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15. Financing IRWM Implementation and RWMG Operations 
The intent of this chapter is to outline Upper Sacramento, McCloud, and Lower Pit Region 
(USR) stakeholders’ priorities, interests, and preferences for implementing the USR 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) over the 20-year planning horizon. 
This chapter contains information regarding meeting conversations and decisions that will 
allow the Regional Water Management Group (RWMG) to identify planning priorities and 
implementation strategies, including the full array of the potential costs and revenues to 
sustain the RWMG and implement the Plan and projects over time. 
 
A Proposition 84 IRWM (Round 2) Planning Grant funded this first Integrated Regional 
Water Management (IRWM) planning effort for the USR. Match was demonstrated through 
the watershed planning and climate change work that stakeholders conducted in the region 
between 2008 and 2012. Any ongoing efforts identified by the RWMG for implementation 
will require additional funding and/or in-kind efforts by regional entities and individual 
stakeholders. The degree to which these funds are required is variable based on the RWMG’s 
desired activities, level of activity, and related regional needs. This is described in greater 
detail in Section 15.1, below. 
 
The need for project funding detailed in this (and many — if not all — other IRWMPs from 
around California) far exceeds IRWM Program funding capacity. Project funding will 
necessarily come from a variety of sources for which IRWM Program planning efforts, and 
possibly funding, may be a catalyst.  Project funding is described in greater detail in Section 
15.2, below. 
 
Operations and maintenance is an important consideration for any type of project. While 
customer/user fees are often the source for these ongoing efforts, there may be other methods 
worth considering, especially in areas hard-hit by the recession and/or the ongoing regional 
employment challenge. This topic is discussed further in Section 15.3. 
 
15.1 Programmatic Funding 
There are many options that a RWMG can find to finance implementation projects. These are 
generally thought of as the way in which a RWMG “implements” an IRWMP. However, as 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) places increasing expectations and responsibilities 
on IRWM regions, there are some tasks and functions important for a RWMG to consider 
apart from actual project implementation. In all circumstances, the degree to which a RWMG 
embarks upon ongoing activities must be a decision by the group as a whole. These decisions 
will be made according to the USR governance structure, as outlined in Chapter 16. 
 
15.1.1 Potential Future Programmatic Activities 
USR stakeholders anticipate future tasks as potentially including regional capacity building, 
education, and training; in-region economic development; identification and promotion of 
issues of regional interest and consensus; and engagement with downstream water users. In 
addition to these roles, USR stakeholders have stated a desire to continue as a viable and 
durable group outside of the planning process. Ongoing activities and continued dialogue are 
key to maintaining that cohesion. Some of these are described briefly in Table 15.1 below. 
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Table 15.1: Potential regional activities requiring the continuity of the RWMG as an organization 
and forum for discussion. 
Potential Topic Potential Activities 
Regional Capacity 
Building, Education, 
and Training 

Ongoing education efforts are an essential task for any regional group. Stakeholders 
identified education as a strategy for the region in addressing regional interests and 
issues through implementing the objectives. Ongoing educational efforts — both 
original efforts and coordination between multiple groups — could include the 
development of regional K-12 curriculum; collaboration with local colleges to enhance 
natural resource and environmental programs; establishing a regional program to 
increase the understanding of recreationalists using the resources seasonally; or 
include a more coordinated public outreach and education effort in terms of newspaper 
articles, forums and lectures, and tours. This ongoing effort would be helped by an 
entity to facilitate coordination, which could reasonably be the RWMG. 

In-region Economic 
Development 

As shown throughout this document, specifically in the Project Review Process and 
Implementation and Objectives chapters (Chapter 10 and 7, respectively), there is a 
strong interest by regional stakeholders in supporting a stable and sustainable economy 
in the region.  Various proposals have been brought forward throughout the planning 
process, some in the form of implementation projects, to aid in this development. In 
addition, multiple stakeholders approach water management issues from the point of 
view of protecting the local economy while implementing management strategies 
and/or meeting state or federal regulatory guidelines. Some ideas brought forward 
have included: 

• A balanced approach to salmonid reintroduction that incorporates competing 
uses for the resources, including Native American interests looking to restore a 
historic species of great indigenous value; increasing the recreational value of 
in-region fisheries; and the perceived and projected future regulations on the 
timber industry and other private business interests, themselves an important 
regional economic engine; 

• Increased recreational opportunities while maintaining and protecting those sites 
of great cultural and spiritual significance to indigenous people; and 

• The development of a funding pool through fees collection that could contribute 
to regional cost-share when required by a grant opportunity. Fees could come 
from a variety of sources including recreational visitors; a “round up” option on 
utility bills; fee-for-service agreements with local industry or other source. This 
could conceivably help the region to develop capacity while maintaining self-
sufficiency and independence, and could even operate as a regional revolving 
fund, with borrowed money paid back on a schedule, to be used again by 
another RWMG member. 

