
 
 
M E M O R A N D U M 
 
To:  Membership of the Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) 
 
From:  Deirdre Finn, Executive Director 
 
Date:  December 14, 2021 
 
Subject: Annual Report  
 
 
Advocacy              
 
COVID-19 Relief 
On March 11, 2021, President Job Biden signed the American Rescue Plan Act of 2021 (H.R. 
1319). The U.S. Senate passed the bill on February 27, 2021, by a vote of 50 – 49, and the U.S. 
House of Representatives passed the bill on March 10, 2021, by a vote of 220 – 211. 
 
The law provides $350 billion for the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Fund, which 
can be used by state and local governments on four eligible activities, including “to make 
necessary investments in water, sewer and broadband infrastructure.”  
 
On May 17, the U.S. Treasury, which is managing this funding, released an Interim Final Rule for 
public comment. Under one interpretation, the rule would limit funding for water, wastewater 
and stormwater projects to those that are eligible for the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF. 
In our comment letter, CIFA recommended expanding eligibility and allowing states and local 
governments to make decisions on the water infrastructure that’s needed.  
 
Appendix A: CIFA’s comment letter on the Interim Final Rule 
 
Comprehensive Infrastructure Plan and Reauthorization  
On November 15, 2021, President Joe Biden signed the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
(H.R. 3486). The U.S. Senate passed the bill on August 11, 2021, by a vote of 69 – 30 and the U.S. 
House of Representatives passed the bill on November 5, 2021, by a vote of 228 – 206.  
 
The law is a comprehensive $1.2 billion infrastructure package which provides $43.426 billion in 
funding over the next five years to the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds 

https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr1319/BILLS-117hr1319enr.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr1319/BILLS-117hr1319enr.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr3684/BILLS-117hr3684eas.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr3684/BILLS-117hr3684eas.pdf


 

(SRFs). The law also included The Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021 (S. 
914), which reauthorizes the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs and passed the U.S. Senate 
on April 29, 2021, by a vote of 89 – 2. 
 
Appendix B: Summary of the SRF provisions in the law 
 
What was considered but not included in the law 
Senators Jeff Merkley (D-OR) and Jim Inhofe (R-OK) proposed an amendment to the 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act to eliminate state match on all funding in the bill and 
require at least 50% and up to 100% of the funds be used for additional subsidy. The 
amendment wasn’t brought to the floor for a vote.  
 
Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL) proposed an amendment to The Drinking Water and Wastewater 
Infrastructure Act of 2021 (S. 914) to change the Clean Water allotment formula to one based on 
population and the Clean Watershed Needs Survey. The amendment gained bipartisan support 
in seven states but failed to pass the chamber. The amendment was based on the Clean Water 
Allotment Modernization Act (S. 3031), which was reintroduced in October with bipartisan 
sponsors.  
 
On July 1, 2021, the U.S. House passed the INVEST in America Act (H.R. 3684), which included 
the Water Quality Protection and Job Creation Act (H.R. 1915) and the Assistance, Quality, and 
Affordability Act of 2021 (H.R. 3291), by a vote of 228 – 206. The bill included several provisions 
SRFs – none of which was included in the final bill – such as:  

 
Clean Water SRFs:  
• A more prescriptive approach for determining energy efficiency 
• A new climate resiliency assessment for infrastructure projects with regulations 

developed by EPA  
• An increased mandate for green and resilient projects - 20% of the capitalization grant 
• An increased mandate for additional subsidy - 20% of the capitalization grant 

 
Drinking Water SRFs: 
A more prescriptive approach to lead service line replacement which provided 100% for 
additional subsidy but only in the form of grants.  

 
Milestone Advocacy  
 
On April 21, 2021, CIFA President Kim Colson testified before the U.S. House of Representatives 
Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment. 
 
CIFA developed a coalition of national associations that represent state environmental and 
public health agencies, including Association of State Drinking Water Administrators, 

https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/s914/BILLS-117s914es.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/s914/BILLS-117s914es.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/s3031/BILLS-117s3031is.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/s3031/BILLS-117s3031is.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr1915/BILLS-117hr1915rh.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr3291/BILLS-117hr3291rh.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr3291/BILLS-117hr3291rh.pdf


 

Association of Clean Water Administrators, Environmental Council of the States and Western 
States Water Council which resulted in two letters to congressional leaders. 
Appendix C: CIFA comment letters 
 
Appendix D: CIFA coalition letters 
 
Appendix E: Public Finance Network coalition letters 
 
Appendix F: CIFA congressional testimony 
 
2022 Budget 
On December 3, 2021, President Joe Biden signed a Continuing Resolution to fund the federal 
government through February 18, 2022. A Continuing Resolution funded the federal 
government from October 1, 2021 (the first day of the 2022 fiscal year) through December 3, 
2021. 
 
CIFA submitted two letters to the U.S. Senate Appropriations Subcommittee for Interior, 
Environment and Related Agencies. 
 
Appendix G: Status of 2022 appropriations and CIFA letters  
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency         
 
Policy positions and comment letters were developed on these topics based on discussions and 
feedback from CIFA members: 
 

• Clean Watershed Needs Survey  
• Justice40 Framework 
• Timely and Expeditious Use of Funds (still under review) 

 
Appendix H: Welcome Letters  
 
Appendix I: Letters and Policy Papers 
 
Professional Development           
 
CIFA Water Infrastructure Summit 
The 2021 Water Infrastructure Summit was cancelled due to restrictions on large gatherings in 
Washington, D.C. because of COVID-19. In lieu of the Summit, CIFA hosted a National 
Conversation on the Future of Water Infrastructure, an online forum with Drs. Andrew Sawyers 
and Jennifer McLain.  



 

 
The 2022 CIFA Water Infrastructure Summit is scheduled for Tuesday, April 19 to Friday, April 22 
at the Hyatt Regency Washington on Capitol Hill. 
 
CIFA SRF Workshop 
The 2021 CIFA SRF Workshop was a blended learning experience.  
 
Online Only Program: 

• Five online courses throughout the month of September, plus a simulcast of SRF 
Townhall. 

• Registered attendees: 210 
 
Onsite Program:   

• Three-day program with seven courses, roundtable discussions and a simulcast of the 
SRF Townhall in Salt Lake City on October 4 – 6, plus the entire online program. 

• Registered attendees: 130 
 
The 2022 CIFA SRF Workshop will be held in St. Louis on November 7 – 10.  
 
Member Engagement           
 

• “Mini” Members Meetings on Loan Prepayment Policies and the American Rescue Plan 
• 12 Member Questions  

 
Communication, Education and Coalitions        
 
Mythbusters:  

• In May, the first in the series of Mythbusters on Green Infrastructure was released.  
 
Webinars/Presentations: 

• April 7: Online presentation on CIFA advocacy efforts to State EPA SRF Workgroup  
• May 20: Online Roundtable Discussion with SRF Directors on STORM Act hosted by the 

U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
• June 30: Webinar for U.S. Water Alliance “Tapping into Federal Funding: Leveraging State 

Revolving Funds for Innovative Water Infrastructure Investment” 
• July 27: Online presentation to the membership of the Environmental Council of the 

States 
• August 26: Online presentation to the Water, Energy and Environment Committee of the 

American Council of Engineering Companies (ACEC)  
• September 1: Online presentation to the Legislative Committee of the Interstate Council 

on Water Policy (ICWP) 
• September  



 

• September 15: Online presentation to the Board of Directors for the Association of State 
Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) 

• December 8: Webinar on infrastructure bill for the Water Environment Federation (WEF) 
 
Other: 

• Represent CIFA on the Public Finance Network 
• Serve as a member of the Advisory Council of the Water Finance Exchange 
• Participating in a series of roundtable discussions on water affordability with the Aspen 

Institute 
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July 16, 2021 
 
Office of the Undersecretary for Domestic Finance 
Department of the Treasury 
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20220 
 
Attn: Katharine Richards 
 Senior Advisory 
 Office of Recovery Programs 
 Department of the Treasury 
 
Re: Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds Interim Final Rule Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Richards: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the interim final rule for implementation 
of the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds established in the American Rescue 
Plan Act. The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) represents the Clean Water 
and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs) in 48 states.  
 
The Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs are the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure projects that protect public health and the environment. SRFs are effective 
because states have the flexibility to fund a wide range of water infrastructure projects, within a 
broad federal framework, to meet the diverse needs of their communities and constituencies. 
 
However, limiting funding to only water, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure 
projects that are eligible for the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs is too restrictive 
and duplicative of existing available funding.  
 
Instead, CIFA recommends building upon this strong foundation with even greater flexibility for 
funding necessary water infrastructure projects with the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal 
Recovery Funds. Rather than align funding to existing eligible uses of federal funds, guidance 
should allow any water infrastructure project that achieves measurable, beneficial outcomes for 
Americans, such as: 

• strengthening the resiliency of both water supplies and water systems, 
• providing a safe, reliable, sustainable supply of drinking water, 



 

• expanding access to affordable water, wastewater and stormwater services,  
• restoring and protecting natural habitats that depend on clean water, and 
• mitigating the threat to life or property caused by a surge or scarcity of water. 

 
With greater flexibility, the following projects, which are currently ineligible for funding under 
the SRFs, could be funded by the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds. 
 

• Indoor plumbing fixtures, such as kitchen and bathroom faucets and drinking water 
fountains, are necessary to fully remediate lead contamination. Replacing lead water 
mains and lead service lines, which connect water mains to structures, are eligible for 
funding under the Drinking Water SRFs. However, indoor plumbing fixtures for lead 
remediation are not eligible under the SRFs. Replacing these fixtures, which are the final 
delivery point for safe drinking water, is especially important in structures that serve the 
public or vulnerable populations, daycare centers, such as schools, nursing homes, 
libraries, and municipal buildings.  
 

• Development of alternative water supplies is necessary to ensure communities have a 
safe, reliable, sustainable source of drinking water. Funding projects to meet long-term 
needs will ensure alternative sources are available before current sources are diminished, 
degraded or eliminating by saltwater intrusion from rising seas levels or extreme, 
sustained drought. Currently, projects are limited to meeting needs within ten years. 
Projects beyond a ten-year horizon aren’t eligible for funding under the SRFs. 
 

• Construction of drinking water treatment plants to meet future growth is necessary to 
foster comprehensive infrastructure planning and will be especially helpful to 
communities who are building or expanding their stock of affordable housing. The Clean 
Water SRFs can fund wastewater and stormwater treatment facilities for new growth but 
infrastructure for future grown isn’t eligible under the Drinking Water SRFs.  

 
• Flood control projects are necessary to protect lives and reduce property damage from 

rising sea levels, hurricanes and monsoons, and other catastrophic wet weather events. 
Currently, flood control projects are ineligible for funding under the SRFs. 

 
Ultimately, the recipient of the funds is best suited to determine the water infrastructure projects 
that are “necessary” for increasing protection for public health and the environment in their 
states and local communities. Additionally, any type of project that has been previously funded 
or co-funded by federal, state or local taxpayer funds, or supported, directly or indirectly, by 
federal, tribal, state or local government should be made eligible for funds under the American 
Rescue Plan Act.  
 
 



 

As part of the regular reporting, state and local governments can be required to describe their 
decision-making process for determining priorities for water infrastructure. Explaining their 
process will ensure transparency and accountability for taxpayer funds 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
About CIFA 
CIFA is a national not-for-profit organization that represents the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• James P McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 2: Tim Burns, New York Environmental Facilities Corporation  
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Agriculture & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 
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Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) 
 
Sections of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) that impact the Clean Water 
and Drinking Water SRFs: 
 

I. Funding 
The bill appropriates $43.426 billion for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State 
Revolving Funds (SRFs) over five years. (This is actual funding.) (See Division J – 
Appropriations, Title VI Department of Interior, Environment and Related Agencies, State 
and Tribal Assistance Grants: Starts on page 2,565 of the bill.) 
 

II. Reauthorization & Policy 
The bill includes The Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act (S. 914) which 
reauthorizes funding levels for the SRFs and amends SRF provisions in the Clean Water 
Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act. (See Division E – Drinking Water and Wastewater 
Infrastructure: Starts with Section 50001 on page 1,887 of the bill.) 
 

III. Build America, Buy American 
The bill expands domestic preference procurement provisions for programs across 
government, including the SRFs. (See Division G – Other Authorizations, Title IX Build 
America, Buy America: Starts with 70901 on page 2,303 of the bill. 

  
I. Funding 

 
The bill provides three pots of funding for SRFs over the next five years: 
 
• Any Eligible Project:  

o $11,713,000,000 for the Clean Water SRF for any eligible project.  
o $11,713,000,000 for the Drinking Water SRF for any eligible project. 

• Lead Remediation:  
o $15 billion for the Drinking Water SRF for lead service line replacement, including 

planning, identification and design (includes inventories). 
• Emerging Contaminants Remediation: 

o $1 billion for remediation of emerging contaminants with a focus on PFAS/PFOA 
for the Clean Water SRF. 

o $4 billion for remediation of emerging contaminants with a focus on PFAS/PFOA 
for the Drinking Water SRF. 

 
 
 
 

https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/hr3684/BILLS-117hr3684eas.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/s914/BILLS-117s914es.pdf


 

Key points for this supplemental appropriation:  
• Funding is intended to be in addition to annual appropriations.  
• Funding is available “until expended.” 
• State match is not required for appropriations dedicated to lead service line replacement 

and remediation of emerging contaminants.  
• State match is 10% for 2022-2023 and 20% for 2024-2026 for appropriations for any 

eligible project. 
• 100% of the capitalization grant for emerging contaminants must be used for additional 

subsidy. A flat 49% of the annual capitalization grant for any eligible project and lead 
service line replacement must be used for additional subsidy.  

• Additional subsidy must be provided in the form of assistance agreements with 100% 
principal forgiveness or grants. 

 

Year 
Clean Water SRF 

Any Eligible Project 
Drinking Water SRF 
Any Eligible Project Total 

State 
Match 

Mandated 
Additional 

Subsidy 
2022 $1,902,000,000 $1,902,000,000 $3,804,000,000 10% 49% 
2023 $2,202,000,000 $2,202,000,000 $4,404,000,000 10% 49% 
2024 $2,403,000,000 $2,403,000,000 $4,806,000,000 20% 49% 
2025 $2,603,000,000 $2,603,000,000 $5,206,000,000 20% 49% 
2026 $2,603,000,000 $2,603,000,000 $5,206,000,000 20% 49% 
Total $11,713,000,000   $11,713,000,000   $23,426,000,000    

Year 

Clean Water SRF 
Emerging 

Contaminants 

Drinking Water SRF 
Emerging 

Contaminants Total 
State 
Match 

Mandated 
Additional 

Subsidy 
2022 $100,000,000 $800,000,000 $900,000,000 0% 100% 
2023 $225,000,000 $800,000,000 $1,025,000,000 0% 100% 
2024 $225,000,000 $800,000,000 $1,025,000,000 0% 100% 
2025 $225,000,000 $800,000,000 $1,025,000,000 0% 100% 
2026 $225,000,000 $800,000,000 $1,025,000,000 0% 100% 
Total $1,000,000,000   $4,000,000,000   $5,000,000,000    

Year  
Drinking Water SRF  

Lead Total 
State 
Match 

Mandated 
Additional 

Subsidy 
2022  $3,000,000,000 $3,000,000,000 0% 49% 
2023  $3,000,000,000 $3,000,000,000 0% 49% 
2024  $3,000,000,000 $3,000,000,000 0% 49% 
2025  $3,000,000,000 $3,000,000,000 0% 49% 
2026  $3,000,000,000 $3,000,000,000 0% 49% 
Total  $15,000,000,000   $15,000,000,000    
      
Total $12,713,000,000   $30,713,000,000   $43,426,000,000    



 

II. Reauthorization & Policy  
 

The bill includes The Drinking Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Act of 2021 (S. 
914) which passed the U.S. Senate on Thursday, April 29, by a vote of 89 – 2 (9 not voting). 
The bill contained the following provisions. (Policy provisions apply to annual appropriations, 
not supplemental appropriations in the bill.) 

 
Funding 

• Reauthorizes both the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs at the same levels for 
the next five years: 

o 2022: $2.4 billion 
o 2023: $2.75 billion 
o 2024: $3 billion 
o 2025 and 2026: $3.25 billion 

• Reauthorizes SWIFIA: $5 million annually for the next five years, 2022 through 2026. 
 
Additional Subsidy 

• Defines additional subsidization as “forgiveness of principal, grants, negative interest 
loans, other loan forgiveness, and through buying, refinancing, or restructuring debt” 
for both SRFs and excludes loans with 0% or higher interest are not additional from 
being considered additional subsidy. 

• Mandates minimum additional subsidy for both SRFs as long as there are eligible 
applications:  
o Clean Water SRFs: Requires 10% of the capitalization grant be used for additional 

subsidy for communities that meet the state affordability criteria.  
o Drinking Water SRFs: Increases additional subsidy from 6% to 12% of the 

capitalization grant for additional subsidy for disadvantaged communities.  
 
Technical Assistance 
• Allows States to use 2% of the capitalization grant for the Clean Water SRF for technical 

assistance provided by nonprofits.  
 

III. Build America, Buy American 
 
The legislation also expands domestic preference procurement requirements for SRF 
projects from American Iron and Steel to construction materials and manufactured products.  

 
 

https://www.congress.gov/117/bills/s914/BILLS-117s914es.pdf
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P.O. Box 14032, Washington, D.C. 20044  
www.cifanet.org 

 
February 18, 2021 

 
The Honorable Peter A. DeFazio, Chairman The Honorable Sam Graves, Ranking Member 
Transportation & Infrastructure Committee Transportation & Infrastructure Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives 
2164 Rayburn House Office Building  2164 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 Washington, D.C. 20515 
 
Dear Chairman DeFazio and Ranking Member Graves:  
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) supports reauthorization of the Clean 
Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) at funding levels proposed in the Water Quality Protection 
and Job Creation Act of 2021.  
 
The Clean Water SRFs have identified more than $40 billion in their current project pipeline. 
Increased funding will allow SRFs to expand and accelerate projects through their proven 
process, increasing protection for the environment and public health of millions of Americans. 
Federal funding for the SRFs also provides economic stimulus for thousands of communities 
across the nation, creating high-wage jobs across the economic spectrum from engineering to 
manufacturing to construction.  
 
While there is a clear need for increased federal funding of the Clean Water SRFs, it may take 
some time for some states to be able to provide the required 20% match for a significant 
increase in funding, especially as their economies continue to recover from the COVID-19 
pandemic. 
 
CIFA also recommends reauthorization of the $5 million allocation for state financing authorities 
under the Water Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Act (WIFIA), which is also referred to as 
WIFIA for SRFs or SWIFIA. A $5 million appropriation results in $1 billion in funding for 
infrastructure. California, Iowa and Rhode Island have applied for $676 million in additional 
funding under this provision.    
 
However, CIFA strongly opposes increased federalization of the Clean Water SRFs.  
 
The Clean Water SRFs were established as state-run programs under a broad federal framework 
with few federal mandates. This approach allowed each state to customize their loan program to 
solve a wide range of complex environmental challenges faced by thousands of diverse 
communities across the nation. The return-on-investment for $47.9 billion in federal funding 

http://www.cifanet.org/


 

and federal flexibility is an effective, responsive program that has generated more than $145 
billion in total investment for more than 42,000 water infrastructure projects. 
 
SRF subsidized loans, which are only possible with federal funding, are vital to meeting the 
affordability challenge. On average, interest rates for SRF subsidized loans cut interest payments 
by 50% or an estimated $170 to $180 million in interest for every $1 billion in loans. 
Additionally, SRF subsidized loans encourage sustained investment in infrastructure, which 
reduces the likelihood of costly environmental catastrophes and can maintain, and even reduce, 
the cost of maintenance and operations. 
 
Unfortunately, federal mandates enacted since 2009 have diminished the agility and 
responsiveness of SRFs to address state environmental priorities. New federal mandates, no 
matter how well-intentioned, will only further diminish the effectiveness and long-term viability 
of the subsidized loan program. Below are examples of the unintended consequences of current 
federal mandates. 
 

• FEDERAL MANDATE: SRFs are required to use federal funding for grants and grant-
equivalents, instead of subsidized loans. This requirement reduces recurring revenue 
from loan payments, thereby reducing funding for water infrastructure in the future. (The 
Clean Water Act currently allows SRFs to use up to 30% of their annual federal funding 
to provide grants and grant equivalents to communities that meet affordability criteria.) 
 

• FEDERAL MANDATE: SRFs are required to use federal funding for specific projects, such 
as green projects. While well-intentioned, this requirement can displace state priorities 
that may provide greater protection for public health and the environment. (SRFs 
currently fund a wide range of water infrastructure based on their state priorities, 
including water reuse, stormwater management, decentralized treatment, green 
infrastructure, energy efficiency, climate resiliency, security, cybersecurity, environmental 
restoration and pollution prevention.)  
 

• FEDERAL MANDATE: SRF loan recipients who receive federal funding are required to 
use the federal procurement process for engineering services, which can conflict with 
state and local procurement requirements. Because of this, some SRFs, such as 
Massachusetts, no longer fund engineering services with federal funding.  
 
(The following federal mandates apply to all Clean Water SRF projects, including those 
funded exclusively with state funds, which comprise 67% of funding in SRFs nationally.) 

 
• FEDERAL MANDATE: All SRF loan recipients must certify that their project maximizes 

water and energy efficiency. This one-size-fits-all approach requires many small 
communities to hire an outside engineer to perform the required cost-and-effectiveness 
analysis and certification, even if the project is replacing leaky sewer pipes or 
rehabilitating aging treatment facilities which have obvious environmental benefits. 



 

• FEDERAL MANDATE: All SRF loan recipients must implement a fiscal sustainability plan 
with a certification to implement measures to conserve water and energy. This across-
the-board approach requires many small communities to hire an outside consultant to 
develop the plan, which can be especially challenging to implement for those 
communities with shrinking populations, limited revenue options and few staff resources. 
 

• FEDERAL MANDATE: All SRF loan recipients must pay the prevailing federal wage for 
laborers and mechanics for construction projects (Davis Bacon). This requirement can 
significantly increase the cost of water infrastructure for smaller communities. (The 
mandate may not have as great an impact on larger communities with growing 
economies who often need to pay more than the mandated federal prevailing wage to 
be competitive in a tight labor market.) However, all SRF loan recipients, even those that 
pay more than the federal prevailing wage, must comply with the prescriptive paperwork 
and procedures required to demonstrate compliance with this mandate. SRF loan 
recipients in states with a state prevailing wage have an even greater burden of 
compliance. (Federal water infrastructure grants and loans from Rural Development do 
not have the Davis Bacon mandate.) 

 
• FEDERAL MANDATE: All SRF loan recipients are required to use American iron and steel 

in construction of their water infrastructure projects. Sourcing products and materials to 
comply with this requirement can be time-consuming and lead to increased cost and 
delays in construction of critical water infrastructure projects.   
 

