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The Trust for Public Land works with communities across the country to create locally-driven 
solutions for connecting people to the outdoors — and each other. We protect land, create access 
to trails and public lands, develop community-inspired parks and public spaces, and facilitate 
development of community plans to serve as guideposts for cooperative implementation. In 
addition, we conduct research and develop resources, such as the Community Futures Finance Toolbox.

 In 2016, The Trust for Public Land launched the Community Futures program to support local 
stakeholders and governments as they work to foster strong and healthy communities. The program 
aims to:

•  Build community spirit, vibrant civic infrastructure, and a strong and sustained sense of place. 

•  Empower small and rural communities to learn and share innovative ways to protect the lands 
and waters on which we all rely.

•  Address community-driven priorities related to cultural heritage, recreational access, and 
working forests and agricultural lands. 

•  Increase conservation of irreplaceable community assets, landscapes, and waterways. 

 The Trust for Public Land recognizes that every community is unique and positioned to take 
advantage of different opportunities. One factor that influences a community’s ability to advance 
its vision is its ability to access and harness financial resources. Community Futures Finance Toolbox 
explores the fundamentals of community finance tools while also looking into some of the more 
innovative approaches being taken by some communities and those investing in them.

 Thanks to research conducted by Topos & Anthros, we learned that communities of all sizes are 
finding ways to leverage their natural resources into a prosperous and sustainable future. We’ve 
enjoyed the opportunity to learn what communities are achieving — we hope you will as well.  

Jason Corzine
Community Futures Director

Matt Zieper
Conservation Finance Research Director
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The TrusT for Public Land creates parks and 
protects land for people, ensuring healthy, liv-
able communities for generations to come. since 
1972, we have created more than 5,000 places 
and protected more than three million acres na-
tionwide, from neighborhood parks to National 
Parks. But the true measure of success is the mil-
lions of people whose lives are touched by these 
places every day. Today, millions of Americans 
live within a 10-minute walk of a park or natural 
area we’ve helped create, and countless more 
visit every year.
 Since 1996, The Trust for Public Land’s 
Conservation Finance program has been helping 
agencies and communities raise funds from state 
and local public sources, including local ballot 
measures. In that time, we have worked on over 
500 state and local ballot measures and legisla-
tive campaigns to generate more than $68 billion 
to protect special places nationwide for parks, 
trails, beaches, historic landmarks, forests, rivers 
and lakes, wilderness, farms, and ranches. 
 The Trust for Public Land’s Community Fu-
tures program works to support rural and small 
communities to leverage their land and water 
assets into a prosperous and sustainable future. 
Key to this equation is how communities are 
investing in themselves and leveraging addition-
al resources to accomplish their goals. We focus 
our work through five conservation objectives 
that address challenges faced by small and rural 
communities:

• Environment: Protect key natural resources 
including drinking water supply, groundwater, 
water recreation, and watersheds; buffer com-
munities against the effects of climate change, 
such as drought and wildfire.

• Economy: Conserve working lands that sus-
tain traditional livelihoods, like forestry, 
ranching, and farming, while creating new 

INTRoDUCTIoN

recreation and cultural assets that can foster 
growth in tourism and related businesses.

• Health: Provide people with places to recreate 
and exercise, including close-to-home oppor-
tunities within communities; create communi-
ty gathering spaces that support mental health 
and community wellbeing.

• Social: sustain local culture and heritage; in-
crease equity for vulnerable communities; and 
celebrate community identity. 

• Inspirational: Enrich people’s daily lives with 
exposure to natural beauty, arts, and culture, 
and other experiences that nurture the spirit.

 A fundamental component of accomplishing 
community-inspired projects is the ability to 
bring together the necessary financial resources 
to address local needs and dreams. The research 
herein looks at both the traditional means for 
securing funding as well as some of the more 
innovative public and private programs that 
have emerged recently to accomplish commu-
nity-driven work. It explores the many ways in 
which communities are leveraging resources to 
support vibrant economies, protect community 
resources, and advance community-driven pri-
orities.
 often, the best way for a community to fund 
its work is to start by creating a local funding 
source. Local funds can attract other funding 
and leverage state and federal grants that re-
quire a match. And, private philanthropy is of-
ten more inclined to invest in a community that 
is already investing in itself. That said, when 
other funds are required, Community Futures 
Finance Toolbox: A Resource for Intermountain West 
Communities explores various tools being used 
by small and rural communities today and looks 
at how they can be applied by communities in 
the Intermountain West.
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Community Futures FinanCe Toolbox: A 
Resource for Intermountain West Communities pro-
vides an overview of finance programs and ex-
amples of how communities and partners in the 
Intermountain West could apply such programs. 
While there are many programs highlighted, 
innovative approaches discussed, and inspira-
tional stories shared in this report, we encour-
age communities to work across sectors as they 
consider options and determine what tools and 
approaches might be best for their situation. Not 

CoNsIDERATIoNs

all of these tools are applicable or even available 
to all communities. The research demonstrates 
resourcefulness, ingenuity, and commitment 
on the part of community leaders, government, 
philanthropic institutions, businesses and inves-
tors, nongovernmental organizations, and other 
stakeholders who are committed to the future of 
small and rural communities. We are inspired by 
what is being achieved by those who are work-
ing together to protect the values and natural 
resources that sustain communities.

The TrusT for Public Land in partnership 
with Topos & Anthros has assembled an inven-
tory of various funding tools across the country 
that are available to be replicated, implemented, 
and utilized by small and rural communities in 
the Intermountain West to address long-term 
needs for environmental sustainability, public 
health, economic development and innovation, 
equity, and community vitality.
 The funding tools identified have been 
generally categorized into two large buckets: 
1) traditional public and 2) non-traditional and 
innovative financing tools. The latter includes 
innovative public funding, impact investments, 
private donations, real asset ownership, mitiga-
tion-related funding sources, and revenue/cost 
share programs. Though the funding tools are 
organized by individual category in this report, 
communities often combine them to address the 
more complex and costly projects they tackle. 
 We call the combination, or knitting together, 

CoMMUNITY FINANCING 
TooLBoX oVERVIEW

of various tools a “funding quilt.” In a fund-
ing quilt one or more funding sources play an 
integral role in leveraging other funding sourc-
es. The concept of the funding quilt has often 
been applied to land conservation objectives, 
but is more broadly applied in the context of the 
Community Futures program as the diverse set 
of funding sources that come together to achieve 
objectives that promote livability, vitality, and 
prosperity for small and rural communities. 
often, local, state, federal, and private sources of 
funding all play a role in a funding quilt. Every 
funding quilt is unique to the community and 
the project being addressed. 
 small and rural communities might choose 
to address issues that impact individuals or 
resources beyond the residents in their commu-
nity — such as a watershed or habitat conserva-
tion project. These projects can carry price tags 
that are beyond what one community can bear. 
Rural communities may choose to work together 
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to achieve projects with larger scopes. In these 
cases, state and federal programs are often lever-
aged depending on the project and the outcomes 
being addressed. 
 To illustrate the power and impact of fund-
ing quilts, we share stories from two commu-
nities in the Intermountain West that recently 
completed land conservation projects through 
the use of a funding quilt. 

haskill Basin, MT
 Montana's Haskill Basin provides nearly 
75 percent of the water supply for the town 
of Whitefish (population 6,800), located near 
Glacier National Park. The basin's working 
forest has been harvested by F.H. stoltze Land 
& Lumber Company for a hundred years, 
supporting a timber industry key to the local 
economy even today.
 In April 2015, Whitefish voters ap-
proved a one percent resort tax increase to 
help finance the purchase of a conservation 
easement from stoltze that will permanently 
protect 75 percent of the city's water supply. 
The ballot measure won 84 percent voter ap-
proval, enabling the easement purchase that 

permanently protects the city's water supply, 
maintains local timber jobs, protects import-
ant wildlife and scenery, and ensures that the 
public will continue to have access to a trea-
sured recreational resource.
 The total value of the 3,000-acre conser-
vation easement was $21 million. To cover the 
cost, The Trust for Public Land worked with 
many partners to help Whitefish knit together 
funding from the Forest Legacy program, a 
grant authorized by the Endangered species 
Act, a generous donation from the F.H. stol-
tze Land & Lumber Company, and a bond 
through the Clean Water state Revolving 
Fund that is being paid back through the pas-
sage of the one percent resort tax (Figure 1).  

Trampe ranch, Colorado 
 The protection of Trampe Ranch is per-
haps the most ambitious conservation project 
in Gunnison Valley history. Conserving 6,000 
acres of heritage ranchlands with conserva-
tion easements — collectively the most pro-
ductive acreage to be protected in the valley 
— will prevent subdivision and development 

Figure 1. The funding quilt assembled by Whitefish, Montana partners to protect Haskill 
Basin and all the benefits it will provide the community for generations to come. 
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of some of Colorado’s most scenic landscapes; 
support the visitor economy by preserving 
views of meadows, river bottoms, rolling 
hills, and mountainsides from more than 125 
miles of local roadways and trails; and ensure 
the continued, environmentally sensitive op-
eration of a ranch that generates an estimated 
20 percent of Gunnison County’s agricultural 
economy. In addition the project will protect 
wildlife habitat and secure senior water rights 
— keeping the valley’s water in the valley 
forever. 
 To achieve these outcomes, The Trust for 
Public Land brought together many partners 
to play various roles and knit together the 
funding to make the project possible. Fund-

ing for this project is made possible by Great 
outdoors Colorado, the Natural Resources 
Conservation service, Gunnison County Land 
Preservation Board, the towns of Crested 
Butte and Mount Crested Butte, and one per-
cent for open space — a voluntary donation 
paid by local customers at participating Gun-
nison County businesses. In addition, The 
Trust for Public Land raised $3.2 million in 
private funding to meet the project’s funding 
needs (Figure 2). 
 The easements will be held and moni-
tored in perpetuity by The Nature Conser-
vancy, whose stewardship ethic fits well with 
how this ranch has been managed. 

Figure 2. The funding quilt assembled in Gunnison County, Colorado to conserve the 
Trampe Ranch and the multitude of benefits that come with its protection. 



8    Community Futures Finance Toolbox

AT The heArT of the most successful local 
parks and land conservation funding programs 
is a long-term, dedicated source of local reve-
nue. With a reliable source of funds, local gov-
ernments can establish conservation priorities 
that protect locally prioritized resources and 
address community goals and values. Local 
governments with significant, reliable funds are 
well positioned to secure and leverage funding 
from federal or state governments and to attract 
support from nonprofit organizations like land 
trusts or grants from philanthropic partners. 
 Generally, there are three broad-based types 
of revenue sources available to local govern-
ments to pay for parks and land conservation: 
1) discretionary annual spending (i.e., budget 
appropriations), 2) creation of dedicated funding 
streams such as voter-approved special taxes 
or bonds, or 3) development-related fees like 
impact fees or stormwater utility fees (these tend 
to be most common in urban/metropolitan areas 
with strong development pressures).
 The financing options utilized by a commu-
nity will depend on a variety of factors such 
as taxing capacity, budgetary resources, voter 
preferences, and political will. While most local 
governments can create funding for land conser-
vation, parks, or recreation through their bud-
getary process, this either happens infrequently 
or does not yield adequate funding.
 In The Trust for Public Land’s experience, 
local governments that create funding via the 
budget process provide substantially less fund-
ing than those that create funding through ballot 
measures. As elected officials go through the 
process of making critical budgetary decisions, 

TRADITIoNAL PUBLIC FUNDING soURCEs

funding for parks and land conservation lags 
behind other public purposes and well behind 
what voters would support. It is often quite 
difficult to raise taxes without an indisputable 
public mandate for the intended purpose.
 The power of parks and conservation finance 
ballot measures is that they provide a tangible 
means to implement a local government’s vi-
sion. With their own funding, local governments 
are better positioned to secure scarce funding 
from state or federal government or private phil-
anthropic partners. A predictable funding source 
empowers the city, county, or special district to 
establish long-term conservation priorities that 
protect the most valuable resources that are eq-
uitably distributed, and otherwise meet import-
ant community goals and values.
 Nationwide, a range of public financing 
options has been utilized by local jurisdictions 
to fund parks, open space, and other community 
priorities such as trails, watershed protection, 
and working lands, including general obligation 
bonds, the local sales tax, and the property tax. 
Less frequently used mechanisms have included 
real estate transfer taxes, impact fees, and in-
come taxes. The ability of local governments and 
special districts to establish dedicated funding 
sources depends upon state enabling authority.
 Conservation finance ballot measures are not 
right for every local government or they might 
not be the best approach at a particular time. 
Budget appropriations may serve as short-term 
funding options, while parks and conservation 
proponents develop a strategy and cultivate 
support for longer-term financing options.

LOCaL, DEDiCaTED FuNDiNG
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FEDERaL PROGRaMS 1

When iT CoMes to federal funding for parks 
and land conservation, many programs are 
applicable to all or multiple states. First, the 
federal agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, National Park service, U.s. Forest service, 
Bureau of Land Management, Natural Resource 
Conservation service) participate in land con-
servation to add to park and land units within 
each state. Many of these same federal agencies 
also provide grants to state and local govern-
ments to protect working lands, wildlife habitat, 
and parkland. The use of these programs varies 
widely by states, often as a result of the presence 
or absence of requisite matching funds required 
by such programs. since the federal programs 
operate across most of the states, we will start 
with a description of those programs. 

Primary Federal Land 
Conservation Funding Programs
• The federal side of the Land and Water Con-

servation Fund provides funding for federal 
agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. 
Forest service, National Park service, and the 
Bureau of Land Management) to protect land 
within existing recreation areas, parks, forests, 
refuges and other federal units. The Land and 
Water Conservation Fund provides the bulk of 
the money available for this purpose.