Identification and 
Promotion of Issues of 
Regional Interest and 
Consensus 

The status of the RWMG as a diverse and united voice for the region creates a capacity 
for speaking with a stronger voice on local, state, and even federal issues affecting the 
watershed. Using the USR objectives to identify shared values and priorities can 
enable the RWMG to develop white papers and speaking points on a variety of topics, 
including development and restoration activities, endangered species issues, water 
rights and area-of-origin protections, climate change, and more. While it’s sure that not 
every RWMG member will feel exactly the same an all points, addressing even one 
point where consensus can be reached can affect policy on multiple levels and the way 
resources are managed in — and for — the region into the future. 

Engagement with 
Downstream Water 
Users 

The USR is a source water area for the state, meaning that water resources originating 
in this region are used by many other parts of California. These resources are provided 
at historically dependable rates, quality, and times because of the way the watershed is 
managed. As climate change alters the hydrologic pattern throughout the western US, 
the integrity of the watershed and associated management activities will become more 
important. Investments by areas dependent upon these water resources could represent 
a significant positive step towards comprehensive and consistent management of the 
watershed to continually provide water resources at the necessary amounts, quality, 
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Table 15.1: Potential regional activities requiring the continuity of the RWMG as an organization 
and forum for discussion. 
Potential Topic Potential Activities 

and timing for other parts of California. If the region can be represented in a united 
manner on how this type of program might be structured, and even work with other 
IRWM regions to pursue a program (participants have cited the Sierra Water Work 
Group as a potential partner), participants could play a part in how this policy is 
shaped and how the resulting resources are allocated. 

 
Stakeholders have identified other ongoing activities that would be helpful — or even 
essential — for the RWMG to complete in order to have regional support and continue as an 
organization advancing regional collaboration. These tasks include: 

• Tracking federal and state mandates and providing notice of these to RWMG 
members through an e-mail list serve or rich site summary (RSS) feed (a digital 
online alert of new postings); 

• Tracking funding opportunities to help members respond to mandates and to continue 
to implement the plan and build on success (again, this could make use of the RWMG 
e-mail list serve or an RSS feed); 

• Continuing to serve as a database of watershed information and a clearinghouse for 
data resources (via the data management system on the website); 

• Serving as a forum for in-person, ongoing discussion on challenging and/or 
controversial topics; and 

• Serving as a voice in responding to mandates and/or policies affecting the region, as 
points of agreement are identified. 

 
15.1.2 Identifying Staffing Needs and Scenarios                                                         

for Institutional Capacity 
The ability of the RWMP to successfully meet and address the needs of the region will be 
dependent on the human and financial resources available. The options range from no paid 
RWMG staff, in which any institutional capacity must be provided in-kind by RWMG 
members, to a fully staffed RWMG office. A fully staffed RWMG could include an 
executive director, administrative help, and any variety or number of programmatic staff 
implementing projects and policy development throughout the region. Some options are 
displayed in Table 15.2 below. 
 
Table 15.2: RWMG staffing scenarios and consequences for responsibility 

Scenario Institutional Capacity Member responsibilities 

No paid staff None unless generated by members 

RWMG administration; policy direction 
and/or effort; project development; grant 
application preparation; performance 
monitoring; IRWMP updates; project 
and contract management for 
implemented projects; all meeting 
planning, materials, and agendas; 
website upkeep; all project development 
and grant pursuits 

Half-time 
administrator 

Track e-mails and policy documents; 
complete discrete project development 
efforts at member request; take 
responsibility for meeting logistics and 

Policy direction and/or effort; identify 
and develop projects for funding 
opportunities; grant application 
preparation; performance monitoring; 
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Table 15.2: RWMG staffing scenarios and consequences for responsibility 

Scenario Institutional Capacity Member responsibilities 
agendas; keep up the website; manage 
communication to RWMG members and 
public; research and identify funding 
opportunities. 

