities program received 43 new applications, 33 of which 

received a grant award.    

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department40 

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) provides numerous grant 

programs to communities for park and recreation improvements. These programs are 

available to urban and rural communities alike and so competition for funds is high.  

Currently a number of the grant programs available through the Texas Parks and Wildlife 

                                                 
39 Small communities are defined as 5,000 residents or less; low income is defined as at least 60% the non-
metropolitan median household income 
40 All grant program information was collected from the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department official 
website at: http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/business/grants/trpa/#trpa 
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Department are suspended due to lack of funding.  A description of all grant programs is 

provided below; however, the only programs currently operating are the Recreational 

Trail Program and the Boating Access Program.  Detailed funding information for Texas 

Parks and Wildlife grant programs was not available.    

 Recreational Trail Program 

The Recreational Trail Program is funded through the National Recreational Trail 

Fund and revenue for this fund is partially funded through gas tax on fuel for non-

highway recreational vehicles. Maximum grant awards are $200,000 and the 

applicant is responsible for at least 20% of the total project cost.  Funds can be for 

new trails or for improvements to existing trails.  Application deadlines occur 

once annually.   

 State Boating Access Program 

The program is intended for the construction of public boat ramp facilities and is 

funded through the Federal Sport Fish Restoration Act.  Awards are up to 

$500,000 and the benefiting community is required to provide 25% of the total 

project costs as well as the land.  In addition, the community must maintain and 

operate the public boat ramp for a minimum of 25 years.  Application deadlines 

occur once annually.  

 Small Community Program 

This program is specifically for small communities of 20,000 residents or less and 

is the TPWD program that applies most directly to rural communities.  Grant 

awards are for up to 50% of project costs.  Eligible projects include sports fields 

and courts, picnic facilities, playgrounds, swimming pools, gardens, and general 

beautification projects.     

 Local Parks Program – Outdoor Parks & Indoor Parks 
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The local parks program applies only to cities, counties, and other local units of 

government with fewer than 500,000 residents. Funds are used either for outdoor 

parks or for indoor parks.  Outdoor park funds are used to acquire and develop 

new outdoor park areas or to improve existing outdoor park areas.  Indoor park 

funds are used to build indoor facilities including recreation centers and natural 

centers.  During times of operation, the program requires 50% matching funds 

from the local government. 

4.2 FEDERAL AND STATE LOAN PROGRAMS 

Since many small rural communities cannot easily access financial markets, state 

and federal governments also provide a variety of loan programs available to these 

communities that offer below market rate loans.  These loans allow rural communities to 

invest in many of their necessary large-scale infrastructure improvement projects and are 

an alternative to highly competitive grant programs.  The principal agencies that offer 

loan programs are the U. S. Department of Agriculture Rural Development Office, Texas 

Water Development Board, and the U.S. Department of Energy.      

United States Department of Agriculture: Rural Development41 

The Rural Development office offers several direct and guaranteed loan 

programs.  Direct Loans are provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and 

are generally applicable to low-income communities who cannot access traditional 

borrowing markets.  Direct loan interest rates vary depending on the income level of the 

community, with poverty, intermediate, and market rate loans.  Guaranteed Loans are 

provided through a lending institution, but backed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  

This guarantee makes lending more accessible to many rural communities and often 
                                                 
41 All loan program information was collected from the USDA Rural Development Official Website at: 
http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/ProgramsAndOpportunities.html 
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lowers the interest rates at which these communities can borrow funds.  Both direct and 

guaranteed loans are similar to traditional municipal bond debt in that a community’s 

ability to repay the debt is based on the city’s tax assessment and other revenue sources.  

The following describes the various direct and guarantee programs available through the 

Rural Development office.  

 Community Facilities Direct and Guaranteed Loans  

Community Facility loans are eligible to rural communities with 20,000 residents 

or less.  Funds can be used for the construction of or improvements to community 

facilities including hospitals, public safety buildings, and public service uses.  

Necessary equipment and land can also be purchased with these funds.  Total 

available loan amounts to Texas applicants have varied significantly over the past 

three years.  The following table describes total federal loan funding and total 

federal grant funding for the Community Facilities program. 

 
 2012 2011 2010 

Community Facilities Loan 
Program $52 million $10.9 million $11 million 

Community Facilities Grant 
Program $367,000 $516,300 $707.000 

Table 4.2: Community Facilities Loan and Grant Program Funding, 2010-2012   

Over the past three years, as federal grant funding has become more limited, the 

amount available through the loan program has increased.   In 2011, there were 43 

new applications for the Community Facilities program and a total of 30 projects 

received loan funding.    

 Water and Wastewater Direct and Guaranteed Loans  
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Water and wastewater loans are available to rural communities with 10,000 

residents or less.  These loans are used for water, wastewater, solid waste, and 

storm drainage improvements and can be used for land acquisition, construction 

costs, legal fees, and initial operation and maintenance fees. Available loan 

funding for water and wastewater loans as steadily declined over the past three 

years from $42 million in 2010 to $30 million in 2012.  This program does 

contain a grant component that has remained steady at roughly $13 million in 

available grant funds and an additional $8 million in colonia grant funding.  In 

2011, a total of 40 new applications for water and wastewater loans were 

submitted and 20 applications received loan funding, 15 received grant funding, 

and 4 received colonia grant funding.  Most awarded applications received a 

combination of loan and grant funding.     

 Telecommunications Loan Program 

The program is available to small rural communities of 5,000 residents of less for 

telecommunication facilities through direct and guaranteed loans.  Facilities 

improvements funded through this program must be broadband capable.  

 Broadband Loan Program 

This program is available to small rural communities of 20,000 residents or less.  

The Broadband Loan Program is a guaranteed and direct loan program that 

evolved from the 2002 Farm Bill, which emphasized the need for broadband 

capabilities in rural communities.  Funds from this program can be applied 

towards the construction and improvement of broadband infrastructure.       

Texas Water Development Board42 

                                                 
42 All loan program information was collected from the Texas Water Development Board Website at: 
http://www.twdb.state.tx.us/financial/programs/ 
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The Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) provides a variety of loan 

programs to communities within the State, some of which are dedicated to economically 

distressed or rural areas.  The Rural Water Assistance Fund Program aids small rural 

communities in obtaining low interest rate financing for water improvements. Eligible 

applicants include municipalities or water districts with 10,000 residents or fewer or rural 

counties where no cities within the county have populations exceeding 50,000 residents.  

Funding is provided through bonds of political subdivisions (city, county, municipal 

utility district) and is for no more than 40 years.  As with other municipal bonds, the 

applying entity must pledge repayment through revenue generated from the utility or 

through tax revenue.  Funds through the Rural Water Assistance funding can be applied 

to line extensions, purchase of well fields, wastewater collection, or the purchase/lease of 

groundwater rights.  

Since rural communities in general have lower per capita incomes than urban 

areas, many rural cities qualify for the Economically Distressed Areas Program funding 

through TWDB.  TWDB defines economically distressed areas as those with median 

household incomes at or below 75% the median state household income.  This program 

provides loans and loan/grant combinations to municipalities for water and wastewater 

services including planning, acquisition, design, and construction.  A number of rural 

communities have taken advantage of this loan program, including several communities 

along the western edge of the State from Brownsville to El Paso.  Loan amounts have 

varied from under $50,000 to over $50,000,000.  For 2010/2012 biennium, total available 

funding amounts to $50 million. In 2012, an applicant was approved for a $25 million 

loan amounting to half the total funding. At the end of February 2012, total Economically 

Distressed Area Funding amounted to $677.9 million for total outstanding loans.43  

                                                 
43 Texas Water Development Board, 2012, Economically Distressed… p3 
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Other programs through the Texas Water Development Board available to rural 

communities are the Drinking Water and Clean Water State Revolving Fund Loan 

Program.  These funds administer below market rate loans to communities for water and 

wastewater infrastructure improvements.  The drinking water fund offers interest rates of 

1.25% below market rate and 70 percent to 100 percent principal forgiveness for 

disadvantaged communities.44  The clean water fund offers slightly lower rates, 1.3% 

below market rate and the same principal forgiveness schedule for disadvantaged 

communities. In both funds, no one project can be awarded an amount greater than 10% 

of annual total funding.  In the Clean Water fund, this threshold is met often and in 2011, 

three approved applicants hit the 10% mark.  The Drinking Water fund typically receives 

smaller community applicants that rarely approach the 10% threshold.  Beginning in 

2010, both revolving loan programs require that at least 20% of the funds loaned be 

towards water or energy efficiency improvements or other environmentally conscious 

improvements.45          

Annual funding in the Clean Water Revolving Loan Fund is targeted to fall 

between $300 and $350 million.  In 2012, total available funding is $325 million, up 

slightly from $322 million in 2011 and below the 2010 annual amount of $348 million. In 

2011, 230 projects applied for funding totally over $1.6 billion in demand.  Of these 

projects, 25 were funded and approximately $154 million of annually funds were used.  

The Clean Water loan fund exhausts all federal funds applied to the fund annually ($90 

million in 2011) and rolls over the additional state funds to the following fiscal year 

                                                 
44 TWBD defined disadvantaged communities as a community where 70% of the adjusted annual median 
household income is less than 75% of the state adjusted annual median household income.   For 
communities that fall between 75 and 60 percent of the state adjusted annual median household income, 
70% of the principal is forgiven; for communities that fall below 60 percent, 100% of the principal is 
forgiven.  
45 Texas Water Development Board, 2012, State Fiscal Year 2012 Drinking Water… 
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budget.  The Drinking Water Revolving Loan Fund relies entirely on federal funds and 

received no additional state funding.  The total annual available loan amounts have grown 

over the past two years from $89.6 million in 2011 to $107.3 million in 2012.   

In addition to these five loan programs, TWDB offers a variety of other programs 

that pertain to agriculture water conservation, flood mitigation assistance, and regional 

water planning and facility planning.  