Restoring flexibility to the Clean Water SRF will increase demand for SRF subsidized loans, which 
will increase protection for the environment and public health while saving money for ratepayers 
and taxpayers. Deirdre Finn, dfinn@cifanet.org, is available at your convenience for more 
information and policy recommendations to further strengthen the SRFs, including the S.A.F.E. 
Water Infrastructure Action Plan in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and More Protection, 
Less Process, an initiative to reduce the cost and burden of compliance on SRF loan recipients.  
 
Thank you for your leadership and commitment to clean water. CIFA looks forward to working 
with you and the Committee to advance this important legislation. 
 
     Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     Kim Colson 

  North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
President, Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities  

 
 
  

mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org
https://www.cifanet.org/economic-stimulus
https://www.cifanet.org/economic-stimulus
https://www.moreprotectionlessprocess.org/
https://www.moreprotectionlessprocess.org/


 

About CIFA 
CIFA is a national not-for-profit organization that represents the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• Kim Colson, North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality, President 
• Jim McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, Vice President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 2: Tim Burns, New York Environmental Facilities Corporation  
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Environment & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 

 
 
 
 



 
 

March 23, 2021 
 

The Honorable Thomas R. Carper 
Ranking Member  
Committee on Environment & Public Works  
U.S. Senate  
456 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Shelley Moore Capito 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Environment & Public Works 
U.S. Senate 
410 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510

 
Dear Chairman Carper and Ranking Member Capito,  
 
Water is essential for life and livelihoods.  
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), which represents the Clean Water and 
Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), fully supports The Drinking Water and Wastewater 
Infrastructure Act of 2021. The legislation reflects the critical role of federal investment in building 
water infrastructure that protects public health and the environment, which are the foundation of 
vibrant communities and robust economies. 
 
The need for federal investment is significant and growing.  
According to the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), the need for capital investment for 
water infrastructure was $129 billion for 2019, while actual total spending on capital investment 
in water infrastructure was $48 billion, leaving a gap of $81 billion or nearly twice the amount of 
actual spending. If this trend continues, this gap is expected to grow to $434 billion by 2029. 
Reauthorizing the SRFs and Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act for SRFs (SWIFIA) 
will maintain critical financing tools to help close that gap.  
 
The SRFs are the nation’s premier programs for funding water infrastructure that protects 
public health and the environment. 
Every year, the SRFs efficiently and effectively deliver more than $2 billion in federal and state 
funding for water infrastructure projects in thousands of communities across the nation. SRFs 
fund a wide range of water infrastructure based on each states’ needs and priorities, including 
drinking water treatment, wastewater treatment, water reuse, stormwater management, 
decentralized treatment, green infrastructure, energy efficiency, water conservation, water 
source protection, alternative water supply development, climate resiliency, security, 
cybersecurity, environmental restoration and pollution prevention. 
 
 
 



Capitalizing the SRFs with federal funding provides a growing, permanent and renewable 
source of revenue for water infrastructure for future generations.  
Over the last three decades, federal funding of $68 billion has generated a total investment of 
$179 billion for more than 55,000 water infrastructure projects across America. Because of 
Congress’ continued and increasing commitment to the SRFs, more than $75 billion remains 
revolving in the subsidized loan programs – providing funding for water infrastructure that may 
never have been built if the program was established as a traditional grant program. 
 
The SRFs offer near-term and long-term economic benefits. 
Funding water infrastructure through the SRFs provides both immediate and lasting economic 
benefits. In the near-term, federal funding for water infrastructure fuels the growth of high-wage 
careers across the economy, creating jobs in planning, design, engineering, construction, and 
manufacturing. In the long-term, water infrastructure ensures a healthy environment and a safe, 
reliable and sustainable supply of drinking water, which are the foundation of a robust and 
resilient economy.  
 
Thank you for your leadership. 
On behalf of the SRF community, thank you for your leadership and commitment to funding 
water infrastructure that protects public health and the environment. CIFA also extends our 
sincere gratitude to the staff of the Committee, who have worked tirelessly to advance this 
important legislation. They have been great partners and exemplary public servants.  
 
Thank you again for providing the opportunity to comment on this important legislation. Please 
contact CIFA’s Executive Director, Deirdre Finn, at dfinn@cifanet.org or (850) 445-9619, with 
questions or for more information. 
 
     Sincerely,  
 
 
 
     Kim Colson, CIFA President 

  Director, Division of Water Infrastructure 
  North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
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May 17, 2021 

 
The Honorable Peter A. DeFazio, Chair The Honorable Grace Napolitano, Chair 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee 
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives 
2164 Rayburn House Office Building  2164 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 Washington, D.C. 20515 
 
Dear Chairman DeFazio and Chairwoman Napolitano:  
 
Thank you for your leadership and commitment to the Clean Water State Revolving Funds 
(SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water infrastructure that protects public health 
and the environment. The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) represents the 
Clean Water SRFs in 48 states.  
 
The Water Quality Protection and Job Creation Act of 2021 is an opportunity to renew funding 
levels and refresh policy provisions for the Clean Water SRFs. CIFA supports the robust 
reauthorization of the Clean Water SRFs but is concerned about the unintended consequences 
of several well-intentioned policy provisions in the bill.  
 
I.  Reauthorization 

 
More federal funding is needed to build, rehabilitate and replace water infrastructure that 
protects public health and the environment. According to the American Society of Civil 
Engineers (ASCE), the need for capital investment for water infrastructure was $129 billion for 
2019, while actual total spending on capital investment in water infrastructure was $48 billion, 
leaving a gap of $81 billion or nearly twice the amount of actual spending. If this trend 
continues, this gap is expected to grow to $434 billion by 2029.  
 
Reauthorization reaffirms the critical role of the Clean Water SRFs in closing the 
investment gap for clean water infrastructure. The Clean Water SRF is a national model for 
infrastructure investment. Over the last 30 years, the Clean Water SRFs have successfully 
delivered more than $145 billion for more than 42,000 clean water projects in communities 
across the nation. Increased funding will allow the Clean Water SRFs to move more projects 
through their proven project pipeline, from planning to design and engineering to construction.  
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Capitalizing the Clean Water SRFs is fiscally responsible. Because the Clean Water SRFs are 
loan programs, every federal dollar appropriated to the program will fund water infrastructure, 
over and over, for generations to come. Today, loan repayments revolving in the program total 
$60 billion – $13 billion more than the total federal funding of $47 billion for the last three 
decades. Maintaining the financial integrity of the subsidized loan program will ensure federal 
funding continues to provide a sustainable, renewable, reliable, permanent and protected source 
of funding for water infrastructure – forever.  

 
Additionally, the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA) for state financing 
authorities (SWIFIA) is a valuable tool for SRFs to increase investment in clean water 
infrastructure. Three SRFs have applied for loans from SWIFIA totaling $678 million under the 
2020 appropriation of $5 million.  
 
However, providing the 20% match for significantly more substantial capitalization grants may 
be a challenge for many states. 
 
Recommendation: Congress should reauthorize the Clean SRFs at the highest possible level 
and reauthorize SWIFIA at $5 million. 
 
II. Federal Mandate for Additional Subsidy 
 
Mandating the use of annual federal funding for additional subsidy, instead of subsidized 
loans, while well-intended, has short-term and long-term financial impacts on the Clean 
Water SRF. Additional subsidy, in the form of principal forgiveness or grants, is the portion of 
an SRF loan that doesn’t need to be repaid. While additional subsidy is an important tool, it 
should only be used when absolutely necessary to get a project built.  
 
In the short term, mandating additional subsidy, instead of subsidized loans, diminishes the 
leveraging power of the SRFs because loan repayments are needed to repay bonds; less in loans 
means less in leveraging. In the long term, every federal dollar that is used for additional subsidy 
permanently reduces recurring revenue from loan repayments to meet future infrastructure 
needs. 
 
Since additional subsidy was first allowed in 2010, annual appropriations bills have mandated a 
flat amount of additional subsidy for every Clean Water SRF. The one-size-fits-all approach 
doesn’t account for the allotment of federal funds, variable demand for subsidized loans in 
states, or funding from state grant programs, which are also available to help economically 
struggling communities build clean water infrastructure.  
 
Allowing each Clean Water SRF to determine the amount of funding needed for additional 
subsidy, rather than mandating a flat amount, will ensure SRFs balance the need for additional 
subsidy in the short-term with the need for water infrastructure funding in the future.   
 



 

Recommendation: Reduce the 20% state match requirement by the equivalent of federally 
mandated additional subsidy, so SRFs don’t have to borrow money to match federal funds that 
they are required to give away as grants or grant-equivalents.  
 
Recommendation: Require the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to convene the 
Environmental Finance Advisory Board (EFAB) to evaluate the short-term and long-term impact 
of the federal mandate for additional subsidy on each Clean Water SRF and consider an 
alternative approach to the one-size-fits-all mandate for additional subsidy.  
 
III. Federal Cap on Additional Subsidy 

 
The impact of using average bond proceeds over a decade to determine the cap on 
additional subsidy hasn’t been fully vetted by the SRF community, including rating 
agencies. Under current law, Clean Water SRFs can already use up to 30% of annual federal 
funding for additional subsidy. Allowing SRFs that leverage to exceed the 30% cap on additional 
subsidy may have unintended consequences. Moreover, CIFA has surveyed its members and no 
Clean Water SRF has indicated a need to lift the cap on additional subsidy.  
 
Recommendation: Remove the provision in the legislation to lift the cap for additional subsidy 
for SRFs that leverage until more analysis is available.  
 
IV. Increased Cost of Clean Water Infrastructure 

 
However, increased funding is only part of the solution. Congress must begin to address 
the increased cost of water infrastructure caused by federal mandates on loans from the 
Clean Water SRFs. Since 2010, borrowers of the Clean Water SRFs must comply with a myriad 
of federal mandates, which is driving up the administrative and compliance cost of water 
infrastructure projects. The cumulative impact of federal mandates may also be depressing 
demand for much-needed investment, particularly in small, rural, and disadvantaged 
communities that are already struggling financially. Ensuring compliance with the many federal 
mandates also increases the cost and complexity of managing the Clean Water SRFs. 
 

Federal mandates disproportionately impact small, rural, and disadvantaged communities 
who can least afford the increased administrative cost of compliance. Last year, Clean 
Water SRFs closed 1,601 subsidized loans for nearly $7.5 billion in funding for clean water 
infrastructure. Nearly two thirds (1,056 loans) went to communities with a population of 10,000 
or fewer and more than half (862 or 54%) went to communities with fewer than 3,500 people.  
 
While larger communities may be able to manage compliance with existing staff, most small 
communities don’t have the financial or professional capacity to manage the prescriptive 
paperwork and processes to demonstrate compliance with federal mandates. To ensure 
compliance, borrowers must contract with consultants, which increases the cost of water 
infrastructure.  
 



 

Recommendation: Require EPA to conduct a study of the impact of federal mandates on the 
cost of clean water infrastructure, with a focus on requirements implemented since 2010, 
including:  

• Davis Bacon (federal prevailing wage) 
• American Iron and Steel  
• Water and Energy Efficiency Certification  
• Fiscal Sustainability Plan 
• Architectural and Engineering Federal Procurement Process 

 
Recommendation: Allow the Clean Water SRFs to use 2% of the capitalization grant for 
technical assistance for small communities to support capacity development and financial and 
professional resiliency.  
 

U.S.C. 33 Section 1383  
(k) ADDITIONAL USE OF FUNDS.— 
1. A State may use up to 2 percent of the funds annually allotted to each State under this 

section to provide technical assistance to publicly owned wastewater systems serving 
10,000 or fewer persons in the State. 

 
V. Federal Mandate for Water and Energy Efficiency Certification 

 
Blanket federal mandates, such as the water and energy efficiency certification, can have 
the unintended consequence of increasing costs without achieving the intended benefits. 
Under a federal mandate enacted in 2014, all borrowers of the Clean Water SRFs must certify 
that they conducted a cost-and-effectiveness analysis and selected processes, materials, 
techniques and technologies to maximize the potential for efficient water use, reuse, recapture, 
and conservation, and energy conservation. Many Clean Water SRF borrowers, especially small 
communities, must contract with an engineer to conduct the cost-and-effectiveness analysis to 
complete the certification. 
 
While the water and energy efficiency certification applies to all projects, it is not applicable to 
many projects funded by the Clean Water SRF. For example: 

• Water conservation, which is typically intended to reduce the consumption of drinking 
water, is impractical for wastewater and stormwater systems whose primary purpose is to 
collect and clean sewage and runoff.  

• Energy conservation is impossible to achieve in many clean water projects, such as 
replacing pipes, restoring wetlands, and rebuilding sewer systems that use gravity, not 
man-made power. 

• Conversely, many communities pursue clean water projects with the singular purpose of 
water reuse and energy conservation. Requiring a water and energy efficiency 
certification is required but unwarranted for these projects, which are specifically 
designed to achieve, and even exceed, the fundamental goal of the federal mandate.  

 



 

Moreover, the majority of projects funded by loans from the Clean Water SRF are communities 
with a small carbon footprint whose greatest need is, most often, providing safe, reliable, 
affordable wastewater and stormwater service. This federal mandate, combined with other 
federal mandates, increases the administrative cost of these important projects but may not be 
significantly increasing protection for public health, the environment, or taxpayer investment.  
 
The SRF community understands and supports the goal of promoting and achieving 
greater water and energy efficiency. Before the federal mandate for water and energy 
efficiency certification, Clean Water SRFs, on a project-by-project basis, routinely required 
consideration of measures to increase water reuse and reduce energy consumption. While 
applying a more prescriptive analysis of energy efficiency for all projects will likely increase 
paperwork and process, it is unlikely to provide a measurable increase in protection for public 
health or the environment.  
 
Recommendation: To improve the cost-effectiveness of the federal mandate, CIFA 
recommends adding language to the mandate (underlined and italicized below) to restore 
flexibility within the Clean Water SRFs to determine the projects that require a certification of 
water and energy efficiency.  
 

U.S.C. 33 Section 1382 (b) 
“(13) beginning in fiscal year 2016, for projects where the State determines there is a 
reasonable potential to measurably increase water and energy efficiency, the State will 
require as a condition of providing assistance to a municipality or intermunicipal, 
interstate, or State agency that the recipient of such assistance certify, in a manner 
determined by the Governor of the State, that the recipient— 

(A) has studied and evaluated the cost and effectiveness of the processes, materials, 
techniques, and technologies for carrying out the proposed project or activity for 
which assistance is sought under this subchapter; and 
(B) has selected, to the maximum extent practicable, a project or activity that 
maximizes the potential for efficient water use, reuse, recapture, and conservation, 
energy conservation taking into account— 

(i) the cost of constructing the project or activity; 
(ii) the cost of operating and maintaining the project or activity over the life of 
the project or activity; and 
(iii) the cost of replacing the project or activity; and” 

 
VI. Federal Mandate for Green Projects 

 
Mandating specific types of projects, while well-intended, can have the unintended 
consequence of displacing water infrastructure projects that provide greater protection 
for public health and the environment. The Green Project Reserve, which has been mandated 
in appropriations bills for more than a decade, requires “to the extent there are sufficient eligible 
project applications and projects are consistent with State Intended Use Plans, not less than 10 



 

percent of the funds made available under this title to each State for Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund capitalization grants shall be used by the State for projects to address green 
infrastructure, water or energy efficiency improvements, or other environmentally innovative 
activities.” 
 
The Clean Water SRFs are effective because they are state-run programs that are 
responsive to the needs of communities which face a range of ever-evolving public health 
and environmental challenges. In some states, green projects are the highest priority. Water 
reuse projects are necessary to confront life-threatening water scarcity, protect wildlife habitat, 
and provide a safe, reliable supply of drinking water for public health and the economy. 
Implementing renewable energy, such as solar panels, are an essential improvement to reduce 
the cost of operations and maintain affordable utility rates.  
 
However, other states have different but equally important priorities that can be displaced with 
a mandate for green projects, such as:  

• Replacing aging infrastructure before a catastrophic and costly failure that endangers 
public health and pollutes the environment.  

• Building basic, low-cost stormwater infrastructure to prevent contaminants in runoff, 
such as oil, pesticides, and fertilizer, from polluting sensitive estuaries and recreational 
water bodies, such as lakes, rivers, and streams.  

• Tackling contamination that presents a serious threat to public health, such as legacy 
industrial byproducts, seasonal algae blooms, and emerging contaminants like PFAS.  

 
The SRF community understands and supports the goal of building infrastructure that 
mimics nature, increases the resiliency of water resources, and reduces the carbon 
footprint. For decades before the federal mandate, the Clean Water SRFs funded “green” 
projects because they were state and local priorities.  

• Before the federal mandate, the Clean Water SRFs funded nearly $500 million in water 
reuse projects to reduce consumption of drinking water. With or without the mandate, 
water reuse will continue to be a priority in states experiencing severe and prolonged 
drought, such as California and Arizona. 

• Before the federal mandate, the Clean Water SRFs funded energy conservation projects 
but, for the first two decades of the program, those projects were considered grey 
infrastructure. With or without the mandate, more and more communities will pursue 
energy conservation projects to reduce consumption, control the cost of operations, and 
maintain affordable utility rates.  

• Before the federal mandate, Clean Water SRFs funded agricultural best management 
practices to reduce nutrient loading in water bodies but those projects weren’t classified 
as “green” until years after the mandate was first established.    
  

However, replacing the Green Project Reserve with a new federal mandate for green 
projects could have serious and significant unintended consequences. The new mandate for 
green projects increases funding for green projects by 50% and eliminates the requirement that 
projects be consistent with the SRFs’ Intended Use Plan, both of which will likely displace more 



 

state and local priorities. Moreover, the impact of changing the language from “sufficient 
applications” to “sufficient projects or activities” is unknown. 
  
Recommendation: Before making the federal mandate for green projects permanent, require 
EPA to conduct a study of the costs, benefits, and effectiveness of the federal mandate, the 
impact of the federal mandate on other state and local priorities for water infrastructure projects 
and challenges with implementation, compliance, and reporting data on investments in green 
projects.   
 

VII. Workforce Development 
 
Allowing the Clean Water SRF capitalization grant to be used for purposes other than 
infrastructure, while well-intended, may have unintended consequences. The legislation 
proposes allowing states to use up to 1% of the annual capitalization grant to fund treatment 
works pilot training programs, employment needs forecasting, grants to public agencies, private 
institutions and individuals for training projects, research fellowships with the EPA, and training 
in technical matters relating to the causes, prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution 
for personnel of public agencies and other persons with suitable qualifications. 
 
The SRF community understands and supports the development of a well-trained water 
workforce, including certified operators, to ensure utilities can provide safe, reliable 
wastewater services. However, based on a survey of its members, no Clean Water SRF has 
requested the ability to use the capitalization grant for workforce development. Several SRFs 
already use state funds to contract with nonprofit organizations to provide training and 
workforce development, primarily for small, rural, and disadvantaged communities.   
 
Allowing funds to be diverted from infrastructure to workforce development sets a 
precedent for future diversions of infrastructure funding for an endless array of other 
needs. While the SRF community appreciates the voluntary nature of this provision, many in the 
SRF community are concerned about opening the door to future diversions of infrastructure 
funding for a variety of other purposes. Because workforce development programs are likely to 
require annual funding, annual diversions of federal funding will have a compound impact 
because every dollar removed from the SRFs permanently reduces funding to meet future 
infrastructure needs. 
 
Recommendation: Require EPA to survey States to determine the interest and impact of this 
provision on funding for clean water infrastructure, both short-term and long-term. 
 
Recommendation: Require States to submit plans to EPA for how funding will be used and 
require annual reporting of results of the workforce development programs. 
 
 
 
 



 

VIII. Clean Watershed Needs Survey 
 
The Clean Watershed Needs Survey should include an estimate of the cost to replace 
existing treatment works. Replacing aging clean water infrastructure is a significant, and often 
underreported, need in states and communities around the nation. However, the proposed 
methodology for the Clean Watershed Needs Survey will only capture the cost of construction 
for well-documented “planned” treatment works, not for the cost of replacing aging treatment 
works which is a known need.   
 
Because the Needs Survey relies heavily on planned projects documented in Capital 
Improvement Plans, the results will underreport needs for: 

• utilities that have deficient planning and documentation, including many small, rural and 
disadvantaged communities,  

• utilities with an infrastructure deficit from years of deferred maintenance, and  
• utilities that have experienced budget cuts for capital projects due to a loss of revenue 

from the COVID pandemic.   
 
Conversely, the Drinking Water Needs Survey provides estimates for the cost of construction to 
replace existing infrastructure every 20 years and to replace 10% of existing pipes over 20 years. 
Aligning the Clean Watershed Needs Survey to the Drinking Water Needs Survey may provide a 
more accurate and comparable estimate of true need.  
 
Additionally, States are responsible for data collection and documentation which can be labor 
intensive. States must provide staff or contractors to participate in the Needs Survey.  
 
Recommendation: Require EPA to estimate the cost of construction to rehabilitate existing 
treatment works.  

 
U.S.C. 1375 
(b) Detailed estimates and comprehensive study on costs; State estimates survey form 
(1) The Administrator, in cooperation with the States, including water pollution control 
agencies and other water pollution control planning agencies, shall make  

 (A) a detailed estimate of the cost of carrying out the provisions of this chapter;  
(B) a detailed estimate, biennially revised, of the cost of construction of all needed 
publicly owned treatment works in all of the States and of the cost of construction of 
all needed publicly owned treatment works in each of the States, including: 

(i) the cost of construction to rehabilitate existing publicly owned treatment works, 
excluding conveyance systems, every 20 years, including measures to strengthen 
resiliency and mitigate damage from manmade or natural disasters; 
(ii) the cost of construction to replace 10% of existing publicly owned conveyance 
systems (pipes) over 20 years; and  
(iii) the cost of construction for all other needed publicly owned treatment works. 

 
 



 

Recommendation: Allow States to use up to ½% of the annual capitalization grant to 
participate in the Clean Watershed Needs Survey. 
 

U.S.C. 33 Section 1383  
(k) ADDITIONAL USE OF FUNDS.— 
2. A State may use up to ½ percent of the funds annually allotted to each State under this 

section for activities, including data collection, associated with the Clean Watershed 
Needs Survey.  

 
Thank you for your leadership. Because of the foresight of Congress in establishing the Clean 
Water SRFs, the environment is cleaner and millions of Americans in tens of thousands of 
communities around the nation have access to affordable wastewater and stormwater services. 
CIFA is committed to strengthening the state-federal partnership that is the hallmark of the 
SRFs. Please contact Deirdre Finn, CIFA Executive Director, at dfinn@cifenet.org or (850) 445-
9619, if the SRF community can be of service.  
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     
  
 
 
 
 
CC:  Representative Brian Fitzpatrick 

Representative Sam Graves 
Representative David Rouzer 
Representative Don Young 
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June 7, 2021 

 
The Honorable David Rouzer, Ranking Member  
Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee 
U.S. House of Representatives  
2164 Rayburn House Office Building   
Washington, D.C. 20515  
 
Dear Representative Rouzer,   
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), which represents the Clean Water 
State Revolving Funds (SRFs), commends you for introducing the Wastewater Infrastructure 
Improvement Act of 2021 (H.R. 3218). The legislation recognizes the importance of the Clean 
Water SRFs in building clean water infrastructure that protects public health and the 
environment, which are the foundation of vibrant communities and robust economies. The 
legislation also provides an excellent opportunity to strengthen the SRF state-federal 
partnership, which is the hallmark of the federally funded, state-run programs. 
 