IRWMP updates; project and contract 
management for implemented projects; 
administration supervision 

Full time executive 
director 

Expand the regional and statewide 
outreach work; work with member 
entities to identify policy and legislation 
suggestions and facilitate RWMG 
discussions; work with partners on a 
regional and statewide basis; work to 
integrate projects with stakeholders and 
provide development guidance; lead 
grant applications; research funding 
opportunities; work directly with 
individual members; keep up website; 
project and contract management; 
organizational strategizing and financial 
planning 

Staff supervision; specific project 
development actions; identification of 
opportunities for policy development; 
create partnerships inside and outside of 
the organization 

Full time executive 
director, 
administrator, and 
program director 

Further integration of project and policy 
work into programmatic objectives; 
enhance project development process 
with a greater percent of services taken 
up by the RWMG staff; improve 
regional coordination on policy issues of 
a federal significance; promotion of 
projects to national funder through a 
programmatic approach; capacity to take 
on interns and participate in more in-
depth opportunities (such as economic 
development and partnerships) 

Attend meetings; provide policy and 
planning input; review work products 

 
15.1.3 Supporting Regional Implementation 
Funding a RWMG staffing scenario can take on a variety of approaches, but all forms 
represent a responsibility on the part of RWMG members to ensure the perpetuity of the 
organization. Stakeholders have identified the necessity — and even suggested a requirement 
— that every RWMG member have a responsibility to participate in at least one working 
group and/or sponsor at least one RWMG activity (such as periodic meetings, photocopying, 
etc.). It is expected that this will be a priority for the implementation of this USR IRWMP. At 
times, however, financial resources are essential for various activities. To support this 
potential, possible funding structures are identified below. It is possible that these options 
could be combined as appropriate and feasible. 
 
Private or Foundation Funding  
While this is an attractive option for organizational funding, it hasn’t proven to be popular 
with other IRWM regions due to the difficulty in obtaining these types of grants for the on-
going operations of a collaborative resource management group. This could be perceived or 
actual difficulty, but the fact remains that one or more RWMG members must take on the 
responsibility of pursing this type of funding.   
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Often, foundations offer grant funding to accomplish measurable, time-limited tangible 
outcomes, so there may be more success found if the RWMG funding can be tied to an actual 
programmatic area, goal, and output, such as: water policy (program), protect the headwaters 
through investment in source water areas (goal) and the development of a fee-based program 
to retain user-fees from water users (output). 
 
Member Dues  
Several RWMGs in the state have identified the collection of member dues as an essential 
component to keeping the organization operational in order to implement the IRWMP. While 
dues cannot be required for participation and/or membership in the RWMG, if an entity 
decided that they represented a feasible opportunity, assessment of each member’s 
willingness to contribute would have to be part of the decision of whether it was a feasible 
option. Member dues may include a variety of approaches; two possible options are 
described below.  
 
Based on range of organizational budget 
Rates may be assessed at a flat rate, but based on organizational budget. Before true rates 
were established, the RWMG would need to assess its needs from the perspective of annual 
budget and identify potential dues-paying members. A possible approach to this is shown 
below: 
Organizational Budget Rate 
Over $5M  $3,000.00  
$3M to $5M  $2,000.00  
$1M to $3M  $1,500.00  
$500,000 to $1M  $1,000.00  
$100,000 to $500,000  $800.00  
$50,000 to $100,000  $600.00  
$10,000 to $50,000  $400.00  

$0 to $10,000  $100.00  
 
Based on percent of organizational budget 
Dues rates may also be assessed at a percent of overall budget.  The rate would need to be 
identified based on the assumed annual organizational budget needs of the RWMG, but a rate 
of 0.1% is shown below: 

Organizational 
Budget Rate Estimated Dues 
 $5,000,000.00  

0.1% 

 $5,000.00  
 $4,000,000.00   $4,000.00  
 $2,000,000.00   $2,000.00  

 $750,000.00   $750.00  
 $300,000.00   $300.00  
 $750,000.00   $750.00  
 $30,000.00   $30.00  

 $5,000.00   $5.00  
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In-kind Stakeholder Efforts  
Part of the discussion of member dues must include an allocation for those entities unable to 
come up with financial resources, but with access to other essential contributions. This could 
include in-kind efforts by staff, such as meeting organization and facilitation, map-making, 
or grant application compilation, or it could include material contributions, such as the use of 
organizational vehicles, making meeting copies, providing meeting space, etc. While this 
would require increased regional collaboration and communication, it represents an excellent 
opportunity for otherwise small and/or disadvantaged entities to participate. 
 
Fee-for-service 
In many areas IRWM groups offer services such as the capacity for work groups targeted at 
specific issues; staff to accomplish technical and/or policy work for project implementation 
(such as California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) assessments or facilitation of public 
meetings); or capacity building such as community education and grant writing. If the 
RWMG were to identify some of these opportunities that could be useful within the region, a 
fee structure could be developed that would allow for a staff person to accomplish these 
activities as well as keep the RWMG functional. One unique feature of the USR is the 
presence of many forest management entities — public and private. If these entities could 
identify a service that the RWMG could provide, such as education regarding catastrophic 
fire prevention, or targeted grant writing for a fuels control program, this may be a good way 
to provide some funding for specific RWMG services. 
 