4.3 COMPARISON OF PROGRAMS AND FUNDING AVAILABILITY 

There are several grant and loan programs available to rural communities for 

infrastructure improvements and many of the programs stipulate the types of 

infrastructure improvements that are eligible through these grant/loan funds.  Table 4.1 

summarizes the grant and loan programs described previously in this chapter based on 

category of infrastructure improvement.  
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State or Federal Program Agency Type of  
Program 

Funding 
Available 

Types of Infrastructure Improvements 

W WW SD ST&S P&R T CF P  

Downtown Revitalization TDA G  YES       X         
Main Street Program TDA G  YES       X         
Texas Capital Fund TDA G  YES X X X X   X     
Local Parks TPWD G NO         X       
Recreational Trail  TPWD G YES         X       
Small Community  TPWD G NO         X       
State Boating Access TPWD G YES         X       
Clean Water Revolving Loan 
Fund TWDB L  YES   X             

Drinking Water Revolving Loan 
Fund TWDB L  YES X               

Economically Distressed Areas 
Loans TWDB L/G  YES X X           X 

Rural Water Assistance Loans TWDB L  YES X              
Community Development TxCDBG G  YES X X X X         
Disaster Relief  TxCDBG G  YES                 
Planning and Capacity Building TxCDBG G  YES               X 
Urgent Need TxCDBG G  YES                 
Broadband Loans USDA L  YES           X     
Community Facilities Loans USDA L/G YES              X   
Emergency Community Water 
Assistance USDA G YES  X               

Telecommunications Loans USDA L  YES           X     
Water and Wastewater Loans USDA L  YES X X             
       YES                 

W=water systems, WW=wastewater systems, SD = storm drainage systems; ST&S = streets and sidewalk improvements, 
P&R = parks and recreation improvements; T = telecommunications improvements, CF = capital facilities; P = planning 
services; TDA= Texas Department of Agriculture, TPWD = Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, TWDB = Texas Water 
Development Board, TxCDBG = Texas Community Development Block Grants, USDA = U.S. Department of Agriculture; 
G = grant program, L =loan program 

Table 4.3: Summary of State and Federal Grant and Loan Programs 

Of the twenty programs, the majority (12) are strictly grant programs, six are strictly loan 

programs, and two programs, Economically Distressed Areas and Community Facilities 

programs, provides a combination of both loans and grants.  While federal and state 

budget cuts have been made across all grant and loan programs throughout the United 
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States, many of these programs have retained funding.  Only two of the twenty programs 

are currently not funded. 

Table 4.2 reviews the number of grant and loan programs that provide funding for 

seven major infrastructure categories as well as for infrastructure planning.  Water and 

wastewater infrastructure receives funding assistance from the largest number of 

programs and water, streets & sidewalk, and parks & recreation improvements receive 

the most assistance in the form of state and federal grant funds.  Capital facilities, storm 

drainage, and planning services receive aid from the fewest number of programs.             
 

  Water* Wastewater* Storm 
Drainage 

Streets & 
Sidewalks 

Parks & 
Recreation Telecomm Capital 

Facilities* Planning* 

Total 7 5 2 4 4 3 1 2 
     Grant Programs 4 3 2 4 4 1 1 2 
     Loan Programs 4 3 - - - 2 1 1 
Funded 7  5  2   4 2  3   1 2  
     Grant Programs  4  3  2  4  2  1  1  2 

     Loan Programs  4  3  -  -  -  2  1  1 

*Economically Distressed Areas Program and Capital Facilities Program provide both loan and grants, hence the sum of 
grant and loan programs are one more than the total number of programs for these infrastructure groups. 

Table 4.4: Number of Grant and Loan Programs by Type of Infrastructure 

Of the seven categories, grant programs in the parks and recreation category are the only 

programs that were cut from funding.  These include the local parks and small 

community programs.  While the remainder of grant and loan programs are still active, 

their funding has changed significantly.  Over the past three years, total grant funding 

available to Texas rural communities has steadily declined while total funding available 

through loan programs has steadily increased.  Total grant program funding declined by 

approximately 9% between 2011 and 2012 while loan funding increased by 

approximately 11% during this time period.   Many rural communities are awarded a 
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combination of grant and loan funds to meet capital needs.  While federal and state loan 

programs have characteristically provided a higher percentage of funding opportunities to 

rural communities than grant programs, the diminishing availability of grant funding will 

change the permutation of loans and grants awarded to communities to awards that are 

heavily loan oriented.    
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Chapter 5:  RURAL TEXAS INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS 

5.1 SURVEY OF RURAL TEXAS CITIES  

Rural Texas infrastructure needs span diverse categories including streets and 

sidewalks, water and wastewater systems, and parks and recreation improvements.  In 

order to assess the degree to which rural Texas communities require these improvements 

and the degree to which documented needs relate to the various programmatic 

requirements of the various grant and loan programs, a survey of 11 communities 

throughout the State was conducted.  The cities involved in the survey are all located 

within rural counties as are defined by the Texas Department of Rural Affairs.  The cities 

are considered small rural communities that have populations under 3,000 residents.  The 

cities’ needs were extracted from their five-year Capital Improvement Programs (CIP), 

which were all completed by the company GrantWorks Incorporated of Austin, Texas 

between the years 2006 and 2011.  The original CIP programs for all 11 cities are found 

in Appendix A.  The following table outlines the cities included in the survey and their 

county locations, the 2010 total populations for each city, and the year their five-year CIP 

plan was completed.  Figure 5.1 illustrates the location of each of the 11 cities within the 

State.   
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City County 2010 Population Year CIP was completed 

Amherst Lamb 721 2007 
Aurora Wise 1220 2009 
Bogata Red River 1153 2011 
Boyd Wise 1207 2009 
Coahoma Howard 817 2011 
Daingerfield Morris 2560 2011 
Sudan Lamb 958 2010 
Trinity Trinity 2697 2006 
Van Van Zandt 2632 2007 
Wallis Austin 1252 2010 
Wink Winkler 940 2007 

Source: 2010 Census Data & GrantWorks Inc. 

Table 5.1: Cities included in survey of rural Texas infrastructure needs  

Through the Texas Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, 

these cities were able to acquire funding for planning and capacity building and all 

completed comprehensive planning studies that included a Capital Improvements 

Program.  Through the CDBG program, cities may choose which planning studies are 

most beneficial to their community needs and can range from an assessment of 

thoroughfare needs to housing needs to parks and recreation needs.  This survey looks at 

five infrastructure needs: streets, water systems, wastewater systems, storm drainage 

systems, and parks and recreation.     
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 TIGER/line Shapefiles 

Figure 5.1:  Location of 11 Study Cities 

The survey examines the degree of need for each type of infrastructure 

improvement.  There are a total of 154 infrastructure projects outlined in the 11 city CIP 

plans that fall into the five infrastructure categories addressed in this survey.  These 

projects were classified based on level of importance in the CIP plan.  Mandatory 

projects are deemed the most urgent and should be completed, if possible, before 
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necessary, desirable, or acceptable projects.  The following is the description of the four 

categories as is described in the original CIP plans: 

 Mandatory: those that address an imminent threat to life or health; 

 Necessary: those that provide important public services by improving 

existing systems and/or replacing obsolete facilities; 

 Desirable: those that improve the aesthetic aspects of a community or 

address quality of life issues; 

 Acceptable: those that may fall under the “necessary” or “desirable” 

categories above but are undertaken primarily to reduce operating costs to 

the City. 

The infrastructure needs are looked at not only by level of importance, but also by 

approximate cost.  Since infrastructure improvements can vary widely in cost from small 

projects including park benches and stop signs to large-scale projects such as expanding 

wastewater treatment plant capacity, it is necessary to consider both factors. The 

approximate cost combined with level of importance will be the primary data used to 

assess whether current federal and state grant and loan programs are adequately meeting 

the needs of rural cities in Texas.            

5.2 INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS 

As is expected, infrastructure needs vary amongst city to city.  However, some 

commonalities can be identified.  In looking only at the level of importance for each of 

the five infrastructure categories, water system improvements are the most needed.  Table 

5.2 describes the level of importance for the 154 projects considered in this study.  The 

infrastructure categories and raw points in Table 5.2 were weighted and summed to 

systematically look at the spectrum of importance.  Mandatory improvement projects 

were given a weight of 3 since these projects are the most urgent, necessary projects were 
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given a weight of 2, and desired and acceptable projects both received a weight of 1 since 

they are considered the least urgent.  
 

  
  

Mandatory 
Needs 

Necessary 
Needs 

Desired 
Needs 

Acceptable 
Needs Weighted 

Project Needs 
 number of projects 

            

Water System 22 14 1 0 95 

Streets & Sidewalks 4 34 6 0 86 

Wastewater System 18 3 1 0 61 

Storm Drainage System 1 19 5 1 47 

Parks & Recreation 0 1 16 8 26 
Source: CIP plans prepared by GrantWorks Incorporated (see appendix B) 

Table 5.2: Infrastructure Project Level of Importance 

According to this rating system, water system and streets and sidewalk improvement 

projects are the most needed and parks and recreation projects are the least needed.  

However, in looking simply at the number of mandatory improvements, projects that 

address urgent health and safety issues, water system and wastewater system projects are 

the most urgent. 

As stated previously, looking simply at degree of importance examines only one 

aspect of rural infrastructure needs in Texas.  The second factor that must be considered 

in assessing whether state and federal aid is adequate is the approximate cost of these 

capital improvement projects.  Table 5.3 looks at the approximate cost of the 154 

infrastructure projects included in this study.  The approximate costs were taken from the 

City CIP plans.  
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  Number of Projects Percent 
Water System Improvements     
      Less than $10,000 3 7.9% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 6 15.8% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 23 60.5% 
     Greater than $500,000 6 15.8% 
     Total 38 100.0% 
Waste Water Improvements     
      Less than $10,000 0 0.0% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 1 4.5% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 13 59.1% 
     Greater than $500,000 8 36.4% 
     Total 22 100.0% 
Street Improvements     
      Less than $10,000 4 8.9% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 20 44.4% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 17 37.8% 
     Greater than $500,000 4 8.9% 
     Total 45 100.0% 
Storm Drainage Improvements     
      Less than $10,000 1 4.2% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 15 62.5% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 8 33.3% 
     Greater than $500,000 0 0.0% 
     Total 24 100.0% 
Parks & Recreation Improvements     
      Less than $10,000 13 52.0% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 8 32.0% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 4 16.0% 
     Greater than $500,000 0 0.0% 
     Total 25 100.0% 
All Projects     
      Less than $10,000 21 13.6% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 50 32.5% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 65 42.2% 
     Greater than $500,000 18 11.7% 
     Total 154 100.0% 

Source: CIP plans prepared by GrantWorks Incorporated (see appendix B) 

Table 5.3: Approximate Cost of Infrastructure Improvement Projects 
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From this information, it is apparent that parks and recreation projects and storm 

water projects are the least expensive improvements for these rural communities, 

followed by street improvements.  Water and wastewater improvements are the most 

expensive infrastructure improvements outlined in the five-year CIP plans for these 

communities.  The majority of projects (46%) cost less than $100,000 and the smallest 

number of improvement projects cost more than $500,000.  Based solely on the 

approximate cost of projects, water and wastewater improvements require the greatest 

state and federal assistance since they are high cost improvements and would be most 

difficult for rural communities to finance on their own.  