• The state-level Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund program provides a 50 percent 
match to states for planning, developing, and 
acquiring land and water areas for natural 
resource protection and recreation enhance-
ment. Funds are distributed to states based 
on population and need. once the funds are 

distributed to the states, it is up to each state 
to choose the projects, though the National 
Park Service has final approval. Eligible grant 
recipients include municipal subdivisions, 
state agencies, and tribal governments. 

• The Forest Legacy Program was established 
in 1990 to provide federal funding to states 
to assist in securing conservation easements 
on forestlands threatened with conversion to 
non-forest uses. Fee transactions can also be 
supported under the program, either for the 
whole transaction or combined with ease-
ments to achieve a state's highest conservation 
goals. A state voluntarily enters the program 
by submitting an Assessment of Need to the 
secretary of Agriculture for approval. These 
plans establish the lead state agency, the state's 
criteria for Forest Legacy projects, and Forest 
Legacy Areas within which proposed Legacy 
projects must be located. once the Assessment 
of Need is approved, the state lead agency can 
submit up to three grants each year for projects 
within the Forest Legacy Area. The federal 
government may fund up to 75 percent of proj-
ect costs, with at least 25 percent coming from 
private, state, or local sources.

• The Agricultural Act of 2014 (Commonly 
referred to as the Farm Bill) consolidated 
the purposes of the Farm and Ranch Lands 
Protection Program, Grassland Reserve Pro-
gram, and Wetlands Reserve Program into 
one easement program called the Agricul-
tural Conservation Easement Program. The 
Agricultural Conservation Easement Pro-
gram is a voluntary program to help farmers 
and ranchers preserve their agricultural land 
and restore, protect, and enhance wetlands 
on eligible lands. Under the agricultural land 
easement component, the Natural Resource 
Conservation service provides matching 

1  The majority of information about traditional state and federal programs 
comes from the Conservation almanac, www.conservationalmanac.org. 
When other sources are cited, footnotes are provided.
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funds to state, tribal, and local governments, 
and nongovernmental organizations with 
farm and ranch land protection programs to 
purchase permanent agricultural land ease-
ments. Under the wetland reserve easement 
component, the Natural Resource Conserva-
tion service protects wetlands by purchasing 
directly from owners a reserved interest in 
eligible land or entering into 30-year con-
tracts on acreage owned by Indian Tribes, in 
each case providing for the restoration, en-
hancement, and protection of wetlands and 
associated lands. Wetland reserve easements 
may be permanent, 30-years, or the maxi-
mum duration authorized by state law. The 
average funding available under the Agricul-
tural Conservation Easement Program will 
be approximately $368 million annually.

• There are two types of grants offered through 
the Cooperative Endangered Species Con-
servation Fund (authorized under section 6 
of the Endangered species Act) that support 
participation in a wide array of voluntary 
conservation projects for candidate, proposed, 
and listed species.

Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisi-
tion Grants provide funding to states and 
territories explicitly for land acquisitions that 
complement approved Habitat Conservation 
Plans. These grants are available only for 
land purchases that go above and beyond the 
conservation responsibilities that non-federal 
partners already bear under the terms of the 
Habitat Conservation Plan. Specifically, the 
grants fund land acquisitions that comple-
ment but do not replace private mitigation 
responsibilities contained in Habitat Con-
servation Plans; have important benefits for 
listed, proposed, and candidate species; and 
have important benefits for the ecosystems 
that support those species. 

Recovery Land Acquisition Grants provide 
funds to states and territories for the acqui-
sition of habitat, through both fee and ease-
ment, in support of federally listed threatened 

and endangered species recovery. These 
funds must contribute to the implementation 
of a finalized and approved recovery plan for 
at least one species under the Endangered 
species Act.

• Each year, duck stamp (migratory bird and 
conservation stamps) revenues are depos-
ited into the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Fund along with appropriations from the 
Wetlands Loan Act of 1961, import duties 
from arms and ammunitions, receipts from 
refuge admission fees, receipts from the sale 
of refuge-land crops and refuge rights-of-way, 
and Federal Aid funds. Administered by the 
U.s. Fish and Wildlife service, the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Fund is used to acquire 
waterfowl breeding, wintering, and migration 
habitat needed for maintaining optimum mi-
gratory bird population levels and to achieve 
desirable migration and distribution patterns. 
The habitat areas, acquired in fee, easement, 
or other interests such as leases or coopera-
tive agreements, become units of the National 
Wildlife Refuge system or Waterfowl Produc-
tion Areas.

• The North American Wetlands Conservation 
Act was passed in 1989 to provide matching 
grants for the acquisition, restoration, and 
enhancement of wetland ecosystems for the 
benefit of waterfowl and other wetland-de-
pendent migratory species. Administered by 
the U.s. Fish and Wildlife service, grants are 
available to nonprofit organizations, state and 
local agencies, tribes, and private individuals 
in the U.s., Canada, and Mexico. Two types 
of grants are awarded: small grants for up to 
$75,000 and standard grants for up to $1 mil-
lion. There is a 1:1 non-federal match require-
ment for each grant although the average 
match of successful proposals is over 2:1.

• The Bonneville Power Administration works 
with federal agencies, Northwest tribes, 
states, local governments, nonprofit organi-
zations and other partners to fund a fish and 
wildlife mitigation program in the Columbia 
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River Basin. The Integrated Fish and Wildlife 
Program was established in 1980 through the 
Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning 
and Conservation Act, and is fully funded by 
Bonneville Power Administration ratepayers. 
The program aims to enhance and protect 
fish and wildlife affected by the hydroelectric 
power generation system in Idaho, Montana, 
oregon, and Washington.

• The Federal Land Transaction Facilitation 
Act was established in 2000 and was origi-
nally authorized for a 10-year period, which 
expired in 2010. In 2010, Congress passed an 
emergency supplemental appropriations bill 
which extended the Federal Land Transaction 
Facilitation Act for one year, expiring in 2011. 
As of June 2017, the Federal Land Transaction 
Facilitation Act had not been reauthorized. 
The Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act 
directed that revenues generated from Feder-
al Land Transaction Facilitation Act sales be 
split between the respective state (4 percent) 
for educational purposes or for the construc-
tion of public roads, and a special account 
(96 percent) available to the Secretary of the 
Interior and the secretary of Agriculture. 
The account could be used by the Bureau of 
Land Management, the U.s. Forest service, 
the National Park service, and the U.s. Fish 
and Wildlife service to purchase lands located 
within federally designated areas from will-
ing sellers.

Other Federal Programs that 
Support Land Conservation
• The purpose of the Community Forest Pro-

gram, a competitive grant program, is to pro-
tect threatened forestland from conversion to 
non-forest uses and provide multiple benefits. 
Eligible participants are Indian Tribes, quali-
fied nonprofit organizations (including land 
trusts), and local governments. Eligible lands 
are private forest lands at least five acres in 

size, at least 75 percent forested, suitable 
to sustain natural vegetation, and that can 
provide both defined community benefits 
and allow public access. Community benefits 
are economic, ecological, educational, and 
recreational. A 50 percent non-federal match 
is required. The amount of annual funding 
depends on an annual appropriation from 
Congress.

• The Readiness and Environmental Protec-
tion Initiative allows military installations 
to work with conservation groups as well as 
state and local governments to support de-
fense readiness while protecting areas of land 
for conservation purposes to limit incompat-
ible development or preserve biodiversity. In 
2002, this program was created as part of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 2003, Congress authorized section 2684a 
of Title 10 United States Code (10 U.S.C. § 
2684a). It allows the military services to enter 
into agreements with private conservation 
organizations or with state and local govern-
ments. By conserving land for environmen-
tal, agricultural, and recreational uses, the 
military and its partners can protect training 
areas critical to national defense. In addition, 
these agreements allow a military service to 
cost share the acquisition of conservation or 
restrictive-use easements and other interests 
in land from willing sellers. This is a way to 
preserve high-value habitat and limit incom-
patible development around military ranges 
and installations. In fiscal year 2014, Congress 
authorized language that now permits the use 
of Readiness and Environmental Protection 
Initiative funds to match grant programs of 
the Department of Agriculture and the De-
partment of Interior.

• The Flood Mitigation Assistance Grant 
Program2 is authorized by section 1366 of 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 
as amended with the goal of reducing or 
eliminating claims under the National Flood 
Insurance Program. Flood Mitigation Assis-
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tance provides funding to states, territories, 
federally-recognized tribes, and local commu-
nities for projects and planning that reduce 
or eliminate long-term risk of flood damage 
to structures insured under the National 
Flood Insurance Program. Flood Mitigation 
Assistance funding is also available for man-
agement costs. Funding is appropriated by 
Congress annually. 

• The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program was 
established in 1988 to help communities im-
plement hazard mitigation measures follow-
ing a Presidential major disaster declaration. 
This can include any action taken to reduce or 
eliminate long-term risk from natural disas-
ters to people and property. Property acquisi-
tion is an eligible activity. 

• The Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant Program, 
authorized by section 203 of the Robert T. staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act, is designed to assist states, U.s. territories, 
federally-recognized tribes, and local commu-
nities in implementing a sustained pre-disaster 
natural hazard mitigation program. The goal 
is to reduce overall risk to the population and 
structures from future hazard events, while 
also reducing reliance on federal funding in fu-
ture disasters. This program awards planning 
and project grants and provides opportunities 
for raising public awareness about reducing 
future losses before disaster strikes. Mitiga-
tion planning is a key process used to break 
the cycle of disaster damage, reconstruction, 
and repeated damage. Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
grants are funded annually by congressional 
appropriations and are awarded on a national-
ly competitive basis. 

2  The Flood, Hazard, and Pre-Disaster mitigation grant programs are not 
currently tracked comprehensively in the Conservation almanac, but will 
be updated as data availability and staff capacity allows.
3  uSDa Natural Resources Conservation Service Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detailfull/
national/programs/farmbill/rcpp/?cid=nrcseprd1308280
4  These Farm Bill related programs are in addition to the agricultural 
Conservation Easement Program previously mentioned and are geared 
towards working land operations. The Environmental Quality incentives 
Program and Conservation Stewardship Program are utilized by landown-
ers in the intermountain West.
5  Tables 5, 7, 9, 11, and 13.

Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program3 

The Regional Conservation Partnership Program 
is implemented by the Natural Resources Conser-
vation service through the Agricultural Conser-
vation Easement Program, Environmental Quali-
ty Incentives Program, Conservation stewardship 
Program, and Healthy Forest Reserves Program4. 
These funds leverage the standard Farm Bill 
grants outlined above and in the state-by-state 
charts.5 The Regional Conservation Partnership 
Program encourages partners to join efforts with 
producers and private landowners to design and 
implement voluntary conservation solutions. 
Eligible partners of Regional Conservation Part-
nership Program funding include agricultural 
producer associations, farmer cooperatives or 
groups of producers, state or local governments, 
American Indian Tribes, municipal water treat-
ment entities, water and irrigation districts, con-
servation-driven nongovernmental organizations, 
and institutions of higher education.
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Table 1. Regional Conservation Partnership Program: Fiscal Year 2017 Projects by State6

states funded Total funds number 
of Projects 
funded

RCPP Projects

Colorado7 $11,353,830 3 • Colorado River Headwaters Project led by Trout 
Unlimited

• Building Resiliency in the San Juan-Rio Chama 
Region led by East Rio Arriba soil and Water 
Conservation District 

• Colorado Rio Grande Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program led by subdistrict #1 Rio 
Grande Water Conservation District

Idaho $6,721,675 3 • Idaho Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer Stabiliza-
tion Project led by Idaho Water Resource Board

• Portneuf River Fish Passage and Water Management 
led by shoshone-Bannock Tribes

• Teton Valley Soil, Water and Wildlife led by Friends 
of the Teton River

Montana $1,210,000 1 • Yellowstone River Agricultural Sustainability Project 
led by Miller-Coors

New Mexico8 $17,726,890 5 • Canadian River Watershed Restoration Project led 
by Canadian River Riparian Restoration Project

• New Mexico Range and Forest Soil Health Initiative 
led by the New Mexico Association of Conservation 
Districts

• Building Resiliency in the San Juan-Rio Chama 
Region led by East Rio Arriba soil and Water 
Conservation District 

• New Mexico Acequia Revitalization on Historic 
Lands led by New Mexico Association of Conserva-
tion Districts, New Mexico Interstate stream Com-
mission, and New Mexico Acequia Association

• North Central New Mexico Watershed Restoration 
Project led by Claunch-Pinto soil and Water 
Conservation District

Wyoming $1,485,540 2 • Northeastern Wyoming Sage-Grouse Habitat Enhance-
ment led by Converse County Conservation District

• Northeast Wyoming Forest Resiliency Project led by 
Wyoming Conservation Districts

6  uSDa Regional Conservation Partnership Program, Fiscal Year 2017 
Projects by State https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/
national/programs/farmbill/rcpp/?cid=nrcseprd1307754
7  $3,250,000 of the funds in the Colorado and New Mexico totals are 
shared between the two states as part of the Building Resiliency in the 
San Juan-Rio Chama Region project.