Watershed Services Charge/Bulk Water Fee 
Watershed services charges would consist of fees levied on out-of-region water users of 
upstream sources. These funds would aid in the implementation of source protection 
programs and the activities of the RWMG. While establishing this type of program would be 
complex, working with other source water areas and organizations (such as the Sierra Water 
Work Group or Roundtable of Regions) could increase clout.  
 
It is also possible that a special district could be formed to levy fees on users within the 
watershed, either through property tax assessments, water bills, or other equitable process. 
While this would be easier to implement from a logistical standpoint (though may not be 
politically practical), the high number of communities identified as disadvantaged may 
preclude this from being a fair or effective solution.  
 
Part of Project Overhead 
Organizational overhead could be built into each project grant application to cover the 
ongoing operations of the RWMG. This activity would necessitate an active stakeholder 
group in continuously pursuing funding, and would also require that the RWMG have some 
type of check-and-balance system to ensure that the overhead amount is included in each 
project/grant application.  
 
Another way to look at this would be assessing a value on the commodities produced within 
the region with regional resources, and identifying that as a benefit to those businesses 
operating within the region and due to the health of regional resources. For example, 
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revenues assessed on hydropower production or through the carbon credit system could be an 
efficient and long-term method of funding ongoing operations.   
 
15.2 Project Funding 
While projects will be funded as funding sources become available, some funding has 
already been committed to several. Table 15.3, below, exhibits committed sources of funding 
as well as potential sources, and the certainty of those sources, to fill the need. 
 
Table 15.3: Implementation project funding options for Priority 1 (ready-to-proceed) projects 

Project Total 
Project Cost 

Funding Source 
(% of total cost) 

Funding 
Certainty and 

Longevity 

Operations 
and 

Maintenance 
Funding 
Source  

Operations 
and 

Maintenance 
Funding 

Certainty 
IRWM planning 
efforts 

Variable, 
based 
RWMG 
activities 
identified; 
probably 
$10-20,000 
annually for 
regular 
IRWMP 
updates and 
meeting 
organization 

RWMG 
members’ 
provision of in-
kind efforts 
(100%) 

Generally 
certain, as 
members see 
the need 

No O&M for 
this project 

No O&M for 
this project 

Dunsmuir Water 
System Project #1, 
City of Dunsmuir 

$1,550,000 Funded: cost 
share between 
USDA Rural 
Development 
and Dunsmuir 
ratepayers 

Certain; 
already funded 

Ratepayers Certain 

Dunsmuir Water 
System Project #2, 
City of Dunsmuir 

$4,800,000 Currently 
unfunded; 100% 
grant need 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

Ratepayers Certain 

Mount Shasta 
Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 
Upgrade, City of 
Mount Shasta 

$10,000,000 Currently 
unfunded; 50% 
grant need with 
50% provided by 
the City of 
Mount Shasta 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

Ratepayers Certain 

Lower Elk Springs 
Rebuild, McCloud 
Community Services 
District 

$600,000 Currently 
unfunded; 100% 
grant need 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

Ratepayers Certain 

Elk Springs 
Transmission Line 
Replacement, 
McCloud 
Community Services 

$11,400,000 Currently 
unfunded; 100% 
grant need 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

Ratepayers Certain 
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Table 15.3: Implementation project funding options for Priority 1 (ready-to-proceed) projects 

Project Total 
Project Cost 

Funding Source 
(% of total cost) 

Funding 
Certainty and 

Longevity 

Operations 
and 

Maintenance 
Funding 
Source  

Operations 
and 

Maintenance 
Funding 

Certainty 
District 
Upper Sacramento, 
McCloud, and 
Lower Pit 
Groundwater 
Monitoring Project, 
McCloud 
Watershed Council 
and Trout Unlimited 

$161,086 Currently 
unfunded; 96% 
grant need with 
4% provided by 
the project 
sponsors 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

No O&M for 
this project 

No O&M for 
this project 

Hydrological and 
Climate Change 
Evaluation of the 
Medicine Lake 
Volcano and its 
Connectivity to the 
Fall River Springs 
and Potential 
Connectivity to the 
McCloud River, 
McCloud 
Watershed Council 

$150,000 Currently 
unfunded; 79% 
grant need with 
21% provided by 
the project 
sponsors 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

No O&M for 
this project 

No O&M for 
this project 

Education, 
Outreach, and 
Regional 
Partnerships, 
Western Shasta 
RCD 

$46,000 Currently 
unfunded; 100% 
grant need 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

No O&M for 
this project 

No O&M for 
this project 

Climate 
Stewardship 
Coordinator, 
Western Shasta 
RCD 

$89,000 Currently 
unfunded; 100% 
grant need 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

No O&M for 
this project 

No O&M for 
this project 

Rainbow Ridge 
Collaborative Forest 
Stewardship 

$50,000 Currently 
unfunded; 80% 
grant need with 
20% provided by 
College of the 
Sikiyous, the 
Natural Resource 
Conservation 
Service, and 
Audubon 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