I. Reauthorization 

 
Reauthorization reaffirms the critical role of the Clean Water SRFs in funding water infrastructure 
that protects public health and the environment. Over the last 30 years, federal funding of $47 
billion has generated a total investment of more than $145 billion for more than 42,000 clean 
water projects in communities across the nation.  
 
Small communities that lack the financial expertise to navigate the bond market rely on the 
Clean Water SRFs for affordable financing for water infrastructure. Since the program was 
established, nearly 70% of projects funded by the Clean Water SRFs were built in communities 
with a population of less than 10,000 (55% with a population of less than 3,500). While small 
communities receive most of the loans, 77% of funding was used to finance larger water 
infrastructure projects in communities with populations above 10,000 (43% with populations of 
more than 100,000). 
 
Every community saves money. Interest rates for Clean Water SRF loans, on average, are half the 
interest rate on the open market. These subsidized interest rates reduce total interest payments 
by 50%, saving $180 million on every $1 billion in interest payments. Clean Water SRF subsidized 
loans allow utilities to invest in infrastructure to increase protection and improve service while 
maintaining affordable user rates.  
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Additionally, reauthorization of the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA) for 
state financing authorities (SWIFIA) will maintain a valuable financing tool for SRFs to increase 
investment in clean water infrastructure. Three SRFs have applied for loans from SWIFIA totaling 
$678 million under the 2020 appropriation of $5 million.  
 

II. Capitalization 
 
Capitalizing the Clean Water SRFs is a fiscally responsible approach for federal funding of 
infrastructure. Because the Clean Water SRFs were established as loan programs, $60 billion is 
actively revolving in the Clean Water SRFs, funding new loans for water infrastructure projects 
that may never have been built through a traditional grant program. These revolving funds 
mean Clean Water SRFs can fund up to five times the annual appropriation. For example, last 
year, SRFs funded nearly $7.5 billion in projects, while the annual appropriation was $1.64 billion. 
 
Using federal funding for subsidized loans ensures a sustainable, renewable, reliable, permanent 
and protected source of funding for water infrastructure. Conversely, using federal funding for 
additional subsidy permanently reduces funding for water infrastructure.   
 
Additional subsidy, in the form of principal forgiveness and grants, is the part of an SRF loan 
that borrowers don’t have to repay. Under current law, Clean Water SRFs can use up to 30% of 
the annual capitalization grant for additional subsidy. Maintaining the 30% cap on additional 
subsidy will continue to provide SRFs with an important tool for funding clean water 
infrastructure in communities that meet affordability criteria. No CIFA member has indicated a 
need to increase the cap on additional subsidy.  
 
While well-intended, mandating the use of additional subsidy has short-term and long-term 
financial impacts on the Clean Water SRF. In the short term, mandating additional subsidy, 
instead of subsidized loans, diminishes the leveraging power of the SRFs because loan 
repayments are needed to repay bonds; more additional subsidy results in less leveraging. In the 
long term, every federal dollar that is used for additional subsidy permanently reduces recurring 
revenue from loan repayments to meet future infrastructure needs. 
 
To increase the potential for future funding of water infrastructure, CIFA supports replacing “not 
less than” with “up to” (italicized and underlined below) to the proposed mandate for additional 
subsidy:  
 

(B) MINIMUM.—For each of fiscal years 2022 through 2026, to the extent there are sufficient 
applications for additional subsidization under this subsection that meet the criteria under 
paragraph (1)(A), a State shall use for providing additional subsidization in a fiscal year under 
this subsection an amount that is not less than up to 10 percent of the total amount received 
by the State in capitalization grants under this title for the fiscal year.’’ 

 
 



 

III. Eligible Uses of Federal Funding  
 
CIFA strongly supports the provisions in H.R. 3128 that allow Clean Water SRFs to use a 
percentage of the capitalization grant for technical assistance for small communities and for 
participation in the Clean Watershed Needs Survey (Needs Survey). Both of these activities are 
directly related to the core mission of the Clean Water SRFs, which is funding clean water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  
 
Technical Assistance 
Allowing Clean Water SRFs to use federal funding for technical assistance will help small and 
rural communities tackle a range of challenges, such as capital improvement planning, financial 
planning, asset management mapping, and compliance with the myriad of federal mandates 
associated with SRF subsidized loans. While many Clean Water SRFs provide technical assistance 
using state monies and other sources of revenue, allowing the use of federal funding will 
provide greater flexibility to support small communities that lack adequate professional staff.  
 
The language in H.R. 3128 is preferable to the language in S. 914 which limits funding to non-
profit providers. The language more closely aligns to the Drinking Water SRFs which has had this 
flexibility since the program was established. Allowing SRFs to determine the best provider – 
including building capacity for technical assistance within the program – will ensure the most 
effective use of federal funding.  
 
Clean Watershed Needs Survey 
Allowing States to use ½ percent of the capitalization grant will ensure adequate financial 
resources to augment staff or hire contractors to participate in the next Clean Watershed Needs 
Survey, which goes into the field next year. Because of the expanded scope and documentation 
requirements of the next Needs Survey, the cost of participation is likely to exceed the 
projections. 
 
Additionally, the current methodology of the Needs Survey will catalog well-documented 
planned projects but won’t collect data on the cost of rehabilitating aging infrastructure, like the 
Drinking Water Needs Survey. Expanding the language in H.R. 3128 (underlined and italicized 
below) will ensure those costs are included.   
 

U.S.C. 1375 
(b) Detailed estimates and comprehensive study on costs; State estimates survey form 
(1) The Administrator, in cooperation with the States, including water pollution control 
agencies and other water pollution control planning agencies, shall make  

 (A) a detailed estimate of the cost of carrying out the provisions of this chapter;  
(B) a detailed estimate, biennially revised, of the cost of construction of all needed 
publicly owned treatment works in all of the States and of the cost of construction of 
all needed publicly owned treatment works in each of the States, including: 



 

(i) the cost of construction to rehabilitate existing publicly owned treatment works, 
excluding conveyance systems, every 20 years, including measures to strengthen 
resiliency and mitigate damage from manmade or natural disasters; 
(ii) the cost of construction to replace 10% of existing publicly owned conveyance 
systems (pipes) over 20 years; and  
(iii) the cost of construction for all other needed publicly owned treatment works. 

 
IV. Diversion of Federal Funding from Infrastructure 

 
The SRF community understands and supports the development of a well-trained water 
workforce, including certified operators, to ensure utilities can provide safe, reliable wastewater 
and stormwater services. While optional, Clean Water SRFs are concerned about the precedent 
set by allowing a percentage of capitalization grant to be diverted for purposes not directly 
aligned to the core mission of the Clean Water SRFs. Additionally, no CIFA member has 
requested this provision. 
 
Diverting funds from the Clean Water SRF has a permanent impact because every federal dollar 
removed from the SRFs reduces the permanent, recurring source of revenue for clean water 
infrastructure in the future. Because workforce training will require annual diversions of funding, 
the impact on funding will be compounded.   
 
Having said that, the language in H.R. 3128 is preferable to the language in H.R. 1497. The new 
language simulates a “pilot program” by limiting the annual diversion of federal funding to the 
next five years and requiring the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to report on the use of 
funds. CIFA believes reporting ensures accountability for taxpayer funding and provides an 
opportunity to share lessons learned from States that may explore this option. 
 

V. Permanent and Prescriptive Federal Mandates 
 
Since 2009, borrowers of the Clean Water SRFs have had to comply with an increasing myriad of 
federal mandates, which is driving up the administrative and compliance cost of water 
infrastructure projects. The cumulative impact of federal mandates may also have the 
unintended consequence of depressing demand for much-needed investment, particularly in 
small, rural, and disadvantaged communities that lack the professional capacity to manage 
prescriptive paperwork and procedures to demonstrate compliance with federal mandates. 
Making mandates permanent and more prescriptive will only exacerbate the current situation. 
 
Green Project Mandate 
Since the Green Project Reserve was mandated in 2009, Clean Water SRFs have used $8.6 billion 
in federal funding for green projects – 40% of total federal funding during that time frame. 
When the federal mandate is applied to cumulative federal funding, every Clean Water SRF 
exceeds the mandate to use 10% of federal funds for green projects, with 36 of 51 programs 
using more than double the mandated minimum for green projects.  



 

 
The Clean Water SRFs are effective because they are state-run programs that are responsive to 
the needs of communities that face a range of ever-evolving public health and environmental 
challenges. However, federal mandates for certain projects – no matter how well-intended – can 
displace state and local priorities, jeopardizing funding for water infrastructure that may provide 
greater protection for public health and the environment. 
 
Having said that, the language for the green mandate in H.R. 3128 is preferable to the language 
in H.R. 1497. The green project mandate in H.R. 3128 more closely mirrors the Green Project 
Reserve, which has been mandated in appropriations bills for more than a decade. Using the 
same language for a permanent green project mandate will ensure consistency, continue to 
encourage funding of green projects, and protect state and local priorities for water 
infrastructure.  
 
Water and Energy Efficiency Certification  
Since the Water and Energy Efficiency Certification was mandated by the Water Resources 
Reform and Development Act of 2014, borrowers have had to conduct a cost-and-effectiveness 
analysis for all Clean Water SRF projects, even those where water and energy efficiency isn’t 
feasible or practical. For example: 

• Water conservation, which is typically intended to reduce the consumption of drinking 
water, is impractical for wastewater and stormwater systems whose primary purpose is to 
collect and clean sewage and runoff.  

• Energy conservation is impossible to achieve in many clean water projects, such as 
replacing pipes, restoring wetlands, and rebuilding sewer systems that use gravity, not 
man-made power. 

• Conversely, many communities pursue clean water projects with the singular purpose of 
water reuse and energy conservation. The water and energy efficiency certification is 
required but unwarranted for these projects, which are specifically designed to achieve, 
and even exceed, the fundamental goal of the federal mandate.  

 
The SRF community understands and supports the goal of promoting and achieving greater 
water and energy efficiency. Before the federal mandate for water and energy efficiency 
certification, Clean Water SRFs routinely required borrowers, on a project-by-project basis, to 
consider water reuse and energy conservation. While applying a more prescriptive analysis of 
energy efficiency for all projects will likely increase paperwork and process, it is unlikely to 
provide a measurable increase in protection for public health or the environment.  
 
To improve the cost-effectiveness of the federal mandate, CIFA recommends adding language 
to the mandate (underlined and italicized below) to restore flexibility within the Clean Water SRFs 
to determine the projects that require a water and energy efficiency certification.  
 
 
 



 

U.S.C. 33 Section 1382 (b) 
“(13) beginning in fiscal year 2016, for projects where the State determines there is a 
reasonable potential to measurably increase water and energy efficiency, the State will 
require as a condition of providing assistance to a municipality or intermunicipal, 
interstate, or State agency that the recipient of such assistance certify, in a manner 
determined by the Governor of the State, that the recipient— 

(A) has studied and evaluated the cost and effectiveness of the processes, materials, 
techniques, and technologies for carrying out the proposed project or activity for 
which assistance is sought under this subchapter; and 
(B) has selected, to the maximum extent practicable, a project or activity that 
maximizes the potential for efficient water use, reuse, recapture, and conservation, 
energy conservation taking into account— 

(i) the cost of constructing the project or activity; 
(ii) the cost of operating and maintaining the project or activity over the life of 
the project or activity; and 
(iii) the cost of replacing the project or activity; and” 

 
Thank you for your leadership. Because of the foresight of Congress in establishing the Clean 
Water SRFs, the environment is cleaner and millions of Americans in tens of thousands of 
communities around the nation have access to affordable wastewater and stormwater services.  
 
CIFA is committed to strengthening the state-federal partnership that is the hallmark of the 
SRFs. Please contact Deirdre Finn, CIFA Executive Director, at dfinn@cifanet.org or (850) 445-
9619, if CIFA or the SRF community can be of service.  
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
       
 
  
   
CC:  Representative Peter A. DeFazio 
 Representative Sam Graves 
 Representative Grace Napolitano 
  
About CIFA 
CIFA is a national not-for-profit organization that represents the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  

 

mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org


 

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• James P McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 2: Tim Burns, New York Environmental Facilities Corporation  
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Agriculture & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 



 
 

June 22, 2021 
 
The Honorable Frank Pallone  The Honorable Cathy McMorris Rodgers 
Chair  Ranking Member 
2125 Rayburn House Office Building 2322 Rayburn House Office Building  
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives 
Rayburn House Office Building  Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 Washington, D.C. 20515 
 
Re: Assistance, Quality and Affordability Act of 2021 (H.R. 3291) 
 
Dear Chairman Pallone and Ranking Member McMorris Rodgers:  
 
Thank you for your leadership and commitment to the Drinking Water State Revolving Funds 
(SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water infrastructure that protects public 
health. The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) represents Drinking Water SRFs 
in 48 states.  
 
Reauthorization of the Drinking Water SRFs 
CIFA fully supports reauthorization of the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund at funding levels 
in the Assistance, Quality and Affordability Act of 2021 (H.R. 3291). Since the Drinking Water 
SRFs were established, federal funding of $22.1 billion has generated nearly $48 billion in 
subsidized loans and financial assistance for more than 16,000 projects to provide access to safe 
drinking water for millions of Americans. More than 87% of total funds have been dedicated to 
improving compliance with stringent water quality standards and more than one-third of 
assistance agreements have helped small, rural, disadvantaged, and underserved communities.  
 
Yet, additional funding is necessary to meet the growing need. According to the American 
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), the need for capital investment for water infrastructure was 
$129 billion for 2019, while actual total spending on capital investment in water infrastructure 
was $48 billion, leaving a gap of $81 billion or nearly twice the amount of actual spending. If this 
trend continues, this gap is expected to grow to $434 billion by 2029.  
 
Authorization of Funding for Lead Service Line Replacement 
CIFA also supports additional funding for replacement of lead service lines, which pose a 
significant threat to human health, especially for our most vulnerable – children, pregnant 
women and the elderly. 
 



 

However, CIFA has concerns about practical implementation of the legislation and recommends 
clarification of these issues: 

• While the presence of lead service lines varies from state to state, all states face 
potentially serious public health threats to their drinking water systems. Will states also 
be able to access the newly authorized funding for other threats to human health, such 
as copper service lines and emerging contaminants such as perfluoroalkyl and 
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS/PFOA)? 

• Replacement of lead service lines is currently eligible under the Drinking Water SRFs. 
Establishing a separate capitalization grant for lead service line will create an SRF within 
an SRF, which will double the workload for SRFs. What is the desired goal of establishing 
a separate capitalization grant?  

• If funding is used for subsidized loans, will loan repayments be restricted to replacement 
of lead service lines in perpetuity? 

 
Please consider these suggestions to strengthen the state-federal partnership for the Drinking 
Water SRFs, which is a proven program for addressing the diverse water quality challenges 
across the nation.  

• Authorize funding for “areas of critical concern,” which are serious and persistent threats 
to public health from contaminants such as lead, copper, emerging contaminants such as 
perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances, and other contaminants as determined by 
the States 

• Allow states to apply for funding and require the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
to allocate funding proportionately based on requested amounts in applications. 
Establishing a more dynamic process for allotting funds will ensure federal funding is 
allotted based on the threat to public health, demand for financial assistance by 
communities, and the capacity of SRFs and communities to utilize the funds quickly.  

• Allow SRFs to determine how to use the funds to best meet the needs of communities, 
including using funds for subsidized loans, additional subsidy and technical assistance.  

 
Thank you for your leadership. Because of the foresight of Congress in establishing the 
Drinking Water SRFs, millions of Americans in thousands of communities around the nation have 
access to safe, affordable drinking water. CIFA is committed to strengthening the state-federal 
partnership that is the hallmark of the SRFs. Please contact Deirdre Finn, CIFA Executive Director, 
at dfinn@cifenet.org or (850) 445-9619, if the SRF community can be of service.  
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     
  
 
 

mailto:dfinn@cifenet.org


 

About CIFA 
CIFA is a national not-for-profit organization that represents the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• James P McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 2: Tim Burns, New York Environmental Facilities Corporation  
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Agriculture & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 
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April 13, 2021 
 
The Honorable Nancy Pelosi   The Honorable Charles E. Schumer  
Speaker of the House    Senate Majority Leader  
U.S. House of Representatives   U.S. Senate  
Washington, DC     Washington, DC 
 
The Honorable Kevin McCarthy   The Honorable Mitch McConnell  
Minority Leader    Minority Leader  
U.S. House of Representatives   U.S. Senate  
Washington, DC     Washington, DC 
 
RE: America’s Investment in Water Infrastructure  
 
Dear Congressional Leaders, 
 
The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA), the Association of 
Clean Water Administrators (ACWA), the Environmental Council of the States (ECOS), 
the Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), Western States Water 
Council (WSWC), which represent State agencies and programs, strongly support 
increased funding for drinking water, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure that 
protects public health and the environment. To strengthen the state-federal partnership 
that is the hallmark of national investment in water infrastructure, our organizations offer 
the following recommendations: 
 
Increase funding for existing, proven programs, rather than create new programs. 
Even in the best circumstances, establishing a new funding program can take years. 
Instead, reauthorizing and increasing funding for proven water infrastructure programs 
will ensure States can manage an increase in water infrastructure projects efficiently 
and effectively. Programs include the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving 



 

Funds (SRFs), the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (WIFIA), WIFIA for 
state financing authorities (SWIFIA) and many water grant and loan programs across 
multiple federal agencies.  
 
Provide flexibility within existing programs to maximize federal investment in 
water infrastructure. 
A proliferation of grant programs in recent years has created the unintended 
consequence of complicating funding and financing for water infrastructure. Because 
each program has a different set of criteria, cost-share requirements and federal 
mandates, many States have had to develop a complex system of matchmaking to find 
communities, including Native American communities, that have the greatest need for 
specific grant funding, meet specific criteria and cost-share requirements, and fulfill 
specific federal mandates. Maintaining separate funding for specific goals but providing 
federal agencies and states with greater flexibility to implement these programs will 
ensure federal money flows faster to those communities that need it most. 
 
Provide additional federal funding to ensure state agencies have the resources to 
move more water infrastructure projects through the project pipeline. 
State agencies, such as departments of public health and environmental protection or 
natural resources, play an integral role in building water infrastructure, from planning to 
design permitting to construction to compliance. These agencies can be responsible for 
a myriad of infrastructure-related tasks, including providing technical assistance to 
small, rural, disadvantaged and underserved communities, marketing investments in 
green infrastructure, processing loan and grant applications, prioritizing projects to meet 
the greatest need, conducting environmental reviews, performing cost-and-effective 
engineering analyses, permitting projects, monitoring compliance, and preventing fraud 
and waste.  
 
Robust funding for Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) Grant Program and 
Sec.106 State and Tribal Assistance Grants (STAG) is necessary to ensure states have 
the capacity to handle an increase in funding for water infrastructure, especially to the 
Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs. Fully funding these and similar programs will 
ensure water infrastructure projects can move to construction with the appropriate 
public health safeguards and environmental permits, and without delays or bottlenecks. 
 
Ensure States can prioritize federal funding for water infrastructure projects to 
meet the unique needs of their communities, especially small, rural, 
disadvantaged and underserved communities. 
Restricting the use of federal funds to certain projects, such as shovel-ready and green 
infrastructure projects, can often displace priority projects in the current project pipeline 
and allow some projects to “jump the line” for funding. For example, the priority for many 
small, rural, disadvantaged and underserved communities isn’t green infrastructure; the 



 

priority is ensuring reliable sources of water, replacement and rehabilitation of brick-
and-mortar water infrastructure to ensure low-income households have affordable 
access to safe drinking water and wastewater services, and basic stormwater 
infrastructure which may not qualify as green infrastructure. Allowing States to 
determine priorities for funding will ensure the highest priority projects are funded, which 
provides benefits to the nation. 
 
Provide adequate time to spend federal funding, ensuring both the smallest and 
largest projects can be eligible for funding and are built within federal time limits. 
Increased funding for water infrastructure can strain necessary expertise and skilled 
workers in the engineering and construction sectors. As a result, it may take longer for 
smaller projects – which must compete with larger, more profitable projects – to procure 
the necessary services to plan, design and build their projects. Additionally, short 
timelines for spending can disqualify large projects, especially complex, 
transformational green infrastructure projects that often require more time to complete 
than traditional grey infrastructure. Providing adequate time to spend federal funding will 
allow the marketplace to adapt to increased demand and ensure priority projects, both 
large and small, are funded. 
 
Reduce the cost of building water infrastructure, which will allow federal funding 
to build more water infrastructure projects. 
Reducing duplicative paperwork, reviews and processes at all levels for loans and 
grants to build water infrastructure, especially for small communities with declining 
populations, will reduce the cost of water infrastructure that is needed to protect public 
health and the environment.  
 
Allow the Clean Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs) to fund and provide 
technical assistance for small and rural communities.  
Allowing the Clean Water SRFs to use up 2% of the annual capitalization grant for 
technical assistance to small and rural communities, just like the Drinking Water SRF, 
will provide much-needed support to communities that lack the professional expertise to 
build water infrastructure. Moreover, it is critical that States be allowed to determine the 
best providers of technical assistance, including the option of providing these services 
in-house with state employees. 
 
Provide relief and greater flexibility for states and communities to meet match 
and cost-share requirements of loan and grant programs. 
Significant increases in appropriations may impact the States’ ability to meet the 20% 
match requirement of the SRFs. Additionally, restrictions on using the SRFs to meet 
cost-share requirements, such as with the Assistance for Small and Disadvantaged 
Communities Grant Program, can impede the States’ ability to help communities most in 



 

need. Providing relief and flexibility for match and cost-share will allow States to deliver 
federal funds, efficiently and effectively, to thousands of communities across the nation.  
 