In looking at the cost of all projects outlined in the CIP plans relative to their 

degree of importance, necessary projects with costs between $100,000 and $500,000 are 

the most common.  Table 5.4 shows the percent of total projects categorized by cost and 

degree of importance.  
 

  Mandatory Necessary Desirable Acceptable 

      Less than $10,000 0.6% 1.9% 6.5% 2.6% 

     $10,001 - $100,000 4.5% 19.5% 6.5% 3.2% 

     $100,001 - $500,000 15.6% 21.4% 5.2% 0.0% 

     Greater than $500,000 8.4% 3.2% 0.6% 0.0% 
Source: CIP plans prepared by GrantWorks Incorporated (see appendix B) 

Table 5.4: All Projects by Cost and Degree of Importance 

Of mandatory projects, the largest percentage of projects fell between the cost of 

$100,000 and $500,000.  Desirable and acceptable projects are the least common and are 

the least expensive and fell below $100,000 in cost.  The largest percentage of projects 
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over $500,000 in cost is mandatory projects, showing that many of the rural infrastructure 

needs that address urgent health and safety issues require substantial capital expenditures. 

As stated earlier, analyzing the degree of importance and approximate cost by 

category of infrastructure will provide the most insight on how well federal and state 

programs are serving rural communities with capital financing needs.  Table 5.5 shows 

the approximate cost of each type of infrastructure improvement by degree of importance 

as a percentage of total infrastructure projects (154 total projects).  The largest percentage 

of projects is necessary street improvement projects between $10,000 and $100,000 in 

cost followed closing by necessary street improvement projects between $100,000 and 

$500,000.        
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  Mandatory Necessary Desirable Acceptable 
Water System Improvements         
      Less than $10,000 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 2.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 7.8% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 
     Greater than $500,000 3.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
     Total 14.3% 9.7% 0.6% 0.0% 
Waste Water Improvements         
      Less than $10,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 6.5% 1.3% 0.6% 0.0% 
     Greater than $500,000 4.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 
     Total 11.7% 1.9% 0.6% 0.0% 
Street Improvements         
      Less than $10,000 0.6% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 1.3% 9.7% 1.9% 0.0% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 0.6% 9.1% 1.3% 0.0% 
     Greater than $500,000 0.0% 1.9% 0.6% 0.0% 
     Total 2.6% 22.7% 3.9% 0.0% 
Storm Drainage Improvements         
      Less than $10,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 
     $10,001 - $100,000 0.0% 6.5% 2.6% 0.6% 
     $100,001 - $500,000 0.6% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 
     Greater than $500,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

     Total 0.6% 11.0% 3.2% 0.6% 

Parks & Recreation 
Improvements         

      Less than $10,000 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 2.6% 

     $10,001 - $100,000 0.0% 0.6% 1.9% 2.6% 

     $100,001 - $500,000 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 

     Greater than $500,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
     Total 0.0% 0.6% 10.4% 5.2% 
      Source: CIP plans prepared by GrantWorks Incorporated (see appendix B) 

Table 5.5: Type of Infrastructure Improvement by Degree of Importance and 
Approximate Cost 
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Infrastructure Projects at higher costs ($100,000 and greater) are projects that 

rural communities likely need the most federal and state assistance.  Of mandatory 

projects, water system improvements and wastewater system improvements are the 

largest percentage of high cost projects, 11.7% and 11% respectively.  However, of 

necessary projects, street system improvements represent the largest percentage of high 

cost projects, 11 percent of all infrastructure projects.  Only 5.1 percent of all projects are 

high cost storm drainage projects and 2.6 percent of all projects are high cost parks and 

recreation projects (this looks at mandatory, necessary, desirable, and acceptable 

projects).   

In summary, water and wastewater system improvements are the most urgent and 

most costly infrastructure improvements required by rural Texas communities in this 

study.  While street system improvements are not highly mandatory projects, a significant 

percentage (22.7%) constitute necessary improvements required by rural communities 

and half of these projects are at high costs.  The majority of storm drainage improvements 

are necessary projects; however, storm drainage projects represent the smallest category 

in terms of share of needs representing 15.4 percent of total projects.  Nearly all parks 

and recreation projects are ranked as “desirable” or “acceptable” projects and over 50% 

of these projects are less than $10,000 in approximate cost.          
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Chapters 6:  DO RESOURCES MEET NEEDS? 

There are a variety of state and federal programs that assist rural communities 

with various infrastructure needs.  As was identified in Chapter 4, while the framework 

for financial support is in place, the available funding for these programs varies greatly 

between fiscal years.  Over the past several years, on average, grant programs that assist 

rural Texas communities with infrastructure improvements have experienced a decline in 

funding while funding for loan programs has increased.  For example, the Texas 

Department of Agriculture’s Texas Capital Fund and the associated Main Street, 

Downtown Revitalization, and Infrastructure programs have received in excess of $20 

million dollars in past years.  However, these programs only received $8.6 million 

combined in the current fiscal year, representing more than a 55% reduction in funding.  

This reduction significantly limits the number of communities that can be served by 

federal and state grant programs as well as increases the competitive nature of grant 

applications.  On the other hand, the Drinking Water Revolving Loan fund experienced a 

20 percent increase in total available funding just over the past year, representing an 

increase in the number of projects that can be served and/or an increase in the average 

award amounts.   This shift in funding distribution between state and federal grant and 

loan programs will change the way rural communities fund infrastructure improvements, 

resulting in fewer grant funded projects.         

As was identified previously in this report, water and wastewater infrastructure 

improvements are the most urgent and costly improvements needed by surveyed rural 

Texas communities.  Also, in terms of programs, these infrastructure systems are eligible 

for assistance through the largest number of state and federal aid programs and six of 

these programs (30% of all programs) are dedicated solely to water and wastewater 
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infrastructure improvements. Table 6.1 illustrates the amount of funding available for the 

current 2012 period as well as a review of any stipulations on the types of water or 

wastewater improvements that qualify for each program.         
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 Available Funding 
(2012 fiscal year) Stipulations 

Clean Water Revolving 
Loan Fund 
(TWDB) 

$325,000,000  
Loan program specifically for wastewater 
system improvements open to all Texas 
communities.   

Drinking Water 
Revolving Loan Fund 
(TWDB) 

$107,279,000 
 

Loan program specifically for water 
system improvements open to all Texas 
communities.   

Economically Distressed 
Area Loans 
(TWDB) 

$50,000,000 
(2011 - 2013 biennium) 

Funding is available to low-income 
communities for water and wastewater 
improvements. 

Rural Water Assistance 
Loans 
(TWDB) 

$50,000,000 
(2011 – 2013 biennium) 

Funding is available for rural water and 
wastewater infrastructure improvements. 

Infrastructure Program 
(TDA) 
  

$6,800,000 
 

Provides funding assistance for water and 
wastewater improvements as well as for a 
myriad of other infrastructure 
improvements. 

Community 
Development Program 
(TxCDBG) 

$36,318,175 

Funding for water and wastewater 
improvements through the TxCDBG 
Community Development program.  
Projects must further objectives outlined 
in the Federal Fair Housing Act and must 
benefit all segments of the community. 

Water and Wastewater 
Loans 
(USDA) 

$30,000,000 
 

These loans are available for water, 
wastewater, and storm drainage. No 
maximum loan amount. 

Water and Wastewater 
Grants 
(USDA) 

$12,900,000 
 

These grants are available only for water, 
wastewater, and storm drainage 
improvements.   

Emergency Community 
Water Assistance 
(USDA) 

N/A 

These loans only apply to required 
improvements that are a result of 
unforeseen conditions. There is no 
specific amount of funding allocated to 
this program.   

TOTAL $581,979,000  
Source: Texas Water Development Board, Texas Department of Agriculture, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture  

Table 6.1: Funding for Water and Wastewater Grant and Loan Programs in Texas, 
2012  
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The Clean Water Revolving Loan Fund through the Texas Water Development 

Board is a well-established program with approximately $325 million in available 

funding.  The maturity of this program has allowed interest payments from past loans to 

build funding reserves well above what is provided by the federal government.  On the 

other hand, the Drinking Water Revolving Loan Fund is currently operating only on 

federal allocations and so the available amount for loans is significantly less at $107.279 

million.  This amount is expected to grow in the future as interest payments from 

previously made loans are applied to the fund.  These are the largest of the five programs 

available to rural Texas communities through the Texas Water Development Board and 

funds are open to all communities throughout the state regardless of size, causing these 

programs to be highly competitive.   

While the most funding is available for water and wastewater improvements, in 

terms of assisting the needs of rural cities, the available funding is lacking.  The largest 

loan program for wastewater system improvements, the Clean Water Revolving Loan 

Fund, funded a total of 25 projects out of 230 applications in 2011 and many of the 

funded projects were for large, urban municipalities who received the bulk of available 

funding.  The competitive nature of this program significantly reduces the number of 

rural communities that will receive funding.  In addition to competing with urban 

municipalities for this funding source, in 2011 the Clean Water Revolving Loan fund 

awarded $154 million in loans.46  This amount represents approximately 48 percent of 

total available funding.  Even though the total demand for the 230 project applicants 

totaled approximately $1.6 billion, the fund distributed less than 50 percent of available 

                                                 
46 The Clean Water Revolving Loan Fund received $95 million in federal funding in 2011.  It is required 
that all federal funds be spent during the fiscal year.  The remainder of the available total is from state 
funding, which is not required to be exhausted each fiscal year.  Any state funds not used in a given fiscal 
year will be rolled over to the following year’s budget.   
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funding to applicants.47  This shows that rural communities are facing severe competition 

as well as factors concerning fund portfolios that reduce the amount of funding 

distributed each fiscal year.        