May be 
provided by 
local residents 
or land 
manager 

Uncertain 

Upper Sacramento 
and McCloud 
Watershed Working 
Forest Conservation 
Easements 

$22,500,000 Currently 
unfunded; 22% 
grant need with 
78% provided by 
the landowner 
and other parties 

Uncertain; to 
be determined 
with 
appropriate 
grant sources 

Will be 
provided by 
land 
owner/manager 

Certain 
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Securing initial Proposition 84 implementation grant funds would be a substantial economic 
boost, but the region will need to identify, pursue and be successful in receiving a wide 
variety of funding sources to accomplish the identified water management improvements. To 
that end, several of the most likely funding options are discussed in this section, and Table 
15.4 shows a review of the funding options put forward by DWR and their relative degree of 
regional relevance. Generally, due to the small population and largely ubiquitous 
disadvantaged community (DAC) status, it is not feasible to request that public agencies 
contribute financial resources beyond their in-kind efforts of participation and some 
administrative overhead. The suggested mechanisms are discussed in more detail below. 
 

Table 15.4: DWR-suggested funding mechanisms and their relevance and applicability in the 
USR.  

Funding 
Mechanism Relevance to USR Affected 

Stakeholders 

Ratepayers 

Several of the funding options described above could make use of 
ratepayer funds. Any in-kind efforts from public agencies are, 
essentially, contributions from ratepayers. Financial contributions 
beyond this are likely infeasible in this region in the near future due 
to the tight fiscal status of most public agencies and the need to 
spend these funds on essential goods and services. 

All who have public 
water service and/or 
pay taxes to local 
public agencies. 

Operating 
funds 

Operating revenue that is not from ratepayers – that is, operating 
revenue from private business entities and non-governmental 
organizations – is a potential funding source for the USR RWMG. 
The fee-for-service discussion, above, identifies this potential in 
greater detail. This would likely have to include a very focused 
scope or, potentially, be part of some type of project mitigation 
effort. 

Any non-governmental 
and/or private 
business/organization 
in the region. 

Water 
enterprise 
funds26 

The relevance of this funding mechanism is similar to that of 
ratepayers. 

All who have public 
water service and/or 
pay taxes to local 
public agencies. 

Special 
taxes, 
assessments, 
and fees 

This strategy is described in Section 15.2.3, above. While it’s 
unlikely that a special tax or fee could pass within the region, out-of-
region assessments for watershed services is a concept that source 
water area communities have long discussed. 

Those communities 
dependent upon the 
USR for water. 

State or 
federal 
grants and 
loans 

This strategy is identified in section 15.2, above.  As stated there, 
grants and loans allow small communities with tight socioeconomic 
considerations to remain self-sufficient in terms of resource 
provision and management.   

All who have public 
water service and/or 
pay taxes to local 
public agencies. 

Private loans 

Private loans are not a consideration for the RWMG or for local 
agencies in funding project development, as the interest rates are not 
competitive when compared to public loans. The communities in the 
USR are generally eligible for public loans and would likely go there 
before thinking about private financing. 

Through increased 
debt obligation, all 
who have public water 
service and/or pay 
taxes to local public 
agencies. 

Local bonds 

Historically, local bonds have been passed to pay for other public 
goods; it’s possible that one might be identified and passed to pay 
for IRWM implementation, but more likely that they might be used 
to pay for a single infrastructure project.  These are not possible for 
non-governmental organizations, so would not be an option for 
funding these projects. 

All who have public 
water service and/or 
pay taxes to local 
public agencies. 

26 An enterprise fund establishes a separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for municipal services for which a 
fee is charged in exchange for goods or services. Under enterprise accounting, the revenues in expenditures of services are 
separated into separate funds with its own financial statements, rather than commingled with the revenues and expenses of 
all other government activities. 
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15.2.1 Public Grants 
Infrastructure Projects 
Funding of large capital improvement projects for small communities is becoming 
increasingly difficult.  This places a disproportionately high financial burden on small 
communities, especially those considered disadvantaged. The challenge to these communities 
is to maintain financially self-sufficient utilities in the face of rising costs and increased 
regulations. Often, local governments are caught between increasing regulations, higher costs 
for utility service, and citizen opposition to increased user fees. Sometimes the challenge 
isn’t increasing regulations but is simply the age of the infrastructure. This is complicated 
further by California requirements of Proposition 218, which restricts how public agencies 
are able to restructure and raise rates. All of this is to say that grants are becoming 
increasingly important to small and rural areas with infrastructure replacement and repair 
needs. Below are listed some grant opportunities that may be applicable to organizations in 
the region with these infrastructure needs.  The California Funding Coordinating Committee 
(CFCC) has more detail on up-to-date opportunities, including website references, for the 
programs listed. This information is available at: http://www.cfcc.ca.gov/funding_fairs.htm. 
 