Increased federal funding and flexibility for water infrastructure will create jobs, 
spur investments in the economy, and provide a strong, sustainable foundation 
for future economic growth. 
Providing robust federal funding for proven programs, combined with flexibility for state 
implementation and management, will incentivize investment by local communities in 
building water infrastructure that protects public health and the environment. Healthy 
environments and a safe, reliable supply of drinking water are the foundation of vibrant 
communities and growing economies.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Kim Colson, President 
Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) 
Director, Division of Water Infrastructure  
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
 
 

 
Patrick McDonnell, President 
Environmental Council of the States (ECOS) 
Secretary 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection 
 

 
Thomas C. Stiles, President 
Association of Clean Water Administrators (ACWA) 
Director, Bureau of Water 
Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 

 

 
Cathy Tucker-Vogel, President 
Association of State Drinking Water Administrators 
(ASDWA) 
Public Water Supply Section Chief 
Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
 

 
Jennifer Verleger, Chair 
Western States Water Council (WSWC) 
Assistant Attorney General 
State of North Dakota 
 
 

Organization Contacts: 
• ACWA: Julia Anastasio, janastasio@acwa-us.org  
• ASDWA: Alan Roberson, aroberson@asdwa.org 
• CIFA: Deirdre Finn, dfinn@cifanet.org 
• ECOS: Don Welsh, dwelsh@ecos.org  
• WSWC: Tony Willardson, twillardson@wswc.utah.gov 

https://www.cifanet.org/
https://www.ecos.org/
https://www.acwa-us.org/
https://www.asdwa.org/
https://www.asdwa.org/
https://westernstateswater.org/
mailto:janastasio@acwa-us.org
mailto:aroberson@asdwa.org
mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org
mailto:dwelsh@ecos.org
mailto:twillardson@wswc.utah.gov


                     
 

           
 

September 7, 2021 
 
The Honorable Nancy Pelosi    The Honorable Charles E. Schumer  
Speaker of the House     Senate Majority Leader  
U.S. House of Representatives   U.S. Senate  
Washington, DC     Washington, DC 
 
The Honorable Kevin McCarthy   The Honorable Mitch McConnell  
Minority Leader    Minority Leader  
U.S. House of Representatives   U.S. Senate  
Washington, DC     Washington, DC 
 
RE: Unintended Consequences of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) 
 
Dear Congressional Leaders, 
 
The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA), the Association of Clean 
Water Administrators (ACWA), the Environmental Council of the States (ECOS), the Council of 
Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), and Western States Water Council (WSWC), which 
represent state agencies and programs, strongly support the funding for the Clean Water and 
Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs) in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 
3684). Increased funding for drinking water, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure will 
increase protection for public health and the environment – saving lives and safeguarding finite 
water resources for generations to come.  
 
However, the requirement for state cash match on appropriations in the bill jeopardizes 
the ability of states to quickly and efficiently access this federal funding for water 
infrastructure projects. 
 
 



When combined with cash match requirements for annual appropriations, the 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act significantly increases cash match requirements 
for states.  
 
The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act requires states to provide cash match for $22.426 
billion for capitalization grants over the next five years (10% of the 2022 and 2023 capitalization 
grants and 20% of the 2024, 2025, and 2026 capitalization grants). The cumulative cost of state 
cash match for these supplemental appropriations is an estimated $3.864 billion over the next 
five years. 
 
Cash match for these supplemental capitalization grants is in addition to cash match 
requirements for capitalization grants in annual appropriations bills. States provided an 
estimated $553 million in cash match for the 2021 capitalization grant. Based on the recent 
budget passed by the U.S. House of Representatives, state cash match will increase to nearly 
$646 million for the 2022 capitalization grant. If annual funding levels remain consistent with 
recent appropriations, states will be required to provide at least $2.765 billion in cash match for 
annually appropriated capitalization grants over the next five years. 
 
Combined, state cash match requirements are likely to exceed $6.629 billion over the next five 
years, more than double the amount required over last five years. For reference, the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act didn’t require any cash match for appropriations for the Clean 
Water and Drinking Water SRFs.  
 
Under federal law, cash match must be deposited into the SRFs before states can draw down the 
first dollar of federal funds.1 States that are unable to deposit cash match into their SRFs during 
the fiscal year the funding is appropriated, or the next fiscal year, will lose their funding 
(essentially within two fiscal years).2   
 
States may struggle to provide cash match for the cumulative appropriations in the 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act and the annual 2022 federal budget, which will 
delay access to federal funding for critical water infrastructure projects in communities 
across the nation. 
 
States face different challenges based on how cash match is generated, either through state 
appropriations or through interagency loans and bonds that depend on interest payments from 
SRF loans to repay debt.3 
 

• States that Appropriate Cash Match: Some states appropriate cash match. Uncertainty 
about the pandemic and economic recovery, along with constraints from balanced 
budget requirements, are likely to force state legislatures to make difficult decisions 

 
1 33 USC §1382 (b)(2) and 42 USC §300j–12 (e) 
2 33 USC §1384 (c)(1) and USC 42 §300j–12 (a)(1)(C) 
3 33 USC §1383 (d)(2) and 42 USC §300j–12 (f)(4) 



about funding important programs. States that have experienced catastrophic natural 
disasters, such as Hurricane Ida, flooding, tornados, or wildfires, will face even greater 
challenges. As a result, states may need to delay appropriations for cash match for the 
SRFs.  

 
• States that Borrow to Fund Cash Match: Some states make interagency loans or issue 

bonds to fund cash match. These loans and bonds are secured and repaid using interest 
payments on SRF subsidized loans, which are provided at below market interest rates. 
Very low interest rates and federally mandated additional subsidy (requirements to 
provide federal funds as grants instead of subsidized loans) have significantly eroded this 
source of revenue for cash match, jeopardizing the ability of SRFs to issue bonds to 
provide cash match. If SRFs don’t have adequate revenue from this source, it will take 
time, potentially years, to find an alternative source of revenue to provide cash match.  

 
The problem is real. Alaska’s Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs couldn’t meet cash match 
requirements for funding provided in the 2019 Additional Supplemental Appropriation for 
Disaster Relieve Act (ASADRA) and ultimately lost those federal funds. With such significant 
increases in cash match requirements, it’s likely that more states will face similar circumstances.  
 
Action is needed to ensure quick and efficient access to federal funds for water, 
wastewater and stormwater infrastructure.  
 
If there are any opportunities to amend the bill before it becomes law, please consider these 
potential solutions to help states more quickly and efficiently fund water infrastructure that 
protects public health and the environment:  
 

• Eliminate state cash match on federal appropriations in the bill, which would allow 
immediate access to supplemental federal funding for critical water infrastructure 
projects. 
 

• Allow states to use State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds from the American Rescue Plan 
Act for cash match, which may help some states meet the cash match requirement in the 
short term.  
 

• Eliminate state cash match on federally mandated additional subsidy in the bill, (49% of 
the capitalization grant), which will cut the state cash match requirement by almost half 
and prevent states from going into debt to match funds that must be given away as 
grants and grant-equivalents.  
 

• Eliminate the mandate for additional subsidy in the bill, which will increase the source of 
revenue to meet future cash match requirements, which is a sustainable solution that will 
help states meet the cash match over the long-term.  

 



Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. On behalf of our members, thank 
you for leadership in investing in America’s infrastructure, especially water infrastructure which is 
so critical to healthy lives and livelihoods. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
James P McGoff, President 
Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) 
COO and Director of Environmental Programs 
Indiana Finance Authority  
 

 
Patrick McDonnell, President 
Environmental Council of the States (ECOS) 
Secretary 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection 
 

 
Andrew Gavin (SRBC), President 
Association of Clean Water Administrators (ACWA) 
Deputy Executive Director 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission 

 
Cathy Tucker-Vogel, President 
Association of State Drinking Water Administrators 
(ASDWA) 
Public Water Supply Section Chief 
Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
 

 
Jennifer Verleger, Chair 
Western States Water Council (WSWC) 
Assistant Attorney General 
State of North Dakota 
 

 
Organization Contacts: 

• ACWA: Julia Anastasio, janastasio@acwa-us.org  
• ASDWA: Alan Roberson, aroberson@asdwa.org 
• CIFA: Deirdre Finn, dfinn@cifanet.org 
• ECOS: Don Welsh, dwelsh@ecos.org  
• WSWC: Tony Willardson, twillardson@wswc.utah.gov 

 

https://www.cifanet.org/
https://www.ecos.org/
https://www.acwa-us.org/
https://www.asdwa.org/
https://www.asdwa.org/
https://westernstateswater.org/
mailto:janastasio@acwa-us.org
mailto:aroberson@asdwa.org
mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org
mailto:dwelsh@ecos.org
mailto:twillardson@wswc.utah.gov
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Government Finance Officers Association  

Airports Council International-North America 

American Public Gas Association  

American Public Power Association  

American Public Works Association  

American Society of Civil Engineers  

American Water Works Association  

Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies 

Bond Dealers of America  

Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities  

International City/County Management Association  

Large Public Power Council 

National Association of Health and Educational Facilities Finance Authorities  

National Association of State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers 

National Association of Clean Water Agencies 

National Association of Bond Lawyers 

National Association of College and University Business Officers  

National Association of Counties  

National Association of Municipal Advisors 

National Association of Regional Councils  

National Association of State Treasurers  

National Community Development Association  

National League of Cities 

National Association of Towns and Townships  

National Council of State Housing Agencies  

National School Boards Association  

Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association 

The United States Conference of Mayors  

Water Environment Federation 

 

January 28, 2021 

 

Dear Members of Congress:   

  

We the above signed organizations representing the Public Finance Network (PFN) congratulate and 

welcome the new Administration and Congress in preserving our nation's intergovernmental partnership. 

Providing communities with strong infrastructure has long been a national priority, one that is critical for 

state and local governments and nonprofit entities that heavily rely on tax-exempt bonds to build stronger 

communities. For over a century, the national organizations listed above have represented thousands of 

public-sector and tax-exempt entities that have issued debt to finance capital projects. Everything from the 

construction and preservation of roads, airports, highways, bridges, transportation, affordable housing, 

water and wastewater, schools, libraries, town halls, nonprofit hospitals and universities, electric power and 

gas facilities are just a few examples among a multitude of public projects that rely on tax-exempt municipal 

bonds.  

 



In fact, municipal bond tax exemption has played a vital role in our nation’s intergovernmental partnership. 

As a popular means used by state and local governments and nonprofit entities in providing their 

communities with strong infrastructure, tax-exempt bonds have financed over $2 trillion in new 

infrastructure investments in the past decade and are projected to finance another $2 trillion in new 

infrastructure investments over the next ten years. As a tool that has been tried and proven to work for 

years, we highly encourage tax-exempt municipal bonds as a means to consider as you look into additional 

ways to further invest in the nation’s infrastructure. The economic security of millions of citizens depends 

on municipal bonds.  

 

The PFN appreciates and welcomes the support of your colleagues Dutch Ruppersberger and Steve Stivers, 

co-chairs of the Municipal Finance Caucus, in the work they do to highlight and stress the importance of 

tax-exempt municipal bonds. We strongly urge you to consider joining the Municipal Finance Caucus. 

Additionally, the PFN serves as a resource for you and extends an invitation to collaborate in the developing 

new tools that compliment tax-exempt municipal bonds.  

 

We look forward to working with you on municipal bonds, infrastructure, financial markets and all other 

matters of mutual interest. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Government Finance Officers Association, Emily Swenson Brock, ebrock@gfoa.org 

Airports Council International-North America, Amanda La Joie, alajoie@airportscouncil.org 

American Public Gas Association, Stuart Saulters, ssaulters@apga.org 

American Public Power Association, John Godfrey, jgodfrey@publicpower.org 

American Public Works Association, Andrea Eales, aeales@apwa.net  

American Society of Civil Engineers, Joe Brady, jbrady@asce.org 

American Water Works Association, Tommy Holmes, tholmes@awwa.org 

Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies, Diane VanDe Hei, vandehei@amwa.net 

Bond Dealers of America, Brett Bolton, bbolton@bdamerica.org 

Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities, Deirdre Finn, dfinn@cifanet.org 

International City/County Management Association, Elizabeth Kellar, ekellar@icma.org 

Large Public Power Council, Lawrence Willcox, willcox@capitoltax.com 

National Assn of Health and Educational Facilities Finance Authorities, Chuck Samuels, 

casamuels@mintz.com 

National Assn of State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers, Cornelia Chebinou, cchebinou@nasact.org 

National Association of Bond Lawyers, Jessica Giroux, jgiroux@nabl.org 

National Association of Clean Water Agencies, Kristina Surfus, ksurfus@nacwa.org 

National Association of College and University Business Officers, Liz Clark, lclark@nacubo.org 

National Association of Counties, Eryn Hurley, ehurley@naco.org 

National Association of Municipal Advisors, Susan Gaffney, susan@municipaladvisors.org 

National Association of Regional Councils, Leslie Wollack leslie@narc.org 

National Association of State Treasurers, Brian Egan, brian@statetreasurers.org 

National Community Development Association, Vicki Watson, vwatson@ncdaonline.org 

National League of Cities, Michael Gleeson, gleeson@nlc.org 

National Association of Towns and Townships, Jennifer Imo, jImo@tfgnet.com 
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National Council of State Housing Agencies, Garth Rieman, grieman@NCSHA.ORG 

National School Boards Association, Deborah Rigsby, drigsby@nsba.org 

Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association, William Cardon, wcardon@sifma.org 

The United States Conference of Mayors, Larry Jones, ljones@uscm.org 

Water Environment Federation, Steve Dye, sdye@wef.org 

 

 

mailto:grieman@NCSHA.ORG
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Government Finance Officers Association  

Airports Council International-North America 

American Public Gas Association  

American Public Power Association  

American Public Works Association  

American Society of Civil Engineers  

American Water Works Association  

Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies  

Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities 

International City/County Management Association  

Large Public Power Council 

National Association of Health and Educational Facilities Finance Authorities  

National Association of State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers 

National Association of Clean Water Agencies 

National Association of College and University Business Officers  

National Association of Counties  

National Association of Regional Councils  

National Association of State Treasurers  

National Community Development Association  

National League of Cities 

National Association of Towns and Townships  

National Council of State Housing Agencies  

National School Boards Association  

The United States Conference of Mayors  

Water Environment Federation 

 

 

January 28, 2021 

 

The Honorable Janet L. Yellen 

United States Secretary of the Treasury 

1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington, D.C. 20220 

 

RE: Congratulations from the Public Finance Network  

 

 

Dear Secretary Yellen,  

 

On behalf of the municipal issuer representative groups listed above, we offer our congratulations on your 

confirmation to serve as Secretary of the United States Treasury. We have long shared a robust partnership 

with various administrations and the career staff of the U.S. Treasury to further our shared goal of building 

stronger, healthier communities. We offer our members and our professional staff to serve as resources to 



you, your team and the staff of the U.S. Treasury, as you set out to address the fiscal and monetary 

challenges facing our nation. 

 

Members of our collective groups rely significantly on the federal partnership represented by the tax-

exemption for municipal securities and the effective use of that tax exemption for their own communities. 

Tax-exempt bonds are the primary mechanism through which state and local governments raise capital to 

finance a wide range of essential public projects. The volume of municipal bond issuance for the period 

from 2009 to 2019 amounted to $4.2 trillion. Communities across the country depend on strong, substantive 

federal tax policy for state and local governments to meet their capital needs. For over 100 years, the 

municipal bond market has worked fairly and efficiently to address these needs, whether it is in our largest 

states and cities or the rural areas across the United States.  

 

It is that shared priority that brings us together today to write to you. We welcome the chance to meet with 

you and your team as individual organizations or as a collective group. We also wish to broadly outline our 

shared priorities and recommendations for your consideration. 

 

Preserve the Tax-Exemption on Qualified Municipal Securities: Above all else, our cohesion is 

centered around our commitment to preserving the tax exemption itself on municipal bonds. 

Elimination, reduction or capping of the tax exemption would pose immediate increased costs to 

the critical projects financed by state and local issuers. Added costs to capital projects would force 

state and local governments, already budget-strained by the ongoing pandemic, to make difficult 

and pro-recessionary choices. Furthermore, increased costs would ultimately be borne by the 

American taxpayer.   

 

Restore the Tax-Exemption for Advance Refunding Bonds: Before January 1, 2018, municipal 

issuers were able to issue single tax-exempt advance refunding bonds prior to 90 days before call. 

This critical tool allowed state and local governments to effectively refinance their outstanding debt 

in order to take advantage of more favorable interest rate environments or covenant terms. Advance 

refunding bonds frequently provided issuers with the flexibility to lower debt servicing charges that 

would otherwise be a fixed cost. The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) found that 

between 2007 and 2017, there were over 12,000 tax-exempt advance refunding issuances 

nationwide which generated over $18 billion in savings for tax and ratepayers over the ten-year 

period. Prior to their elimination in the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (“TCJA”) (P.L. 115-97), advance 

refunding bonds made up approximately 27 percent of issues in 2016. Restoration of this tax 

exemption would require an act of Congress, but would be one of the most effective actions to 

provide state and local governments with more financial flexibility to weather downturns and 

increase infrastructure investment. 

 

Support Small Issuers: We recommend exploring additional ways to enhance the ability for smaller 

issuers to access capital. We believe that targeted easing of capital requirements along with minor 

changes to the U.S. Tax Code would further strengthen access to bank loans and lines of credits for 

smaller issuers. Often in smaller communities, the relationship between an issuer and the 

community bank is the primary source of capital. Limitations on the deductibility of carrying costs, 

as well as stressed capital requirements and asset caps placed on banks, constrain their ability to 



meet the credit needs of small issuers. GFOA, USCM, NLC, NACo, ICMA, NAHEFFA and APPA 

have supported bipartisan legislative efforts like the “Municipal Bond Market Support Act of 2019” 

(H.R. 3967), which would greatly expand the number of small issuers eligible to issue “bank 

qualified debt” and provide an additional purchaser in our markets to further diversify sources of 

credit to state and local governments. 

 

Provide Direct Fiscal Support: We have consistently and strongly urged Congress to provide 

additional aid to state and local governments throughout the COVID-19 pandemic. Managing the 

implementation of the already-appropriated funds such as the Coronavirus Relief Fund and the 

Emergency Rental Assistance Program has taken significant work by the Office of the General 

Counsel and the Office of the Inspector General of the U.S. Treasury. We appreciate the outreach 

of the ongoing and newly appointed staff in the beginning stages of the transition and their attention 

to administrative detail in implementing as the impact COVID-19 has had on state and local 

governments has been extraordinary. Providing services to communities while simultaneously 

responding to the ongoing public health crisis, which persists without an end date, increases the 

need for clear, effective communication from the U.S. Treasury as well as additional flexible 

funding for state and local governments to ensure the stability of our nation.  

 

Support the Office of State and Local Finance and Designate a Dedicated Municipal Bond Expert 

to the Tax Policy Team: One of our closest relationships with the U.S. Treasury has been the Office 

of Tax Policy. For many years, issuers turned to dedicated staffers on the team for expertise in the 

federal tax issues relating to state and local bonds. This expertise in the tax rules for qualified 

municipal securities and the manner in which the municipal bond markets operate had long been 

effective in drafting and implementing tax policy in the tax-exempt domain. While we maintain a 

strong relationship with, and appreciate the tremendous work of the Office of Tax Policy, there has 

not been a dedicated staffer working on issues in this area since it was vacated in 2019. Filling this 

role would allow Treasury to better meet the diverse needs of municipal issuers. Additionally, since 

the creation of the Office of State and Local Finance, communities have recognized that it has been 

a useful line of communication from the U.S. Treasury to state and local governments. The public 

finance community appreciates their outreach and research efforts and we look forward to 

continuing this going forward.   

 

Finally, we would like to reiterate that as a collective group, and through our individual organizations we 

are here to serve as resources for you and your team. If you should need issue area expertise on specific 

sectors of our markets, we have included the contact information for the policy directors of the signing 

organizations. Congratulations on your confirmation and we look forward to hearing from and working 

with you.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Government Finance Officers Association, Emily Swenson Brock, ebrock@gfoa.org 

Airports Council International-North America, Amanda La Joie, alajoie@airportscouncil.org 

American Public Gas Association, Stuart Saulters, ssaulters@apga.org 

mailto:ebrock@gfoa.org
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American Public Power Association, John Godfrey, jgodfrey@publicpower.org 

American Public Works Association, Andrea Eales, aeales@apwa.net  

American Society of Civil Engineers, Joe Brady, jbrady@asce.org 

American Water Works Association, Tommy Holmes, tholmes@awwa.org 

Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies, Diane VanDe Hei, vandehei@amwa.net 

Association of School Business Officials International, Elleka Yost, eyost@asbointl.org 

Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities, Deirdre Finn, dfinn@cifanet.org 

International City/County Management Association, Elizabeth Kellar, ekellar@icma.org 

Large Public Power Council, Lawrence Willcox, willcox@capitoltax.com 

National Association of Health and Educational Facilities Finance Authorities, Chuck Samuels, 

casamuels@mintz.com 

National Assn of State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers, Cornelia Chebinou, cchebinou@nasact.org 

National Association of Clean Water Agencies, Kristina Surfus, ksurfus@nacwa.org 

National Association of College and University Business Officers, Liz Clark, lclark@nacubo.org 

National Association of Counties, Eryn Hurley, ehurley@naco.org 

National Association of Regional Councils, Leslie Wollack leslie@narc.org 

National Association of State Treasurers, Brian Egan, brian@statetreasurers.org 

National Community Development Association, Vicki Watson, vwatson@ncdaonline.org 

National League of Cities, Michael Gleeson, gleeson@nlc.org 

National Association of Towns and Townships, Jennifer Imo, jImo@tfgnet.com 

National Council of State Housing Agencies, Garth Rieman, grieman@NCSHA.ORG 

National School Boards Association, Deborah Rigsby, drigsby@nsba.org 

The United States Conference of Mayors, Larry Jones, ljones@uscm.org 

Water Environment Federation, Steve Dye, sdye@wef.org 

 

 

Cc: Jacob Leibenluft, Counselor to the Secretary 

Mark Mazur, US Assistant Secretary for Tax Policy 

Melissa Moye, Director, Office of State and Local Finance 

Members of the US House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee 

Members of the US Senate Finance Committee 
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Government Finance Officers Association 
Airports Council International – North America 

American Hospital Association 
American Public Gas Association 

American Public Power Association 
American Public Works Association 
American Society of Civil Engineers 
American Water Works Association 

Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies 
Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 

Association of School Business Officials International 
Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities 

Council of State Governments 
International City/County Management Association 

Large Public Power Council 
National Association of Clean Water Agencies 

National Association of College and University Business Officers 
National Association of Counties 

National Association of Health and Educational Facilities Finance Authorities 
National Association of Regional Councils 

National Association of State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers 
National Association of State Treasurers 

National Association of Towns and Townships 
National Community Development Association 

National Council of State Housing Agencies 
National League of Cities 

National Special Districts Coalition  
The United States Conference of Mayors 

Water Environment Federation 
 
 

 
September 1, 2021 
 
The Honorable Charles Schumer 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate 
322 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 
 

The Honorable Mitch McConnell 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate 
317 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives 
1236 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

The Honorable Kevin McCarthy 
Minority Leader, U.S. House of Representatives 
2468 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

 



RE: Municipal Bonds and Infrastructure Investment  
 
Dear Senators and Representatives,  
 
On behalf of the municipal issuer representative groups listed above, we write collectively supporting the 
federal partnership represented by the tax-exemption for municipal securities and the effective use of that 
tax exemption for our various communities. Tax-exempt bonds are the primary mechanism through which 
state and local governments raise capital to finance a wide range of essential public projects. The volume 
of municipal bond issuance for the period from 2009 to 2019 amounted to $4.2 trillion. Communities across 
the country depend on strong, substantive federal tax policy for state and local governments to meet their 
capital needs. For over 100 years, the municipal bond market has worked fairly and efficiently to address 
these needs, whether it is in our largest states and cities or rural communities across the United States.  
 
We appreciate the focus on Capitol Hill in recent weeks on infrastructure because our country’s need for 
additional investment was amplified by the COVID-19 pandemic. As the broad diversity of the issuer 
groups listed demonstrates, municipal bonds finance infrastructure projects that go well beyond just roads 
and bridges. Everything from the construction and preservation of roads, airports, highways, bridges, public 
transportation, affordable housing, water and wastewater, schools, libraries, town halls, nonprofit hospitals 
and universities, and electric power and gas facilities are just a few examples among a multitude of public 
projects that rely on tax-exempt municipal bonds. It is that shared priority that brings us together today to 
write to you.  
 
