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Clean Water Revolving Fund guidance for municipal 
wastewater projects 30 year expected life analysis 
Introduction 
The Minnesota Public Facilities Authority (PFA) typical loan repayment period for Clean Water Revolving Fund 
(CWRF) wastewater infrastructure projects is 20 years, based on Minn. Stat. 446A.07, subd. 7(c). This 20-year 
loan repayment timeframe matches up directly with the Facilities Plan wastewater infrastructure project 
planning period of 20 years as identified in Minn. R. 7077.0272, subp. 2(D). The Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency (MPCA) approved Facilities Plan becomes the basis for development of plans and specifications for the 
wastewater infrastructure project to be constructed and financed by PFA. 

The PFA does have flexibility to use a 30-year loan repayment period for projects that qualify under Minn. Stat. 
446A.07, subd. 7(c), as it further reads: “unless the average annual residential wastewater system cost after 
completion of the project would exceed 1.4 percent of median household income in which case the loan must 
be fully amortized no later than 30 years after project completion”. This possible 30-year loan term was included 
in changes to this statute on April 8, 2009. 

In the fall of 2015, the PFA began to offer 30-year loans to wastewater infrastructure projects. During the spring 
of 2016, the PFA first requested MPCA staff to review consulting engineer project determinations that were 
showing that the expected project life would meet or exceed the 30-year period in order to support the PFA 
decision to offer a 30-year loan repayment period.  

This MPCA guidance document has been developed to assist the MPCA CWRF staff engineers review and concur 
with the consulting engineer determination that a wastewater infrastructure project will have 30 year or more 
expected life. 

Expected life analysis 
The suggested method for the consulting engineer to determine an expected life for a wastewater infrastructure 
project is to calculate a cost weighted average expected useful life by using the as-bid costs for the large item 
assets of a construction project and assigning each asset an expected useful life value in years and then calculate 
the average expected useful life of the project with this calculation: 

      ∑ {(As-bid cost of asset)  X   (Asset expected life)}      =     Average Expected Useful Life 
                           (Total as-bid project cost) 

This method will require the project as-bid costs to be in the form of either a line item type bid or a lump sum 
bid with a schedule of values. The as-bid costs will be readily available to the project consulting engineer after 
completion of the project bid process. 

The consulting engineer will need to assign an expected life to each of the large project assets. Expected life 
values for individual assets are available from reference sources. Two reference sources recently used to 
document expected life values include: 

USEPA Asset Management: A Handbook for Small Water Systems (EPA 816-R-03-016), September 2003 
Page 9, Estimated Useful Life Table (Current web link is at): http://tinyurl.com/hacs6ex 
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Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA), Proposed FY2017 Capital Improvement Program, February 
2016, Appendix 10 Expected Useful Life of Capital Projects (Current web link is at): 
http://www.mwra.state.ma.us/finance/cip.htm 

It is expected that there are other reference documents available that express the expected useful life of 
wastewater infrastructure project assets and components. Should a consulting engineer use other references to 
document an asset useful life, that practice is acceptable provided that the consulting engineer identifies that 
reference document source in writing to the MPCA staff engineer. 

Where the consulting engineer believes it necessary to use best professional engineering judgement (BPEJ) to 
assign an asset an expected useful life, the consulting engineer should present their basis for using BPEJ to 
assign that expected useful life and preferably base that BPEJ on a like or similar asset expected useful life value 
from an engineering reference document (or source). 

A recommended method to complete this analysis is to document the assets, as-bid cost per asset and expected 
useful life of the asset in a Table (spreadsheet) format. The bottom of the table can document the average 
expected useful life calculation. See Attachment A at the end of this document for a table example. 

Review process 
The 30-year expected useful life analysis will follow a four step review process. The steps are: 

1. The PFA loan officer will identify a project that will be a candidate for a 30-year loan, and will contact the 
consulting engineer and the borrower for the project to notify them that an expected useful life analysis will 
need to be completed. 

2. Next, the consulting engineer will complete the useful life analysis and will then submit the analysis to PFA. 

3. A PFA loan officer will then send the expected life analysis to the MPCA CWRF engineer assigned to the 
project, and will request the MPCA CWRF engineer to review and concur with the consulting engineer’s 
expected useful life analysis that shows the expected useful project life will be 30 years or more.  

4. The MPCA CWRF engineer will review the project consulting engineer submittal, and if it is shown to have an 
acceptable expected useful life that is documented at or greater than 30 years, the MPCA can send the PFA 
loan officer an email concurring with the consulting engineers conclusion that the project expected useful 
life is at 30 years or greater. An example email for the MPCA CWRF engineer to use to send as a “concur” 
response to the PFA loan officer, is shown in Attachment B at the end of this document. 

A copy of the “concur” email should be placed in the appropriate project file in the MPCA TEMPO (OnBase) 
storage system. 

Summary 
This guidance document has been created to identify the process that will take place when the PFA identifies a 
project that will be offered a 30-year loan, and will be requesting assistance from the MPCA to review a 30-year 
useful life project analysis. It identifies a suggested method for the 30-year expected useful life analysis and then 
describes the steps for the review process for the individual project expected life analysis. It also describes the 
final documentation of the MPCA CWRF engineer concurring with the project consulting engineer when that 
step has been completed. 
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