8 $3,250,000 of the funds in the Colorado and New Mexico 
totals are shared between the two states as part of the Building 
Resiliency in the San Juan-Rio Chama Region project.
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Recreational Trails Program12 

A program of the Department of Transporta-
tion’s Federal Highway Administration, the 
Recreational Trails Program provides funds to 
states to develop and maintain recreational trails 
and trail-related facilities. Apportionments ben-
efit outdoor recreation, including hiking, biking, 
in-line skating, equestrian use, cross-country 
skiing, snowmobiling, and use of a variety of 
off-road vehicles. Through year 2015, the pro-
gram had apportioned $1.225 billion to states 
since it began in 1993.
 The maximum federal project-funding share 
is 80 percent. Each state administers its own pro-
gram with its own policies and project eligibility 
requirements. 
 In the Intermountain West there are several 
specific funding subprograms included in the 
Recreational Trails Program. The most relevant 

Rural Development Agency 
Programs9 

The programs detailed prior are all focused on 
land conservation, natural resource preservation, 
and funding lasting ecological outcomes. For the 
needs of rural and small communities beyond 
traditional land conservation, the Rural Develop-
ment program administered by the U.s Depart-
ment of Agriculture has addressed needs and 
funded projects across the country since 2009. 
 Though the Rural Development Agency be-
gan in 2009, funding was dramatically increased 
in 2015 and 2016. In 2016 alone, Rural Develop-
ment supported 157,660 projects through more 
than $29.3 billion to help small communities 
thrive. As of 2016, Rural Development’s invest-
ment portfolio totaled $216 billion. 
 since 2009, Rural Development programs 
have helped 1.2 million rural Americans buy, refi-
nance, or repair their homes. Rural Development 
Agency programs have invested $12 billion in 
more than 10,530 essential community projects in-
cluding schools, hospitals, public safety facilities, 
and community centers. More than 791,000 jobs 
have been created and more than 107,000 rural 
businesses have received loans and grants from 
programs included in the Rural Development 
Agency. The water program alone has provided 
$13.9 billion for nearly 5,825 projects. 
 Rural Development Agency’s programs fo-
cus on the following impact areas:

• Rural Housing service — Creating homes for 
families and rural community organizations;

• Rural Business Cooperative service — Busi-
ness and job growth opportunities in rural 
communities; and, 

• Rural Utilities service — Partnering with utility 
providers to build infrastructure and community.

 Many of Rural Development Agency’s pro-
grams are loan programs. All of the loans are 
made by private-sector lending partners and 
backed by the Rural Development Agency.

9 u.S. Department of agriculture Rural Development 2016 Progress Report, 
https://www.rd.usda.gov/files/USDARDProgressReport2016.pdf  (2016).
10 This table details only the intermountain West states, not other states 
awarded Rural Development agency funds. 
11  u.S. Department of agriculture Rural Development 2016 Progress 
Report, https://www.rd.usda.gov/files/USDARDProgressReport2016.pdf  
(2016). These figures represent a compilation of all Rural Development 
agency programs in the intermountain West.
12 Recreational Trails Program, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Environment/
recreational_trails/ 

state Amount Awards

Colorado $5,255,189,992 14,635

Idaho $2,705,638,352 15,885

Montana $2,797,859,865 12,252

New Mexico $1,709,735,693 5,451

Wyoming $2,335,372,246 11,171

Table 2. Rural Development Agency Funds 
Allocated By state10 (Fiscal Year 2009 – 2016)11
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Table 3. Recreational Trails Program Funds 
Allocated By state13 (Fiscal Year 1993 – 2015)14

13  This table details only the intermountain West states, not other states 
awarded Recreational Trails Program funds.  
14 2016 Recreational Trails Program annual Report, https://www.fhwa.dot.
gov/environment/recreational_trails/overview/report/2016/report_2016.pdf
15  National Endowment for the arts, https://www.arts.gov/
16  National Endowment for the arts 2016 annual Report, https://www.arts.
gov/sites/default/files/2016%20Annual%20Report%20FINAL.pdf (2016). 
17  The arts in Small and Rural Communities, https://www.arts.gov/sites/
default/files/2016%20Annual%20Report%20FINAL.pdf 

state Amount Projects

Colorado $15,435,652 419

Idaho $21,235,049 617

Montana $18,952,783 858

New Mexico $14,574,815 190

Wyoming $20,150,852 458

National Endowment for 
the Arts15 

An independent federal agency funding, pro-
moting, and strengthening the creative capacity 
of communities, the National Endowment for 
the Arts aims to provide all Americans with di-
verse opportunities for arts participation. since 
established in 1965, the National Endowment for 
the Arts has awarded more than $5 billion (as 
of 2016) towards projects that fulfill the mission 
of the agency.16 Generally, funding awards fit in 
one of four categories: Creation of Art, Engaging 
with Art, Promoting Knowledge, and Partner-
ships for the Arts. 
 The National Endowment for the Arts has a 
focus on ensuring that the arts thrive especially 
in small, rural, and underserved communities. 
In fiscal year 2015, the direct support for small 
and rural communities nationwide totaled 608 
grants for $15.7 million.17 That figure was fairly 
evenly split between communities that are cate-
gorized as small, metropolitan communities and 
rural, nonmetropolitan areas. 

include funding for alternative transportation, 
which includes pedestrian, bike, and transit; the 
Recreational Trails Fund; and safety funds (Sec-
tion 402).
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Colorado
Local Government Activity
To raise funds for capital improvements, such as 
land acquisition or building construction, Col-
orado cities, towns, and counties may use three 
primary types of revenue sources: discretionary 
annual spending, creation of dedicated funding 
streams, and debt financing. Common funding 
sources include property taxes, general obligation 
bonds, revenue bonds, and sales and use taxes.
 In April 2007, the Governor signed into law 
the open space sales Tax Exemption, giving 
counties the authority to seek voter approval of 
up to a half-cent sale and use tax to fund open 
space programs. The cap was lifted in 2008. 
These open space programs fund projects that 
conserve and maintain natural areas, water qual-
ity, wildlife habitat, open spaces, and working 
farms and ranches. This legislation is a critical 
resource for financially constrained county 
governments who recognize the need to create 
conservation programs.
 In 1967, the City of Boulder passed the first 
dedicated sales tax in the country to conserve 
natural areas. since that time, the state has 
been a leader in conservation ballot measures, 
with local voters passing numerous measures 
throughout the state to deal with rapid devel-
opment, loss of agricultural lands, water qual-
ity, preserving wildlife habitat, and enhancing 

opportunities for outdoor recreation.  since 
1996, local governments have passed 111 of 146 
measures generating close to $3.5 billion in new 
funding for parks and land conservation. 

18  The Trust for Public Land, Conservation almanac, Tracking investments 
in Protected Lands, www.conservationalmanac.org (June 14, 2017).

STaTE PROGRaM SuMMaRiES FOR 
THE iNTERMOuNTaiN WEST

folloWing Are suMMAries for Colorado, 
Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, and Wyoming that 
include state and federal programs applicable 
to each jurisdiction. The authority of local gov-
ernments to create dedicated funding varies by 

state. The state programs that support funding 
for conservation and parks also vary widely. The 
Trust for Public Land has developed the Conser-
vation Almanac to track funding for state (as well 
as local and federal) conservation programs.18

Table 4. Colorado spending on land 
Conservation (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Great Outdoors Colorado $215,000,000

Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Habitat Stamp

$25,000,000

Division of Wildlife $22,100,000

Colorado State Parks $11,400,000

Colorado Parks and Wildlife – 
Cash

$1,500,0000

Total $275,000,000
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State Spending
In 1992, Colorado voters approved the Great 
Outdoors Colorado Amendment to the state 
Constitution. This amendment created the Great 
outdoors Colorado Trust Fund, which ear-
marked a portion of lottery proceeds for land 
conservation. The Great outdoors Colorado pro-
gram first awarded grants in 1994. The Colorado 
constitution requires that lottery proceeds be 
substantially equal over time in the distribution 
to the following areas:

• Wildlife resources through the Division of 
Wildlife;

• Investments in outdoor recreation through the 
Division of Parks and outdoor Recreation;

• Competitive grants to the Division of Parks 
and outdoor Recreation and the Division of 
Wildlife, counties, municipalities, or nonprofit 
land conservation organizations “to identify, 

acquire, and manage open space and natural 
areas of statewide significance”; and

• Competitive matching grants (25 to 50 percent 
match requirement) to local governments and 
nonprofit land conservation organizations in 
order to acquire, develop, or manage open 
lands and parks.

From these funding categories, Great outdoors 
Colorado has developed several grant programs, 
including:

• Local government grants for community 
parks, trails and recreation facilities;

• open space grants for conservation easements 
or acquisition of land for preservation; and

• Annual investments in Colorado Parks and Wild-
life for non-game species management, habitat, 
youth education, facilities improvements, staffing, 
operations, and environmental education.

Table 5. Federal Spending on Land Conservation in Colorado (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program $31,600,000

Unknown $20,000,000

U.S. Forest Service – Forest Legacy Program $19,000,000

U.S. Forest Service $17,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – North American Wetlands Conservation Act $12,500,000

Bureau of Land Management $10,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Grassland Reserve Program $6,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Sage Grouse Initiative $5,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Agricultural Conservation Easement Program $3,600,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Section 6 Grants $1,400,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Wetlands Reserve Program $700,000

Total $126,800,000

Federal Spending
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Idaho
Local Government Activity
Idaho enables local governments to fund land 
conservation through issuance of general obliga-
tion bonds and property tax increases. 
 since 1996, local governments in Idaho have 
passed five of seven measures. These have gener-
ated $27 million for parks and land conservation.

State Spending
The Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation 
manages 30 state parks and recreational trailways, 
ranging in size from the 18-acre old Mission state 
Park to the 14,300-acre City of Rocks state Park.  
Most parks were purchased by the department 
largely through state general fund dollars. 
 Wildlife management areas across Idaho are 

available for hunting, fishing, and other public 
enjoyment of wildlife habitat and are managed 
by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. The 
Fish and Game Department receives funding for 
acquisitions from the sale of hunting licenses.

Table 6. Idaho Spending on Land 
Conservation (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game

$6,600,000

Idaho Department of Parks and 
Recreation

$1,100,000

Total $7,700,000
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Federal Spending
Table 7. Federal Spending on Land Conservation in Idaho (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Bonneville Power Administration $17,500,000

Bureau of Land Management $17,300,000

U.S. Forest Service – Forest Legacy Program $15,000,000

U.S. Forest Service $9,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Wetlands Reserve Program $6,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Grassland Reserve Program $5,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program $4,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – North American Wetlands Conservation Act $4,000,000

Bureau of Land Management – Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act $1,700,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Section 6 Grants $1,500,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Agricultural Conservation Easement Program $1,200,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service $1,000,000

U.S. National Park Service $700,000

Total $83,900,000
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Montana
Local Government Activity
Local governments in Montana are authorized 
to generate funds for land conservation through 
several funding mechanisms. Local governments 
in Montana have the enabling authority to use 
public funds to conserve lands through outright 
purchase and conservation easements. To fi-
nance these transactions, local governments may 
issue bonds and levy property taxes. Certain 
cities may also consider resort taxes.
 since 1996, local governments in Montana 
have passed 10 of 13 measures for parks and land 
conservation generating over $114 million. The 
majority of these measures have been bonds.

State Spending
The Fish and Wildlife Division of Montana’s 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks Department manages 
and acquires land for fish and wildlife habitat 
through a variety of programs. The programs 
administered by this division include:

• The Wildlife Habitat/Lease/Easement Pro-
gram funded by hunting license fees; 

• Bighorn sheep auction of one male mountain 
sheep license per year. Approximately $2 mil-
lion is raised from the auction;

• Wildlife Mitigation Program for Hungry Horse 
and Libby Dams, which replaces habitat lost 
during the development of the dams and in-
cludes conservation easements and fee-title ac-
quisition funding; agreement with Bonneville 
Power Administration provides for funding to 
the state trust account for this program;

• Upland Game Bird Program allows landown-
ers to enroll in a costshare program to develop, 
enhance, and conserve upland game bird hab-
itats; up to 75 percent of landowner costs may 
be reimbursed; and

• Habitat Montana, which may include the pur-
chase of conservation easements to conserve 
habitat on private lands and within federally 
designated Bureau of Land Management Wild-
life Management Areas. Annually about $4 mil-
lion from several sources goes to fund projects. 
A portion is from hunting and fishing licenses.

The Upper Clark Fork River Basin Restoration 
Fund was created in 2000 as a result of a partial 
settlement between mining and mineral process-
ing operations and the state of Montana. Funds 
are used to restore habitat and natural resources 
disrupted by the release of hazardous substances 
into the Upper Clark Fork River Basin. 

Table 8. Montana spending on land 
Conservation (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Montana Fish and Wildlife Parks $62,000,000

Montana Upper Clark Fork 
Restoration Fund

$17,700,000

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 
– Habitat Montana

$9,000,000

Total $88,700,000
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Federal Spending
Table 9.  Federal Spending on Land Conservation in Montana (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

U.S. Forest Service $81,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service $50,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Section 6 Grants $36,000,000

U.S. Forest Service – Forest Legacy Program $35,000,000

Bonneville Power Administration $24,000,000

Bureau of Land Management $22,400,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program $20,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – North American Wetlands Conservation Act $17,000,000

Unknown $14,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Migratory Bird Conservation Fund $7,800,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Wetlands Reserve Program $5,400,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Agricultural Conservation Easement Program $1,200,000

U.S. National Park Service $1,200,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Grassland Reserve Program $1,000,000

Total $316,000,000
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New Mexico
Local Government Activity
Local governments in New Mexico have played 
a role in advancing land conservation in the 
state through the passage of local ballot mea-
sures. These governments have a range of en-
abling authority that allows them to levy either 
a general obligation bond, a gross receipts tax 
(sales tax), or a dedicated property tax. Author-
ity for counties to borrow money to acquire real 
estate for open space was granted by the pas-
sage of a constitutional amendment in 1996.
 since 1996, local governments in New Mex-
ico have passed all 17 measures put to vote.  
These have generated close to $170 million in 
new funding for land conservation.  Most of 
these measures have been in Bernalillo (Albu-
querque) and santa Fe counties.  

State Spending
The primary state agency that acquires land is 
the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish. 
The Department receives general fund appro-
priations from the state legislature and proceeds 
from nongame tax checkoffs on income tax 
forms. Previously, it also drew upon funds from 
a 1988 state bond to acquire and lease lands for 
wildlife management areas. New Mexico state 
Parks acquires land through capital outlay re-
quests and through donations.