USDA Rural Development: www.rurdev.usda.gov/ca  
Mission Areas: 

1. Community Programs (water, wastewater, energy/electric, and telecom) 
2. Housing Programs 
3. Business-Cooperative Programs (supporting employment or growth of industry) 

Eligibility:  
• Nonprofit entities with significant community support 
• Federally recognized tribes 
• Public jurisdictions 
• Mutual water companies 
• Projects must be located in unincorporated areas and/or census designated places with 

under 10,000 (water programs) or under 20,000 (other community programs) 
Funding: 

• Grants up to $1M; requires 25% match 
o For planning/engineering/architectural projects; environmental permitting; legal 

fees; land and/or right-of-way acquisition; connection fees 
• Loans up to $5M at 1.875-3.125%  

o To fund interest on borrowed money; initial (one year) operating expenses; 
purchase of existing facilities; refinancing (though this isn’t done much) 

Applications: Accepted continuously throughout the year, with a funding cycle mimicking 
the federal fiscal year of 10/1–9/30 
 
California Department of Housing and Community Development: Community 
Development Block Grant: www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/cdbg/index.html  
Mission Areas: 

1. Community and economic development in low-income areas 
Eligibility: 

• Only cities and counties are eligible, but they are allowed to act as a pass-through to 
another organization 
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o There are special funds reserved for non federally-recognized tribes; the minimum 

amount available is usually about $500,000 annually 
• Projects include housing (new, rehab, and acquisition), public improvements, 

community facilities, public services, economic development activities, and planning 
and technical assistance 

• All projects must meet one of three national objectives: 
o Principally benefit low-income households 
o Mitigate slums or blight 
o Meet an urgent need (this isn’t used much in California) 

Funding: 
• Varies each year, but in 2013 there was $29M for jurisdictions 
• Projects may be awarded up to $3M, but can be more if they’re multi-year 

Applications: Accepted continuously, but on a first-come, first-served basis, so it’s better to 
get them in close to January of each year, as that is when funding is awarded. 
 
State Water Resources Control Board — Water Recycling Funding Program: 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/water_recycling/index.shtml 
Mission Areas: 

1. To promote the use of treated municipal wastewater to augment or offset State/local 
water supplies 

Eligibility: 
• Publically-owned facilities or those owned by private entities regulated by the 

California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 
Funding: 

• Grants for planning: 50% of eligible costs, up to $75,000 
• Low-interest loans and limited grants for construction: variable, as required 

Applications: Accepted continuously throughout the year; funds are committed in a 
readiness-to-proceed order and upon review and approval of the application 
 
Bureau of Reclamation — Bay-Delta Restoration Water Use Efficiency Grants: 
www.usbr.gov/mp/watershare 
Mission Areas: 

1. Implement actions to conserve water that benefit the entire state 
2. Benefits to the Delta 

Eligibility: 
• Any entity within the California Bay-Delta (CALFED) Solution Area with water or 

power delivery authority 
Funding: 

• Average grant award is just under $1M 
Applications: Programs are posted on www.grants.gov for 45–90 days on a periodic basis 
and awards are made on a competitive basis 
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Bureau of Reclamation — WaterSMART Grants: www.usbr.gov/mp/watershare  
Mission Areas: 

1. Water and energy efficiency 
2. System optimization 
3. Pilot and demonstration projects for advanced water treatment 

Eligibility: 
• Any entity with water or power delivery authority 

Funding: 
• Varies  

Applications: Project proponents should work with their local Bureau of Reclamation office 
to identify the project; funding requires congressional allocation 
 
Bureau of Reclamation – Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program: 
www.usbr.gov/mp/watershare 
Mission Areas: 

1. Identify and investigate opportunities to reclaim and reuse wastewater and natural 
impaired ground and surface water 

2. Conduct research for reclamation and reuse 
3. Fund planning studies and construction activities 

Eligibility: 
• Local government authorities 

Funding: 
• Average grant award ranges between $200,000 and $1.5M 

Applications: Programs are posted on www.grants.gov for 45–90 days on a periodic basis 
and awards are made on a competitive basis 
 
California Department of Water Resources: Safe Drinking Water — Contaminant 
Removal Technologies: www.water.ca.gov/nav/nav.cfm?loc=t&id=103 
Mission Areas: 

1. Identification of new technologies to clean California’s drinking water 
2. Addressing systems which have maximum contaminant level (MCL) compliance 

violations, surface water treatment or microbial requirements, or mandatory 
disinfection required by California Department of Public Health (CDPH) or local 
agency 