In addition, total funding available through the Drinking Water Revolving Loan 

Fund would just cover the estimated full cost of the six water system improvement 

projects that are in excess of $500,000 in cost identified through the 11 study cities’ 

Capital Improvement Plans.  Most of the applicants served by this fund are smaller 

municipalities indicating that there is less competition between rural and urban 

communities for available funding.  Also, since this program currently relies entirely on 

federal funding, total available funding is exhausted each fiscal year.  When comparing 

the major water and wastewater loan funds, water system improvements tend to be more 

accessible to rural communities due to less competition with urban communities and to 

complete distribution of total available funding.  However, the overall costly nature of 

water and wastewater improvement projects limits the number of communities that can 

realistically be supported.   

The two other programs through the Texas Water Development Board, 

Economically Distressed Areas Loans and Rural Water Assistance Loans, have limited 

funding available since funding is allocated for two-year periods.  In addition, there are 

no maximum loan amounts for these programs.  In 2012, a $25 million loan was made 

through the Economically Distressed Areas Loan program.  This loan amount represents 

half of the total available funding for the 2011-2013 funding period, illustrating that these 

programs are not able to serve many communities.  In addition, many of the smaller 

programs, including the Infrastructure Program and the Community Development 

Program, provide support for a variety of infrastructure improvements in addition to 

                                                 
47 Texas Water Development Board, 2012 
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water and wastewater projects.  So while these programs support a greater number of 

projects (over 150 projects), they are also supporting a greater range of infrastructure 

improvements.      

A major infrastructure category that is currently under supported by state and 

federal programs is local street and sidewalk improvements.  Street improvements were 

found to be the third largest category of rural Texas infrastructure needs, and over 10 

percent of all infrastructure projects across the eleven examined cities are high cost street 

improvement projects.  Street improvements are funded by a total of four grant programs 

administered by the Department of Agriculture.  Of these programs, two pertain 

specifically to street and sidewalk improvements, the downtown revitalization and main 

streets program.  The table below describes the amount of funding available through each 

of these programs. 
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 Available Funding 
(2012 fiscal year) Stipulations 

Downtown 
Revitalization 
Program 
(TDA) 

$1,200,000 

Downtown Revitalization program is only 
available for street and sidewalk 
improvements that occur in a community’s 
downtown area or central business district.   

Main Street Program 
(TDA) $600,000 

Main Street program is identical to the 
Downtown Revitalization Program in that 
project only qualify if improvements are 
intended for central business district areas.  

Infrastructure Program 
 (TDA) $6,800,000 

Funding for street and sidewalk 
improvements through the Texas Capital 
Fund can occur at any location in the 
community; however, improvements must 
promote job growth within the community.   

Community 
Development Program 
(TxCDBG) 

$36,318,175 

Funding for street and sidewalk 
improvements through the TxCDBG 
Community Development program can apply 
to any areas within the city.  These 
improvements must further objectives 
outlined in the Federal Fair Housing Act and 
must benefit all segments of the community. 

TOTAL $44,918,175  
Source: Texas Department of Agriculture, Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 

Table 6.2: Funding for Street and Sidewalk Grant Programs in Texas, 2012  

While the focus of the Main Street and Downtown Revitalization Programs are 

street and sidewalk improvements, eligible projects must be located in the municipality’s 

central business districts.  This condition eliminates this funding source from serving the 

street or sidewalk needs of areas located outside of the downtown, including most 

residential locations.   The total amount of funding for these programs has remained 

steady over the past three years.  However, each year a maximum of 12 projects can be 

supported through these two programs combined with average awards of $150,000.  
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When looking solely at cost, the largest percentage (44%) of street improvement projects 

observed in the 11 study cities fell between $10,000 and $100,000 in cost indicating that 

the average award available through these programs matches the estimated costs of street 

and sidewalk improvements in rural communities.  However, when examining degree of 

importance in relation to cost, the largest percentage of street improvement needs that 

were identified as “necessary” were high cost and in excess of $150,000.             

As described previously, the two additional funding sources for street and 

sidewalk improvements, Community Development and Infrastructure Programs, pertain 

not only to street improvements but also to a range of infrastructure improvements 

including water and wastewater improvements, the most needed and most expensive 

infrastructure improvement for rural communities in Texas.  This means that street and 

sidewalk projects are not only competing with other similar projects, but with a variety of 

types of infrastructure projects.  While there is competition between types of 

infrastructure projects, rural communities are not competing with urban areas for this 

funding source.  Both the Community Development Program and Infrastructure Program 

are reserved for non-entitlement communities.   

The average loan amounts for the Infrastructure Program and Community 

Development Program are significantly higher than the average amount awarded through 

the Main Street and Downtown Revitalization Programs.  The average loan amount for 

the Infrastructure Program in 2011 was approximately $470,000 and in addition, 3 

“jumbo” awards between $750,000 and $1.5 million are made each fiscal year.  The 

average loan amount for the Community Development Program in 2011 was 

approximately $250,000.  This program also served the most projects in 2011, awarding 

160 grants to rural communities.  While average award amounts of these programs meet 

the capital needs of “necessary” projects outlined in the 11 study cities’ CIP tables, these 
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programs provide funding for a variety of infrastructure improvements, limiting their 

availability to street and sidewalk projects.    

Several grant programs are dedicated to park and recreation improvements.  

However, many of these programs are not currently funded and the amount of funding 

available to these programs varies by fiscal year and depends heavily on the Texas 

Legislature.  Detailed funding information for the Texas Parks and Wildlife grant 

programs was not available.  This funding source is beneficial since these types of 

improvements are often “desirable” improvements that greatly benefit the wellbeing of 

residents but are often not considered “urgent” compared to improvements that improve 

drinking water or transportation.  Therefore, providing grants for these types of 

infrastructure improvements enhances the opportunity for this type of infrastructure in 

small rural cities to occur where otherwise it may fall low on a community’s list of 

necessary projects.  In addition, many park improvements can be financed in phases 

through community donations or endowments.     

In conclusion, water and wastewater infrastructure needs are most heavily needed 

by rural Texas communities and accordingly, this infrastructure category receives the 

most financial assistance.  However, the cost of these improvements is high, limiting the 

number of infrastructure improvements that can feasibly receive funding and rural 

communities must compete with municipalities throughout the state for funding.  The 

infrastructure category that lacks adequate funding is streets and sidewalks and many of 

the available programs specifically dedicated to street improvements do not service the 

needs of the entire municipality.    
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Chapter 7:  CONCLUSIONS 

Several mechanisms exist to finance large-scale and small-scale capital 

infrastructure improvements.  These include financing through the issuance of debt, 

various pay-as-you-go mechanisms that utilize general fund and special fund budgeting 

strategies, special instruments, many of which are district/geographic specific, and state 

and federal assistance programs.   While many means of financing are available, not all 

are equally accessible by rural Texas communities.  As a result, several federal and state 

aid programs are in place to assist rural communities with these large capital 

expenditures.  The most urgent infrastructure needs for rural Texas identified in this study 

are water and wastewater system improvements, followed closely by street and sidewalk 

improvements.  Not only are these needs urgent, they often come at high costs. Several 

agencies devote loan and grant funds to water and wastewater infrastructure 

improvements through a number of programs.  Many of these programs are available to 

all areas of the State, rural or urban, increasing competition for these funds.  With 

increasing drought conditions throughout the State, these needs are likely to increase.  

Therefore, it is probable that additional funding capacity or funding sources will be 

required to meet growing needs.  Future capital needs will likely be met through 

increased funding in federal and state loan programs since available funding in grant 

programs has recently declined and funding in loan programs has increased.    

A community’s transportation network, and for rural communities, namely their 

street network, significantly impacts a city’s quality of life.  As was shown in the 

demographic overview of rural Texas communities, these cities tend to have larger 

percentages of elderly residents than more urban areas.  As a large segment of the 

population beings to retire throughout the State, ADA accessible street and sidewalk 
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improvements will be in increasing demand in rural communities.  Therefore, increased 

funding for programs that support street and sidewalk improvements will be required 

since this is currently an underfunded capital need for rural communities. 

Many of the grant programs described in the previous chapters are competitive 

programs where applicants are evaluated based on the merits of their applications relative 

to the program’s criteria.  This puts significant pressure on small rural communities to vie 

for these funds.  Even for non-competitive programs, budget cuts are reducing the 

amount of funding available, limiting the number of infrastructure projects that can 

realistically be financed through federal and state programs.  There are several strategies 

communities can employ to increase their opportunity to receive state and federal funding 

assistance.  Planning for infrastructure improvements increases a community’s chance of 

receiving grant or loan assistance.  Demonstrating that infrastructure improvements are a 

part of a greater plan for the city, such as a Capital Improvement Plan or a 

Comprehensive Plan, boosts a municipality’s application. For example, the CDBG 

community development fund encourages projects that are integrated in a comprehensive 

infrastructure improvement schedule to show that improvements are not completed on an 

ad hoc basis, but are a part of a planned system.  Also, many programs require proposed 

improvement projects are in line with state or regional objectives.  Planning infrastructure 

projects that further these objectives greatly increase the opportunity to receive financing 

assistance.    

In addition to strategically planning for infrastructure improvements, ensuring that 

improvements benefit all segments of the community’s population, including members of 

classes protected under the federal Fair Housing laws will increase the likelihood of a 

rural city receiving Community Development Block Grant funds, a major grant source 
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for rural infrastructure improvements.  In looking at capital needs, the CDBG program 

looks at the effects the improvements may have on the following48: 

• Affordable housing opportunities outside of areas of geographic 

concentration of protected classes; 

• Residents of areas with concentrations of protected classes whether the 

proposed project provides city-wide or target area benefit;    

• Equal treatment and access for disabled persons to public facilities 

throughout the community;  

• Other Fair Housing goals, as appropriate. 

By considering and displaying that the proposed infrastructure improvements 

adhere to goals outlined in the Federal Fair Housing Act, a community’s application will 

receive more favor, which is necessary when state and federal funding is limited.  

Finally, several of the grant programs require between 5 and 25 percent match 

funding depending on the program guidelines.  Maintaining a reserve fund for 

infrastructure match will allow a community to apply for grant programs competitively. 

A reserve infrastructure fund means match funds are readily available and do not require 

sudden assembly, which may not be feasible in the application time period.  In addition, 

maintaining a reserve fund affords the possibility of providing match funding beyond the 

minimum amount.  Many programs score grant applications based on a point system with 

higher point totals translating to more attractive applications.  One way for an application 

to earn more points is by providing funding in addition to the required match.  A reserve 

infrastructure fund allows a community to be more competitive with their application. 