 Made effective March 19, 2010, the Natural 
Heritage Conservation Act created a fund, with 
a one-time allocation of $4.8 million, which was 
administered by the Department of Energy, Min-
eral and Natural Resources. The stated purpose 
of the law is “to protect the state’s natural heri-
tage, customs and culture by funding conserva-
tion and agricultural easements and by funding 
land restoration to protect the land and water 
available for forests and watersheds, natural 
areas, wildlife and wildlife habitat, agricultural 
production on working farms and ranches, out-
door recreation and trails and land and habitat 
restoration and management.” 

Table 10.  New Mexico Spending on 
Land Conservation (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

New Mexico State Parks $2,400,000

New Mexico Natural Heritage 
Conservation Act19

$1,900,000

New Mexico Game and Fish $1,500,000

New Mexico Conservation 
Program

$1,400,000

Total $7,200,000

19  The funds have all been appropriated, although all projects may not 
have been completed at the time of data collection.
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Federal Spending
Table 11. Federal Spending on Land Conservation in New Mexico (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

U.S. Forest Service $20,000,000

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service $12,000,000

Bureau of Land Management $11,000,000

U.S. Forest Service – Forest Legacy Program $7,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Grassland Reserve Program $4,100,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program $3,000,000

Bureau of Land Management – Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act $2,200,000

U.S. National Park Service $1,400,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Wetlands Reserve Program $1,200,000

U.S. National Park Service – Land and Water Conservation Fund Stateside $1,000,000

Total $62,900,000
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Wyoming
Local Government Activity
Counties in Wyoming have the uniform authori-
ty to levy the specific purpose sales tax, through 
approval by a simple majority of voters. some 
or all of the funds may be used for acquisition 
of parks and open space. since 1996 only two 
measures have been passed with some funding 
for land conservation.

State Spending
With partial funding from hunting and license 
fees, the Wyoming Department of Fish and 
Game acquires and leases property as natural 
areas, wildlife habitat, winter range, or public 
access for hunting and fishing. 
 The Wyoming Legislature created the Wyo-
ming Wildlife and Natural Resource Trust in 
2005. The program’s mission is to enhance and 
conserve wildlife habitat and natural resource 
values throughout the state. The Trust is funded 
by interest earned on a permanent account, do-
nations, and legislative appropriations. Nearly 
$3,000,000 in private funding has been contrib-
uted to the program since 2006 from nearly 50 
different contributors.20

 The Wyoming Wildlife and Natural Resource 
Trust is an independent agency guided by a 
nine-member citizen board. since its inception in 
2005, the Wyoming Wildlife and Natural Re-
source Trust has funded more than 600 projects 

with nearly 100 different partners. More than $66 
million21 has been allocated from Wyoming Wild-
life and Natural Resource Trust funds on a range 
of projects including conservation and resto-
ration, with a total project value on the ground in 
excess of $350 million. Every dollar spent by the 
Wyoming Wildlife and Natural Resource Trust is 
matched on average with $6 from other sources.
 Funds may only be granted to nonprofit and 
governmental organizations, however they may 
participate with for-profit entities provided there 
is no allocation of financial resources to any 
for-profit entity. Funds may be used for plan-
ning, development, and monitoring programs 
at the sole discretion of the Board. A 25 percent 
match is required. 

20  State of Wyoming, Wyoming Wildlife and Natural Resource Trust, 2016 
annual Status Report, https://sites.google.com/a/wyo.gov/wwnrt/sta-
tus-report (2016).
21  This figure does not match the numbers in Table 12 because either not 
all of the spending has taken place from these allocations, or we have 
limited data provided by the agency.

Table 12. Wyoming spending on 
Land Conservation (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Unknown State Spending $24,000,000

Wyoming Wildlife and Natural 
Resource Trust

$16,000,000

Wyoming Game and Fish $4,800,000

Total $44,800,000
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Federal Spending
Table 13. Federal Spending on Land Conservation in Wyoming (1996 – 2015)

Agency/ Program Dollars spent

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program $45,600,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Agricultural Easement Conservation Program $4,500,000

Bureau of Land Management $4,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Wetlands Reserve Program $4,000,000

U.S. Forest Service – Forest Legacy Program $3,000,000

Natural Resources Conservation Service – Grassland Reserve Program $2,700,000

U.S. National Park Service $2,000,000

U.S. Forest Service $1,400,000

Bureau of Land Management – Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act $1,300,000

Total $68,500,000
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THe 2002 FARM Bill authorized Conservation 
Innovation Grants. Conservation Innovation 
Grants are meant to stimulate the development 
and adoption of innovative approaches and 
technologies for conservation on agricultural 
lands. Since the first grants were awarded in 
2004, Conservation Innovation Grant funds 
awarded have totaled $263 million.
 The Natural Resources Conservation service 
will invest $25 million for new national Conser-
vation Innovation Grant projects in fiscal year 
2017.
 Projects funded in 2016 by Conservation 
Innovation Grants in the Intermountain West:23

INNoVATIVE PUBLIC FUNDING

• Catalyzing Private Investment in Habitat 
Mitigation Markets led by K CoE Isom — 
$433,807 for Colorado, Idaho, Montana and 
Wyoming, as well as states outside of the 
Intermountain West;24

• Developing a Forest Resilience Bond on 
Private Forest Land led by American Forest 
Foundation — $750,000 for Colorado and 
states outside of the Intermountain West;25

• Agriculture Viability Loan Program — Impact 
Investing led by The Nature Conservancy — 
$169,716 for Idaho and states outside of the 
Intermountain West;26 and

• i2 Capital operating — $852,875 for Wyoming.27

CONSERvaTiON iNNOvaTiON GRaNTS22

22  Conservation innovation Grants, https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/
nrcs/main/national/programs/financial/cig/
23  uSDa NRCS CiG search https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/
cigsearch/national/programs/financial/cig/cigsearch/?svsn=National&pro-
jState=WY&sRow=0&sort=awardYear&sOrder=DESC
24  Detailed in Habitat Credits Section
25  Detailed in Bonds Section
26  Detailed in Loans Section
27  Detailed in Habitat Credits Section
28  Financing Land Conservation with the Clean Water State Revolving 
Fund System, The Trust for Public Land.
29   There are restrictions and requirements to determine project eligibility, 
but for the purposes of this report, those specifics are not included.

Clean Water State 
Revolving Funds28

As a part of the 1987 amendments to the Clean 
Water Act, Congress created a system of Clean 
Water state Revolving Funds. The statute al-
lows for the flexibility for each Clean Water 
state Revolving Fund to be operated to meet the 
particular needs and circumstances of its state. 
Each year, all states receive a capitalization grant 
from the Environmental Protection Agency and 
are required to annually provide a 20 percent 
match that is deposited into their Clean Water 
state Revolving Fund. Additionally, they are re-
quired to loan out funds (granted and matched) 
within one year of receipt of the federal grant.29 
Loan terms are flexible, but loan recipients must 
create or identify a dedicated source of revenue 
for loan repayment. 

STaTE REvOLviNG FuNDS

 so long as bond proceeds are invested in 
the Clean Water state Revolving Fund, states 
may also use the revolving funds to provide a 
revenue source for bond issues. This allows the 
funds to be leveraged to access more capital for 
clean water projects. This allowance was used in 
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the $450 million California Green Bond project 
in the Bonds section. 
 Between 1987 and 2016, EPA’s Clean Water 
state Revolving Funds program funded $42 
billion towards projects.30 When combined with 
state match and leveraged in the bond mar-
ket, these funds over the last thirty years have 
resulted in $118.7 billion of assistance provided 
towards clean water projects. 
 These funds provide a cost savings for com-
munities by offering an average cost of funds of 
1.7 percent compared to the prevailing market 
rate of interest of 3.8 percent.31

 In fiscal year 2016, the final allotments from 
the Clean Water state Revolving Fund totaled 
$1.38 billion. The states within the Intermountain 
West received the funds as illustrated in Table 14.
 In the past, Clean Water state Revolving 
Funds funded the following projects:

Hagerman, Idaho Wastewater Project32

In 2014, Hagerman, a city of less than 1,000 peo-
ple, had a $10 million need to finance upgrades 
to their wastewater treatment infrastructure, 
as well as purchase 100 acres for the beneficial 
reuse of wastewater effluent. Financing this 
project would not have been possible without 
the use of the Idaho Clean Water state Revolving 
Fund. Even with low Clean Water state Revolv-
ing Fund interest rates, monthly user fees would 
need to be raised to $115 to pay back the loan. 
 Thanks to collaboration between the engineer-

30   impact investing in Water webinar, presentation by the EPa Water 
Finance Center, https://www.missioninvestors.org/tools/webinar-archive-
impact-investing-in-water 
31  EPa Clean Water State Revolving Fund, https://www.epa.gov/cwsrf/
clean-water-state-revolving-fund-cwsrf-results#perf 
32  Funding Disadvantaged Communities with the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-11/
documents/funding_disadvantaged_communities_with_the_clean_water_
state_revolving_fund.pdf
33  EPa, FY 2016 CWSRF Final allotments, https://www.epa.gov/sites/
production/files/2016-12/documents/2016_cwsrf_final_allotments.pdf
34  DEQ awards $2.6 million low-interest wastewater construction loan to 
the City of Hagerman, KMvT.com 11, http://www.kmvt.com/content/news/
DEQ-awards-26-million-low-interest-wastewater-construction-loan-to-the-
city-of-Hagerman-385261881.html 
35  Financing Land Conservation with the Clean Water State Revolving 
Fund System, The Trust for Public Land.

Table 14. state Allotment of the Clean Water 
State Revolving Fund – Fiscal Year 201633

state Allotment of funds

Colorado $10,795,000

Idaho $6,625,000

Montana $6,625,000

New Mexico $6,625,000

Wyoming $6,625,000

ing staff at Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality and other federal and state funding 
sources, Hagerman was able to reduce the cost of 
the project to $7.8 million. Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality provided Hagerman with 
a $5 million loan and $1.2 million in principal 
forgiveness, with the remaining infrastructure 
costs covered by other funding agencies. The use 
of funds from the Clean Water state Revolving 
Fund carried a below-market interest rate of 1.75 
percent. Compared to average costs for municipal 
general obligation debt issuances, these favorable 
loan terms represent about a $2.5 million savings 
to the community.34 This collaboration between 
funding partners helped Hagerman meet their 
infrastructure needs and maintain a more man-
ageable monthly user fee of $57.

Ecola Creek Conservation35

Not all Clean Water state Revolving Fund 
projects have large price tags. In 2010, Oregon’s 
Clean Water state Revolving Fund loaned $3.8 
million to the City of Cannon Beach to purchase 
800 acres of land in order to preserve and protect 
water quality in Ecola Creek, West Fork Ecola 
Creek, and North Fork Ecola Creek. 



28    Community Futures Finance Toolbox

Farmers Irrigation District in Hood 
River, Oregon36

The Farmers Irrigation District in Hood River, or-
egon provides water to over 5,800 acres of land, 
both residential and agricultural. The Hood River 
Valley produces pears, apples, and wine grapes 
that supply the country. The region generates 
an average of $260 million agriculturally driven 
revenues. The Farmers Irrigation District used 
over $36.2 million in Clean Water state Revolving 
Fund loans over multiple years to convert the 
over-century-old open canal system to a piped, 
pressurized irrigation system in an effort to 
maximize water conservation and restore reliable 
water delivery to crops. With this funding source, 
the Farmers Irrigation District restored instream 
flow by converting 96 percent of the existing open 
irrigation canals to more efficient water delivery 
systems, which has reduced the water and energy 
use per acre. As a result, 6 billion gallons of water 
are conserved annually and 2,000 supplemental 
water right acres have been abandoned and left 
instream for endangered fish. 

Drinking Water State 
Revolving Funds
The Drinking Water state Revolving Fund was 
established by 1996 amendments to the safe 
Drinking Water Act.37 The Drinking Water state 
Revolving Fund provides financial assistance 
to help water systems and states to achieve the 
health protection objectives of the safe Drinking 
Water Act. Between 1997 and 2016, the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s Drinking Wa-
ter state Revolving Fund program funded $20 
billion, which was leveraged into $32.5 billion in 
projects.38

 The Drinking Water state Revolving Fund 
is structured similarly to the Clean Water state 
Revolving Fund. The  Environmental Protection 
Agency makes a capitalization grant annually 
to each state based on a formula; states provide 
a 20 percent match and they operate their own 
funds to support drinking water related projects.

36  EPa-832-F-16-009, Project of interest, innovations in agriculture in 
Oregon: Farmers irrigation District improves Water Quality, Maximizes 
Water Conservation, and Generates Clean, Renewable Energy, https://
www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-09/documents/final_oregon_
poi2.pdf (June 2016). 
37  Environmental Protection agency, Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, 
https://www.epa.gov/drinkingwatersrf/how-drinking-water-state-revolving-
fund-works#tab-1
38  impact investing in Water webinar, https://www.missioninvestors.org/
tools/webinar-archive-impact-investing-in-water
39  Environmental Protection agency Water infrastructure Finance and inno-
vation Act, https://www.epa.gov/wifia/learn-about-wifia-program#overview

The WATer infrAsTruCTure Finance and 
Innovation Act of 2014 established a federal credit 
program administered by the Environmental 
Protection Agency to help fund eligible water and 
wastewater infrastructure projects. The Water 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Program 
works separately from, but in coordination with, 
the state revolving fund programs to provide 
subsidized financing for projects. 
 one of the new programs administered by 
the Water Infrastructure Finance and Innovation 
Act Program is the Water Community Assistance 
for Resiliency and Excellence program. Eligible 
communities for the program have a population 

of less than 100,000 and need to address public 
health challenges. The Confederated salish and 
Kootenai Tribes in Montana were chosen as one 
of 10 recipients to receive funding and technical 
assistance through the program in 2017.