Eligibility: 
• Public water systems who have the jurisdiction to operate and maintain the treatment 

facility 
Funding: 

• $50M is currently available 
• Requires a 50% cost share 
• 25% of funds are designated for disadvantaged communities (no match required in 

these cases) 
• Grant cap is $5M 

Applications: This opportunity is open now (as of Spring 2013) 
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California Department of Water Resources: Flood Emergency Response Program: 
www.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/hafoo/fob/floodER 
Mission Areas: 

1. Developing an emergency plan 
2. Identifying a coordinated regional response to flooding 

Eligibility: 
• Agencies with primary responsibility for flood emergency response and coordination 

Funding:  
• Grant cap of $5M (through Proposition 84) 

Applications: Guidelines are currently under review; check the website above for the 
application period 
 
Natural Resource, Water Quality, and Research and Planning Projects 
Public grants funding natural resources and water quality efforts have expanded in the last 
decade. Some of the opportunities below include innovative (non-conventional construction) 
approaches to water quality and/or stormwater/flooding challenges. While difficult to fund 
research, monitoring, and planning projects, sometimes partnerships with universities and 
other research institutions can create unexpected opportunities.   
 
State Water Resources Control Board — 319(h) NPS Grant Program: 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/index.shtml 
Mission Areas: 

1. Projects to control non-point source (NPS) pollution consistent with Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDLs), or those under development 

Eligibility: 
• Public agencies 
• Nonprofits 
• Native American tribes 
• Planning and implementation projects are both acceptable; work with the local 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for preferences 
Funding: 

• $4.5M available; $125,000 max for planning; $750,000 max per implementation 
• 25% match required unless the community qualifies as disadvantaged 

Applications: Annual solicitations — see website above for next dates 
 
State Water Resources Control Board — Storm Water Grant Program: 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/prop84/index.shtml 
Mission Areas: 

1. Implement low impact development (LID) and other onsite and regional practices that 
seek to maintain predevelopment hydrology 

2. Comply with stormwater TMDL requirements 
Eligibility: 

• Local public agencies 
Funding: 

• Between $250 and $3M available through a competitive grant process 
• 20% match is required (lower match for disadvantaged communities) 
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Applications: Annual solicitations — see website above for next dates 
 
California Department of Water Resources: Flood Corridor Program: 
www.water.ca.gov/floodmgmt/fpo/sgb/fpcp 
Mission Areas: 

1. Reduce flood risk through non-structural projects 
2. Must include habitat restoration /conservation 

Eligibility: 
• Public agencies 
• Non-profits (tribes may either form or partner with a non-profit entity to receive funds) 

Funding:  
• $25M available 
• Grant cap of $5M 

Applications: A new solicitation is expected in early 2014 
 
15.2.2 Public Loans 
Public loans are generally low-interest, and are usually restricted to other public entities and 
jurisdictions.  They require a maximum debt ratio and can also require specific rate-based 
income in order to complete the loan. These opportunities are generally limited to 
infrastructure improvements. Some of these are listed below. 
 
California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank (I-Bank): 
www.ibank.ca.gov  
Mission Areas: 

1. Finance public infrastructure  
2. Finance private development 
3. Promote a healthy climate for jobs 

Eligibility: 
• Public jurisdictions 
• Joint Powers Authority (JPA) 
• Projects can include any infrastructure of public benefit, environmental mitigation 

measures; no funding for housing or buildings such as city hall 
Funding: 

• $10M annual maximum per jurisdiction; current loan rates are 1.83% (20-year 
repayment) 

Applications: Accepted continuously throughout the year 
 
State Water Resources Control Board – Clean Water State Revolving Fund: 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/srf/index.shtml  
Mission Areas: 

1. Wastewater and water recycling (wastewater treatment, local sewers, sewer 
interceptors, water reclamation facilities) 

2. Expanded use projects (NPS projects identified in California’s NPS plan, estuary 
comprehensive management and conservation, stormwater reduction and treatment 
facilities) 
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Eligibility: 

• Public jurisdictions 
 
Funding: 

• 20-year financing term at half of the most recent General Obligation bond sale 
(typically 2–3%); annual payments begin one year after construction 

Applications: Accepted continuously throughout the year, though funds are committed in a 
readiness-to-proceed order and upon review and approval of the application 
 
15.2.3 Other Public Funding 
Special districts and city/county jurisdictions represent the predominant way that non-federal 
public dollars are spent in the USR. With regard to funding, government activities are 
classified as either enterprise or non-enterprise, depending on the source of their funding. 
Enterprise activities are financed entirely or predominantly by user fees set at a level to cover 
costs. Airports, hospitals, and water and sewer utilities, among others, can be operated as 
special district enterprise activities. Non-enterprise activities are supported primarily by 
generalized revenue sources. This form of district activity usually relies heavily on the 
property tax as a major source of revenue. (Revenue information is from guidetogov.org in 
June 2013.) 
 