A city’s infrastructure systems strongly influence the community’s health and 

wellbeing as well as their economic growth.  Utilizing these strategies to secure federal 

                                                 
48 Lometa Performance Statement Document, p 11 
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and state funding as well as the mechanisms available through traditional lending 

institutions, city budgeting, and government policy will position a rural community to 

best achieve their infrastructure needs.  In times of statewide and nationwide funding 

cuts, it is necessary that state and federal departments and agencies accurately assess the 

infrastructure needs of the intended communities and focus funding on these needs. 
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Appendix A: Capital Improvement Programs 

1. City of Amherst 

ID 
Scheduled Capital 
Improvement 
Projects 

Range 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Pri
orit

y 
Cost Source of Funds 

1 

Develop a drainage 
coordination plan with 
local landowners to 
eliminate or mitigate 
the construction of 
private dikes. 2007               

n 

N/A N/A 

2 

Improve and expand 
existing facilities at 
the Public Park 
Square playground. 2007               

d 

$3,000  
GEN, TP&W, 
Volunteer 

3 
Improve soccer field 
at Public Park Square   2007               

d 

 $10,000 

GEN, TP&W, 
Soccer Funders 
Network, 
Volunteer 

4 

Raise the height of the 
sub-grade manholes in 
the streets to mitigate 
I/I. 

2007 - 
2008               

n 

$105,000  

(TCDP, 
TxCDBG, 
WASTEWATER 
UTILITY) 
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5 

Locate funding to get 
Well #7 on line to and 
allow for the 
decommissioning of 
Well #4, thereby 
eliminating issues 
with breaking suction 
head and providing a 
more reliable water 
supply within the next 
one (1) to five (5) 
years; 

2007 - 
2012               

n 

$250,000  

(City of Amherst 
Water Utility, 
TxCDBG 
TWDB) 

6 

Locate funding to 
obtain a tap on the 24” 
Lubbock Water 
Works line that runs 
along the southern 
edge of the City 
within the next one (1) 
to five (5) years; 

2007 - 
2012               

d 

$75,000  

(City of Amherst 
Water Utility, 
TxCDBG 
TWDB)) 

7 

Implement an annual 
replacement program 
of deteriorated and 
undersized sewer 
mains on a citywide 
basis.  

2007 - 
2027               

n 

######### 

(TCDP, 
TxCDBG, 
WASTEWATER 
UTILITY) 

8 

Partner with TXDOT 
to ensure semi-annual 
removal of debris and 
vegetation from 
culverts, drainage 
channels, and outfalls. 

2007 - 
2027               

n 

$10,000 
Annually* (GEN, TXDOT) 
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9 

Implement an annual 
program of capping 
cleanouts and 
retrofitting manholes 
on a citywide basis. 

2007 - 
2027               

d 

$500,000  

(TCDP, 
TxCDBG, 
WASTEWATER 
UTILITY) 

10 

Take steps to protect 
lands around playa 
lakes and waste 
treatment ponds as 
natural areas for 
wildlife observation.  2008               

a 

 $3,000 GEN, Volunteer 

11 

Add landscaping and 
additional amenities to 
City Hall Mini-park.  2008               

a 
 $2,500 GEN, Volunteer 

12 

Complete construction 
of new standpipe for 
City as per 2005-6 
TxCDBG grant within 
the next one (1) to 
five (5) years. 

2008 - 
2013               

n 

$150,000  

(City of Amherst 
Water Utility, 
TxCDBG 
TWDB) 

13 

Phase I – Repair or 
replacement of the 
streets in the poorest 
condition located in 
the northeastern 
quadrant of the City 
and the concrete 
portion of Main 
Street.  

2008 - 
2013               

n 

$555,750  (GEN) 
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14 

Phase I (to coincide 
with Phase I Street 
Improvements) – 
Install valley gutters 
at appropriate 
locations within the 
area, install roadside 
drainage ditches at 
appropriate locations 
within area, and 
replace/repair curb & 
gutter section along 
Main Street. 

2008 - 
2013               

n 

$95,000  (GEN) 

15 

Locate funding to 
implement an on-
going valve 
replacement/repair 
program over the next 
two (2) to ten (10) 
years. 

2008 - 
2018               

n 

$200,000  
(City of Amherst 
Water Utility) 

16 

Complete the 
replacement and 
looping of proposed 
sections of 
deteriorating 2” line at 
selected locations 
within the next one (1) 
to ten (10) years; 
Complete the 
replacement of 
proposed sections of 
2” line at selected 
locations (see Map 
7B: Proposed Water 
System 
Improvements). 

2008 - 
2018               

n 

$300,000  

(City of Amherst 
Water Utility, 
TxCDBG 
TWDB) 
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17 

Continue to revise 
drought contingency 
plans to be 
implemented during 
periods of water 
shortages and drought. 

2009 - 
10               

n 

$10,000  

(City of Amherst 
Water Utility, 
TxCDBG 
TWDB) 

18 

Update the Regional 
Water Plan to comply 
with new planning 
considerations and 
guidelines. 

2009 - 
10               

n 

$10,000  
(City of Amherst 
Water Utility) 

19 

Develop 
neighborhood parks in 
southern section of 
town.  2012-27               

a 

 $50,000 
GEN, TP&W, 
Volunteer 

20 

Identify City-owned 
land in railroad right-
of-way and determine 
feasibility of bike 
trail.  2012-27               

a 

 $25,000 

GEN, TP&W, 
County, Rail-to 
Trails, Volunteer 

21 

Phase II – repair or 
replacement of the 
streets in the poorest 
condition located in 
the western central 
part of the City 

2013 - 
2018               

n 

$378,000  (GEN) 
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22 

Phase II (to coincide 
with Phase II Street 
Improvements) – 
Install valley gutters 
at appropriate 
locations within the 
area and install 
roadside drainage 
ditches at appropriate 
locations within area. 

2013 - 
2018               

n 

$170,000  (GEN,) 

23 

Phase III -repair or 
reconstruction of the 
streets in the poorest 
condition located in 
the southeastern 
quadrant of the City.  

2013 - 
2018               

n 

$324,000  (GEN) 

24 

Phase III (to coincide 
with Phase III Street 
Improvements) – 
Install valley gutters 
at appropriate 
locations within the 
area, install roadside 
drainage ditches at 
appropriate locations 
within area, and install 
area grated drain inlet 
with enclosed pipe to 
daylight. 

2013 - 
2018               

n 

$95,000  (GEN,) 
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2. City of Aurora 

ID Type 

Scheduled 
Capital 

Improvement 
Projects 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Priority 
Mandatory 
Necessary 
Desirable 

Cost Source of 
Funds 

1 W 

Construct 
transmission line 
along Old Base 
Road east and west 
along SH 114 

2009-
2011             M $331,500  TxCDBG 

2 R 

Complete 
improvements at 
Aurora Ball fields, 
including new 
bleachers and 
revised turf; add a 
playground, picnic 
tables, sand 
volleyball court 
and community 
garden. 

2009-
2014             D $130,000  GEN, TP&W, 

Local 

3 S 

Phase I – Repair 
paved streets and 
pave unpaved 
streets in the 
poorest condition 
located in the 
western portion of 
the City. Also pave 
at least one street 
around the old 
town well to 
possibly allow for 
development in the 
area, and complete 

2009-
2013             N $333,000  GEN, County 
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one seal coating 
project.  

4 D 

In cooperation with 
TXDOT, install 2-
24” RCP culverts 
under FM 718 in 
the vicinity of the 
northwest entrance 
to the Aurora Vista 
subdivision  

2010-
2011             N $25,000  TXDOT, GEN 

5 W 

Pursue funding to 
bore under SH 114 
and construct 
approximately 
9,100 LF of 
distribution lines 
w/appurtenances to 
the area 
immediately north 
of SH 114 

2011-
2015             M $476,280  

TxCDBG, 
GEN (Bond), 

USDA, 
TWDB loan,  

City of Aurora 
Wastewater 

Utility (Bond) 

6  D 

In cooperation with 
TXDOT, increase 
the size of the 
existing 3’x3’ 
RCBC to a 3’x6’ 
RCBC under FM 
718 in the vicinity 
of Houst Street 

2011-
2012             N $27,500  TXDOT, GEN 

7 D 

Construct 
approximately 
1,800 LF of 
trapezoidal channel 
to intercept runoff 
from the eastern 

2012-
2014             N $46,000  TXDOT, GEN 
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portion of Aurora 
Vista and convey 
the runoff from 
Old Base Road to 
the most recently 
constructed Aurora 
Vista detention 
facility, if 
advisable after 
more detailed 
engineering study. 
(Costs include 
feasibility study 
and construction.) 

8 ED 

Develop 
infrastructure in 
new town square 
area, including 
pedestrian and 
streetscape 
improvements. 

2012-
2016             D Up to 

$200,000 

GEN, Texas 
Capital Fund, 

TXDOT 

9 WW 

Construct 
approximately 
12,400 LF of 
wastewater service 
lines from regional 
connection point, 
approx.  33 
manholes and 45 
service connections 
(Phase I).  

2013-
2015             M $662,900  

TxCDBG, 
GEN (Bond), 

USDA, 
TWDB loan,  

City of Aurora 
Wastewater 

Utility (Bond) 

3. City of Bogata 

ID Type Scheduled Capital 
Improvement Projects Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Priority Cost Source of 

Funds 
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1 D 

Continue to implement 
Disaster Relief Grant 
Contract # 729157 funding 
that will replace damaged 
asphalt, culverts, and 
roadside ditches in various 
areas of the City. 

2011-
2011         

 

M $315,049 TxCDBG  

2  WW 

Complete implementation of 
the current 
TDRA/TXCDBG Contract 
# 729059 replacing old and 
deteriorating lines in the 
immediate vicinity of the 
WWTP. 

2011-
2012         

 

M $262,600 TxCDBG 

3 (City 
Wide) W 

Continue to pursue final 
approval and funding for the 
TWDB Loan Application 
for construction of a new 
well, transmission line, gas 
stripper, ground storage 
tanks, high service pumps, 
and various line 
replacements 

2011-
2013         

 

M $955,000  TWDB 

4 P Add two new water 
fountains at Thomas Park 

2011-
2013     

 

D $1,000 GEN, Local 

5 P 
Add landscaping and 
additional amenities to 
Thomas Park 

2013-
2014     

 

D Variable  GEN, TP&W, 
Local 

6 S 

Overlay/reconstruct the 
streets in poor condition in 
southern and eastern areas 
of the city. Sealcoat 50% of 
streets in good condition.   