Above all else, our cohesion is centered around our commitment to preserving the tax exemption on 
municipal bonds. Elimination, reduction, or capping of the tax exemption would pose immediate increased 
costs to the critical projects financed by state and local issuers. Added costs to capital projects would force 
state and local governments, already budget-strained by the ongoing pandemic, to make difficult and pro-
recessionary choices. Furthermore, increased costs would ultimately be borne by the American taxpayer.  
 
There is broad bipartisan support in Congress to enhance municipal bonds for state and local governments, 
thereby providing a more powerful, cost-effective way to drive further investment and economic growth. 
We urge members of Congress to join in supporting these bipartisan provisions as we move into a critical 
phase in the legislative debate on infrastructure. We share the following priorities for your consideration. 
 

Restore the Tax-Exemption for Advance Refunding Bonds: Before January 1, 2018, municipal 
issuers were able to issue single tax-exempt advance refunding bonds prior to 90 days before call. 
This critical tool allowed state and local governments to effectively refinance their outstanding debt 
in order to take advantage of more favorable interest rate environments or covenant terms. Advance 
refunding bonds frequently provided issuers with the flexibility to lower debt servicing charges that 
would otherwise be a fixed cost. The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) found that 
between 2007 and 2017, there were over 12,000 tax-exempt advance refunding issuances 
nationwide which generated over $18 billion in savings for tax and ratepayers over the ten-year 
period. Prior to their elimination in the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (“TCJA”) (P.L. 115-97), advance 
refunding bonds made up approximately 27 percent of issues in 2016. Restoration of this tax 
exemption would require an act of Congress, but would be one of the most effective actions to 



provide state and local governments with more financial flexibility to weather downturns and 
increase infrastructure investment. 
 
Support Small Issuers: We recommend exploring additional ways to enhance the ability for 
smaller issuers to access capital. We believe that targeted easing of capital requirements along with 
minor changes to the U.S. Tax Code would further strengthen access to bank loans and lines of 
credits for smaller issuers and borrowers in the case of nonprofits. Often in smaller communities, 
the relationship between an issuer and the community bank is the primary source of capital. 
Limitations on the deductibility of carrying costs, as well as stressed capital requirements and asset 
caps placed on banks, constrain their ability to meet the credit needs of small issuers. There are 
current bipartisan legislative efforts on Capitol Hill that many of our groups support to expand the 
number of small governments and nonprofits eligible to benefit from “bank qualified debt” and 
provide an enhanced purchaser in our markets to further diversify sources of credit to state and 
local governments. 
 
Restore and Expand the Use of Direct-Pay Bonds and Eliminate Sequestration for New and 
Existing Direct-Pay Bonds: While not currently permitted to be issued, in the past, Congress 
authorized governments to issue taxable direct subsidy bonds. These bonds allowed the 
government/issuing entity to receive a payment from the Federal Government for the life of the 
bond, covering a percentage of the interest costs. Bonds under previous programs could be issued 
for most governmental purposes, and the subsidy generally provided the issuer with a lower net 
interest cost on the financing compared with conventional tax-exempt bonds. Restoring and 
expanding the use of direct-pay type bonds and ending their subsidy exposure to sequestration, 
would immediately create an attractive investment option globally while funding thousands of state 
and local projects, particularly while the municipal bond market is recovering from the initial 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, the application of sequestration to existing direct-
pay bonds should be eliminated. 
 

Finally, we would like to reiterate that as a collective group, and through our individual organizations we 
are here to serve as resources for you and your team. If you should need issue area expertise on specific 
sectors of our markets, we have included the contact information for the policy directors of the signing 
organizations. We look forward to hearing from and working with you.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Government Finance Officers Association, Emily Swenson Brock, 202-393-8467 
Airports Council International – North America, Amanda La Joie, 202-861-8094 
American Hospital Association, Mike Rock, 202-626-2325 
American Public Gas Association, Emily Wong, 202-470-4262 
American Public Power Association, John Godfrey, 202-467-2929 
American Public Works Association, Andrea Eales, 202-218-6730 
American Society of Civil Engineers, Caroline Sevier, 202-789-7855 
American Water Works Association, Tommy Holmes, 202-306-9530 



Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies, Dan Hartnett, 202-331-2820 
Association of Public and Land-grant Universities, Lindsey Tepe, 202-478-6079 
Association of School Business Officials International, Elleka Yost, 866-682-2729 
Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities, Deirdre Finn, 850-445-9619 
Council of State Governments, Andy Karellas, 202-624-5460 
International City/County Management Association, Elizabeth Kellar, 202-962-5328 
Large Public Power Council, John DeStasio, 512-707-1010 
National Association of Clean Water Agencies, Kristina Surfus, 202-833-4655 
National Association of College and University Business Officers, Liz Clark, 202-861-2553 
National Association of Counties, Eryn Hurley, 202-942-4204 
National Assoc. of Health and Educational Facilities Finance Authorities, Chuck Samuels, 202-434-7311 
National Association of Regional Councils, Leslie Wollack, 202-618-6363 
National Association of State Auditors, Comptrollers and Treasurers, Cornelia Chebinou, 202-624-5451 
National Association of State Treasurers, Shaun Snyder, 202-744-6663 
National Association of Towns and Townships, Jennifer Imo, 202-454-3947 
National Community Development Association, Vicki Watson, 540-656-9552 
National Council of State Housing Agencies, Garth Rieman, 202-624-7710 
National League of Cities, Michael Gleeson, 202-626-3091 
National Special Districts Coalition, Cole Karr, 417-861-7418 
The United States Conference of Mayors, Larry Jones, 202-861-6709 
Water Environment Federation, Steve Dye, 703-684-2400 
 
CC: Members of the United States House of Representatives 
 Members of the United States Senate 
  
 



Appendix F 



Sustainable Wastewater Infrastructure: 
Measures to Promote Resiliency and Climate Adaptation and Mitigation 

U.S. House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
April 21, 2021 

Testimony of  
Kim Colson, Director, Division of Water Infrastructure 
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality  

On behalf of the Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) 

On behalf of the Clean Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs) across the nation, thank you for the 
opportunity to share the thoughts of the SRF community on measures to promote sustainable 
and resilient water, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure. My name is Kim Colson and I am 
the Director of the Division of Water Infrastructure for the North Carolina Department of 
Environmental Quality, which manages both the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs. Today, I 
am speaking on behalf of the Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) whose 
members manage the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs in 48 states.  

The Clean Water SRFs are the nation’s premier programs for funding water infrastructure 
that protects public health and the environment. Since they were established by Congress 
more than 30 years ago, the Clean Water SRFs have funded more than 40,000 water 
infrastructure projects in communities around the country, providing clean water to support 
healthy ecosystems, livable communities and robust economies. 

Although these proven programs have been around for more than three decades, the SRFs have 
evolved significantly during that time. Our portfolio of infrastructure has grown well beyond 
traditional brick-and-mortar wastewater treatment plants and sewer pipes to an array of 
innovative projects that are solving the most complex water challenges of our day. To help 
communities build water infrastructure that is sustainable and resilient, our programs offer a 
range of assistance, including engineering, environmental, project planning and accounting 
services. 

The SRFs have also matured into sophisticated financial organizations. Each SRF develops their 
below-market interest rate, their criteria for affordability and additional subsidy, and their loan 
conditions based on the needs and priorities of their state. Each SRF employs a variety of tools 
to fund water infrastructure projects, including direct loans, purchase of debt, linked deposits, 
and additional subsidy in the form of grants and principal forgiveness. Several SRFs leverage 
their programs in the bond market, which requires additional finance expertise.  



 

Today, SRFs are dynamic organizations that are responsive to the needs of their communities in 
a fast-paced, ever-changing world. Because they are state-run programs, SRFs can – and must – 
adapt quickly to meet multiple challenges, including natural disasters such as drought or 
hurricanes, health crises like the coronavirus pandemic, emerging contaminants such as PFAS, 
economic downturns that impact affordability and capital investment, and competition from 
incredibly low interest rates in the public finance market.  
 
SRFs fund an array of projects that promote sustainable and resilient water systems. Under 
current law, Clean Water SRFs can fund a range of water infrastructure projects that build 
sustainability and resiliency, including wastewater treatment, water reuse and recycling, 
stormwater management, decentralized wastewater treatment, green infrastructure, energy 
efficiency, water conservation, agricultural best management practices, climate mitigation and 
adaptation measures, increased security and cybersecurity, environmental restoration and 
pollution prevention. The ability to fund this wide array of projects allows SRFs to support new 
initiatives, such as integrated planning.   
 
A top priority for many SRFs is ensuring wastewater is treated to stringent water quality 
standards so it can be safely reused or returned to nature. Replacing leaky sewer pipes and 
rehabilitating old or outdated treatment facilities remain the most effective ways to maintain 
adequate levels of protection and prevent catastrophic crises that endanger public health or 
cause lasting, costly damage to the environment. However, more and more grey infrastructure 
projects are incorporating green technologies and approaches, either in whole or in part, to 
increase resiliency of water systems, water quality and water supply.  
 
Here are a few pioneering projects recently funded by Clean Water SRFs to strengthen water 
sustainability and resiliency.  

• The California Clean Water SRF funded expansion of 30 million gallons per day for the 
Orange County Water District Groundwater Replenishment System to be used as a new 
source of replenishment for the Orange County groundwater basin.  

• The Rhode Island Clean Water SRF conducted a statewide climate vulnerability study to 
determine infrastructure projects that wastewater treatment facilities need to undertake 
to mitigate the impact of flooding from rain and rising sea levels. 

• The Arizona Clean Water SRF funded a forest management project in Flagstaff to protect 
against catastrophic wildfires that create the conditions for dangerous mudslides during 
monsoon season which cause significant impacts to water quality.  

• The Minnesota Clean Water SRF, in partnership with the Barataria-Terrebonne National 
Estuary in Louisiana, funded implementation of pollution prevention practices to reduce 
nutrient runoff that flows down the Mississippi River to the sensitive coastal ecosystem.  

• The Missouri Clean Water SRF funded construction of wastewater bio solids handling 
equipment in Webb City that produces fertilizer from nutrients in wastewater, which is 
applied mine-scarred land as part of a stabilization and habitat restoration project.  

• The Kansas Clean Water SRF funded the purchase of equipment to plant cover crops to 
reduce nutrients in Wetmore.  



 

• The Florida Clean Water SRF funded installation of solar facilities in Marianna, which 
reduced energy consumption by more than 90%. Loan repayments are funded with just 
two months of savings with the remaining ten months of savings available to maintain 
affordable rates. 

• The Virginia Clean Water SRF, in partnership with The Nature Conservancy, funded the 
purchase of a conservation easement for 60,000 acres of forests, increasing protection 
for drinking water supplies as well as the natural habitat for more than 150 species of 
fish and mussels. 

 
The SRFs provide a sustainable, renewable, protected source of funding for clean water 
infrastructure – forever. Since the program was created, federal funding of $47 billion has 
generated a total investment of $145 billion for clean water infrastructure. Because the SRFs are 
subsidized loan programs, nearly $60 billion of state and federal funding remains revolving in 
the program today – $13 billion more than the total amount provided over three decades of 
federal funding. All funds revolving in the SRFs are state funds.  
 
Today, Americans are realizing the real-world benefits of establishing the Clean Water SRFs as 
revolving loan programs more than 30 years ago. In 2020, Congress appropriated $1.6 billion in 
funding to the Clean Water SRFs but the SRFs were able to provide nearly $7.5 billion in funding 
to communities – nearly five times the amount of annual federal funding. Thanks to Congress’ 
foresight, water infrastructure projects are being built today that may never have been built if 
the SRFs were established as a federal grant program.  
 
SRF subsidize loans save money and keep utility rates affordable. Savings from SRF 
subsidized loans allow utilities to improve wastewater and stormwater service while keeping 
rates affordable for consumers. While additional subsidy (grants and principal forgiveness) tends 
to be the focus of financial assistance provided by the SRFs, significant savings are already being 
generated through the SRF’s below-market, subsidized interest rates.  
 
In 2020, the average interest rate for a Clean Water SRF loan was 1.5% or about 50% of market 
rates. SRF subsidized loans, on average, cut interest payments in half and reduce the cost of 
infrastructure by $180 million for every $1 billion in loans. Additionally, investments in 
wastewater infrastructure can reduce the cost of operations. These combined savings can be 
passed onto consumers with more affordable utility rates.  
 
While SRFs provide a permanent, perpetual source of funding, more federal funding is 
needed to meet the growing need for clean water infrastructure. According to the American 
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), the need for capital investment for water infrastructure was 
$129 billion for 2019, while actual total spending on capital investment in water infrastructure 
was $48 billion, leaving a gap of $81 billion or nearly twice the amount of actual spending. If this 
trend continues, this gap is expected to grow to $434 billion by 2029.  
 
CIFA’s members fully support increased authorizations and appropriations for the Clean Water 
SRF. However, some SRFs have expressed concern about their ability to meet the 20% state 



 

match requirement if funding is increased five-fold within the near future. Other SRFs have 
expressed concern about the ability to ensure the high-priority projects are funded if timelines 
remain the same or are shortened, as they were under the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009.   
 
Greater flexibility for the SRFs is also needed. The Clean Water SRFs are effective because 
Congress allowed states to customize their program within a broad federal framework. This 
flexibility, which is a hallmark of the SRF state-federal partnership, has allowed SRFs to meet the 
diverse, and often unique, needs of communities across the nation – from urban centers, such as 
Los Angeles, California, with a population of nearly four million, to small communities like Tabor 
City, North Carolina, with a population of 4,000. 
 
However, continued federalization of the Clean Water SRFs diminishes our ability to efficiently 
and effectively respond to the needs of our communities. Federal mandates, while incredibly 
well-intentioned, have had the unintended consequence of complicating the program, which 
discourages and slows the pace of investment in clean water infrastructure. 
 
Increased federal mandates add complexity to program management. Unlike the bond market 
which provides financing only, SRFs shepherd projects through the project pipeline - from pre-
development to planning and design through engineering and environmental reviews to 
procurement to construction. Hiring, training and retaining staff to implement, monitor and 
enforce compliance with the growing number of federal mandates is a challenge. 
 
The federal mandate for additional subsidy reduces the leveraging power of SRFs 
immediately and permanently reduces the source of recurring revenue for water 
infrastructure projects in the future. Since 2010, Congress has required the Clean Water SRFs 
to use a percent of the annual capitalization grant for additional subsidy in the form of grants, 
principal forgiveness or negative interest loans. While additional subsidy is an important tool, 
SRFs believe it should only be used when absolutely necessary because it permanently reduces 
funding for water infrastructure in the future.  
 
Additionally, there is an inverse relationship between additional subsidy and leveraging. SRFs 
can use the capitalization grant as security for a bond or pledge loan repayments to repay a 
bond. The more funding used for additional subsidy, the less funding that is available to 
leverage the program. Less leveraging results in fewer water infrastructure projects.  
 
Current law allows SRFs to use up to 30% of the capitalization grant for additional subsidy for 
communities that meet affordability criteria and for certain projects, such as stormwater 
mitigation. Allowing each SRF to determine how much additional subsidy is necessary, up to this 
cap, ensures states are balancing the need to invest in water infrastructure today with the ability 
to meet future needs for water infrastructure. It also recognizes that many states provide 
significant funding for water infrastructure grant programs which are used to supplement 
projects funded by the SRFs.   



 

The federal mandate for green projects can displace other water infrastructure projects 
that provide greater protection for public health and the environment. The current 
mandate, called the Green Project Reserve, requires SRFs to use at least 10% of the capitalization 
grant for water and energy efficiency projects, green infrastructure projects and other 
environmentally innovative activities. To meet the mandate, SRFs are encouraged by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency to change their scoring, interest rates and additional subsidy 
criteria, which impacts the ranking and funding of projects that might be higher state priorities.  
 
All SRFs fund green projects but not all green projects can qualify for loan. Utilities that 
implement water and energy efficiency projects have a revenue stream to qualify and repay a 
loan, and the energy efficiency projects often pay for themselves in lower operating costs. 
However, green infrastructure projects, such as installing permeable pavements or green roofs, 
often don’t have a revenue stream to qualify and repay a loan.   
 
Even with robust and concerted efforts to identify and fund green projects, SRFs may not be 
able to achieve the mandate, year-in-and-year-out. Take the recent experience of Oregon, which 
is at the forefront of funding innovative, sustainable green projects. In State Fiscal Year 2020, the 
Oregon Clean Water SRF executed a record number of loans and had more than $6.8 million in 
green projects on their Intended Use Plan. However, none of those projects were ready to 
proceed to construction and, as a result, Oregon couldn’t meet federal mandate for green 
projects in that fiscal year.  
 
Additionally, transformational green infrastructure projects can take more time to develop and 
build than other projects, including both conventional wastewater projects and smaller green 
projects. Given the need to meet the green mandate annually and the urgency to disburse 
federal funding expeditiously, there is no incentive to pursue these large-scale, environmentally 
significant projects. When they are funded, credit toward the mandate is only allowed in the 
year when the loan was executed, not when funding is disbursed. For example, Oregon is 
financing a multi-year, multi-phased riparian restoration project along eight miles of creek near 
the City of Ashland. Funding for the project will be disbursed over 15 years but Oregon will only 
get credit for the project in the year the loan is executed.  
 
Allowing SRFs to earn credit for green projects over multiple years or measuring funding for 
green projects over a rolling three-year average would ensure investment in green projects is 
recognized and transformational green projects are realized.  
 
Fewer federal mandates on SRF loan recipients can promote investment in sustainable and 
resilient water infrastructure. According to a recent survey of the SRFs, the number one 
challenge to increasing investment in water infrastructure is the cumulative impact of all federal 
mandates. Today, federal mandates dictate the way communities select their engineer, the 
wages paid to mechanics and laborers on their construction project, and the materials and 
technologies used in construction of their project. None of these requirements existed a decade 
ago.  



 

Too often, these one-size-fits-all federal mandates increase paperwork and process without 
providing additional protection for public health, the environment or taxpayer funds. Many 
federal mandates are duplicative of state requirements, creating twice the work without any 
significant additional benefit. Many federal requirements apply to projects funded by state 
funds.  
 
Compliance with federal mandates increases the cost of water infrastructure, particularly for 
small communities who can least afford it. Many small and even some medium-sized 
communities don’t have the professional staff to comply with the myriad of federal rules and 
requirements. As a result, communities are hesitant, even reluctant, to undertake investment in 
water infrastructure. 
 
The federal mandate requiring SRFs loan applicants to demonstrate compliance with 
federal prevailing wage laws is very prescriptive. Paying the prevailing government wage for 
SRF funding water infrastructure is not an issue. Often, workers are paid more than the 
prevailing federal wage to be competitive with other construction projects, particularly in 
growing communities with robust economies. The problem is the prescriptive paperwork and 
process required to demonstrate compliance, even when workers are paid more than the federal 
prevailing wage.  
 
The compliance burden is particularly onerous in states with a state prevailing wage law. In the 
26 states and the District of Columbia that have a state prevailing wage law, SRFs, loan 
recipients and contractors must comply with two sets of compliance procedures, doubling the 
workload without providing any additional financial benefit for workers.  
 
Adopting state prevailing wage laws for water infrastructure (which is routine for highway 
construction projects) and allowing compliance with state prevailing wage laws to be accepted 
in lieu of federal compliance procedures would alleviate the burden while maintaining fair wages 
for workers.   
 
The federal mandate requiring SRF loan recipients to use the federal procurement process 
for engineering services has a significant impact in some, but not all, states. The Water 
Resources Development Act of 2014 requires SRF loan recipients that receive federal funding 
from the capitalization grant to use of the federal procurement process for selecting 
engineering services. Under the federal procurement process, engineers must be selected based 
solely on qualifications.  
 
This federal mandate has little impact in about two-thirds of states that have a procurement 
process similar to the federal procurement process; these state laws are often referred to as a 
“mini” Brooks Act. However, this federal mandate has had a significant impact on SRF loan 
applicants in other states whose state procurement laws conflict with the federal requirements. 
For example, the Massachusetts SRF no longer funds engineering services with federal funds; 
two separate loan agreements are executed for the same project – one for engineering services 
funded by state funds and one for construction funded by federal funds.  



 

The federal mandate requiring SRF loan recipients to make specific certifications increases 
the cost of water infrastructure, especially for small and rural communities. The Water 
Resources Development Act of 2014 mandates that all SRF loan recipients certify that they 
conducted a cost-and-effectiveness analysis and have selected the activity that maximizes the 
potential for water and energy efficiency. The law also mandates that all SRF loan recipients 
certify that they have developed a funding plan to maintain assets built using SRF funds and will 
implement water and energy conservation efforts as part of the plan.  
 
While many large utilities can comply with these requirements using in-house staff, smaller 
communities must hire an outside consultant to meet these requirements which increases the 
cost of water infrastructure. Additionally, many small communities, particularly those with 
shrinking populations and limited revenue, lack the professional capacity to ensure continued 
compliance with the certifications. As a result, plans are often shelved shortly after construction 
is completed. 
 
States need a reliable source of funding to ensure robust participation in the Clean 
Watershed Needs Survey. States, including many SRFs, are responsible for collecting data and 
documentation for the Clean Watershed Needs Survey but many don’t have adequate financial 
resources or staff to dedicate to the effort. Allowing states to use ½% of their capitalization 
grant would guarantee funding for participation in the survey. 
 
Small, rural, disadvantaged and underserved communities need technical assistance. The 
Drinking Water SRF has the ability to use 2% of their annual capitalization grant to provide 
technical assistance to communities that serve a population of 10,000 or fewer. Providing the 
same financial resources for projects funded by the Clean Water SRF would provide significant 
assistance to communities that lack the professional resources to plan and build these important 
projects. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to share these thoughts with you. The SRF community 
looks forward to working with you to strengthen the state-federal partnership that has proven 
its effectiveness in funding water infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  
 
If you would like more information about the SRFs or our policy recommendations, please visit. 
www.cifanet.org or www.MoreProtectionLessProcess.org, or contact our Executive Director, 
Deirdre Finn, at dfinn@cifanet.org.  

http://www.cifanet.org/
http://www.moreprotectionlessprocess.org/
mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org


Questions for Deirdre Finn 
Executive Director, Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities: 

 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 

Hearing May 6, 2021 
 
Questions from Ranking Member David Rouzer (NC): 

 
1. Rebecca Hammer, in her written testimony for the hearing, testified that “The 

Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities’ SRF Project Pipeline identifies over 
$47 billion in specific clean water infrastructure projects across the country that could 
be commenced within the next two to three years if funding is provided.” Please 
explain how CIFA came up with that number. 

 
CIFA has identified an estimated $47 billion in potential clean water infrastructure projects 
along the continuum of project development, from defining the need to design and engineering 
to groundbreaking. Not all of the projects are ready to “commence” or proceed to construction 
within the next two to three years. 