WaTER iNFRaSTRuCTuRE FiNaNCE aND 
iNNOvaTiON aCT PROGRaM39



Community Futures Finance Toolbox     29

40  Private Capital for Working Land Conservation, a Market Development 
Framework, The Conservation Finance Network, http://www.conservation-
financenetwork.org/sites/default/files/Private_Capital_for_Working_Lands_
Conservation.pdf (2016).
41  Montana & Idaho Community Development Corporation https://mtcdc.
org/loans/new-markets-tax-credits/

NEW MaRKET Tax CREDiTS

The neW MArkeT Tax Credit program is a 
federal tax credit to incentivize private invest-
ments in low-income regions. As such, New 
Market Tax Credits have been a valuable tool to 
enable conservation impact investments in rural 
working landscapes. Tax credits generate value 
early in the investment cycle allowing the inves-
tor to use the proceeds to make investments that 
support restoration activities, green infrastruc-
ture, market development, and the protection 
of public values such as clean drinking water. 
Initially designed for urban housing and public 
health projects, New Market Tax Credits can be 
catalytic in the context of rural working-land-
scape investments by enabling job creation and 
improving forestland health and productivity.40  

Montana & Idaho Community 
Development Corporation New 
Market Tax Credit Program41

Montana & Idaho Community Development 
Corporation works with investors to turn New 
Market Tax Credits into cash, and then uses that 

cash to fund business start-ups and expansions in 
Montana and Idaho. since 2008, Montana & Idaho 
Community Development Corporation has been 
awarded $431 million in New Market Tax Cred-
its from the U.s. Treasury Department. These tax 
credits are a powerful tool for creating jobs in mar-
kets where economic growth has been a challenge. 
 The criteria for New Market Tax Credits proj-
ects funded by the Montana & Idaho Communi-
ty Development Corporation include:

• Project is located in a low-income census tract;

• Project has high community impact;

• Total project cost exceeds $4.0 million; and,

• At least 25 percent of income from the com-
pleted project will come from commercial use 
(nonresidential).

The 13 Mile Woods project in New Hampshire 
detailed in the Community Forest section and 
Ecotrust Forest program expanded on in the Eq-
uity Assets section are both partially funded by 
New Market Tax Credits. 
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SPECiaL aSSESSMENTS

Niche Taxes
A niche tax is a tax with a very specific applica-
tion to a designated set of products or services 
and taxpayers. Niche taxes differ from broad-
based taxes that are widely applied such as 
property and sales taxes. Niche taxes can include 
taxes such as marijuana tax, soda tax, hotel tax, 
resort tax, real estate transfer tax, and others.

Marijuana Tax42

Nearly a quarter of Trinidad, Colorado’s gen-
eral fund comes from its marijuana sales tax. 
sales tax receipts overall, not just on marijuana, 
increased 21 percent last year in large part as 
result of the marijuana-related sales tax. And for 
the first year in five years, Trinidad didn’t lose 
population. With the $1.5 million in marijuana 
sales tax the city has garnered, it has replaced 
old infrastructure, paid down part of its debt 
and even helped redesign a city block as apart-
ments for a growing art community.
 Though the influx of funds has helped the 
city, Trinidad isn’t relying on this revenue source 
as one-fifth of their budget going forward. If 
surrounding states legalize marijuana, Colorado 
could lose its valuable status as “an island of le-
galization in a sea of prohibition.” To ensure the 
city government does not become reliant on the 
new funds, the marijuana sales tax revenue goes 
into a one-time funds account — not into the 
town’s operating budget. At this time there are 

not reliable estimates on the industry’s growth 
trajectory. Leaders think that perhaps in three to 
five years, they will be able to determine what 
the tax will generate annually. That may change 
the status of the classification of the funds.
 once marijuana is legalized in a state, the 
success of a marijuana tax depends on a town’s 
geography and political climate. Being located 
near a state where marijuana is not legal helps. 
Having a population large enough to support 
a marijuana shop helps as well; so does being 
situated along a major interstate or near a town 
that has blocked the industry. 

Resort Tax
A resort tax is often used in place of sales tax in 
communities within states that do not have sales 
tax. In other instances, it is used as an additional 
tax (on top of sales tax) to fund maintenance, 
projects, and initiatives in the communities that 
impose the tax. Income from a resort tax can be 
used in ways that benefit the communities and 
in turn benefit those that visit the communities. 
 In Montana, a state without sales tax, the 
intent of the resort tax is to allow communities 
with small populations, but relatively high num-
bers of visitors, to offset the cost of hosting those 
visitors.43 It is up to a community to determine 
a system for administration and allocation. The 
communities listed in Table 15 use the funds to 
fund a wide variety of projects.  

42  Rural economies get high on legal cannabis, Small towns big change, 
November 14, 2016, https://medium.com/small-towns-big-change/ru-
ral-economies-get-high-on-legal-cannabis-55626bcde5b1 
43  an assessment of the Resort Tax: Collections and usage in Montana, 
university of Montana ScholarWorks at university of Montana, http://schol-
arworks.umt.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1347&context=itrr_pubs  
(2016).In Montana there are only ten communities that have been desig-
nated resort areas by the Montana Department of Commerce. Only these 
communities are eligible to approve Resort Taxes.



Community Futures Finance Toolbox     31

Table 15. Assessment of Resort Taxes in Montana44

Year enacted 2010 Census Tax Rate Collection Period FY 2015 Revenue

West Yellowstone 1986 1,271 3% Year round $1,710,600

Virginia City 1991 190 3% April 1–oct 1 $65,000

Big Sky 1992 2,308 3% Year round $4,104,636

St. Regis 1992 319 3% Year round ~$190,000

Whitefish 1996 6,357 3% (2% 
prior to 
July 2015)

Year round $2,205,563

Red Lodge 1998 2,125 3% Year round ~$700,000

Cooke City 2006 75 3% Year round ~$150,000

Craig 2010 43 3% April 1–Nov 15 $120,406

Gardiner 2014 875 3% June 1–sept 30 ~$350,000

Wolf Creek 2014 510 3% April 1–Nov 15 $25,338

44  an assessment of the Resort Tax: Collections and usage in Montana, 
university of Montana ScholarWorks at university of Montana, http://schol-
arworks.umt.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1347&context=itrr_pubs  
(2016).
45  Beyond the Source, The environmental, economic and community 
benefits of source water protection, The Nature Conservancy, https://glob-
al.nature.org/content/beyond-the-source?src=r.global.beyondthesource 
(2017).
46  Guide to 2015 Sales Tax Propositions, Municipal Election, https://www.
sanantonio.gov/Portals/0/Files/aquiferPark/Edwardsinitiative_Booklet-En-
glish.pdf (May 9, 2015).

Creative Uses of Sales Tax

Edwards Aquifer Protection45

The Edwards Aquifer provides drinking water 
for nearly two million central Texans, including 
every resident of san Antonio. In 2000, voters 
approved the city’s first publicly financed wa-
ter fund measure to protect the Edwards Aqui-
fer. The proposition passed and authorized 
$45 million to purchase properties within the 
aquifer’s most sensitive area. Since that time, 
san Antonians have voted three more times 
(2005, 2010, and 2015) to continue the program 
and to greatly expand it. In total, the Edwards 

Aquifer Protection Program raised a total of 
$315 million to protect the Edwards Aquifer in 
Bexar County, where san Antonio is located, as 
well as throughout much of the surrounding 
regions beyond the san Antonio metro area. 
The bonds were all repaid through tax increases 
— the Edwards Aquifer Protection program is 
one of three projects supported by this 1/8-cent 
sales tax.46

 To date, efforts led by The Trust for Public 
Land and The Nature Conservancy have helped 
local governments invest more than $500 mil-
lion in water protection funds and protect more 
than 48,560 hectares above the Edwards Aquifer, 
including 21 percent of the aquifer’s recharge 
zone, its most sensitive area. The capital made 
available through the bonds made land protec-
tion efforts possible in a condensed timeframe. 
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Texas Parks and Wildlife Sporting 
Goods Allocations47

In Texas, the sporting Goods sales Tax is not a 
separate tax. Instead, it is an estimated amount 
of state tax revenue collected from the sale of 
sporting goods. Unlike taxes on specific items, 
the revenue from the sales tax on sporting goods 
is estimated by the Texas comptroller using a 
national market survey. 
 The Texas Park and Wildlife Department 
may receive up to 94 percent of the collections. 
The remaining 6 percent may go to the Texas 
Historical Commission, although the amount is 
determined in the General Appropriations Act. 
In the 2016-2017 biennium, 98.6 percent of the 
tax was appropriated. The Texas Park and Wild-
life Department received all of their funding 
and the Texas Historical Commission received 
less than their full 6 percent. In the 2016-2017 
biennium, the comptroller estimates sporting 
Goods sales Tax receipts of $277.8 million, up 
4.5 percent from the 2014-2015 biennium. It is 
estimated by the comptroller that the sporting 
Goods sales Tax will generate $333.5 million in 
revenue during the 2018-2019 biennium.48 

Park County Land and Water 
Trust Fund
The Park County Land and Water Trust Fund is 
a water trust in Park County, Colorado. Water 
trusts are discussed later in the report. The Park 
County Land and Water Trust Fund acquires 
land and develops conservation easements in 
sensitive watersheds. It is funded in part by a 
one percent sales tax from the county, which is 
paired with state funding from Great outdoors 
Colorado, Colorado open Lands, and federal 
programs managed by Natural Resources Con-
servation service, U.s. Fish and Wildlife service, 
and United states Geological survey. 

47  Sporting Goods Sales Tax allocation, an issue Brief From Legislative 
Budget Board Staff,  http://www.lbb.state.tx.us/Documents/Publications/
Issue_Briefs/3110_SportingGoodsSalesTax.pdf (May 2016).
48  House panel debates state parks funding, The Texas Tribune, https://
www.texastribune.org/2017/05/04/house-panel-revisits-state-park-funding-
boost/ (May 4, 2017).
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IMPACT INveSTMeNTS ARe typically defined 
as financial investments made to companies, 
organizations, and funds with the intention to 
generate measurable social and environmen-
tal impact alongside a financial return.49 such 
investments are intended to return principal or 
generate profit while also resulting in a positive 
impact. In impact investing, the impact itself, 
whether conservation-related, social, or other-
wise, is the intended motivation for making the 
investment, not the by-product of an investment 
made solely for financial gain. 

IMPACT INVEsTMENTs

 In mid-2017, The Global Impact Investing 
Network released their seventh edition of the 
Annual Impact Investor survey, which serves as 
the most comprehensive annual survey of the 
impact investing market. The survey included 
208 respondents currently managing $114 billion 
in impact investing assets (Figures 3 and 4).50 In-
vestors surveyed planned to commit 17 percent 
more capital or $25.9 billion in 2017.

49  impact investing Trends, Evidence of a Growing industry, Data from an-
nual Impact Investors Survey, https://thegiin.org/assets/2016%20GIIN%20
Annual%20Impact%20Investor%20Survey_Web.pdf  (December 2016).
50  annual impact investor Survey, 2017 The Seventh Edition, GiiN, https://
thegiin.org/assets/GiiN_annualimpactinvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.pdf 
(May 2017).
51  annual impact investor Survey, 2017 The Seventh Edition, GiiN, https://
thegiin.org/assets/GiiN_annualimpactinvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.pdf 
(May 2017).

Figure 3. Global Impact Investing Network Respondents by Investor Category51
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Figure 4. Global Impact Investing Network Respondents by Targeted Rates of Return52

52  annual impact investor Survey, 2017 The Seventh Edition, GiiN, https://
thegiin.org/assets/GiiN_annualimpactinvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.pdf 
(May 2017).
53  annual impact investor Survey, 2017 The Seventh Edition, GiiN, https://
thegiin.org/assets/GiiN_annualimpactinvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.pdf 
(May 2017).

 of $114 billion managed as impact invest-
ments globally, 40 percent is allocated to the 
United states and Canada.53 For investment 
organizations headquartered in the United states 
and Canada, 70 percent of their funds were allo-
cated to investments based in the United states 
and Canada. In surveying investments focused 
on developed markets (as opposed to emerging 
markets), in terms of sector allocation, housing 
accounted for 22 percent of assets under manage-
ment for the 92 investors characterized by their 
focus on developed markets in the survey. of 
the collective $25.77 billion under management 
focused in developed markets, 15 percent of the 
funds were allocated to forestry and timber. De-
veloped markets include North America; Western, 

Northern, and southern Europe; and oceania. 
 For respondents with a high concentration of 
funds in the United states, of which there were 
58 identified in the survey, the segment alloca-
tions were similar, but not entirely parallel to 
those for investors focused on a wider geograph-
ic area included in developed markets. Com-
bined, the assets under management for funds 
focused on the United states and Canada in 2016 
totaled $18.8 billion (Figure 5).
 Impact investments are packaged and of-
fered consistent with a variety of traditional 
investment vehicles such as private debt, private 
equity, equity-like debt, public debt, real assets, 
public equity, deposits and cash equivalents, and 
pay-for-performance instruments.
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Figure 5. Sector Allocation by Segment of Impact Funds with Investments Concentrated in the 
united states and Canada54

Both public and private debt have long been a 
traditional means of financing projects in small 
and rural communities. This section explores 
more innovative and creative structures and ap-
plications of bonds, loan funds, and other types 

DEBT

54  annual impact investor Survey, 2017 The Seventh Edition, GiiN, https://
thegiin.org/assets/GiiN_annualimpactinvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.
pdf  (May 2017). These funds are invested in developed markets, meaning 
markets in developed countries as opposed to emerging markets. 
55  Water: An Impact Investment Primer for Family Offices and Founda-
tions, Joint Project of The impact and CREO, https://static1.squarespace.
com/static/53b153bde4b0eb409786a288/t/58d28491893fc01cce0f-
95ba/1490191524292/TheimPact.WaterPrimer.20170320.HighRes.pdf 
(April 2016).
56  Out now! New report from California State Treasurer: Growing the uS 
Green Bond Market: a Strategic plan from largest uS State: Role model for 
Treasuries everywhere, Climate Bond initiative, https://www.climatebonds.
net/2017/01/out-now-new-report-california-state-treasurer-growing-us-
green-bond-market-strategic-plan (January 23, 2017).

of loans, as well as the debt tools specific to im-
pact investing, program-related investments and 
community development financial institutions.