2011-
2014     

 

N $ 
432,520 GEN 
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7 D 

Replace ~10 culvert pipes in 
southern areas of the City. 
Includes cleaning and 
grading roadside ditches and 
repairing damaged 
pavement sections. 

2011-
2018         

 

N $105,000 
GEN, TWDB, 

COUNTY, 
TxDOT 

8 W 

Construct a new 0.19 MG 
Standpipe with 
approximately 51,000 
gallons of elevated storage, 
associated site piping, 
controls, land and 
easements, and transmission 
line to the nearest tie-in 
point to an existing 8” line 

2012-
2016         

 

M $412,200 

TxCDBG, GEN 
(General 

Obligation Bond), 
USDA, TWDB 
loan, UTILITY 

(Rev Bond) 
  

9 WW 

Replace approximately 
7,740 LF of deteriorated 
lines and manholes in the 
east-central and southeast 
portions of the City. Line 
replacements will include 
8”, 10”, and 12” DR-26 
PVC. Project will include 
approximately 18 manholes, 
an unknown number of 
service re-connections, and 
street/pavement/driveway 
repair. 

2012-
2016         

 

M $398,900 TxCDBG, USDA, 
UTILITY, TWDB 

10 P 
Build new jogging/walking 
trail or expand existing trail 
in Thomas Park 

2015-
2017     

 

D 

$5,000-
$6,000 
per mile 
(dirt 
trail) 

GEN, Local, 
TP&W 
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11 S 

Overlay/reconstruct streets 
in fair to poor condition in 
the south-central area of the 
City. Sealcoat 50% of 
streets in good condition.     

2015-
2018     

 

N $ 
398,521 

GEN 

12 E 
Improve infrastructure in 
downtown area to increase 
Bogata’s visual appeal 

2015-
2030         

 

D Varies GEN, Local 

 

4. City of Boyd 

ID Type 
Scheduled Capital 
Improvement 
Projects 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 201
3 2014 Priority Cost Source 

of Funds 

1 D 

Ensure that TxDOT SH 
114 seal-coating project 
on Rock Island Ave. 
between Allen and Ewing 
is graded to properly drain 
to existing storm drains to 
alleviate local flooding in 
parking areas.  

2009-
2010       N $0 TXDOT 

2 W 

Complete the new 
250,000 Gallon elevated 
storage tank north of the 
City (Phase I). 

2009-
2010       M $541,0

00 TxCDBG 

3 D 

Replace existing 36” 
CMP with 2-36” RCP 
w/headwalls at low point 
on Cemetery Road 

2009-
2011       N $55,00

0 
Gen, 

County 
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4 S 

Overlay or chip seal coat 
streets in fair to poor 
condition that route traffic 
to popular destinations, 
including schools, parks, 
and the central business 
district (Phase I) 

2009-
2013       N $151,0

00 
Gen, 

County 

Citywide D 

Budget annually to clean 
and grade drainage 
structures to promote 
proper drainage. 

2009-
2029       N 

$12,50
0 

annual
ly 

Gen 

5 WW 

Mitigate the deficiencies 
in the new treatment plant 
in order to receive 
approval from TCEQ to 
bring the plant on-line. 
(Phase I) 

2009-
2011       M $225,0

00 

TWDB, 
TxCDBG,

USDA, 
WASTEW

ATER 
UTILITY 

6 WW 

Replace the aging 
trunk/interceptor line 
leading to the treatment 
plant (Phase II).  

2009-
2011       M $760,0

00 

TWDB, 
TxCDBG,

USDA, 
WASTEW

ATER 
UTILITY 

7 W 

Replace approximately 
7,300 LF of deteriorated 
and undersized water 
lines on Laree Ave. and 
Jennings Rd (Phase II).  

2010-
2013       M $332,5

00 

TWDB, 
City of 
Boyd 
Water 
Utility, 

TxCDBG, 
USDA 

8 W 

Replace approximately 
4,950 LF of deteriorated 
and undersized water 
lines on Allen, Hovey, N. 
Agnew, N. Ewing and 
alley N of Rock Island 
Ave (Phase III).  

2010-
2013       M $560,0

00 

TxCDBG, 
TWDB, 
USDA 
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9 D 

Install approximately 
4,800 LF of roadside 
drainage ditches along 
Hitt Street connecting to 
ditches on Jennings Road, 
and develop agreement 
with the County to clean 
and widen ditches along 
Jennings. 

2011-
2013       N 

$75,00
0 

(City 
share) 

Gen, 
County 

10 WW 

Replace approximately 
18,000 LF of aging and 
undersized collection 
lines and manholes in the 
central portion of the City 
(Phase III).  

2011-
2015       M $602,7

00 

TWDB, 
TxCDBG,

USDA, 
WASTEW

ATER 
UTILITY 

11 D 
Install 2-24” RCP with 
headwalls at low point on 
W Hobbs Street 

2013       N $45,00
0 Gen 

12 W 

Rehabilitate/replace the 
Knox Avenue EST to 
resolve pressure/tank 
issues.  2013-

2015       M $350,0
00 

TWDB, 
City of 
Boyd 
Water 
Utility, 

TxCDBG, 
USDA 

13 WW 

Replace approximately 
14,100 LF of aging and 
undersized collection 
lines and manholes in the 
southern portion of the 
City (Phase IV).  

2013-
2017       M $478,0

00 

TWDB, 
TxCDBG,

USDA, 
WASTEW

ATER 
UTILITY 

14 D 

Deter future development 
from occurring within 
drainage ways by 
establishing drainage 
easements, either through 
public purchase or private 

2014-
2019       N 

$75,00
0-

$80,00
0 

Gen 
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donation, to ensure 
maximum conveyance 
within the drainage way. 

 

5. City of Coahoma 

ID Type 

Scheduled 
Capital 

Improvement 
Projects 

Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Priority Cost Source of 
Funds 

1 W 
Obtain reliable 
alternative to surface 
water supplies 

2011-
2014             M 

$350,000 
to 

$650,000 

TxCDBG, USDA, 
Water Works Fund, 

TWDB loans 

2 S 

Seal coat and install 
ribbon curbing to 
address street and 
drainage deficiencies 
on Hoover, South 
Main and S 5th  
Streets 

2011-
2012             N $42,019  GEN, TXDOT 

3 R 
Add seating and shade 
facility to Downtown 
Park 

2011-
2012             D $10,000  CDC, GEN 

4 ED 
Install welcome and/or 
business signs on I-20 
to market the City 

2011-
2013             D $9,000  CDC, TXDOT 

5 WW 

First-time sewer 
service to the Clawson 
Subdivision, including 
25 new connections 

2012-
2015             M $312,850  

TxCDBG, USDA, 
Water Works Fund, 

TWDB loans 
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6 R 

Create a new mini-
park within walking 
distance of homes in 
southern Coahoma 

2012-
2015             D $15,000  GEN, Local, CDC 

6 S 

Seal coat streets in 
south Coahoma to 
address street 
deficiencies 

2013-
2014             N $31,631  GEN, TXDOT 

7 R 

Create a 1 to 2-mile 
trail with fitness 
stations, using existing 
streets, and railroad 
right of way areas that 
would link the city's 
parks. 

2013-
2015             N $15,000  GEN, Local, 

TP&W, UP, CDC 

8 S 

Seal coat and pave 
College and Atlantic 
Streets in northern 
Coahoma to encourage 
development on 
vacant lots 

20015-
2016             N $66,223  GEN, CDC, Local 

9 W 

Replace approximately 
6,360 LF of aging, 
deteriorated water 
lines along NW 
Broadway and 
northern Coahoma 

2016-             N $274,630  
TxCDBG, USDA, 

Water Works Fund, 
TWDB loans 

 TWDB = Texas Water Development Board loans, USDA = U.S. Department of Agriculture loans, TXDOT = Texas Department of Transportation, TxCDBG 
= Federal CDBG grants through the Texas Department of Agriculture,  GEN = City municipal funds or bonds, CDC - Coahoma Development Corporation, 
LOCAL = donations from private citizens, charitable organizations, and local businesses, Water Works Fund = Revenue Account/Bonds 

6. City of Daingerfield 
Project ID 

/ Phase Type Scheduled Capital Improvement 
Projects Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Priority Cost Source of 

Funds 
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1 WW 
Complete the currently funded 
construction of the equalization 
basin at the WWTP. 

2011-2012       M $175,000  

TxCDBG, 
USDA, 

UTILITY, 
TWDB 

2 WW Replace or overhaul the clarifier 
unit at the WWTP. 2011-2013       M $25,000  UTILITY 

3 S/CBD 
Continue STEP-funded 
construction (sidewalks, lights, 
benches, trash cans, ADA features) 

2011-2013       N $842,076  TDA 

4 S 

Seal coat, overlay, and/or 
reconstruction of streets in fair to 
poor condition in the southern 
section of the City. 

2011-2014       N $301,900  GEN 

5 W 

Construct a new 100,000-gallon 
(0.1 MG) elevated storage tank at 
Union Street pump station. Project 
includes piping, controls, any 
necessary building enclosures, 
security fencing, and Engineering 
& Surveying services 

2011-2016       N $350,000  

TxCDBG, 
GEN, USDA, 

TWDB, 
UTILITY 

6 D 

Replace culverts, clean, and 
regrade roadside ditches in selected 
areas in the south and west 
portions of the City. Replace nine 
(9) culverts with reinforced 
concrete pipe (RCP) sections of 
approximately 30 LF each, 18 
SET’s, repair and re-pave nine (9) 
intersections, and clean & re-grade 
~10,000 LF of roadside ditch, and 
Engineering & Survey services. 

2011-2021       N $168,700  GEN, TWDB, 
FMA 
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7 WW 

Overhaul or replace the existing 
chlorine contact chamber at the 
WWTP. Install a new grit removal 
system at the WWTP. Rehabilitate 
the North and West Lift Stations. 

2013-2017       M $401,000  

TxCDBG, 
USDA, 

UTILITY, 
TWDB 

8 S/CBD Construct additional sidewalks and 
lighting improvements 2014-2016       D $19,000 -

$21,000 GEN, TDA 

9 S/TF 
Construct railroad crossing 
improvements necessary to 
institute quiet zone 

2015       D As required49 GEN 

10 CBD 
Install signs at the intersections of 
Broadnax and Scurry and W.M. 
Watson and Peters 

2015       D Variable GEN, EDC 

11 CBD/P 

Construct at City Park and/or in 
adjacent lot: Basketball court, 
volleyball court, covered picnic 
area 

2015       D 

Skatepark: 
$125,000 

Basketball: 
$40,000 

Playground: 
$30,000 

Soccer: $80,000 

GEN, Local, 
TP&W, U.S. 