 
In anticipation of potential stimulus funding in the aftermath of the coronavirus pandemic, 
CIFA developed the S.A.F.E. Water Infrastructure Action Plan, an advocacy initiative to Save, 
Accelerate, Fill and Expedite water infrastructure projects through the Clean Water and 
Drinking Water SRF Project Pipelines. Below is an excerpt from the Action Plan explaining the 
development and scope of the SRF Project Pipelines.  
 
“SRFs used a variety of tools to develop their S.A.F.E. SRF Project Pipeline, including current 
year plans and project lists, multi-year plans and project lists (up to five years), a survey of 
utilities for new projects, increased funding for current projects, and the addition of other 
known projects, such as projects that applied but didn’t receive funding, projects on planning 
lists, and projects in utilities’ capital improvement plans.  

 
The SRF Project Pipeline has some “shovel-ready” projects but doesn’t focus exclusively on 
projects that are ready for construction. Because the coronavirus may cause periodic, localized 
economic shutdowns over the next several years, the S.A.F.E. Water Infrastructure Action Plan 
focuses on projects along the entire spectrum of water infrastructure, from concept to 
construction. Allowing funding to be invested over the next two to three years will provide 
potential borrowers with the confidence to increase investment in water infrastructure, even 
during the uncertain times that lie ahead.” 
 

2. Rebecca Hammer, in her written testimony for the hearing, testified that “For 
its first two decades, the [Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF)] did not 
fund many green infrastructure projects.” Why is that? 

 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) didn’t start reporting data on green projects 
in the National Information Management System (NIMS) until the federal mandate for the 
Green Project Reserve was established in 2009. Before then, it’s likely that green projects, such 
as water and energy efficiency projects, were classified as grey infrastructure.  
 



Additionally, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) required SRFs to develop a 
business case to make the case for eligibility of some potential green projects. As a result, 
eligibility for the Green Project Reserve has evolved since 2009 and some projects eligible today 
may not have been captured in early reporting.   

 
To determine a more accurate accounting of SRF funding for green projects, nearly 24,000 loan 
agreements executed prior to 2009 would have to be reviewed and potentially reclassified. 
Given changes in eligibility for the Green Project Reserve over the last decade, loans executed 
since 2009 may also need to be reviewed to ensure all green projects are captured.  
 
However, CIFA believes it is more important to focus on the last decade rather than the first 
two decades, particularly more recent trends which indicate significant and sustained growth in 
funding for green projects.  
 
According to the Clean Water Benefits Reporting System (CBR) as reported in National 
Information Management System (NIMS), SRFs invested $1.61 billion in green projects in 
2020, up from $66 million in 2009 when EPA first started measuring investment for green 
projects. In total, SRFs have funded more than $8.6 billion in green projects since 2009.  
 
Growth in some project categories is especially significant. Before 2009, the SRFs funded 100 
water reuse projects; since 2009, SRFs funded 250 water reuse projects, an increase of 250%. 
Of the 301 loans closed for stormwater projects since 2017, 141 or 47% were green stormwater 
projects, accounting for 43% of funding for stormwater during the same timeframe.  
 
CIFA believes funding for green projects will continue to grow based on continued education 
about the benefits of green projects and the evolving priorities of states and communities. 

 
3. Rebecca Hammer, in her written testimony for the hearing, said “Green infrastructure 

has received less CWSRF investment than other Green Project Reserve (GPR) 
categories, despite the fact that green stormwater projects have been found to have ‘the 
most secondary benefits’ of all GPR project types.” Please explain why this is the 
case. 
 
According to NIMS, SRFs closed more loans for green infrastructure projects than for energy 
or water efficiency projects in 2020 (33 green infrastructure projects, 29 energy efficiency 
projects and 29 water efficiency projects). That same year, SRFs provided more than $1.61 
billion for green projects, including 32% for energy conservation, 30% for environmentally 
innovative projects, 26% for green infrastructure, and 10% for water efficiency.  

 
Decisions about investment in water infrastructure are impacted by multiple factors, including 
the responsible party, financial eligibility, and cost of operations and maintenance as well as 
primary and secondary environmental benefits. Generally, the determining factors for green 
infrastructure projects are more complex than for energy and water efficiency and 
environmentally innovative projects.  
 
Responsible party. Water and energy efficiency projects are typically infrastructure 
improvement projects for wastewater or reuse treatment facilities and conveyance systems, all 
of which are managed by a utility.  



Conversely, green infrastructure projects are more likely to be built throughout a community 
and various units of local government may be responsible for managing the infrastructure. 
Roads departments are more likely to be responsible for installing permeable pavements and 
bioswales (vegetative ditches used to channel and filter stormwater). Facilities departments are 
more likely to be responsible for installing green roofs and cisterns in publicly owned buildings, 
such as libraries and courthouses, which offer limited opportunity. Parks departments are more 
likely to be responsible for building rain gardens in publicly owned open spaces and recreation 
areas.  
   
Financial eligibility. To qualify for an SRF loan, a borrower must identify a dedicated source of 
revenue to repay the loan. Wastewater, water reuse and stormwater utilities have a revenue 
stream of user fees to repay SRF loans.  
 
Conversely, identifying a dedicated source of revenue for green infrastructure projects can be 
more challenging, particularly in communities without a stormwater utility. In those 
communities, green infrastructure projects must often compete with other community 
priorities and projects for local funding. 
 
The cost of operations and maintenance. Water and energy efficiency projects can reduce the 
cost of operations, which provides a financial incentive for infrastructure investment. Often, 
energy conservation projects pay for themselves, which allows utilities to maintain affordable 
user rates. Water reuse projects can also meet growing demand, reducing the demands on 
potable water which can also help to maintain affordable rates.  
 
Conversely, green infrastructure projects, which require routine maintenance to maintain their 
effectiveness, can actually increase the cost of operations and maintenance. As noted by Kevin 
Robert Perry, witness representing The American Society of Landscape Architects, “it’s really 
the maintenance end where you see a lot of communities very nervous about implementing 
green infrastructure at the wide scale.”  
 
Congress should consider a broader measure of investment in green projects, including 
investments by private sector entities which are not eligible for funding under the Clean Water 
SRF.  

 
4. Rebecca Hammer, in her written testimony for the hearing, said that “states often fail to 

meet the [Green Project Reserve (GPR)] requirement.” Please explain why this is the 
case. 

 
Since 2009, Congress has provided $21.3 billion in federal funding to the Clean Water SRF. 
During the same timeframe, SRFs have funded $8.6 billion in green projects, 40% of total 
federal funding.  
 
Meeting the requirement for the Green Project Reserve is based solely on the number of 
eligible loans closed within each fiscal year. This restrictive, short-term measure captures a 
snapshot in time but doesn’t provide a complete and comprehensive representation of SRFs 
funding of green projects.  
 
 



Alternatively, if compliance was based on cumulative funding of green projects since the Green 
Project Reserve was established, all states exceed the requirement, many by more than double. 
(See state-by-state chart in question 10.) Measuring compliance over multiple years would also 
incentivize large, transformational green projects that take time to develop and years to 
construct.  

 
The ability to close loans for eligible green projects can vary significantly from year-to-year 
based on a variety of factors, many of which are outside the control of the SRFs. For example, 
three SRFs, mentioned in the written testimony, didn’t meet their Green Project Reserve for 
various, valid reasons. 
 
• Despite a record number of applications, the Oregon SRF didn’t close any loans on eligible 

applications because the green projects weren’t ready to proceed to construction within the 
fiscal year. The expectation is that these projects will move forward in future years. 
 

• The Florida SRF received both their 2019 and 2020 capitalization grants in fiscal year 2020, 
which doubled the federal mandate within one fiscal year. According to their Annual 
Report, “Because the 2019 capitalization grant was received in FY 2020, the requirements 
for the 2019 grant were to be met in FY 2020. Because sufficient projects to meet the green 
requirement were not submitted during the fiscal year, this requirement was not met. 
Additional green projects will be solicited in FY 2021 and we anticipate this shortfall will be 
made up in FY 2021.” 
 

• According to the Missouri SRF Annual Report, “The two projects that were identified as 
GPR on the 2019 IUP did not close due to project delays. Once these projects close, the 
GPR requirements for FFY 2018, 2019, 2020 capitalization grants will be met. With FFY 
2021 IUP, the Department will increase utilization of the Green Project Reserve by offering 
Water Quality Incentive Grants for green infrastructure.”  

 
5. Rebecca Hammer, in her written testimony for the hearing, said that “Congress 

should require [the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)] to adopt regulations 
implementing the provision of the Water Resources Reform and Development Act 
(WRRDA) of 2014 directing CWSRF recipients to maximize water and energy 
conservation in all projects.”  What would be the effects of such a requirement? 

 
According to a survey of SRFs, the cumulative impact of federal requirements is the biggest 
impediment to increasing investment in water infrastructure. More prescriptive regulation will 
only exacerbate the current inefficiency and ineffectiveness of one-size-fits-all federal mandates. 
 
For example, the current Water and Energy Conservation Certification, enacted in 2014, 
requires all SRF loan recipients to evaluate the cost to build, maintain and replace the project 
and select the “project or activity that maximizes the potential for efficient water use, reuse, 
recapture, and conservation, and energy conservation.” While well-intended, this certification is 
simply not applicable to many projects funded by the Clean Water SRFs. 
 
 
 



• Water conservation, which is intended to reduce consumption of drinking water, is largely 
impractical for clean water infrastructure whose primary purpose is to collect and clean 
wastewater and stormwater runoff. 
 

• Energy conservation is impossible to achieve in many clean water projects, such as 
replacing pipes, restoring wetlands, and rebuilding sewer systems that use gravity, not man-
made power. 
 

• Conversely, many communities pursue clean water projects with the singular purpose of 
water reuse and energy conservation. Requiring a water and energy efficiency certification is 
required but unwarranted for these projects, which are specifically designed to achieve, and 
even exceed, the fundamental goal of the federal mandate.  

 
Developing prescriptive regulation for one-size-fits-all federal mandates will increase the cost of 
water infrastructure, especially for small, rural and disadvantaged communities which are the 
vast majority of borrowers of the Clean Water SRFs.  

 
6. While resiliency and sustainability practices and technologies may benefit some 

communities, it is essential these initiatives do not take a “one-size fits all” 
mandated approach. Some communities, especially small and rural communities, 
may not have the means or the need to utilize these practices in their communities. 
What can be done to ensure that small and rural communities are provided flexibility 
in implementing resiliency and sustainability practices and technologies, as 
appropriate, in their communities? 

 
Recognizing the needs, challenges and limitations of small communities is essential to 
developing a realistic, relevant and sustainable plan to build resiliency, including environmental, 
professional and financial resiliency.  
 
The vast majority of Clean Water SRF borrowers are small, rural and disadvantaged 
communities whose priority is providing basic, affordable wastewater and stormwater services. 
In 2020, Clean Water SRFs closed 1,601 subsidized loans; nearly two-thirds of those loans 
(1,056 or 66%) went to communities with a population of 10,000 or fewer and more than half 
of those loans (862 or 54%) went to communities with fewer than 3,500 people.  
 
One-size-fits-all federal mandates set unrealistic expectations for these small communities. The 
vast majority of projects in small communities are pipe replacement and minor rehabilitation 
projects, most of which offer extremely limited opportunities for increasing water and energy 
efficiency. Many of these small communities don’t have full-time professional staff to manage 
their utility, let alone adopt the federal procurement process to hire an engineering firm or 
implement a complex, long-term environmental resiliency and fiscal sustainability plan. 
 
Clean Water SRFs provide significant support to small borrowers, from pre-planning through 
loan close-out. Relief from one-size-fits-all mandates would allow SRFs to customize support 
for small communities to foster resiliency, including environmental, professional and financial 
resiliency. 

 



7. Are more water infrastructure projects being built today under the CWSRF program 
that may never have been able to be built if the program was established as a 
Federal grant program instead of a revolving loan program? Please explain. 

 
The Clean Water State Revolving Funds are a national model for infrastructure investment. 
Federal funding is used to capitalize the loan programs, creating a permanent, recurring, 
resilient source of revenue for water infrastructure projects.  
 
Grants are one-time; loans are forever. While federal funding for grants is used only once, 
federal funding for loans is used over-and-over again, providing a protected and sustainable 
source of funding for future water infrastructure projects in perpetuity.  
 
Early capitalization grants for the Clean Water SRFs have been recycled at least once and used 
to build projects that may never have been built if federal funds were used for one-time grants. 
Since the program was created, Congress has provided $47 billion in federal funds to capitalize 
the Clean Water SRFs. Today, nearly $60 billion of state and federal funding remains revolving 
in the program – $13 billion more than three decades of federal funding. 

 
8. Only some states leverage their existing state revolving fund (SRF) programs. How 

can Congress incentivize states to better leverage Federal SRF funds and invest more 
state dollars in water infrastructure? 

 
It’s important to note that decisions to leverage the SRFs may be made by the Governor, the 
Legislature or other state office or official, not the SRFs. 

 
Eliminating the requirement to provide state match for federally mandated additional subsidy 
may incentivize leveraging. Currently, SRFs that leverage must borrow funds to match federal 
funding that they are then required to provide as grants and grant-equivalents. Because loan 
repayments are used to repay bonds, requiring state match for mandated additional subsidy is a 
disincentive for leveraging.  

 
Eliminating federal mandates on state funds may incentivize greater contributions of state 
funds, including through leveraging. Currently, these federal mandates apply to projects funded 
exclusively with state funds, increasing the cost of water infrastructure projects: 
• Davis Bacon, which requires mechanics and laborers to be paid the federal prevailing 

wage and has very prescriptive compliance requirements. 
• American Iron and Steel, which requires projects funded by the SRFs to use iron and 

steel from U.S. manufacturers. 
• Water and Energy Efficiency Certification, which requires all borrowers to certify that 

they evaluated the cost to build, maintain and replace the project and selected the 
“project or activity that maximizes the potential for efficient water use, reuse, recapture, 
and conservation, and energy conservation.” 

• Fiscal Sustainability Plan, which requires borrowers who are building treatment works to 
certify that they have a financial plan to maintain assets funded by the Clean Water SRF 
loan.  

 
 



9. In what ways have Federal mandates, particularly on SRF loan recipients, and 
continued federalization of the CWSRF had the unintended consequence of 
diminishing the program’s ability to efficiently and effectively respond to the needs of 
local communities, complicating the program, and dissuading greater investment in 
water infrastructure? What improvements would help local communities respond more 
efficiently and effectively? 

 
Federal mandates increase the administrative cost of water infrastructure for all communities, 
requiring many small borrowers to increase their loan amounts to ensure adequate funding for 
compliance.  
 
In many cases, federal mandates are duplicative of state law. For example, the federal mandate 
for Davis Bacon, which requires SRF borrowers to pay the federal prevailing wages to 
mechanics and laborers, is duplicative of state prevailing wage laws in 26 states and the 
District of Columbia. Paying the federal wage is not the problem because many contractors 
must pay more than the federally mandated wages to attract skilled workers, particularly in 
communities with robust economies and tight job markets. The primary issue is the very 
prescriptive paperwork and processes to demonstrate compliance with Davis Bacon. In states 
with state prevailing wage laws, compliance is double the work without any known benefit to 
workers.  
 
In other instances, federal mandates conflict with state law. For example, the Massachusetts 
Clean Water SRF no longer funds engineering services with federal funds because of the 
federal mandate requiring the use of the federal procurement process for these services. 
Instead, the Massachusetts SRF issues two loans – one funded by state money for engineering 
and one funded by federal funds for construction. In other states, borrowers simply don’t 
pursue funding for engineering from the Clean Water SRF because of the federal mandate for 
procurement of engineering services. 
 
Increased federalization of the Clean Water SRFs also erodes the creative problem-solving 
needed to address today’s complex water challenges. The Clean Water SRFs became one of 
the most effective programs for infrastructure investment because states could customize their 
programs to meet the needs and priorities of their communities. One-size-fits-all mandates 
diminish the flexibility and adaptability that made the Clean Water SRFs so effective.  
 
Additionally, more SRF staff must be dedicated to ensuring compliance with federal 
mandates, leaving fewer resources to support the development of new water infrastructure 
projects.   

 
10. Do small and medium communities have the professional staff to comply with the 

myriad of Federal SRF mandates? What can be done about this? 
 

Small communities with a population of fewer than 10,000 often don’t have a full-time 
professional staff to manage capital projects. Often, these communities must hire staff or 
contract with consultants to ensure compliance with the increase in federal mandates, 
adding to the administrative cost of water infrastructure on communities that can least 
afford it. 
 



Communities with populations of 10,000 to 100,000 are more likely to have professional 
staff to manage a capital project. However, smaller communities within this range can also 
struggle with attracting and retaining professional staff, including directors, operators, 
accountants and customer service staff.   
 
Restoring flexibility within the Clean Water SRFs to determine loan requirements, instead 
of one-size-fits-all federal mandates, will ensure small and medium communities are 
considering the financial and environmental factors that are most appropriate for their 
water infrastructure projects.  

 
11. You noted in your written testimony that some SRFs have expressed concern about 

their ability to meet the 20 percent state match requirement if funding is increased 
five-fold within one year. Can you explain why this match requirement could be a 
problem? 

 
Clean Water SRFs provide state match in a variety of ways. Depending on a state’s economic 
recovery from the coronavirus pandemic, states that rely on annual appropriations may have a 
challenge matching significant increases in appropriations. Mandated additional subsidy may 
also pose a challenge for SRFs that use bond proceeds for state match, because loan 
repayments are needed to repay bonds.  
 
States, such as California, have issued short-term debt, which must be repaid with interest 
earnings from loans, to generate state match. Given the extremely low interest rate 
environment experienced in recent years, loan prepayments, combined with a generous policy 
of additional subsidy, interest earnings have been impacted. California has also issued loans 
with a local match component to generate state match. Unfortunately, also due to the very low 
interest rate environment, borrowers have not been willing to participate in the local match 
portion of the SRF program. 

 
12. You noted in your written testimony that other SRFs have expressed concerns about 

the ability to fund the best projects, if timelines remain the same or are shortened, as 
they were with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Please explain. 

 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) required SRFs to close loans 
on “shovel ready” construction projects within 18 months or lose funding.  
 
Typically, SRFs have two years to apply for the annual capitalization grant and five years to 
spend the funding. Under ARRA, the use-it-or-lose-it condition, combined with a shortened 
timeframe, created a rush to close loans that favored larger infrastructure projects. The 
restriction to fund only “shovel-ready” projects also displaced other projects throughout the 
SRF Project Pipeline, allowing some projects to “jump the line” for funding. The combination 
of these federal mandates, while well-intentioned, upended the SRFs’ proven process for 
determining priorities for funding water infrastructure projects. 

 
 
 
 
 



13. You noted in your written testimony that the Federal mandate requiring SRF loan 
applicants to demonstrate compliance with Federal prevailing wage laws is very 
prescriptive, and creates a significant compliance and paperwork burden, without 
providing any additional financial benefit for workers. Would you explain how 
allowing compliance with equivalent state laws in lieu of Federal compliance 
procedures could alleviate state burdens while maintaining fair wages for workers? 
 
Under federal law, borrowers of the Clean Water SRFs, including loans fully funded by state 
monies, are required to pay the federal prevailing wage to mechanics and laborers for the job 
classification in the county of the construction project, known most commonly as Davis Bacon.  
The SRFs, borrowers, contractors and subcontractors must perform prescriptive paperwork 
and processes to demonstrate compliance with the federal mandate. Borrowers, contractors and 
subcontractors in 26 states and the District of Columbia must also demonstrate compliance 
with state prevailing wage laws, in addition to federal law.  

 
Paying the federal wage rate is not the primary issue. For the vast majority of projects, 
contractors and subcontractors must pay workers more than the federal prevailing wage rate to 
attract skilled workers, particularly in communities with robust economies and competitive job 
markets. The most common complaint is the very prescriptive federal procedures and 
paperwork required by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) to demonstrate compliance with 
Davis Bacon.  
 
Below are a few examples from EPA’s 2017 Guide for SRF Compliance with Davis Bacon: 
• Loan recipients must collect weekly payroll reports from contractors and subcontractors. 
• Loan recipients must review evidence of fringe benefit contributions claimed by 

contractors and subcontractors. 
• Loan recipients must interview construction workers to confirm the correct wages were 

paid.  
• If a wage for a particular job in a particular county isn’t published, contractors must 

request a wage determination from DOL, a process called conformance, which can take 
up to 30 days. 

• Contractors may be disqualified for having an inaccurate federal prevailing wage, even if 
the wage changed during the bid period. 

• SRFs must conduct inspections and spot-check payroll reports collected by loan 
recipients. 

 
CIFA has three specific recommendations to reduce paperwork and process while maintaining 
prevailing wages for workers.  
 
• The DOL could adopt state prevailing wages for heavy construction (majority of water 

projects), which they routinely do for highway construction. 
 

• The DOL could consider compliance with state prevailing wage laws as demonstration of 
compliance with Davis Bacon, eliminating the duplication of paperwork and process. 

 

https://www.kdheks.gov/pws/documents/Davis_Bacon_Handbook_for_SRF_Projects.pdf


• EPA could allow States to develop compliance procedures to demonstrate compliance with 
Davis Bacon, just like States have done for environmental compliance since the programs 
were established. States develop the State Environmental Review Process (SERP) to comply 
with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

 
14. The use of green infrastructure is becoming much more accepted on a widespread 

basis today as compared with five or ten years ago. Is there really a need for a “green” 
set-aside mandate with the Clean Water SRF today? 

 
Funding for green projects will continue to grow, with or without the federal mandate, because 
these projects are state and local priorities.  
 
As noted previously, 40% of federal funding since 2009 has been spent on green projects eligible 
under the Green Project Reserve. As evidence that a mandate isn’t necessary, the Drinking 
Water SRF, which doesn’t have a mandate, used 14% of their federal funds since 2009 on 
eligible green projects.  
 