It’s possible that local entities may be able to structure rates and/or bills to catch additional 
funds for watershed work. This can also be implemented in downstream regions that are 
beneficiaries to the clean, cool water provided by the USR. 
 
As a case study, the city water managers in Denver, CO, after a severe fire season in the early 
2000s, decided that investment in headwaters was an important step to protect and preserve 
the city’s water supply. They’ve established a partnership with the U.S. Forest Service 
(through the Forests to Faucets program) to implement protection measures. To that end, 
Denver Water plans to match the U.S. Forest Service’s $16.5 million investment, totaling 
$33 million, toward forest treatment and watershed protection projects over a five-year 
period in priority watersheds critical to Denver Water’s water supply.  From the Denver 
Water website (June 2013): 

“Colorado’s forests are critical to the water supply for tens of millions of Americans, 
billions of dollars of agricultural production, and vast economic activity, from 
California to the Mississippi River. Forest treatment and watershed protection 
activities can help minimize sedimentation impacts on reservoirs and other water 
infrastructure by reducing soil erosion and the risk of wildfires.” 

 
The city has restructured their rates and economic projections to include substantial 
investment in headwaters protection; this is a model that has been used in several other cities 
across the nation, and could be a good model for California. 
 
15.2.4 Private Funding 
As seen throughout the USR planning process, there are multiple opportunities for public-
private partnerships (PPPs) in the region. The challenge with this is maintaining the goals 
associated with these two distinct sectors of the economy: the public entity is concerned with 
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the public good and the private entity is concerned with making a profit. Many of these PPPs 
have been established around the world to protect and preserve public goods when public 
funds are inadequate or unavailable. This partnering opportunity would be another way for 
USR stakeholders to collaborate across conventional organizational and interest lines, and 
could strengthen the interests of both. Potential issues that public and private entities may be 
able to find a common investment goal include: 

• Perpetuating the RWMG in order to implement projects of resource 
preservation/protection for profitability and/or risk avoidance (catastrophic fire, 
etcetera); and/or 

• Investing in educational opportunities and programs in order to better convey a 
message of resource use/conservation. 

 
15.3 Operations and Maintenance Funding 
Operations and maintenance (O&M) is a consistent concern for all entities. While it is 
included in rates for water agencies, and in costs for private businesses, it can be of particular 
concern for non-profit entities and Resource Conservation Districts in maintaining restored 
ecosystems. Some of the potential methods below could be useful for a variety of these 
projects, but it’s likely that a combination of all of the funding mechanisms listed in this 
chapter will be required to maintain implemented projects. 
 
Community Infrastructure: water, wastewater, flood protection, etc. 
User rates typically finance the operations and maintenance of public resource management 
systems and agencies. Customers will usually pay a combination of fixed fees and variable 
rates (tied to metering, based on volumetric use). Fixed fees usually fund new infrastructure, 
and will remain on customer bills until the infrastructure improvement is paid off. These 
rates are often tied to debt service and credit rating. The economic condition of the region 
makes raising rates a challenge for local agencies, meaning that rate raises are not always 
made at an adequate pace to keep up with the cost of the water, sewer, or other public 
service.  
 
One way of paying for O&M over time is to reduce this cost through system design. Two 
examples would be use of solar or wind generators to power pumps, or use of gravity feed 
where possible — a common design element in the USR. Alternative energy systems can be 
more costly upfront, but offer substantial savings once initial costs are amortized. 
 
Parks and Recreation 
Funding for O&M for parks and recreation projects varies by the type of entity supporting 
the project.  Funding can include local tax base assessments through sales, property, or other 
local source; collaboration with a private entity to place infrastructure on the site — such as 
solar or wind power facilities or a cell phone tower; leasing out specific resources, while 
maintaining public access to specific portions of the property; and/or producing income with 
that property in other ways, such as collaborating with a small vendor. 
 
Natural Resources 
Though O&M will look different for these projects, restoration grants usually will require a 
specific period of monitoring and/or maintenance to ensure that the restoration work is 
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sustained. These funds can sometimes come from the same grant source, but are often 
required as cost share. Some projects can accomplish this requirement with volunteer efforts, 
though some type of organizational oversight — and therefore cost — will probably be 
required. Easement or management fees can pay for maintenance if the project is being done 
in coordination with a private landowner.   
 
Completing a fuel break or other catastrophic fire prevention effort will usually require 
periodic upkeep.  This can sometimes be done relatively inexpensively using inmate crews 
from California State Prisons.  
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