Soccer 
Foundation, 
Tony Hawk 
Foundation 

 S 

Seal coat, overlay, and/or 
reconstruction of streets in fair to 
poor condition in south central 
Daingerfield. 

2015-2018       N $404,183  GEN 

 W 

Replace the Service Pumps at 
Union Street Pump Station and 
undersized 2” line in the Central 
part of the City. This project will 
replace the existing 250 GPM 
pumps with three 500 GPM 

2016-2021       M $374,900  

TxCDBG, 
GEN, USDA, 
TWDB loan, 

UTILITY 

                                                 
49 4-quadrant crossing gates: $300,000 - $500,000 each; Active warning systems: $185,000 -$400,000 each; Annual 
Maintenance: $4,000 - $10,000 
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pumps, piping, and controls. 
Project also includes ~ 1,600 LF of 
6”-8” C-900 PVC waterline, 
service re-connects, valves & 
appurtenances, street, pavement, & 
driveway repair, and Engineering 
& Surveying services 

 

7. City of Sudan 
Project ID / 

Phase Type Scheduled Capital Improvement 
Projects Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Priority Cost Source of 

Funds 

1 W 

Continue to implement the current 
TCDBG Contracts # 729781 and # 
728156 for various line 
replacements and system 
improvements. 

2011-2013           M $600,000  TxCDBG 

2 ED 

Work with Santa Fe Railroad or 
Central Compress to establish the 
ability for new businesses to use a 
rail spur if they need it. 

2012-2016           D 

Up to 
$100,000 

(depending on 
project) 

LOCAL, 
SPAG, GEN, 

EDC 

3  W 

Obtain funding to re-paint the 
elevated storage tank and replace 
undersized lines in selected areas 
of the City. Project should replace 
and/or install approximately 4,800 
LF of aging, deteriorated, and 
undersized water lines and extend 
service to a recently annexed area 
to the southeast. The project will 
include approximately 6 fire 
hydrants at appropriate locations, 
service re-connects, valves, and 
street repair. 

2013-2019           N $237,300 

TxCDBG, 
GEN (General 

Obligation 
Bond), USDA, 
TWDB loan, 

UTILITY 
(Rev Bond) 
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City Wide ED 

Work with TxDOT to build 
attractive sidewalks along state-
maintained roads in the City and 
for children’s safety when walking 
to school. 

2013-2031          D Reimbursable 
up to 80% TxDOT, GEN 

4 P 

Install covered picnic areas at 
Salem and City Parks and new 
playground at Salem Park. 
Complete landscaping at unused 
intersection triangles depicted on 
the park map. 

2011-2016           D  $41,000 
GEN, 

LOCAL, 
TPWD 

City Wide P 

Consider more improvements at 
Salem and City Parks, including a 
possible skate park at City Park.  
Consider the dedication of a 
northeastern park in Sudan to 
include a playground and picnic 
area. Work with Sudan ISD to 
convert old field house into City-
owned indoor recreational facility.  
Dedicate inbuilt right-of-way of 
North Furneaux Street as open 
space or drainage easement by 
2013.  Consider construction 
greenbelt trail there by 2031. 
Consider need for another baseball 
field in Sudan as identified in the 
standards-based needs assessment.   

2011-2031           D Variable, up to 
$100,000  

GEN, 
LOCAL, 

TPWD, MLB, 
Tony Hawk,  

5 WW 

Obtain funding for a project to 
replace deteriorated manholes and 
install new manholes at locations 
without the required manholes, and 
replace undersized and/or 
deteriorated collection lines in 
selected areas throughout the City. 
Project will add approximately 11 

2011-2016           M $285,100 

TWDB, 
TxCDBG, 

USDA, 
UTILITY 
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manholes at required locations; 
replace approximately 6,600 LF of 
collection line, and replace 13 
manholes. Project will include 
service re-connects, street, 
pavement, and driveway repair, and 
engineering and surveying services. 

6 S 

Involves the streets in fair or good 
conditions in west Sudan and the 
north-south running streets in west 
of Main St. in Sudan. The repair 
operations should include seal-
coating and new pavement sections 
for those areas that currently do not 
have pavement. 

2011-2016           N $124,000 GEN 

7 H Apply for HOME grants to upgrade 
dilapidated housing 2011-2031           D $18,000 per 

cycle 
GEN, 

TxCDBG 
 

8. City of Trinity 

  

Scheduled Capital 
Improvement Projects   2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

 
Cost Source of Funds 

1 

Overlay/Reclaim sections 
of N. Robb Street and 
Railroad Street. 

2006             Necessary $46,211  
(GEN,  Private 

Development, Bonds, 
Loans) 

2 
Replace fence at Trinity 
Community Center 2006             Acceptable $5,000  (GEN) 

3 

Rehabilitate deteriorated 
sidewalk; install ADA 
compliant ramps for 
sidewalk access (See Map 
14D) 

2006             Desirable $500,000  STEP, City 

4 

Install missing stop and 
yield signs as indicated on 
Map 12B. 

2006             Necessary $2,500  (GEN) 
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5 

Partner with Trinity County 
and TxDOT to ensure semi-
annual removal of debris 
and vegetation from 
culverts, drainage channel, 
and outfalls. 

2006-
10             Desirable $10,000 

Annually (In-house) 

6 

Replace damaged culverts 
in the eastern half of the 
city. 

2006-
10             Desirable $25,000  (GEN) 

7 

Perform the Five-year I/I 
Study and Analysis to 
identify and repair major 
causes of excess I/I 

2006-
11             Mandatory $2,500,000  (TCDP,WASTEWATER 

UTILITY) 

 

9. City of Van 

ID Scheduled Improvement 
Project Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Priority Cost Source of 

Funds 

1 

Install east / west 
crosswalks on the north and 
south sides of the Main St. / 
N. Walnut St. intersection. 

2007-8             Mandatory $5,000  TXDOT 

2 

Apply to Texas Department 
of Agriculture to become a 
Texas Certified Retirement 
Community. 

2007 - 2008 

            Acceptable 
$5,000 membership 

fee. 
TDA, EDC, 

Gen 

3 

Demolish substandard 
structures; investigate 
ordinance placing limits on 
new manufactured housing 

2007-09             Mandatory $50 per day 

GEN / County 
Prison / Local 
High School / 

Fire Dept 

4 

Apply for the HOME 
program owner-occupied 
rehabilitation/reconstruction 
grant program. Match is up 
to 25% of the grant amount. 
In-kind contributions can be 

2007 - 2011             

Acceptable $0- 125,000 GEN 
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substituted for match. 

5 

Redevelop Van City Lake 
through the implementation 
of a phased improvement 
plan that will include RV 
lots and amenities, and a 
hiking trail. 

2007 - 2011             Desirable $150,000  GEN, TP&W, 
Volunteer 

 

10. City of Wallis 
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11. City of Wink  

Capital Improvements Program Schedule, Fiscal Years 2010-2014 
Map 
ID Type Scheduled Capital Improvement Projects Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Priority Cost Source of Funds 

1 Water 

Replace undersized and deteriorated water 
mains with approximately 8,400 l.f. of six-
inch (6") PVC pipe. The project has been 
recommended by the state for 2010 
TxCDBG funding. 

2010-2012           N $367,000  TxCDBG, Local 

2 Wastewater 

Replace existing wastewater treatment plant 
with an appropriately selected activated 
sludge process technology. Initial treatment 
capacity should be at least 0.26 MGD. 
Rehabilitate and/or replace lift stations #s 
1,2, & 6. 

2010-2014           M $418,500  

(TWDB, 
TxCDBG, 

USDA, 
UTILITY) 

3 Water 

Rehabilitate Well # 1 and replace well 
components as necessary. Replace 
approximately 6,300 LF of aging, 
deteriorated, and undersized water lines in 
the northwest and west-central areas. This 
project will replace 2” lines with 6”-8” C-
900 DR18 PVC pipe, and includes 
approximately 13 fire hydrants at 
appropriate locations, service re-connects, 
valves, and street repair. 

2012-2016           M $381,700  

TxCDBG, GEN 
(General 

Obligation 
Bond), USDA, 
TWDB loan, 

UTILITY (Rev 
Bond) 

4 Drainage 

Replace approximately 750 LF of damaged 
and undersized culvert pipe in the southern 
portion of the City with appropriately sized 
RCP with SET’s at each end. Clean and 
grade approximately 13,545 LF of adjacent 
roadside drainage dtches. 

2012-2014           N $128,100  
 GEN, TxDOT, 
County, TWDB, 

FMA** 

5 Transportation Reconstruct deteriorated section of 2nd St. 
from Hozak Rd. to Gresham St. 2013-2014           D $108,348  GEN 

6 Recreation Develop a new park on donated land on SH 
60. 2010-2014           D $500,000  GEN, Local, 

TWDB 
TP&W = Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Grants, city is required to pay 50% match for amount awarded, TWDB = Texas Water Development Board loans, USDA = U.S. 
Department of Agriculture loans, TxDOT = Texas Department of Transportation, TxCDBG = Federal CDBG grants through the Texas Department of Rural Affairs, GEN = City 
municipal funds or bonds, LOCAL = donations from private citizens, charitable organizations, and local businesses; Wastewater Utility = Revenue Bonds from new fees or other new 
funding source such as a 4B tax or other mechanism. 
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ID Project Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Priority Cost Source of Funds 

1 Replace Chlorinator and 3” 
line at School Well. 2007             Mandatory $242,500  CITY, TCDP 

2 
Renovate Restrooms and 
amenities at most frequently 
used facilities. 

2007             Desirable $10,000  GEN, LOCAL 

3 
Repair and/or reseal sections 
of Wildcat, Pyote, Cross, S. 
Oaklawn, & Ashby. 

Phase 
I             Necessary $20,000  GEN 

City-
Wide 

Demolish substandard 
structures; investigate 
ordinance placing limits on 
new manufactured housing. 

2007-
2008             Necessary $5,000-

$10,000 GEN, COUNTY 

4 

Implement current grant to 
replace pond liners at Ponds 
1 & 3, and replace flow 
measurement devices to meet 
current applicable standards. 