Green Project Reserve for the Clean Water SRF 
 

State  Federal Funding since 2008   Spending on Green Projects  % 
Alabama  $                         235,958,500   $                            43,808,913  19% 
Alaska  $                         126,121,800   $                            26,861,443  21% 
Arizona  $                         142,447,100   $                            40,476,351  28% 
Arkansas  $                         137,939,900   $                          198,723,531  144% 
California  $                      1,509,112,307   $                       2,051,670,442  136% 
Colorado  $                         169,344,400   $                            46,288,996  27% 
Connecticut  $                         258,521,800   $                            35,649,893  14% 
Delaware  $                         103,252,400   $                          100,514,706  97% 
Florida  $                         715,349,493   $                          236,163,068  33% 
Georgia  $                         374,964,216   $                          311,458,609  83% 
Hawaii  $                         163,088,800   $                            67,743,334  42% 
Idaho  $                         103,252,400   $                          131,875,350  128% 
Illinois  $                         954,463,933   $                          314,966,571  33% 
Indiana  $                         508,606,048   $                          621,510,310  122% 
Iowa  $                         294,674,200   $                          130,180,072  44% 
Kansas  $                         190,453,500   $                            85,701,073  45% 
Kentucky  $                         268,585,200   $                            62,622,640  23% 
Louisiana  $                         239,430,500   $                            36,684,426  15% 
Maine  $                         163,319,600   $                            80,690,046  49% 
Maryland  $                         510,421,657   $                          216,489,252  42% 
Massachusetts  $                         716,522,029   $                          140,677,580  20% 
Michigan  $                         907,431,252   $                          233,160,195  26% 
Minnesota  $                         398,426,165   $                          149,335,778  37% 
Mississippi  $                         186,500,093   $                            19,981,710  11% 



Missouri  $                         603,702,512   $                          236,607,038  39% 
Montana  $                         103,252,400   $                            27,376,031  27% 
Nebraska  $                         107,626,700   $                            52,857,503  49% 
Nevada  $                         103,252,400   $                            44,900,863  43% 
New Hampshire  $                         217,636,900   $                            69,498,053  32% 
New Jersey  $                      1,053,501,973   $                          141,788,838  13% 
New Mexico  $                         111,076,700   $                            42,979,820  39% 
New York   $                      2,753,037,314   $                          397,612,493  14% 
North Carolina  $                         352,199,248   $                          148,484,429  42% 
North Dakota  $                         103,926,700   $                            85,773,132  83% 
Ohio  $                      1,226,374,893   $                          295,019,116  24% 
Oklahoma  $                         170,457,300   $                            74,155,749  44% 
Oregon  $                         238,382,700   $                            43,945,073  18% 
Pennsylvania  $                         835,963,728   $                          158,030,647  19% 
Rhode Island  $                         141,607,900   $                            30,651,118  22% 
South Carolina  $                         212,081,670   $                            42,909,865  20% 
South Dakota  $                         103,252,400   $                            12,723,217  12% 
Tennessee  $                         306,571,400   $                          119,457,472  39% 
Texas  $                         923,051,700   $                          325,840,020  35% 
Utah  $                         110,905,500   $                            22,452,523  20% 
Vermont  $                         106,526,700   $                            38,792,107  36% 
Virginia  $                         431,900,531   $                          192,568,905  45% 
Washington  $                         367,033,331   $                          115,470,269  31% 
West Virginia  $                         329,262,879   $                            45,098,026  14% 
Wisconsin  $                         570,537,777   $                          387,221,250  68% 
Wyoming  $                         103,252,400   $                            19,030,389  18% 
Puerto Rico  $                         284,720,041   $                            51,553,042  18% 

   $                    21,349,282,990   $                       8,606,031,277  40% 
 
 
 
 



Appendix G 



2022 Federal Budget 
Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs) 

2021 Budget U.S. Senate - 2022 U.S. House - 2022
Status Law Introduced 10.18.2021 Passed 07.29.2021 
Clean Water SRF
Capitalization Grant $1,688,826,000 $1,688,826,000 $1,648,248,349 
Additional Subsidy Mandate* 10% 10%* 10%* 
Green Project Mandate 10% 10% 10% 
Needs Survey $1.5 million for EPA 

Drinking Water SRF
Capitalization Grant $1,126,088,000 $1,176,088,000 $1,151,787,956 
Additional Subsidy Mandate* 14% 14%* 14%* 

Earmarks**
Combined $438,978,000 
Clean Water Earmarks $222,431,651*** 
Drinking Water Earmarks $206,146,044*** 

SWIFIA $5 million $5 million 

*The Safe Drinking Water Act requires 12% of the capitalization grant to be used for additional
subsidy for communities that meet disadvantaged community criteria as long as there are 
eligible applications; the Clean Water Act requires 10% of the capitalization grant to be used for 
additional subsidy for communities that meet affordability criteria as long as there are eligible 
applications. The mandates were made permanent by the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
(H.R. 3684).  

**Earmarks are call Community Funded Projects in the U.S. House and Congressionally Directed 
Projects in the U.S. Senate. Each chamber has a different list of projects.   

***Funding for earmarks in the U.S. House is included as subset of the capitalization grant, which 
may impact state match and additional subsidy.  
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September 7, 2021 

 
The Honorable Patrick Leahy, Chair 
Appropriations Committee 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
The Honorable Jeff Merkley, Chair 
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment,  
Related Agencies   
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510
  

The Honorable Richard Shelby, Vice Chair  
Appropriations Committee 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Ranking 
Member 
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, 
Related Agencies  
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510

RE: 2022 Appropriations for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds 
 
Dear Senators:  
 
On behalf of more than 55,000 communities that have received subsidized loans and financial 
assistance from the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), thank you for 
your leadership and commitment to the SRFs – the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) represents the Clean Water and 
Drinking Water SRFs. CIFA’s members want to raise awareness of three issues that could arise 
with final passage and enactment of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684).  
 
SRF Additional Subsidy: Action is needed to ensure federal funds are used judiciously now 
and to maintain a permanent source of recurring funding for water infrastructure for the 
future.  
 

Background: SRFs were established to provide subsidized loans to build water infrastructure 
that protects public health and the environment. Compared to municipal bonds, subsidized 
loans cut interest payments in half, saving billions for communities and utility customers 
across the nation. Today, loan repayments will provide an additional $85 billion in recurring 
revenue – in perpetuity – to build water infrastructure, funding projects that may never have 
been built if the program was established as a traditional grant program. Comparatively, 

http://www.cifanet.org/


 

Congress has provided nearly $71 billion in federal funding since the programs were 
established. 
 
Every SRF dollar used for additional subsidy (grants and principal forgiveness) permanently 
eliminates a recurring source of funding future water infrastructure. SRFs need the ability to 
provide additional subsidy to help communities who can’t otherwise afford to build 
necessary water infrastructure. However, SRFs only want to use federal funds for additional 
subsidy when absolutely necessary to ensure the health and safety of communities, protect 
sensitive natural resources, and keep utility rates affordable, especially for economically 
distressed communities. 
 
Problem: If the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act becomes law and mandates for 
additional subsidy in the 2022 appropriations bill remain the same as the 2021 
appropriations bill, SRFs may be forced to provide grants and grant-equivalents to 
communities that can afford a subsidized loan, permanently eliminating a source of 
recurring funding for communities to build water infrastructure in the future. 
 
• Appropriations since 2009 have mandated a portion of the annual capitalization grant be 

used for additional subsidy. In 2021, the mandate was 10% for the Clean Water SRF and 
14% for the Drinking Water SRF.  

 
• The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) amends the Clean Water Act and 

Safe Drinking Water Act to permanently mandate that a portion of the annual 
capitalization grant be used for additional subsidy for communities that meet 
disadvantaged community and affordability criteria. The mandate is 10% of the 
capitalization grant for the Clean Water SRF and 12% of the capitalization grant for the 
Drinking Water SRF.  

 
• Additionally, a significant amount of appropriations for the SRFs in Infrastructure 

Investment and Jobs Act must be provided as additional subsidy – 49% in funding for 
any eligible project, 49% for lead service line replacement, and 100% to remediate 
emerging contaminants with a focus on perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl.  

 
The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act will make annual mandates permanent and 
provide very significant grant and grant-equivalent funding for water infrastructure, making 
the mandates for additional subsidy in the appropriations bill duplicative and excessive. 
Attached is a letter to the leadership of the U.S. Senate and U.S. House of Representatives 
with additional details on the impact of cash match requirements. 
 
Recommendation: Eliminate the federal mandate for additional subsidy in the 
appropriations bill by striking the entire clause below or restore flexibility to the SRFs by 
adding the words “up to” before 10% of the and 14%. 
 



 

Provided further, That up to 10 percent of the funds made available under this title to each 
State for Clean Water State Revolving Fund capitalization grants and up to 14 percent of the 
funds made available under this title to each State for Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
capitalization grants shall be used by the State to provide additional subsidy to eligible 
recipients in the form of forgiveness of principal, negative interest loans, or grants (or any 
combination of these), and shall be so used by the State only where such funds are provided 
as initial financing for an eligible recipient or to buy, refinance, or restructure the debt 
obligations of eligible recipients only where such debt was incurred on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act, or where such debt was incurred prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act if the State, with concurrence from the Administrator, determines that such funds 
could be used to help address a threat to public health from heightened exposure to lead in 
drinking water or if a Federal or State emergency declaration has been issued due to a threat 
to public health from heightened exposure to lead in a municipal drinking water supply 
before the date of enactment of this Act: 

 
SRF Cash Match: Action is needed to ensure states can draw down federal funds quickly 
and efficiently.  
 

Background: States are required to deposit cash in the amount of 20% of the federal 
capitalization grant into the SRF account before being able to access and draw down the 
first dollar of federal funding.1 States that are unable to deposit cash match into their SRFs 
during the fiscal year the funding is appropriated, or the next fiscal year, will lose their 
funding (essentially within two fiscal years). 2 
 
Problem: States may not have the cash to meet the match requirements for appropriations 
in both the 2022 budget and the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act. Based on these two 
bills, states could be required to provide $933 million in cash match for 2022, an increase of 
69% from 2021. 

 
• Under the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act, states are required to provide 

cash match in the amount of 20% of the annual federal capitalization grant for SRFs to 
be able to draw down federal funds. Cumulatively, states contributed $553 million to 
meet cash match requirements for 2021 appropriations.  

 
• Under the budget passed by the U.S. House of Representatives, states, cumulatively, will 

be required to provide $646 million cash match, an increase of nearly 17% from 2021 
appropriations.  

 
• Under the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, states will be required to provide a 

cash match in the amount of 10% of $3.8 billion in 2022 appropriations for capitalization 

 
1 33 USC §1382 (b)(2) and 42 USC §300j–12 (e) 
2 33 USC §1384 (c)(1) and USC 42 §300j–12 (a)(1)(C) 



 

grants for the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs. Cumulatively, states will be required 
to provide $380 million in cash match for the 2022 appropriation.  

 
States face different challenges based on how cash match is generated, either through state 
appropriations or through interagency loans and bonds that depend on interest payments 
from SRF loans to repay debt.3 

 
• States that Appropriate Cash Match: Some states appropriate cash match. Uncertainty 

about the pandemic and economic recovery, along with constraints from balanced 
budget requirements, are likely to force state legislatures to make difficult decisions 
about funding important programs. States that have experienced catastrophic natural 
disasters, such as Hurricane Ida, flooding, tornados, or wildfires, will face even greater 
challenges. As a result, states may need to delay appropriations for cash match for the 
SRFs.  

 
• States that Borrow to Fund Cash Match: Some states make interagency loans or issue 

bonds to fund cash match. These loans and bonds are secured and repaid using interest 
payments on SRF subsidized loans, which are provided at below market interest rates. 
Very low interest rates and federally mandated additional subsidy (requirements to 
provide federal funds as grants instead of subsidized loans) have significantly eroded this 
source of revenue for cash match, jeopardizing the ability of SRFs to issue bonds to 
provide cash match. If SRFs don’t have adequate revenue from this source, it will take 
time, potentially years, to find an alternative source of revenue to provide cash match.  
 

The problem is real. Alaska’s Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs couldn’t meet cash 
match requirements for funding provided in the 2019 Additional Supplemental 
Appropriation for Disaster Relieve Act (ASADRA) and ultimately lost those federal funds. 
With such significant increases in cash match requirements, it’s likely that more states will 
face similar circumstances.  
 
Recommendation:  

 
• Waive state cash match for 2022 appropriations to offset the cash match requirements in 

the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act.  
 

• Allow states to use State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds from the American Rescue Plan 
Act for cash match, which may help some states meet the cash match requirement for 
2022.  
 

 
 

 
3 33 USC §1383 (d)(2) and 42 USC §300j–12 (f)(4) 



 

Clean Watersheds Needs Survey: Action is needed to ensure a robust survey of clean water 
needs. 
 

Background: Data collection for the first Clean Watersheds Needs Survey since 2012 is 
expected to begin in early 2022. The Clean Watersheds Needs Survey is much more 
expansive than the Drinking Water Needs Survey and can be a significant cost to states.  
 
Problem: If the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act becomes law, SRFs, many of which 
have limited staff, may have to decide between focusing on moving federal appropriations 
into water infrastructure projects or participating in the Clean Watershed Needs Survey. 
 
Recommendation: Allow states to use 1/2% of their capitalization grant to participate in the 
Clean Watershed Needs Survey, which will provide the financial resources to hire new staff or 
contract the necessary services. 
  

Thank you. 
Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. Your action will ensure SRFs can 
quickly and efficiently turn federal funding into water infrastructure projects that protect lives 
and livelihoods. 
 
Please contact Deirdre Finn, CIFA’s Executive Director, at dfinn@cifanet.org or (850) 445-9619, 
with any questions. 
 
      Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
     
  
      
 
Attachment:  Letter to leadership of U.S. Senate and U.S. House of Representatives about the 

impact of cash match requirements for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State 
Revolving Funds (SRFs) 

 
About CIFA 
CIFA is a national not-for-profit organization that represents the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  

 

mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org


 

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• James P McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 2: Tim Burns, New York Environmental Facilities Corporation  
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Agriculture & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 
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November 12, 2021 

 
The Honorable Patrick Leahy, Chair 
Appropriations Committee 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
The Honorable Jeff Merkley, Chair 
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment,  
Related Agencies   
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510
  

The Honorable Richard Shelby, Vice Chair  
Appropriations Committee 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Ranking 
Member 
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, 
Related Agencies  
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510

RE: 2022 Appropriations for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds 
 
Dear Senators:  
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), which represents the Clean Water and 
Drinking Water SRFs, has concerns about the impact of mandates for additional subsidy in the 
proposed 2022 budget for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  
 
Concern: Mandates for additional subsidy in the appropriations bill are duplicative of 
mandates for additional subsidy in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) which 
is expected to be signed by President Joe Biden soon.  
 
Background: Since 2009, annual appropriations bills have mandated that Clean Water and 
Drinking Water SRFs use a percentage of their capitalization grant for additional subsidy in the 
form of principal forgiveness, grants and negative interest loans. The Infrastructure Investment 
and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) make these mandates permanent in the Clean Water Act and Safe 
Drinking Water Act.  

 
Impact: Every SRF dollar used for additional subsidy permanently eliminates a recurring source 
of revenue for water infrastructure. Doubling the mandate for additional subsidy significantly 
erodes the power of the SRF to fund infrastructure for future generations.  

 
 
 

http://www.cifanet.org/


 

Recommendation: Restore flexibility to the SRFs by adding the words “up to” before 10% of the 
and 14% in the bill (page 87 and 88).  

 
Provided further, That up to 10 percent of the funds made available under this title to each 
State for Clean Water State Revolving Fund capitalization grants and up to 14 percent of the 
funds made available under this title to each State for Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
capitalization grants shall be used by the State to provide additional subsidy to eligible 
recipients in the form of forgiveness of principal, negative interest loans, or grants (or any 
combination of these), and shall be so used by the State only where such funds are provided 
as initial financing for an eligible recipient or to buy, refinance, or restructure the debt 
obligations of eligible recipients only where such debt was incurred on or after the date of 
enactment of this Act, or where such debt was incurred prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act if the State, with concurrence from the Administrator, determines that such funds 
could be used to help address a threat to public health from heightened exposure to lead in 
drinking water or if a Federal or State emergency declaration has been issued due to a threat 
to public health from heightened exposure to lead in a municipal drinking water supply 
before the date of enactment of this Act: 

 
Thank you. 
Thank you for your consideration of this recommendation. Your action will ensure SRFs can 
continue to fund water infrastructure for future generations. If CIFA can be of any assistance, 
please contact Deirdre Finn, CIFA’s Executive Director, at dfinn@cifanet.org or (850) 445-9619. 
 
      Sincerely,  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
About CIFA 
CIFA is a national not-for-profit organization that represents the Clean Water and Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), the nation’s premier programs for funding water 
infrastructure that protects public health and the environment.  
 
Board of Directors, Officers: 

• James P McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

https://www.appropriations.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/INTFY2022_Final.PDF
mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org


 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Agriculture & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 

 
 
 
 



Appendix H 



 
 

March 25, 2021 
 
Michael S. Regan 
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
William Jefferson Clinton Building 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.  
Mail Code 1101A 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
 
Dear Administrator Regan, 
 
Congratulations on your confirmation as Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), which represents the 
Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs), looks forward to working with 
you and your team to increase investment in water infrastructure.  
 
SRFs are the nation’s premier program for funding water infrastructure that protects 
public health and the environment.  
Every year, the SRFs efficiently and effectively deliver billions of dollars in federal and state 
funding to thousands of communities across the nation for critical water infrastructure projects. 
Over the last three decades, federal funding of $68 billion has generated a total investment of 
$179 billion for infrastructure projects that increase protection for water quality and provide safe 
drinking water to hundreds of millions of Americans. 
 
SRFs are effective because they are a proven, collaborative state-federal partnership - 
federally funded, state-run programs that are responsive to the needs of diverse 
communities – from rural towns to urban centers. 
The SRFs fund a wide range of projects to meet the needs and priorities of the communities in 
their states, including drinking water treatment, wastewater treatment, water reuse, stormwater 
management, decentralized treatment, green infrastructure, energy efficiency, water 
conservation, water source protection, alternative water supply development, climate resiliency, 
security, cybersecurity, environmental restoration and pollution prevention. However, the 
highest demand for SRF subsidized loans are projects to replace of aging infrastructure and 
complex challenges faced by small and rural communities that are most at-risk of being 
underserved by federal programs. 
 
 
 



 

SRF subsidized loans help utilities keep rates affordable.  
SRF subsidized loans save communities hundreds of millions of dollars in interest payments. On 
average, interest payments on an SRF subsidized loan are half (50%) the amount of interest 
payments on a municipal bond – the equivalent of $170 to $180 million in grants and grant-
equivalents for every $1 billion in loans. These significant savings allow utilities to maintain 
affordable utility rates for families and small businesses. Additionally, capital improvements 
often reduce the cost of operations and maintenance, providing even greater savings for 
ratepayers.  
 
SRFs provide a sizable, renewable, perpetual and protected source of funding for water 
infrastructure for future generations.  
Because the SRFs provide subsidized loans instead of grants, more than $75 billion in loan 
repayments remains permanently revolving in the program – with loan repayments exceeding 
total federal investment by $8 billion. As a result, these popular state-run programs are funding 
important water infrastructure that may never have been built without the recurring source of 
revenue from loan repayments.   
 
CIFA’s primary goals are strengthening the state-federal SRF partnership, increasing 
funding for the SRFs and lowering the cost of water infrastructure, especially for small, 
rural and underserved communities.   
Nearly two-thirds of funds in the SRFs are state funds, which provides states with a vested 
interest in ensuring SRF subsidized loans are a sound financial investment in water infrastructure 
that increases protection for public health and the environment. Providing SRFs with maximum 
flexibility, especially with state funds, to customize their program to meet the needs and 
priorities of their state will ensure the programs continue to deliver exceptional results and 
return-on-investment for federal funding. 
 
CIFA invites you to share your vision for water with the SRF community.   
CIFA would welcome the opportunity to host you for a webinar to share your ideas and goals for 
water and water infrastructure under the Biden-Harris Administration.  
 
Thank you for your commitment to water and the SRF, a collaborative state-federal partnership 
that is a model for the national infrastructure investment and has earned a reputation as one of 
the most popular programs in the nation. Please contact our Executive Director, Deirdre Finn, 
dfinn@cifanet.org and (850) 445-9619, for any assistance that CIFA can provide. 
 
     Sincerely,  
 
  
 
     Kim Colson 

  Director, Division of Water Infrastructure 
  North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 

mailto:dfinn@cifanet.org
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January 14, 2021 
 
Dr. Andrew Sawyers 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
William Jefferson Clinton Building 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.  
Mail Code 1101A 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
 
Dear Dr. Sawyers,  
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), which represents the Clean Water 
State Revolving Funds (SRFs) in 48 states, supports development of a modernized Clean 
Watershed Needs Survey (Survey) that collects sufficient data to accurately reflect the need for 
clean water infrastructure.  
 
CIFA believes the scope and methodology of the Clean Watershed Needs Survey has historically 
resulted in a substantial underreporting of the need for water infrastructure that protects public 
health and the environment. If the scope and methodology of the next Survey remains the same 
as previous Surveys, CIFA is concerned that the result will, again, be a substantial underreporting 
of clean water infrastructure needs.  
 
To ensure the next Clean Watershed Needs Survey accurately captures the true need for clean 
water infrastructure, CIFA offers the following recommendations.  
 
Recommendation 1: Ensure the scope of the Clean Watershed Needs Survey focuses on 
the statutory mandate in the Clean Water Act.  
The Clean Water Act requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the States to 
provide “a detailed estimate, biennially revised, of the cost of construction of all needed publicly 
owned treatment works” in each state and in all states. Under the law, “treatment works means 
any other method or system for preventing, abating, reducing, storing, treating, separating, or 
disposing of municipal waste, including storm water runoff, or industrial waste, including waste 
in combined storm water and sanitary sewer systems.”  
 
Expanding the scope of the Survey beyond the statutory requirements will likely increase the 
cost of the Survey, which is already an unfunded mandate. States, most of which are struggling 
with the devastating economic impacts of the coronavirus pandemic, may not have adequate 
financial or staff resources to successfully participate in a Survey that is more expansive and 
expensive than the current legislative mandate.  



Concentrating the next Survey on treatment works will ensure limited state resources are 
focused on compliance with the requirements of federal law. Additionally, developing a solid 
approach for treatment works will ensure the Survey can be implemented on a more consistent 
schedule in the future. 
 
Recommendation 2: Align the methodology of the Clean Watershed Needs Survey to the 
methodology of the Drinking Water Needs Survey. 
Historically, the Clean Watershed Needs Survey has characterized “needs” as well-defined 
infrastructure projects with detailed cost estimates that address a specific water quality 
impairment. Known or potential water quality impairments were not eligible unless a well-
documented infrastructure project had been developed to address the problem. An unintended 
consequence of this approach is that the true need for clean water infrastructure may have been 
underreported for the last several decades. 
 
The 2016 Report to Congress identified several examples of underreporting in the 2012 Survey, 
including: 
 

The 2012 Survey reported a 20% drop in water infrastructure needs from the previous 
Survey in 2008 which was due, in part, to “difficulty for some states in obtaining 
acceptable documentation to substantiate the costs of projects needed to address 
known water quality issues—particularly for small communities and for stormwater 
management projects” and “planning documents containing lower-cost projects due to 
limited municipal budgets and other factors.” 

 
The 2012 Survey underreported stormwater needs. “EPA estimates that 7,450 facilities 
were covered by NPDES MS4 individual or general permits. Therefore, data are reported 
for only 21 percent of MS4 facilities. States reported that this was due, in part, to 
planning documents lacking the explanation of water quality needs and detailed cost 
estimates required to meet CWNS documentation criteria.” 

 
The 2012 Survey underreported long-term needs. “States do not generally have 
documentation for needs over a 20-year time frame. Forty percent of CWNS 2012 needs 
are documented using capital improvement plans (CIPs). CIPs include only projects that 
can be accomplished within the municipalities’ budgets and within a specified number of 
years (typically 3–5 years).” As a result, it’s very possible that needs (i.e., projects) in the 
2012 Clean Watershed Needs Survey were underway or even completed by the time the 
Survey results were released in the 2016 Report to Congress. 

