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SRF Oversight and Implementation Realities 

 
Overview  
Federal attention surrounding SRF implementation, uncommitted balances, project 
timelines, and timely use of funds continues to increase. Oversight approaches should 
reflect how SRF programs actually operate across diverse state environments and financing 
structures. 
 
As the national organization representing SRF program administrators and financing 
authorities, CIFA is uniquely positioned to provide implementation and financing 
perspective on these issues. 
 
Why This Matters Now 
As IIJA supplemental funding phases out and federal scrutiny around infrastructure 
implementation increases, there is growing attention on SRF utilization, project pace, and 
uncommitted balances. These discussions risk oversimplifying how SRF programs operate 
unless financing structure, leveraging models, and project delivery realities are fully 
understood. 
 
Understanding Program Balances 
Static balance snapshots often fail to reflect broader leveraged financing structures, committed 
project pipelines, phased construction schedules, and long-term lending mechanics. Many SRF 
balances represent committed or reserved financing capacity rather than idle federal dollars. 
 
Program structures, leveraging approaches, project pipelines, and financing timelines vary 
significantly across states. 
 
Why Program Balances Exist 
SRF balances often reflect: 
 

● Multi-year infrastructure construction schedules  
● State leveraging requirements, timing and reserve structures  
● Phased project financing  
● Procurement and environmental review timelines  
● Community readiness considerations  
● Long-term financing management requirements 

 
Project Delivery & Timing 
Many SRF programs also provide technical, financial, and programmatic support that helps 
communities develop projects and move infrastructure investments toward project and  
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construction readiness. These processes assure well planned, developed, and constructed 
infrastructure which prioritizes responsible investment of funds and include:   
 

● Operator certification, training, and coaching 
● Capital Improvement Plans and engineering studies for alternative selection 
● Cashflow analysis and debt capacity 
● User rate studies 
● Compliance testing and support 
● Intended use plan development and project prioritization 
● Procurement guidance and environmental review coordination 
● Technical, managerial, and financial capacity building for communities 
● Long-term asset management and capital improvement planning support 
● Onsite operator assistance 
● Application and project administration support 
● Sanitary survey preparation 
● On-site one-on-one coaching 
● Asset management 
● Monitoring and operating for regulatory compliance 
● Funding alternative analysis 
● SRF 101 Workshops 
● Emerging contaminant workshops 
● Lead Service Line Replacement outreach 

 
Leveraging & Revolving Structures 
Many SRF programs utilize leveraging structures that expand lending capacity through bond 
issuance. These structures require excess cashflows, long-term planning and financing 
management that may not be captured through simplified utilization metrics. 
 
Many state leveraging programs aggregate loan pools and issue bonds once or twice per year. 
This means funds may appear uncommitted during the period between loan approvals and 
bond issuance, even when projects are actively in the pipeline and financing is proceeding as 
designed. 
 
Bond issuance timing can also affect leveraging metrics. A bond closing that occurs shortly 
before a fiscal year-end reporting snapshot may temporarily skew utilization and cash position 
data, creating a picture that does not fully represent the program's underlying project pipeline 
or long-term financing activity. 
 
Oversight Without Oversimplification 
CIFA supports strong accountability and effective stewardship of federal funds. However, 
evaluations should consider implementation realities, financing structures, affordability 
impacts, and infrastructure delivery outcomes rather than relying solely on simplified balance 
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metrics. 
 
Oversimplified evaluations risk creating misleading conclusions about program performance, 
financing sustainability, and long-term infrastructure delivery capacity. They may also 
unintentionally affect long-term affordability and financing flexibility for communities. 
 
What Often Gets Missed 
The data supports strong state performance. According to a 2022 analysis of SRF commitment  
rates, states committed 97.2% of available CWSRF funds and 95.2% of available DWSRF funds 
between 2011 and 2020. Fifteen states fully allocate all available SRF funding. An additional 25 
states have modest uncommitted balances representing less than 10% of available funds. 
Characterizations of SRF funds as broadly unused or uncommitted do not reflect the actual 
commitment record of most state programs. Large short-term influxes of funding such as IIJA 
take time for state programs and funding recipients to have projects ready to proceed and 
move through required processes designed to assure responsible use of funds. 
 

● Balances do not necessarily equal unused funds  
● Leveraged programs maintain reserves intentionally  
● Infrastructure delivery timelines are multi-year and can be impacted by weather or 

short construction seasons 
● Procurement environments vary significantly by state  
● Many project funds are committed but not yet drawn down 
● Federal capitalization funding and leveraged program balances are not always 

interchangeable measures 
 
Policy Implications 
As federal oversight discussions continue evolving, evaluation approaches should reflect how 
SRF programs operate across diverse state financing and implementation environments. 
 
Key considerations include: 
 

● Oversight metrics should reflect financing structure and project pipeline realities  
● EPA implementation expectations should remain state-informed  
● Performance evaluations should not rely solely on static balance snapshots  
● Oversight approaches should consider long-term affordability and infrastructure 

delivery outcomes 
 
SRFs were intentionally designed to operate as long-term revolving financing systems rather 
than one-time grant programs. That distinction remains critical as Congress, EPA, and 
stakeholders continue evaluating future infrastructure funding and oversight approaches. 
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