Bonds
To finance projects that benefit the environment, 
companies, states, or cities can issue green bonds. 
Like other traditional bonds, investors of green 
bonds can earn a return by lending money to 
an entity and earning interest over many years. 
Green bonds are utilized and implemented in 
a number of ways so long as the funds raised 
are invested in projects that benefit the environ-
ment.55 Less than one-tenth of one percent of 
bonds outstanding in the U.s. are green bonds.56 
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According to the Climate Bond Initiative, green 
bond issues in 2016 exceeded $60 billion.57

 Recent examples of green bonds include 
the District of Columbia Water and sewer Au-
thority’s 2014 sale of $350 million in 100-year 
green bonds and san Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission’s $240 million Wastewater Revenue 
Bond certified by the Climate Bonds Initiative to 
fund built infrastructure.58 Earlier this year, Cal-
ifornia issued a new security, the largest green 
municipal bond ever offered in the state.  

$450 Million Green Bond Issuance 
by California Infrastructure and
Economic Bank (IBank)  
In April of 2017, IBank issued the largest green 
municipal bond ever offered in California. The 
$450 million bond will assist the state Water 
Resources Control Board in providing low-cost 
financing for critical water projects statewide 
through California’s Clean Water State Revolv-
ing Fund. In 2016, IBank issued a similar bond 
for $410 million. Since they were first offered in 
2014, California has topped $2.5 billion in green 
bond issuances. Issuers have ranged from utility 
districts to cities, water authorities, open space 
districts, school districts, ports, and to IBank is-
suing for the Clean Water state Revolving Fund. 
The smallest of the individual green bonds 
issued in the last two to three years in California 
was a $12.5 million bond issued in late 2016 by 
the City of Napa to fund a recycling and materi-
als recovery facility.59 

Although California is a populous state and 
many of the issuers are large entities, the tool 
of green bonds can be translated to less popu-
lated, rural areas. Additionally, individual rural 
communities can band together as watershed 
groups, utility districts, or coalitions to issue 
green bonds as a larger entity to benefit multiple 
users to fund larger projects with higher price 
tags. Green bonds can be general obligations 
bonds, which require a credit profile for the is-
suer.60 This can be difficult if the entity does not 
have strong enough credit worthiness to back 

the bond. Green bonds can also be backed by 
specific revenue streams rather than the balance 
sheet of the issuer. Issuers can self-label bonds 
as green, but to justify the rate or attract inves-
tors, issuers should consider validation through 
verification where external verifiers check 
compliance against a standard criteria such 
as the Climate Bond standards.61 As of April 
2017, Moody’s and S&P Global both launched 
green-evaluation services.62 Private banks such 
as the World Bank’s International Finance Cor-
poration have become issuers of green bonds. 
Most of these bonds have been international, but 
the financial markets and investment opportu-
nities for green bonds are changing rapidly and 
should be watched as a future opportunity. 
 Finally, rural communities together can 
advocate for state-issued green bonds to fund 
a state’s Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
or water bank (in states with water banks). In 
some cases, states may have better credit ratings 
or other strengths that allow them to be better 
positioned to issue bonds. The capital infusion 
to a statewide Clean Water state Revolving Fund 
from a green bond issuance could then go back 
into rural communities to fund specific projects 
such as those detailed in the Clean Water state 
Revolving Funds section of this report. 
 social Impact Bonds, Environmental Im-
pact Bonds, and Forest Resiliency Bonds are all 
referred to as bonds, but differ fundamentally 

57  State of Private investment in Conservation 2016: a Landscape assess-
ment of an Emerging Market, https://www.jpmorganchase.com/corporate/
Corporate-Responsibility/document/cr-es-investment-in-conservation-re-
port-2016.pdf (2016).
58  Protecting Drinking Water at the Source, World Resources institute, 
https://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/Protecting_Drinking_Water_at_the_
Source.pdf (October 2016).
59  iBank issues Record California Green Muni Bond, California Green 
Finance, http://www.calgreenfinance.com/2017/04/ibank-issues-record-cal-
ifornia-green.html (April 19, 2017).
60  How to issue a Green Muni Bond: Green Muni Bonds Playbook, Green 
City Bonds, https://www.climatebonds.net/files/files/Green%20City%20
Playbook.pdf
61  How to issue a Green Muni Bond: The Green Muni Bonds Playbook, 
Green City Bonds, https://www.climatebonds.net/files/files/Green%20
City%20Playbook.pdf
62  Green bonds channel private sector funding to the climate, The Econo-
mist, http://www.economist.com/news/finance-and-economics/21723138-
questions-persist-about-proliferation-green-standards-green-bonds (June 
10, 2017). 
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from traditional bonds in that they are all pay-
for-services models. Descriptions of each and 
examples of how they are being utilized are 
detailed later in the report.

Loan Funds
Debt funds have emerged as a prevalent tool for 
impact investors to put capital towards projects. 
The fund structure removes the diligence burden 
for each individual funder as the fund manager 
vets and chooses the investments. The model 
also reduces the risk of loss of capital by diver-
sifying the investment pool. From a community 
standpoint, the presence of loan funds broadens 
the funding horizon. Particular projects, which 
may have been too large for singular funders 
are more easily financed with a single loan from 
a fund that combines the investment funds of 
multiple investors. Additionally, funds increase 
exposure of projects and initiatives to audiences 
across wider geographies. 

Craft3 Conservation Bridge Fund 
Craft3, a nonprofit Community Development 
Financial Institution, lends to conservation proj-
ects throughout oregon and Washington. since 
inception, Craft3 has invested more than $423 
million in over 5,000 people and businesses in 
their target area.63 Over 90 percent of Craft3’s in-
vestments are made as loans, but it also invests 
in equity-like debt instruments in growth-stage 
companies.64

 The Conservation Bridge Fund program 
initially began with support from Meyer Memo-
rial Trust, a philanthropic foundation working 
toward a flourishing and equitable Oregon.65 
The Conservation Bridge Fund offers loans to 
nonprofit conservation organizations, munic-
ipalities, and private landowners to acquire 
environmentally sensitive lands, purchase water 
rights or conservation easements, restore habi-
tat, and protect water quality. The loan amount 
and repayment terms are structured specific to 
individual projects receiving funds; however, all 
loans are offered with below-market rates, ad-
justed per project for risk. Craft3 has delivered 
more than $21 million in financing through their 
Conservation Bridge Fund.66 
 Deschutes Land Trust received an invest-
ment from Craft3’s Conservation Bridge Fund to 
conserve the 130-acre Willow springs Preserve. 
The loan served as gap funding to bridge the 
divide between early community donations and 
the acquisition cost of the land. The bridge loan 
leveraged $460,110 of equity so that the $1.1 
million property containing 4,180 linear feet of 
the Whychus Creek riparian zone could be pro-
tected.67 The loan fund allowed Deschutes Land 
Trust to move quickly on an important piece 
of property in their community. since then, the 
Deschutes Land Trust and Craft3 have partnered 
together on additional projects in the watershed. 

Conservation Finance Loan Program68

The Conservation Finance Loan Program is 
a funding mechanism led by the open space 
Institute. A revolving loan fund for conservation 
projects, the $2 million fund began with an ini-
tial contribution from the Kohlberg Foundation. 
The fund provides short-term, low-interest loans 
to land trust and other conservation organiza-
tions working to permanently protect working 
farms and forests. Focused on the region west 
of Worcester in Massachusetts, the fund is 
similar to the Craft3 Conservation Bridge Fund 
program, but represents a smaller version that 
may be more replicable in rural regions of the 
Intermountain West. The fund’s first loan was a 

63  Craft3, https://www.craft3.org/about/Mission
64  investing in Conservation, a landscape assessment of an emerging 
market, Naturevest and EKO asset Management Partners, https://www.
jpmorganchase.com/corporate/Corporate-Responsibility/document/in-
vestingInConservation_Report_r2.pdf (November 2014).
65  Meyer Memorial Trust, https://mmt.org/about 
66  Conservation Loans, Craft 3, https://www.craft3.org/Borrow/conserva-
tion-loans/conservation-bridge-fund
67  Deschutes Land Trust, Craft 3, https://www.craft3.org/results/StoriesOf-
Change/story-details/deschutes-land
68  Open Space Institute launches new conservation finance program and 
announces first loan in western Massachusetts,  Open Space Institute,  
https://www.openspaceinstitute.org/news/open-space-institute-launches-
new-conservation-finance-program-and-announces-first-loan-in-western-
massachusetts
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$250,000 loan to Mount Grace Land Conserva-
tion Trust for the acquisition of a 123-acre parcel 
of forested land near Brush Mountain in North-
field, Massachusetts. 

Oregon Impact Fund69

The oregon Impact Fund is an investment fund 
of the oregon Community Foundation. The $20 
million fund consists of $10 million in loans 
from donors, which are guaranteed and matched 
by the oregon Community Foundation endow-
ment. Donors who lend capital to the oregon 
Impact Fund receive a one percent annual 
interest rate with an option to renew after three 
years. Currently the oregon Community Foun-
dation is raising the remaining funds. The first 
$5 million of pledged capital will be called in 
January 2018 so no loans have been made yet.  
 The Fund will make $500,000 to $2 million 
investments. The goal is to invest in 10 to 15 
organizations within three years. The Fund will 
invest in nonprofit and for-profit intermediaries, 
with rates to for-profits up to eight percent and 
rates to nonprofits considerably lower. The term 
of the loans will be from three to 10 years.
 The fund will focus on impact strategies 
including job creation and retention in under-
served communities, affordable housing, educa-
tion, access to health care, and natural resource 
management. In terms of nonprofits, the fund 
will target nonprofit intermediaries such as 
Community Development Financial Institutions 
and federally qualified health centers, as well as 
organizations working in education, agriculture, 
and forestry. 
 The fund is the result of a successful im-
pact-investing pilot, which since 2014 has 
invested $2.75 million in eight ventures and 
intermediaries across oregon. The pilot port-
folio has an average interest rate of 1.9 percent 
and loan terms from four to 10 years. The pilot 
made loans to organizations like Craft3, Ascent 
Funding, Court Appointed special Advocates 
of oregon, and Ecotrust. Through the process, 
the oregon Community Foundation board of 
directors learned about the significant demand 

for capital to support revolving loan funds and 
other entities that could scale an important 
project for society with access to non-traditional 
financing. 

Some loan funds do not require payback. The fi-
nancial instruments issued to borrowers in these 
instances are often forgivable loans, in which all, 
or a portion, can be forgiven or deferred for a 
period of time by the lender when certain condi-
tions are met. If conditions are not met then the 
loans often must be repaid with interest. 

Western Juniper Industry Fund 
Business Finance Program70

An initiative of Business oregon, the Western 
Juniper Industry Fund was established via 
the oregon Legislature in 2015. The fund was 
established with $500,000 and the intent of 
providing economic development assistance 
to oregon businesses engaged in harvesting or 
manufacturing products from Western Juniper. 
The program provides two types of financial 
assistance for oregon Western Juniper business-
es’ expansion projects: capital investment and 
permanent working capital. Capital investments 
are in the terms of loans in which most cases 
pro-rata forgiveness is applied. The minimum 
loan amount is $20,000 and the maximum avail-
able to an applicant is the lesser of $100,000 or 
90 percent of the project cost. Eligible projects 
include property and building acquisition, new 
construction, building renovation, and equip-
ment and machinery. The interest rate is five 
percent per annum. For permanent working 
capital loans, the terms are similar, however the 
maximum available is the lesser of $50,000 or 90 
percent of the working capital budget. 
 This program is part of Oregon’s Western 
Juniper Alliance, which formed in July 2013 to 
restore ecosystems in eastern oregon through 

69  Oregon impact Fund Overview, The Oregon Community Foundation, 
http://www.oregoncf.org/Templates/media/files/economic_vitality/
oregon_impact_fund_overview.pdf
70  Western Juniper industry Fund Guidelines, Business Oregon, http://
www.oregon4biz.com/assets/docs/JuniperGuidelines.pdf
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economic development.71 Led by sustainable 
Northwest, the Western Juniper Alliance is de-
veloping incentives to harvest more juniper and 
also creating jobs in juniper supply and market 
chains throughout the state. The Western Juniper 
Alliance is cultivating new rural enterprises to 
strengthen the supply chain and promoting juni-
per’s benefits to consumers in the marketplace. 
Currently the project supports several business-
es including all three major juniper sawmills in 
oregon among other efforts. Mills such as In 
the sticks, in Fossil, oregon and Forest Energy 
group near Central Point, Oregon are beneficia-
ries of the program.72 As an example, Joseph’s 
Juniper, a mill in Hines, oregon, was provided 
investment capital and now has five people 
employed on the milling side, a bookkeeper, and 
17 companies throughout the state that supply 
the mill a product on a consistent basis.73 The 
town where the mill operates was home to just 
1,563 people as of the 2010 census, and is close 
to Burns, oregon with a population of 2,806, 
which is only marginally larger in terms of small 
towns. Though the company itself may seem 
small, it is contributing to the revitalization of an 
industry locally and statewide that has a ripple 
effect on local and regional jobs. 

Many debt funds also offer equity investments 
or a combination of debt investments and 
grants, although typically these funds use loans 
as a majority of their funding. These types of 
funds offer additional flexibility to potential 

funding recipients. 