 
Conversely, the Drinking Water Needs Survey doesn’t rely solely on planned infrastructure 
projects to estimate the need for drinking water infrastructure. Instead, EPA estimates the cost 
of replacing or rehabilitating existing treatment facilities at least once within the next 20 years 
(life of the infrastructure) and replacing existing pipes within 200 years (½% of pipes annually). 
The cost model, which is based on design parameters of specific types of common 



infrastructure, is applied to the “inventory” of existing infrastructure. This approach prevents 
underreporting of basic infrastructure needs for each utility. 
 
Adopting the proven methodology of the Drinking Water Needs Survey for the Clean Watershed 
Needs Survey has many benefits. First, this approach, after the initial inventory of treatment 
works, would require minimal data collection and documentation which reduces the cost and 
workload of implementation on SRFs and utilities. Second, this approach may provide a more 
accurate estimate of the long-term infrastructure needs than a list of projects planned for the 
immediate future. Finally, this approach could allow estimates to be updated between full-scale 
Surveys by adjusting the cost model for inflation.   
 
Recommendation 3: Develop a statistically-sound sampling of small and medium utilities, 
like the one used by the Drinking Water Needs Survey. 
The Clean Watershed Needs Survey directly surveys all utilities regardless of size or population 
served. As noted in the 2016 Report to Congress, “the majority of publicly owned facilities in 
each State serve small communities” and “small communities sometimes lack the capacity to 
plan for needed capital improvements.” As a result, water systems that don’t have the resources 
to complete the survey or lack clearly defined water infrastructure projects will not have their 
needs included the Survey and subsequent Report to Congress.  
 
Conversely, the Drinking Water Needs Survey conducts a direct survey of systems that serve a 
population of 100,000 or more and performs a statistical sampling of systems with a service 
population of fewer than 100,000. This approach ensures the needs of medium and small 
systems are included and reported. 
 
If the inventory approach in Recommendation 3 is adopted, information and data needed to 
develop a statistically sound model would likely be collected by the next Clean Watershed 
Needs Survey. However, if the Clean Watershed Needs Survey continues to rely solely on the 
cost of planned infrastructure projects to determine needs, a statistical sampling would be 
difficult, if not impossible, to develop. 
 
Recommendation 4: Allow all communities to select from a standardized list of water 
quality impairments rather than require customized descriptions of water quality 
impairments for each need (infrastructure project). 
According to the Detailed Scope and Methodology, the 2012 Clean Watershed Needs Survey 
required a “description of the current or potential water quality impairment and information on 
its potential source” for every infrastructure project. “The problem description needed to include 
specific pollutant source information and/or specific threat to the waterbody. A general 
statement about water quality impairment or threat didn’t meet this criterion.” Infrastructure 
projects that failed to include this information were not included in the 2016 Report to 
Congress. 
 



Establishing a standardized list of water quality impairments will significantly reduce the burden 
of data collection and allow for better comparisons of water quality impairments across 
watersheds and States. Additionally, including a general category for replacing or rehabilitating 
aging infrastructure, which is widely accepted as a threat to public health and the environment, 
could be used to effectively describe a significant number of SRF loans. Alternatively, 
rehabilitating or replacing aging infrastructure to prevent a catastrophic failure could be 
categorically exempt from a customized description. 
 

Allowing SRFs to select from a predetermined list of water quality impairments for all 
communities in the data collection portal will capture important information while streamlining 
the process. Ensuring rehabilitation or replacement of aging infrastructure is an option in the list 
or categorically exempt from the customized description will further streamline the process and 
increase the likelihood that all needs (infrastructure projects) are included in the final Survey 
results and subsequent Report to Congress.    
 

Recommendation 5: Populate the new data collection portal with all available data. 
Populating the new data collection portal with all available data, including information from 
permits, National Information Management System (NIMS), Drinking Water Project and Benefits 
Reporting System (PBR), Clean Water Benefits Reporting System (CBR) and the U.S. Census, with 
reduce the need for data collection and prevent errors and inconsistencies between databases.  
 
Recommendation 6: Ensure the timeline for implementation of the Survey includes 
sufficient time for quality assurance of data.  
Allowing at least 30 days to correct mistakes found during the quality assurance period will 
ensure all eligible needs are included in the final report to Congress.  
 
Thank you for your partnership and for considering these recommendations for modernizing the 
Clean Watershed Needs Survey. Please contact Deirdre Finn, Executive Director of CIFA, at 
dfinn@cifanet.org or (850) 445-9619.  
 
     Sincerely,  
 
 
      
     Kim Colson, CIFA President 

  Director, Division of Water Infrastructure 
  North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• Kim Colson, North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality, President 
• Jim McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, Vice President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 
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April 30, 2021 
 
Ms. Elisabeth Schlaudt 
State Revolving Fund Branch, Office of Water 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
William Jefferson Clinton Building 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.  
Mail Code 4204M 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
 
Subject: Comments on Federal Registry Agency/Docket Number: EPA-HQ-OW-2021-0128 FRL-
10020-81-OW, Document Number: 2021-04197 
 
Dear Ms. Schaludt,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) proposed information collection request (ICR), “Clean Watershed Needs Survey 
(CWNS) (Reinstatement)” (EPA ICR No. 0318.14, OMB Control No. 2040-0050).  
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA), which represents the Clean Water 
State Revolving Funds (SRFs) in 48 states, supports development of a modernized Clean 
Watershed Needs Survey (Survey) that collects sufficient data to accurately reflect the need for 
treatment works to protect the environment. However, CIFA has several concerns about the 
proposed ICR for the Clean Watershed Needs Survey.  
 
The Clean Water Act requires collection of data for “treatment works;” federal law doesn’t 
require the collection of data on nonpoint sources of pollution. The Clean Water Act 
requires EPA and the States to provide “a detailed estimate, biennially revised, of the cost of 
construction of all needed publicly owned treatment works” in each state and in all states. Under 
the law, “treatment works means any other method or system for preventing, abating, reducing, 
storing, treating, separating, or disposing of municipal waste, including storm water runoff, or 
industrial waste, including waste in combined storm water and sanitary sewer systems.” 
Conversely, the Clean Water Act doesn’t require collection of data on nonpoint sources of 
pollution.  
 
Recommendation: Because federal law doesn’t mandate collection of data on nonpoint sources 
of pollution, EPA should limit the scope of the Survey to publicly owned municipal treatment 
works, including wastewater, stormwater and combined sewer overflow infrastructure, which is 
required by law.  



The Clean Water Act requires a collection of data on “needed” publicly owned treatment 
works; the proposed Survey only collects data on “planned” treatment works. The Clean 
Water Act requires “a detailed estimate, biennially revised, of the cost of construction of all 
needed publicly owned treatment works.”  
 
Replacing and rehabilitating aging water infrastructure is a significant need. Unlike the Drinking 
Water Needs Survey which collects data on the cost to replace existing infrastructure over 20 
years for facilities and 200 years for pipes, the Clean Watershed Needs Survey will not collect 
data on the cost to replace all existing infrastructure. Instead, the Survey will collect data on 
well-documented planned projects which will likely capture just a fraction of expected 
replacement costs over the expected life of the infrastructure. 
 
Additionally, documentation requirements for the Survey will likely limit collection of data only 
to projects that are planned in the next five years. In the 2012 Survey, 40% of projects were 
documented by a utilities’ Capital Improvement Plan which is typically a three-to-five year plan. 
The Clean Water State Revolving Funds’ Intended Use Plan, which is often a one-year plan but 
can extend to five years in some states, accounted for 10% of projects while engineering 
estimates for projects accounted for 9% of projects. None of these documents capture the cost 
of replacement. 
 
Recommendation: To capture true need for clean water infrastructure, CIFA believes the Survey 
should provide the estimated cost of replacing all existing treatment works within 20 years and 
replacing at least 1% of existing pipes annually for 20 years (ensuring all pipes are replaced at 
least every 100 years which is the industry standard). Planned projects that expand or improve 
treatment and collection of wastewater and stormwater should also be included.  
   
The cost of data collection for the Clean Watershed Needs Survey is underestimated. 
According to the Information Collection Request, states and territories will spend an estimated 
$1,515,013 to collect data from utilities and other respondents for the Survey. Utilities and other 
respondents will spend $279,811 to provide data and documentation to states and territories for 
the Survey.  
 
Expanding the scope of the Survey to include nonpoint source pollution will undoubtedly 
increase the cost of the Survey beyond these estimates. Additionally, the cost of data collection 
is based on the number of facilities within a state or territory. States with a large number of 
facilities, particularly a significant number of small facilities, will incur higher costs.  
 
Participation in the Clean Watershed Needs Survey is an unfunded mandate. States, many of 
which are struggling with the devastating economic impacts of the unprecedent coronavirus 
pandemic, may not have adequate financial or staff resources to provide robust participation in 
a Survey, especially one that is more expansive and expensive than required by the federal 
mandate.  
 



Recommendation: Because the Survey is an unfunded mandate, EPA should limit the scope of 
the Survey to the requirements of the federal mandate, specifically collection of data on the 
estimated cost of construction of treatment works. 
 
Please contact us for more information. 
Thank you again for accepting our comments about the Clean Watershed Needs Survey. Please 
contact Deirdre Finn, Executive Director of CIFA, at dfinn@cifanet.org or (850) 445-9619.  
 
     Sincerely,  
 
 
      
     Kim Colson, CIFA President 

  Director, Division of Water Infrastructure 
  North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 

Board of Directors, Officers: 
• Kim Colson, North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality, President 
• Jim McGoff, Indiana Financing Authority, Vice President 
• Jeff Walker, Texas Water Development Board, Treasurer 
• Angela Knecht, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Secretary 
• Jeff Freeman, Minnesota Public Facilities Authority, Past President 

Board of Directors: 
• EPA Region 1: Nate Keenan, Massachusetts Clean Water Trust 
• EPA Region 2: Tim Burns, New York Environmental Facilities Corporation  
• EPA Region 3: Brion Johnson, PENNVEST 
• EPA Region 4: Felicia Freeman, Tennessee Department of Environment & Conservation 
• EPA Region 5: Jerry Rouch, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
• EPA Region 6: Lori Johnson, Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
• EPA Region 7: William Carr, Kansas Department of Health and the Environment 
• EPA Region 8: Mike Perkovich, South Dakota Department of Environment & Natural 

Resources 
• EPA Region 9: Lance Reese, California State Water Resources Control Board 
• EPA Region 10: Jeff Nejedly, Washington State Department of Ecology 
• Financial Community: Anne Burger Entrekin, Hilltop Securities 
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December 3, 2021 

 
Dr. Jennifer McLain  
Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
William Jefferson Clinton Building  
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.   
Washington, D.C. 20460 
 

Dr. Andrew Sawyers  
Office of Wastewater Management 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
William Jefferson Clinton Building  
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.   
Washington, D.C. 20460 

RE: Justice40 Initiative 
 
Dear Drs. McLain and Sawyers: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and suggestions for implementation of the 
Justice40 Initiative.  
 
The Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (SRFs) are the nation’s premier 
programs for funding water infrastructure that protects public health and the environment. 
Since the programs were established, SRF subsidized loans have significantly cut the cost of 
water infrastructure projects in tens of thousands of communities across the nation, saving 
billions of dollars for ratepayers.  
 
Importantly, disadvantaged communities, which may not have qualified or likely would have 
paid more for financing in the private market, have benefited the most from SRF subsidized 
loans. Additionally, water infrastructure built with SRF subsidized loans have increased water 
security for disadvantaged populations and communities while helping to maintain more 
affordable user rates.  
 
The Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) looks forward to working with you to 
achieve the goals of the Justice40 Initiative.  
 
      Sincerely,  
 
  
 
 
 
 

http://www.cifanet.org/
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Justice40 
Proposed Framework 

 
I. Benefits of Federal Funding for Water Infrastructure  

Affordable access to safe drinking water, wastewater services, and stormwater management 
provides significant public health, societal and economic benefits to communities, especially 
disadvantaged communities and underserved populations. A reliable supply of safe drinking 
water and a clean environment provides the foundation for healthy, livable communities 
which are essential for a robust economy and job creation.  

 
A. The Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs fulfill the goals of the Justice40 Initiative 

as outlined in the Interim Implementation Guidance issued by the Office of 
Management and Budget on July 20, 2021.  
First and foremost, providing access to drinking water, wastewater and stormwater 
services offers innumerable public health benefits for individual households, particularly 
the most vulnerable including children, the elderly, the ill and the immunocompromised, 
as well as for the broader community. Importantly, ensuring access to safe, reliable and 
affordable drinking water – free of lead and other contaminants – provides water security 
to low-income families, particularly those living in disadvantaged communities.  
 
Moreover, clean water and a healthy environment are the foundation of a high quality of 
life and robust economy. Investing in water infrastructure creates high-wage jobs across 
the water sector, from planning and design to construction to operations and 
management. Additionally, building more resilient water systems mitigates against the 
public health and economic impacts of climate change and extreme weather. 

 
B. The Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs are state-federal partnerships that 

efficiently and effectively deliver federal funding to build water infrastructure that 
protects public health and the environment.  
Since the programs were established, the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs have 
provided more than $190 billion in subsidized loans through more than 59,000 
assistance agreements to build critical water infrastructure projects. SRF subsidized loans 
have saved billions of dollars for ratepayers in communities across the nation, while 
improving water services and helping to maintain affordable user rates.  

 



 

C. The Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs have a proven record of supporting 
development and construction of water infrastructure for disadvantaged 
communities and disadvantaged populations. 
Since 2009 when additional subsidy (in the form of principal forgiveness and grants) was 
first authorized, the Clean Water SRFs have provided $5.5 billion in additional subsidy – 
26% of federal funding over the same timeframe. Since the program was established, the 
Drinking Water SRFs have provided $11.6 billion to disadvantaged communities – 24% of 
federal funding – through more than 5,500 assistance agreements.  
 

II. Eligible Uses of Federal Funding for Water Infrastructure  
The Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs use their annual capitalization grant to fund a 
comprehensive suite of activities to help water systems provide and maintain access to 
affordable water services. 

 
A. The overwhelming majority of federal funding for the Clean Water and Drinking 

Water SRFs is used to fund development and construction of water infrastructure 
projects, from concept to construction. 
SRFs provide water systems with subsidized loans and additional subsidy to build, 
rehabilitate, and upgrade water infrastructure to meet stringent water quality standards. 
Funding is also available for pre-construction activities, including, but not limited to, 
feasibility and rate studies, planning, design, and engineering. 

 
B. The Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs use a percentage of their annual 

capitalization grant for additional subsidy.  
Under federal law, the Clean Water SRF can use up to 30% of their annual capitalization 
grant for additional subsidy to communities that meet affordability criteria and the 
Drinking Water SRF can use up to 35% of their annual capitalization grant for additional 
subsidy to disadvantaged communities. The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
requires the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs to provide a minimum of 10% and 
12% of their capitalization grant, respectively, to communities that meet these criteria.  
 

C. The Drinking Water SRFs can use 2% of their capitalization grant for technical 
assistance to help small, rural and disadvantaged communities.  
SRFs provide small, rural and disadvantaged water systems with technical assistance to 
address an array of challenges, from completing applications for funding to providing 
operator training to developing asset management plans to assisting with disaster 
preparedness. 

 
 
 



 

D. The Drinking Water SRFs can use 10% of its capitalization grant to fund state 
programs focused on providing safe drinking water. 
Drinking Water SRFs provide funding for state programs, such as the Public Water 
System Supervision (PWSS) Program, to support compliance with federal drinking water 
standards.  
 

E. The Drinking Water SRF can up 15% of its capitalization grant to fund local 
programs focused on providing safe drinking water.  
Drinking Water SRFs provide funding for state and local programs to address a range of 
water challenges, such as source water and wellhead protection, climate adaptation and 
resiliency planning, and capacity development. 
 

F. Historically, the Clean Water SRFs have provided technical assistance using revenue 
from sources other than the capitalization grant.  
Because technical assistance has not been an eligible use of the capitalization grant, 
many Clean Water SRFs have used other sources of funding, such as administrative set-
asides and fees, to provide technical assistance to help communities with an array of 
challenges, such as developing climate resiliency plans, supporting apprenticeship 
programs, and developing asset management plans.  
 

G. The Clean Water SRFs now have the ability to use 2% of their capitalization grant 
for technical assistance. 
The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (H.R. 3684) provides the Clean Water SRFs 
with the ability, for the first time, to use 2% of their capitalization grant for technical 
assistance to support development and construction of water infrastructure in small, 
rural and tribal communities.  

 
III. Defining Disadvantaged Communities and Populations 

SRFs typically fund water systems. Some water systems serve a single, clearly defined 
community while other water systems serve multiple, diverse communities or neighborhoods 
within a community.  

 
A. Federal law provides a statutory basis for defining disadvantaged communities. 

Under federal law, states are required to establish criteria for defining disadvantaged 
communities and affordability. 

 
The Safe Drinking Water Act requires states to define disadvantaged communities for the 
SRFs based on affordability criteria.  

 
   Safe Drinking Water Act §300j–12(d)(3) 
   “(3) DEFINITION OF DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY.— 



 

In this subsection, the term ‘‘disadvantaged community’’ means the service area of a 
public water system that meets affordability criteria established after public review 
and comment by the State in which the public water system is located. The 
Administrator may publish information to assist States in establishing affordability 
criteria.” 

 
Similarly, the Clean Water Act requires states to define an affordability criterion based on 
income and unemployment data, population trends and other relevant data.  

 
 Clean Drinking Water Act §1383 (2)(A) 
 “(2) Affordability criteria 
 (A) Establishment 

 (i) In general 
Not later than September 30, 2015, and after providing notice and an 
opportunity for public comment, a State shall establish affordability criteria to 
assist in identifying municipalities that would experience a significant 
hardship raising the revenue necessary to finance a project or activity eligible 
for assistance under subsection (c)(1) if additional subsidization is not 
provided. 
(ii) Contents 
The criteria under clause (i) shall be based on income and unemployment 
data, population trends, and other data determined relevant by the State, 
including whether the project or activity is to be carried out in an 
economically distressed area, as described in section 3161 of title 42.” 
 

B. Criteria used to define disadvantaged communities can serve as guidance for 
defining disadvantaged populations within a community.  
Water systems that don’t meet the criteria for affordability or a disadvantaged 
community may have disadvantaged populations within their service area that are 
benefiting from federal funding through the SRFs. 
 
Disadvantaged populations may be defined as the percent of households within a service 
area of a water system that meet similar criteria to those used to establish criteria for 
disadvantaged communities, such as: 

o Low-income households  
o Unemployment rates 
o Small or declining populations 
o Lack of access to centralized drinking water and wastewater systems 

 



 

C. EPA should encourage the SRFs to customize their strategy and formula for 
delivering federal benefits to disadvantaged communities and populations within 
their state. 
Because states across the nation have drastically different demographic and socio-
economic profiles, developing a one-size-fits-all approach will be difficult and may even 
be counterproductive to the goals of the Justice40 Initiative. Providing flexibility within a 
broad federal framework will ensure states are serving the most disadvantaged 
communities and populations within their state. Allowing states to use current definitions 
for disadvantaged communities or affordability criteria for one or both SRFs will ensure 
disadvantaged communities in each state are served by the SRFs. 

 
IV. Measuring the Benefits of Federal Funding for Water Infrastructure  

The percent of annual federal funding, or the equivalent of federal funding, that benefits 
disadvantaged communities and populations is one way to measure the federal benefits of 
SRF subsidized loans.  

 
A. All uses of the capitalization grant should be included in the benefit calculation.   

Funding for development and construction of water infrastructure projects, technical 
assistance, state programs and local programs should be included in the calculation. 
Subsidized loans are the greatest federal benefit for disadvantaged communities who are 
less likely to qualify and more likely to pay more for financing in the private sector. 
 

B. For communities that meet the criteria for a disadvantaged community, total 
funding should be included in the benefit calculation.  
The amount of the subsidized loan and additional subsidy, which is funding that doesn’t 
need to be repaid and comes in the form of principal forgiveness and grants, should be 
included in the calculation. 
 

C. For communities that don’t meet the criteria for a disadvantaged community, a 
proportionate amount of total funding, based on disadvantaged populations, 
should be included in the benefit calculation.  
The percent of the disadvantaged population within the service area of the water system 
should be used to determine the portion of the water infrastructure project that can be 
used in the calculation. For example, a water system with a service area where 20% of the 
population is considered disadvantaged, then 20% of the subsidized loan for a water 
infrastructure project can be used in the calculation.  

 
D. EPA should ensure the primary focus of the SRFs remains the protection of public 

health and the environment.  
Addressing the most serious risk to public health and ensuring compliance with stringent 
water quality standards in all communities should continue to be the priority of the SRFs.  



 

 
E. EPA should allow the SRFs to use the equivalent of the federal funding rather than 

requiring the use of actual federal funds for water infrastructure projects in 
disadvantaged communities.  
Water infrastructure projects funded by the annual federal capitalization grants have 
additional federal mandates which increase the administrative burden and cost of 
compliance of water infrastructure projects. Allowing SRFs to use the equivalent of 
federal funding, instead of actual federal funding, will alleviate that burden on 
disadvantaged communities, which often lack the professional capacity to manage the 
additional paperwork and processes.  

 
IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLES: 
 
Based on the framework above, the following SRFs would meet the goal of Justice40:  
 

• An SRF that uses 40% of their capitalization grant for a combination of subsidized loans 
and additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities. 

o 20% subsidized loans to disadvantaged communities 
o 20% additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities 

 
• An SRF that uses 38% of their capitalization grant for a combination of subsidized loans 

and additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities and 2% of their capitalization 
grant for technical assistance for small, rural and disadvantaged communities. 

o 19% subsidized loans to disadvantaged communities 
o 19% additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities 
o 2% technical assistance for small, rural and disadvantaged communities 

 
• An SRF that uses 20% of their capitalization grant for a combination of subsidized loans 

and additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities and 20% of their capitalization 
grant for subsidized loans that benefit disadvantaged populations in communities that 
are not defined as disadvantaged. 

o 10% for subsidized loans to disadvantaged communities 
o 10% for additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities 
o 20% for subsidized loans to water systems that serve disadvantaged populations 

(This would the cumulative amount of SRF loans that could be counted as a 
benefit to disadvantaged populations in communities that are not defined as 
disadvantaged. Each loan would have to be calculated separately, such as. 
 $10 million for water system that is not disadvantaged 
 25% of the service is designated as a disadvantaged population 
 25% of the loan or $2.5 million could be attributed toward meeting the 

Justice40 goal. 



 

 
• An SRF that uses 20% of their capitalization grant for a combination of subsidized loans 

and additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities and 20% of their capitalization 
grant for state and local programs that benefit disadvantaged communities and 
disadvantaged populations.  

o 10% for subsidized loans to disadvantaged communities 
o 10% for additional subsidy to disadvantaged communities 
o 20% for state and local programs that benefit disadvantaged communities and 

populations 


	Appendix F.pdf
	2021.05.21 Questions for the Record _CIFA.pdf
	Questions for Deirdre Finn