2007-
2008             Mandatory 

$350,000 
(grant) + 
$17,542 

(Wink in-
kind 

services) 

CDBG 

5 

Option # 1) Partner with W-
LISD to obtain funding to 
redesign and rebuild a 
portion of the city’s 
underground storm sewer 
system. This option would 
consist of approximately 
4,960 LF of 30” RCP, 5’ inlets 
at appropriate spacing, and 
required curb & gutter  

2007-
2009             Necessary $335,000  GEN, W-LISD, 

TXDOT 
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6 

Option # 2) Partner with W-
LISD & TxDOT to obtain 
funding to redesign and 
rebuild a larger portion of the 
city’s underground storm 
sewer system that would 
mitigate the problems at both 
the school and the State Hwy 
115. This option would 
consist of approxi 

2007-
2010             Necessary $518,700  GEN, W-LISD, 

TXDOT 

7 

Partner with TXDOT to 
install an underground storm 
drain under SH 115 and 
create an official and efficient 
outfall area for runoff flowing 
northwest to 12th St., 
including renovating existing 
man-made channels and the 
addition of an underground 
storm drai 

2007-
2010             Necessary $275,000  GEN, TXDOT 

City-
Wide 

Partner with Winkler County 
and TXDOT to ensure semi-
annual removal of debris and 
vegetation from culverts, 
drainage channels, and 
outfalls. 

2007-
2027             Desirable $10,000 

Annually GEN, TXDOT 

City-
Wide 

Develop and fund a program 
to maintain curb and gutter 
throughout the city, 
beginning with removing 
vegetation and debris on 
curbs along problem 
drainage areas. 

2007-
2027             Desirable $5,000 

Annualy GEN 

8 
Renovate / repair damaged 
basketball courts at Winkler 
County Park. 

2008             Acceptable $1,000  GEN, LOCAL, 
COUNTY 
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9 
Renovate / repair damaged 
volleyball courts at Winkler 
County Park. 

2008             Desirable $1,000  GEN, LOCAL, 
COUNTY 

10 
Repair and/or reseal sections 
of S. Third, Fourth, & Sixth 
and Seventh. 

Phase 
II             Necessary $20,000  GEN 

City-
Wide 

Install additional fire 
hydrants on existing 6”-8” 
lines in order to provide 
adequate fire protection to as 
many homes as possible. 

2008-
10             Mandatory $90,000  

CITY, TCDP, 
CDBG, Office of 

Rural Development, 
TWDB 

11 

Partner with Winkler County 
and TXDOT to obtain 
funding to redesign and 
rebuild a larger portion of the 
city’s underground storm 
sewer system that would 
mitigate the problems at the 
State Hwy 115 area. This 
option would consist of 
approximately 5,660 LF. 

2008-
2010             Necessary $375,000  GEN, COUNTY, 

TXDOT 

City-
Wide 

Eliminate low pressure in 
N.E. section of town by 
replacing 3,320 linear feet of 
2” line with 6” line and 
adding 800 linear feet of 6” 
line to provide a looped 
system. This project will also 
add 9 fire hydrants to the 
system. 

2008-
2012             Mandatory $250,000  

CITY, TCDP, 
CDBG, Office of 

Rural Development, 
TWDB 
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12 

Obtain funding to replace & 
lower approximately 810 L.F. 
of deteriorated clay pipe 
north of Bonnie Way between 
Oaklawn and Park. 

2008-
2012             Mandatory $60,000  TWDB, TCDP, 

CDBG 

13 Redevelop Roy Orbison 
Music Venue. 2009             Desirable $15,000  GEN, LOCAL, 

COUNTY, TXPW 

14 

Repair and/or reseal sections 
of Winkler, Monahans, 
Gardner, S. Park, Stanolind, 
and Pecos. 

Phase 
III             Necessary $20,000  GEN 

15 
Redevelop abandoned 
baseball field into a new 
neighborhood park. 

2010             Accetable $10,000  GEN, LOCAL, 
COUNTY, TXPW 

16 Renovate LV Girls Softball 
Field. 2010             Desirable $3,000  GEN, LOCAL, 

COUNTY, TXPW 

City-
Wide 

Install valves at appropriate 
locations in the northern 
section of the community. 

2010-
12             Mandatory $75,000  

CITY, TCDP, 
CDBG, Office of 

Rural Development, 
TWDB 

City-
Wide 

Replace approximately 1,720 
linear feet of existing 2” line 
with new 6” line at two 
locations in the southeast part 
of the City. This project will 
also add 4 fire hydrants to the 
system. 

2010-
14             Mandatory $75,000  

CITY, TCDP, 
CDBG, Office of 

Rural Development, 
TWDB 

City-
Wide 

Replace approximately 2,840 
linear feet of existing 2” line 
with new 6” line at two 
locations in the southern part 
of the City. This project will 
also add 7 fire hydrants to the 
system. 

2012-
2016             Mandatory $200,000  

CITY, TCDP, 
CDBG, Office of 

Rural Development, 
TWDB 
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17 

Repair and/or reseal sections 
of Ninth, Eighth, Bonnie 
Way, Fourth, S. Second, First 
and S. Fifth St. 

Phase 
IV             Necessary $20,000  GEN 
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Appendix B: Cost and Importance Data by City 

  Amherst Aurora Bogata 
  M N D A M N D A M N D A 

Water System Improvements                         
 < $10,000   2                     
$10,001 to $25,000                         
$25,001 to $50,000                         
$50,001 to $100,000     1                   
$100,000 to $200,000   2                     
$200,001 to $300,000   2                     
$300,001 to $400,000         1               
$400,001 to $500,000         1       1       
 > $500,000                 1       
                          
Waste Water Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000                         
$25,001 to $50,000                         
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000   1                     
$200,001 to $300,000                 1       
$300,001 to $400,000                 1       
$400,001 to $500,000     1                   
 > $500,000         1               
                          
Street Improvements                         

 < $10,000                         

$10,001 to $25,000                         

$25,001 to $50,000   1                     

$50,001 to $100,000   2                     

$100,000 to $200,000   1                     
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000   2       1       1     
$400,001 to $500,000                   1     



 
 

95 

 > $500,000   1                     
                          
Storm Drainage Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000           1             
$25,001 to $50,000           2             
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                   1     
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                 1       
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000                         
                          
Parks & Recreation 
Improvements                         
 < $10,000     2 2             3   
$10,001 to $25,000       1                 
$25,001 to $50,000       1                 
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000             1           
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000                         

 

  Boyd Coahoma Daingerfield 
  M N D A M N D A M N D A 

Water System Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000                         
$25,001 to $50,000                         
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                         
$200,001 to $300,000           1             
$300,001 to $400,000 2               1 1     
$400,001 to $500,000         1               
 > $500,000 2                       
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Waste Water Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000                 1       
$25,001 to $50,000                         
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                 1       
$200,001 to $300,000 2                       
$300,001 to $400,000         1               
$400,001 to $500,000 1               1       
 > $500,000 2                       
                          
Street Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000                     1   
$25,001 to $50,000           2             
$50,001 to $100,000           1             
$100,000 to $200,000   1                     
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                   1     
$400,001 to $500,000                   1     
 > $500,000                   1     
                          
Storm Drainage Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000                         
$25,001 to $50,000   1                     
$50,001 to $100,000   4                     
$100,000 to $200,000                   1     
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000                         
                          
Parks & Recreation 
Improvements                         
 < $10,000             1           
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$10,001 to $25,000           1 1           
$25,001 to $50,000                         
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                     1   
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000                         

 

  Sudan Trinity Van 
  M N D A M N D A M N D A 

Water System Improvements                         
 < $10,000                   1     
$10,001 to $25,000                         
$25,001 to $50,000                   1     
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                         
$200,001 to $300,000   1               2     
$300,001 to $400,000         1               
$400,001 to $500,000                   1     
 > $500,000 1       2               
                          
Waste Water Improvements                         
 < $10,000                         
$10,001 to $25,000                         
$25,001 to $50,000                         
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                   1     
$200,001 to $300,000 1                       
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000         3       1 1     
                          
Street Improvements                         
 < $10,000           1     1 2     
$10,001 to $25,000             1   2 1     
$25,001 to $50,000           1         1   
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$50,001 to $100,000           2       1     
$100,000 to $200,000   1             1 4 1   
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000             1     1     
                          
Storm Drainage Improvements                         
 < $10,000             1           
$10,001 to $25,000             1 1         
$25,001 to $50,000             1     2     
$50,001 to $100,000                         
$100,000 to $200,000                   1     
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000                         
                          
Parks & Recreation 
Improvements                         
 < $10,000                     1   
$10,001 to $25,000               1         
$25,001 to $50,000     1                 1 
$50,001 to $100,000     1                   
$100,000 to $200,000                     1   
$200,001 to $300,000                         
$300,001 to $400,000                         
$400,001 to $500,000                         
 > $500,000                         

 

  Wallis Wink 
  M N D A M N D A 

Water System Improvements                 
 < $10,000                 
$10,001 to $25,000                 
$25,001 to $50,000                 
$50,001 to $100,000         4       
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$100,000 to $200,000         1       
$200,001 to $300,000         2       
$300,001 to $400,000 1 1             
$400,001 to $500,000                 
 > $500,000                 
                  
Waste Water Improvements                 
 < $10,000                 
$10,001 to $25,000                 
$25,001 to $50,000                 
$50,001 to $100,000                 
$100,000 to $200,000                 
$200,001 to $300,000                 
$300,001 to $400,000                 
$400,001 to $500,000 1               
 > $500,000                 
                  
Street Improvements                 
 < $10,000                 
$10,001 to $25,000           4     
$25,001 to $50,000                 
$50,001 to $100,000                 
$100,000 to $200,000     1           
$200,001 to $300,000                 
$300,001 to $400,000                 
$400,001 to $500,000                 
 > $500,000                 
                  
Storm Drainage Improvements                 
 < $10,000                 
$10,001 to $25,000             1   
$25,001 to $50,000             1   
$50,001 to $100,000                 
$100,000 to $200,000   1             
$200,001 to $300,000           1     
$300,001 to $400,000           2     
$400,001 to $500,000                 
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 > $500,000                 
                  
Parks & Recreation 
Improvements                 
 < $10,000             2 2 
$10,001 to $25,000                 
$25,001 to $50,000                 
$50,001 to $100,000                 
$100,000 to $200,000                 
$200,001 to $300,000                 
$300,001 to $400,000                 
$400,001 to $500,000     1           
 > $500,000                 
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