Colorado Fresh Food Financing Fund 
The Colorado Fresh Food Financing Fund is a 
public-private partnership loan and grant fund 
created to finance grocery stores and other forms 
of healthy food retail in underserved Colorado 
communities. Approximately 25 percent of Col-
oradans, nearly 1.3 million people, live in a food 
desert.74 Many of these communities that need 
increased access to healthy food and economic 
development are rural. The financing available 
from the fund, which launched in 2013, is primar-
ily loans up to $1.5 million with below-market 
interest rates and limited grant funding as well.75 
 seed funding for the Colorado Fresh Food 
Financing Fund comes from The Colorado 
Health Foundation. The Colorado Fresh Food 
Financing Fund is partnering with the Colora-
do Enterprise Fund to finance small and inno-
vative loan projects, and with Progressive Ur-
ban Management Associates to provide general 
information to prospective borrowers. Finally, 
the Colorado Housing and Finance Authority 
serves as the fund administrator. 
 The partnership that makes the Colorado 
Fresh Food Financing Fund possible leans 
on statewide actors, however the impacts are 
specific to small communities. For example, 
the Colorado Fresh Food Financing Fund 
supported the revival of a community grocery 
store, the Limon stop & shop supermarket, 
in Limon, Colorado.76 one year prior to the 
grand reopening in 2015, the Limon communi-
ty faced losing its only grocery store. The next 
nearest source of fresh food is in Hugo, a 30-
mile round trip from Limon. New owners who 
were awarded a $100,000 grant administered 
by Colorado Housing and Finance Authority 
upgraded the store’s freezer units to keep the 
store open. The upgraded units allowed for 
the owners to increase product selection and 
reduce energy costs. 

71  Western Juniper, Projects and Stories, Sustainable Northwest, http://
www.sustainablenorthwest.org/what-we-do/success-stories/western-
juniper 
72  Western Juniper, http://www.westernjuniper.org/find-western-juniper/
73  Gerard Joseph LaBrecque of Joseph’s Juniper in the Western Juniper 
video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=niuuc3Z_Wnw
74  Colorado Fresh Food Financing Fund CO4F Media Fact Sheet, https://
www.chfainfo.com/business-lending/BusinessLenderForms/CO4F_
MediaFactSheet.pdf
75  Colorado Fresh Food Financing Fund CO4F Fact Sheet Overview, 
https://www.chfainfo.com/business-lending/BusinessLenderForms/
CO4FFactSheetOverview.pdf
76  Colorado Fresh Food Financing Fund Supports Revival of Limon 
Community Grocery Store, The Colorado Health Foundation, http://www.
coloradohealth.org/news/colorado-fresh-food-financing-fund-supports-
revival-limon-community-grocery-store (August 29, 2015).
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HCAP Partners
HCAP Partners has managed more than $200 
million across three funds, providing mezzanine 
debt and equity specifically for underserved, 
lower-middle market companies throughout 
California and the Western United states.77,78 
Investors in the funds are limited partners and 
they include state pension funds and their insti-
tutional fund managers and advisors, along with 
insurance companies, banking institutions, fam-
ily offices, and foundations. The funds raised by 
HCAP Partners have grown an order of magni-
tude over time.
 HCAP Partners invests in small and medium 
sized companies to help create jobs particularly 
in economically distressed areas.  Their “gainful 
jobs approach” serves as an operational impact 
framework for their portfolio of investments, 
which are focused on increasing the economic 
opportunity and health and wellness of workers 
throughout the Western United states.79 
 Although the investments made by HCAP are 
not particularly geared towards rural communities 
and not accessible by municipalities, they are fo-
cused on the West and invest for an impact in the 
community through growing private jobs. HCAP 
targets investments of $2–9 million in companies 
serving manufacturing, services, technology, 
and healthcare industries. one of the companies 
currently in the HCAP portfolio is summit Estates, 
a new 116-bed senior living facility with assisted 
living and memory care units in south Reno, Ne-
vada.80 Another investment is Turbo International, 
a manufacturing company in Poway, California, a 
town of less than 50,000 people. 

Other Types of Loans

Agricultural Viability Loan Program81

In 2016, The Nature Conservancy received a 
$169,716 Conservation Innovation Grant through 
the Natural Resources Conservation service to 
further develop a new program in Idaho and 
California they are calling the Agricultural Via-
bility Loan Program. The Nature Conservancy 

proposes to work with commercial lenders and 
impact investors to develop a program that pro-
vides reduced operating loan rates in exchange 
for the implementation of conservation practices 
that build a producer’s natural resource base. 
The project is intended to serve as a model for 
valuing soil health and other risk-mitigating 
conservation systems as part of a producer’s 
overall financial approach. Since the program is 
still in its early stages, it is not certain how it will 
impact rural communities, but it is one to watch. 
There’s potential for the program to widen the 
financing opportunities for landowners or col-
lective landowner organizations. 

Table 16. HCAP Partners Fund Growth82

fund i fund ii fund iii
Fund Inception Date sept. 2000 May 2008 May 2013

Total Fund Size $41M $78M $92M

Number of Investments 25 23 11

Number of Exits 19 16 2

77  Mezzanine debt is debt that is in a second position behind secured senior 
debt. Often, mezzanine debt is not secured by assets, but is lent based on a 
company’s ability to repay the debt from cash flow. Equity is unsecured.
78  HCaP Partners, http://www.hcapllc.com/funds/
79  HCaP Partners 2016 impact Report, The Path to Gainful Jobs, https://
static1.squarespace.com/static/55551ab4e4b0d98a040765f6/t/59013d1844
0243d10536ff9f/1493253403143/HCaP+Partners+2016+impact+Report.pdf 
(2016).
80  HCaP Partners, http://www.hcapllc.com/portfolio-2/2015/7/20/summit-
estates
81  uSDa NRCS CiG Project Search, https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/
wps/portal/nrcs/cigsearch/national/programs/financial/cig/
cigsearch/?svsn=National&sRow=20&sort=awardYear&sOrder=ASC
82  HCaP Partners, data as of 6/30/16, http://www.hcapllc.com/

Montana & Idaho Community 
Development Corporation 
Loan Program
The Montana & Idaho Community Development 
Corporation specializes in providing business 
loans to people and organizations that do not 
qualify for bank financing. The Community 
Development Corporation offers standard term 
loans or lines of credit ranging from $1,000 to $2 
million with flexible terms at rates generally two 
to three percent higher than a bank. Montana & 
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• Bitterroot Gymnastics in Missoula, MT
Program-Related Investments
Program-Related Investments boost the pool of 
money available to organizations that typical-
ly rely on grants. As an investment instead of 
a grant, Program-Related Investments require 
the recipient to repay the funds. Program-Re-
lated Investments can be debt or equity. For the 
grantor, which in this case is an investor, Pro-
gram-Related Investments can be counted, along 
with grants and program support costs, towards 
the five percent minimum payout required for 
private foundations annually.84 There are no lim-
its imposed on the foundation as to the interest 
rate (their return) so long as the primary consid-
eration when making the investment is a chari-
table purpose. Program-Related Investments are 
flexible in terms of size of the investment, partic-
ular type of investment vehicle, and the type of 
entity receiving the investment. 
 Program-Related Investment commitments 
specify the purpose of the investment and an 
agreement by the organization receiving it to use 
all the funds received from the private founda-
tion only for the purposes of the investment and 
to repay any portion not used for such purpose. 
 When utilized by for-profit organizations, 
Program-Related Investments are accompanied 
by “expenditure responsibility” requirements 
for the foundation to monitor the organization’s 
use of funds. These requirements are not neces-
sary on Program-Related Investments to public 
charities. For reference, less than two percent of 
private foundation endowments utilize Pro-
gram-Related Investments or Mission-Related 
Investments.85 
 Program-Related Investments can be used 
in a wide variety of ways. A conservation-re-
lated role for foundation Program-Related 
Investments has been helping land trust and 
conservation partners seize time-sensitive land 
protection opportunities by providing bridge 
financing until more permanent financing can 
be secured.86 This direct project financing has 
greatly increased the amount of capital available 

83  Montana & Idaho CDC Annual Report 2015, https://mtcdc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/MICDC_Annual_Report.pdf (2015).
84  Program-Related investments, The Center for High impact Philanthropy, 
The university of Pennsylvania, http://www.impact.upenn.edu/wp-content/
uploads/2016/04/160415PRiFiNaLaH-print.pdf
85  Program-Related investments, The Center for High impact Philanthropy, 
The university of Pennsylvania, http://www.impact.upenn.edu/wp-content/
uploads/2016/04/160415PRiFiNaLaH-print.pdf
86  investing in Conservation, a landscape assessment of an emerging 
market, Naturevest and EKO asset Management Partners, https://www.
jpmorganchase.com/corporate/Corporate-Responsibility/document/
InvestingInConservation_Report_r2.pdf (November 2014).

Idaho Community Development Corporation 
works with clients to establish loan size, type of 
loan structure and uses, and then matches the 
best funding source(s) to the client. The loan 
terms and structures vary depending on the 
client and loan use. In general, loans are struc-
tured as five–10 year notes. Funds may be used 
for business purposes, such as purchase of real 
estate, equipment, or inventory, and for remod-
eling, working capital, or purchase of an existing 
business.
 In 2015, the latest annual report available, 
the Montana & Idaho Community Development 
Corporation loaned almost $3 million to rural 
small businesses, loaned over $2.5 million 
to women-owned businesses, and financed 
projects in communities that serve 17,660 low-
income people.83 The Community Development 
Corporation loaned a grand total of $41 million to 
62 borrowers in 2015 and created 616 jobs. since 
creation in 1986, the Montana & Idaho Community 
Development Corporation has loaned $385 million 
in loans to over 610 business owners contributing 
to over 4,400 jobs created or retained. 
 Regionally well-known businesses that have 
been recipients of Montana & Idaho Communi-
ty Development Corporation loans include the 
following, among many others:

• Earlywood Designs in Red Lodge, MT

• Nova Café in Bozeman, MT

• Tristate Restaurant supply in Kalispell, MT

• Betty’s Divine in Missoula, MT

• Alpine Granite Accents in Victor, MT

• Rockford Coffee in Bozeman, MT
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compared with grant funding for land deals. 
 Many private foundations have utilized 
Program-Related Investments individually to 
finance conservation and other initiatives. For 
example, the Gordon and Betty Moore Foun-
dation invested in the Farmers Conservation 
Alliance, which designs, produces, and sells 
fish-friendly, self-cleaning screens for agricul-
tural water diversions via a Program-Related In-
vestment.87 other large foundations leading the 
way with Program-Related Investments include 
The Packard Foundation, Rockefeller Founda-
tion, and the Heron Foundation, among others.  
Individual foundations have joined to form the 
Program-Related Investment Makers Network, 
which offers collaboration and outreach to inter-
ested funders.88 

F.B. Heron Foundation
In 1997, Heron made a Program-Related Invest-
ment in the form of a senior loan to New Jersey 
Community Capital to expand and improve 
child-care facilities.89 since then, their portfolio 
has grown. In 2015, Heron had $17 million, or 
7.6 percent of their $224 million portfolio invest-
ed as Program-Related Investments.90 several of 
their Program-Related Investments are issued to 
Community Development Financial Institutions.  

Northwest Area Foundation Program-
Related Investment
Northwest Area Foundation, which is geared 
towards rural communities in the northwest 
(Montana and Idaho included) as well as to 
tribal lands within their focus region, has com-
mitted to deploy 10 percent of its $420 million 
endowment towards Program- and Mission-
Related Investments. 
 As part of their efforts they invested in 
Craft3 via a $1 million, seven-year Program-Re-
lated Investment. The purpose of the loan is to 
increase Craft3’s ability to make loans to under-
served rural small businesses and Native Com-
munity Development Financial Institutions in 
oregon and Washington that advance economic, 
ecological, and family resilience in the region. 

In this case the Program-Related Investment 
was given to a private entity who serves as an 
impact-oriented lender. For recipients the fund 
represents a new source of investment as well as 
a new partner to help structure and lead oppor-
tunities that could attract additional investment.

Colorado Health Foundation Program-
Related Investment
The Colorado Health Foundation utilizes Pro-
gram-Related Investments in addition to grant mak-
ing, public policy, and strategic communications to 
broaden their philanthropic impact to help achieve 
their vision. Through Program-Related Investments, 
they invest in both nonprofit and for-profit orga-
nizations working to improve the health of Colo-
radans. These investments are below-market rate 
loans, loan guarantees, or equity, depending on the 
needs of the recipient. The foundation aims to make 
six to eight major Program-Related Investments 
each year to meet the capital needs of recipients 
from $250,000 up to $2 million.
 Froozer is one past recipient of a Colorado 
Health Foundation Program-Related Invest-
ment. Investing $650,000 in Froozer in 2016, 
the Foundation partnered with Froozer to help 
get fruits and veggies to kids in a creative way. 
Froozer, based in Denver, sells frozen squeeze 
tubes of fruits and vegetables that are billed as a 
“frozen fruit snack.”

