COUNCIL OF INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING AUTHORITIES

June 10, 2026

The Honorable Lee Zeldin The Honorable Jessica Kramer
Administrator Assistant Administrator, Office of Water
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460 Washington, DC 20460

RE: Request for Clarification Regarding State Revolving Fund Funding Figures, Methodology, and
Definitions

Dear Administrator Zeldin and Assistant Administrator Kramer:

On behalf of the undersigned organizations representing state drinking water and clean water revolving
fund administrators, local governments, utilities, and water infrastructure partners, we write to request
clarification regarding recent statements by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) leadership
concerning approximately $14.8 billion in State Revolving Fund (SRF) "unobligated" or "uncommitted"
funding and approximately $5.7 billion in balances that have reportedly remained uncommitted for more
than one year.

Given the impact these figures are having on ongoing discussions regarding SRF performance, future
appropriations, successful implementation of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA),
Congressional oversight, SRF reauthorization, and long-term water infrastructure investment, we are
seeking additional information regarding the methodology, assumptions, definitions, and data sources
used to develop these figures.

The SRF programs are not discretionary grant programs where funds are disbursed at the time of award.
Federal capitalization grants are awarded to states, which must then execute grant agreements, provide
required state match funds, conduct project reviews, and issue assistance agreements, including loans,
principal forgiveness, and grants, to eligible utilities and local governments. Funds are drawn down
incrementally as construction progresses, not in a lump sum at closing. Multi-year infrastructure projects
routinely span two to five years from assistance agreement execution to final disbursement. A snapshot of
available balances at any point in time therefore may not fully capture funds committed through executed
assistance agreements, funds supporting active construction projects mid-drawdown, or projects
advancing through engineering, permitting, and procurement.

As policymakers evaluate the programs’ performance and future funding needs, it is important that those
applying for and implementing these programs have a clear understanding of the methodology used to
characterize available balances, commitments, and expenditures.

We acknowledge that EPA has recognized the questions states and water infrastructure partners have
posed regarding these figures and the complexity of the issue. On May 22, 2026, the Council of
Infrastructure Financing Authorities (CIFA) requested clarification regarding figures referenced during
recent Congressional hearings, including the methods, assumptions, and funding categories underlying
the SRF funding. EPA acknowledged receiving this inquiry on May 26, 2026, and indicated that the
questions had been referred to appropriate program staff for response. After CIFA followed up again on



June 2, 2026, and on June 4, 2026, CIFA received a response from EPA staff referencing existing program
materials, including the FY 2023 Maximizing memo, FY 2024 Standard Operating Procedures, and related
Q&A documents. However, these resources do not specify what the methods, assumptions, definitions,
and funding categories are used to calculate unobligated spending or what underlying data was used to
calculate the approximately $14.8 billion and $5.7 billion figures cited. EPA has indicated a willingness to
continue discussions regarding these figures, however, to date, CIFA has not received a response to these
questions.

Additional information regarding EPA's methodology is important to understanding how these figures
were developed and interpreted. Accordingly, we respectfully request clarification regarding:

e The methodology used to calculate the approximately $14.8 billion and $5.7 billion figures,
including data sources, reporting periods, and assumptions;

e The date or reporting period used to generate the figures and whether subsequent commitments
or assistance agreements executed after that date are reflected in the analysis;

e Whether FY 2026 capitalization grant funds are included in the approximately $14.8 billion and
$5.7 billion figures and, if so, how EPA accounts for the timing of recent allotments, capitalization
grant awards, state intended use planning, assistance agreement execution, and related state
commitment processes;

e The definitions EPA is applying to terms such as "unobligated," "uncommitted," "undisbursed,"
and "available balances," and how those definitions align with standard SRF program accounting
and federal grant management practices;

o Whether the figures include federal capitalization grant balances, state match funds, executed
assistance agreements, committed but undisbursed funds, Congressionally Directed Spending
(CDS)/Community Project Funding (CPF), lead service line replacement funding, emerging
contaminants, or other funding categories;

e Whether executed assistance agreements between states and project recipients are included in or
excluded from the figures cited in public statements and congressional testimony;

o  Whether EPA considers funds committed through executed assistance agreements to be
"committed" for purposes of these calculations and, if not, what milestone EPA uses to determine
when funds are considered committed;

e How EPA accounts for the timing associated with capitalization grant awards, state commitment
processes, project development, loan agreements, procurement requirements, and construction
schedules when evaluating available balances;

o Whether CDS/CPF balances are included in the figures and, if so, how EPA distinguishes CDS/CPF
implementation timelines from state SRF program performance; and

e How EPA is evaluating SRF utilization and performance, including any metrics being used to
assess state program implementation.

In addition to a written response, the undersigned organizations request an opportunity to meet directly
with EPA Office of Water leadership and appropriate SRF program staff to discuss these issues. We believe
such a discussion would help ensure a shared understanding of the data, methodology, and terminology
being used in ongoing policy discussions.

Because these figures have been cited in discussions regarding SRF performance, available balances, and
future funding levels, we believe it is important that EPA be transparent about the methodology used to
calculate these figures. Accurate and consistent information is essential to ensuring informed discussions
among federal policymakers, states, co-regulators, local governments, utilities, and water infrastructure
partners.



Given that FY 2027 appropriations discussions are ongoing and decisions regarding SRF funding levels
may be made in the coming months, a timely response would help inform ongoing discussions regarding
SRF performance, utilization, and future funding needs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

il

Barb Dimauro, CAE
Executive Director
Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities

Organizations Signing On:

National Utility Contractors Association
Clean Water Construction Coalition
American Society of Civil Engineers
American Public Works Association

National League of Cities

Council of Infrastructure Financing Authorities
202.800.0688 | advocacy@cifanet.org | cifanet.org



mailto:advocacy@cifanet.org