87  investing in Conservation, a landscape assessment of an emerging 
market, Naturevest and EKO asset Management Partners, https://www.
jpmorganchase.com/corporate/Corporate-Responsibility/document/
InvestingInConservation_Report_r2.pdf (November 2014).
88  The Program Related investment Makers Network, based in Seattle, 
is a knowledge sharing and advocacy group. Foundations and other 
organizations making Program-Related investments can become 
members. Current members include foundations such as the David and 
Lucile Packard Foundation, Prudential Foundation, Northwest area 
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, and many other foundations small, 
large, and in between.
89  a Case Study, Expanding Philanthropy: Mission-Related investing at 
the F.B. Heron Foundation, Southern New Hampshire university School of 
Community Economic Development, https://www.missioninvestors.org/
system/files/tools/case-study-expanding-philanthropy-mission-related-
investing-at-the-fb-heron-foundation-michael-swack-jack-northrup-and-
janet-prince-southern-new-hampshire-university-school-of-community-
econ-devo.pdf
90  F.B. Heron Foundation, http://www.heron.org/enterprise/platform/
outcomes 



Community Futures Finance Toolbox     43

Community Development 
Financial Institutions 
Community Development Financial Institu-
tions have long played an integral role in the 
financing of rural community projects. Formally 
certified by the U.S. Department of the Treasury, 
Community Development Financial Institutions 
direct a minimum of 60 percent of their financial 
products and services to qualifying end-users, 
such as low-income or minority households, 
businesses operating in low-income communi-
ties, or nonprofits providing health or education 
services.91 Community Development Financial 
Institutions can be nonprofit loan funds, regulat-
ed banks, credit unions, loan funds, microloan 
funds, or venture capital funds. Low-income 
housing projects are the largest focus of most 
Community Development Financial Institutions. 
 Nationwide there are 1,000 Community 
Development Financial Institutions. Communi-
ty Development Financial Institutions largely 
attract capital at below-market rates, with the 
exception of investments incented by tax poli-
cy.92 Foundations such as the Heron Foundation 
invest in Community Development Financial 
Institutions. Community Development Financial 
Institution debt is more prevalent than Commu-
nity Development Financial Institution equity. 
Largely, Community Development Financial 
Institutions loans are categorized as fixed in-
come products with lower levels of liquidity 
than comparable debt instruments. Community 
Development Trust is one of a few for-profit 
Community Development Financial Institution 
experiments (apart from private Community 
Development Financial Institution banks). In 

private Community Development Financial 
Institutions, equity is raised from investors who 
expect dividends. 
 Although technically private, Community 
Development Financial Institutions appear as 
public because they are integrally tied to federal 
funds and New Market Tax Credits. There’s a 
mission-focused cross-subsidy that occurs with 
Community Development Financial Institutions 
because they often earn fees from Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit and New Markets Tax Cred-
it programs.93 
 Craft3, mentioned in the Loan Funds sec-
tion, is a Community Development Financial 
Institution, and a recipient of Program-Related 
Investment funds from the Heron Foundation.  
Though Craft3 does not operate in the Inter-
mountain West, a local or national Community 
Development Financial Institution could repli-
cate its programs in Colorado, Idaho, Montana, 
New Mexico, or Wyoming. There are many 
national Community Development Financial 
Institutions that serve the Intermountain West, 
including Non Profit Finance Fund, the Rural 
Community Assistance Corporation, share 
Capital Cooperative, the venture-capital firm SJF 
Ventures, and others.

Non Profit Finance Fund94

The Non Profit Finance Fund is also a Communi-
ty Development Financial Institution. Dedicated 
exclusively to financing nonprofits, Non Profit 
Finance Fund's mission is to help nonprofits im-
plement sustainable growth and improve their 
capacity to serve their communities. Non Profit 
Finance Fund provides operating and growth 
capital and advisory services to borrowers. Non 
Profit Finance Fund's clients provide programs 
and services aimed at eliminating or alleviating 
the causes or effects of poverty.
 Non Profit Finance Fund has provided $620 
million in financing in the form of acquisition 
and construction loans, working capital, bridge 
loans, New Market Tax Credits, and equipment 
loans. With more than $250 million in assets un-
der management, Non Profit Finance Fund has 

91  annual impact investor Survey, 2017 The Seventh Edition, GiiN, https://
thegiin.org/assets/GiiN_annualimpactinvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.pdf 
(May 2017).
92  Community Development Financial institution Futures: an industry at a 
Crossroads, http://ofn.org/sites/default/files/resources/PDFs/Publications/
NowakPaper_FINAL.pdf  (March 2016).
93  Community Development Financial institution Futures: an industry at a 
Crossroads, http://ofn.org/sites/default/files/resources/PDFs/Publications/
NowakPaper_FINAL.pdf  (March 2016).
94  Non Profit Finance Fund, http://www.nonprofitfinancefund.org/financing
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provided access to additional capital in support 
of over $2.3 billion in projects for thousands of 
organizations nationwide. 

There are also localized Community Develop-
ment Financial Institutions that are headquar-
tered and operate in the Intermountain West. 
The following table is a list of these Community 

Development Financial Institutions that are part 
of the opportunity Finance Network, a national 
network of Community Development Financial 
Institutions. 
 In support of Community Development 
Financial Institutions, the Community Devel-
opment Financial Institution Fund, established 
in 1994, plays the role of further promoting 

95  Opportunity Finance Network Community Development Financial 
Institution Locator, http://ofn.org/cdfi-locator 

Table 17. Community Development Financial Institutions in Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, 
Montana, & Wyoming95

name location Area Served lending Type

Colorado Enterprise Fund Denver, Colorado Colorado Business, Microenterprise

Colorado Housing Assistance Corporation Denver, Colorado Colorado Housing

Colorado Housing Enterprise Westminster, 
Colorado

Colorado Business, Housing

First Nations Oweesta Corporation Longmont, Colorado National other

Mercy Loan Fund Denver, Colorado Colorado Housing

Mile High Community Loan Fund Denver, Colorado Colorado Community Facilities, 
Housing

Idaho-Nevada Community Development 
Financial Institution

Boise, Idaho Idaho, 
Nevada

Business, Housing

Accion New Mexico – Arizona - Colorado Albuquerque, 
New Mexico

Arizona, 
Colorado, 
New Mexico, 
Nevada

Business, Microenterprise, 
Real Estate

Homewise, Inc. santa Fe, 
New Mexico

New Mexico Housing

Loan Fund Albuquerque, 
New Mexico

New Mexico Business, Community 
Facilities, Microenterprise

Montana & Idaho Community 
Development Corporation

Missoula, Montana Idaho, 
Montana

Business, Consumer, 
Microenterprise, Real 
Estate

Neighborworks Montana Great Falls, Montana Montana Housing

Wind River Development Fund Ft. Washakie, 
Wyoming

Wyoming Business
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96  CDFi Fund infographic, u.S. Department of the Treasury, https://www.
cdfifund.gov/Documents/CDFI_infographic_v08A.pdf
97  Fact Sheet: Bank Enterprise award Program, Maximizing investments 
in Distressed Communities, https://www.cdfifund.gov/Documents/
CDFI7205_FS_BEA_updatedJan2016.pdf (January 2016).
98  Thrifts are savings and loans associations or credit unions.
99  Fact Sheet: CDFi Bond Guarantee Program, a Gateway To Capital and 
Community Revitalization, https://www.cdfifund.gov/Documents/CDFI_
BOND.pdf (January 2016).
100  From HCaP Partners, data as of 6/30/16, http://www.hcapllc.com/

economic revitalization and community devel-
opment in low-income communities through 
investment in and assistance to Community 
Development Financial Institutions.96 The Com-
munity Development Financial Institution Fund 
is an office within the U.S. Department of the 
Treasury. This happens partially through both 
the Community Development Financial Insti-
tution Bank Enterprise Award Program and the 
Community Development Financial Institution 
Bond Guarantee Program.

Community Development Financial 
Institution Bank Enterprise Award 
Program97

The Bank Enterprise Award Program multiplies 
the impacts of financial institutions by awarding 
FDIC-insured depository institutions for making 
investments in the most distressed communities 
throughout the nation. The awards go towards 
helping banks and thrifts that have increased 
their investments in census tracts with at least 
30 percent of residents having 
incomes less than the national 
poverty level and 1.5 times the 
national unemployment rate.98 
The awards help the banks and 
thrifts offset some of their risk 
and meet capital ratio require-
ments. since its inception in 1994, 
the Bank Enterprise Award Pro-
gram has awarded grants totaling 
approximately $429 million. In 
2015 alone, the Bank Enterprise 
Award Program awarded nearly 
$18.1 million to financial insti-

tutions. Collectively, the institutions increased 
their loans, deposits, and technical assistance to 
Community Development Financial Institutions 
by $112.8 million. Specifically, they increased 
their loans and investments in distressed com-
munities by $340.2 million and increased their 
provision of financial services in distressed com-
munities by $7.6 million.

Community Development Financial 
Institution Bond Guarantee Program99

Community Development Financial Institutions 
have access to a significant source of capital 
through the Community Development Financial 
Institution Bond Guarantee Program. By provid-
ing guarantees of bonds issued by certain quali-
fied bond issuers, the program injects new, sub-
stantial capital into distressed communities and 
accelerates community economic revitalization. 
In turn, Community Development Financial 
Institutions can gain scale from the long-term 
credit at below-market interest rates provided 
by the program. 

Figure 6. Community Development Financial Institution 
Bond Guarantee Program Graphic100
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 The Community Reinvestment Fund is a 
Qualified Issuer under the Community Devel-
opment Financial Institution Bond Program per 
the approval of the Community Development 
Financial Institution Fund.101 As such, the Com-
munity Reinvestment Fund is authorized to sub-
mit Guarantee Applications on behalf of eligible 
Community Development Financial Institutions 
and to issue bonds that are worth a minimum 
of $100 million in aggregate and 100 percent 
guaranteed by the Department of the Treasury.  
The Community Reinvestment Fund assembles 
and packages eligible Community Development 
Financial Institutions into a Bond Issue pool, 
serves as the point of contact between the Com-
munity Development Financial Institutions and 
the Community Development Financial Institu-
tion Fund, and issues bonds for purchase by the 
Federal Financing Bank. 
 For example, in 2014, Community Reinvest-
ment Fund issued a $200 million bond as part of 
the Community Development Financial Insti-
tution Bond Guarantee Program on behalf of 
four of the nation’s leading Community Devel-
opment Financial Institutions — Capital Impact 
Partners, IFF, Low Income Investment Fund, and 
The Reinvestment Fund.102 As part of the larger 
issuance, each of the organizations received the 
following: 

• Capital Impact Partners received $55 million 
to provide loans for borrowers looking to 
build or expand community health centers, 
charter schools, mixed-use housing in city 
cores, healthy food retail, and projects that 
will create jobs and increase access to critical 
services in underserved communities;

• IFF received $25 million for low income 
areas and special needs populations to pro-
vide financing to charter schools, daycare 
centers, health care facilities, rental housing 
and nonprofits; 

• Low Income Investment Fund received $65 
million to provide loans for charter schools, 
commercial real estate, daycare centers, 
health care facilities, rental housing, non-
profit organizations, and licensed senior 
living and long-term care; and, 

• The Reinvestment Fund received $55 mil-
lion to provide long-term debt to projects 
serving low-income communities includ-
ing charter schools, commercial real estate, 
daycare centers, health care facilities, rental 
housing, and nonprofit organizations.

101  CRF CDFi Bond Guarantee Program, CRF, http://www.crfusa.com/
cdfi_bond_guarantee_program#
102  Community Reinvestment Fund, uSa, issues $200 Million in Federally 
Guaranteed Bonds, Reinvestment Fund, https://www.reinvestment.com/
news/2014/10/14/trf-receives-55-million-from-cdfi-bond-guarantee-
program/  (October 14, 2014).
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Equity
Equity investments rank below all loans with 
regard to claims on assets or earnings, however, 
based on the terms of the equity and structure 
of the company, the security holder may have a 
direct claim on the governance and ownership of 
the enterprise. 
 Investment funds can be structured in a 
number of different ways including private eq-
uity, venture capital, real estate investment trust, 
timber investment management organization, 
and a number of other entity structures. Larger 
scale impact investment vehicles are typically 
one of these vehicles. 
 Drawing on multiple revenue streams and 
financing tools to compete in the mature asset 
class of agriculture and forest, Farmland LP and 
Ecotrust Forest Management are two examples 
of impact investing funds that buy property 
with the aim of environmentally and economi-
cally improving the operations. Though neither 
are direct tools to support small and rural com-
munities, they represent the growth of impact 
investing and how such efforts affect these 
communities. In the event that a community 
risks productive farm or timberland being taken 
out of production due to generational shifts in 
ownership, investment firms such as Farmland 
LP and Ecotrust Forest Management offer the 
possibility that working lands can transition 
ownership, but remain working.  

Farmland LP103

A recipient of a Conservation Innovation Grant, 
Farmland LP is a real asset investment, pri-
vate-equity firm specializing in sustainable 
farmland. Working to demonstrate that sus-
tainable agriculture is superior financially and 
ecologically to traditional commodity crop pro-
duction, Farmland LP invests in land and uses 
management tools such as rotational grazing 
while transitioning land to organic crop farming, 
investing in infrastructure, and increasing crop 
diversity. The operational cash flow is combined 
with the appreciation of the land to achieve 
returns for Farmland LP’s equity investors. The 
company currently manages over 12,500 acres in 
California and oregon. 

Ecotrust Forest Management104

Also a Conservation Innovation Grants recip-
ient, Ecotrust Forest Management is a timber 
investment management organization with a re-
gional approach to investing that accelerates the 
transition of high-priority forestland assets to 
long-term, local owners while improving forest 
management outcomes through its ecologically 
beneficial forestry practices in the interim hold-
ing period. Local owners include indigenous 
tribes, public agencies, and local conservation 
entities. In addition to their Forest stewardship 
Council-certified timber harvesting, Ecotrust 
Forest Management uses forest carbon credits, 
working forest conservation easements, New 
Market Tax Credits, and conservation sales to 
achieve the returns desired by their investors. 
 Ecotrust Forest Management has over $80 
million in assets and has managed 35,000 acres 
in Oregon and Washington. Between the first 
two funds — one raised in 2005, the other in 
2013 — Ecotrust Forest Management has com-
pleted twelve transactions. The second fund in 
particular was geared for Ecotrust Forest Man-

103  Private Capital for Working Land Conservation, a Market Development 
Framework, The Conservation Finance Network, http://www.
conservationfinancenetwork.org/sites/default/files/Private_Capital_for_
Working_Lands_Conservation.pdf (2016).
104  Private Capital for Working Land Conservation, a Market Development 
Framework, The Conservation Finance Network, http://www.
conservationfinancenetwork.org/sites/default/files/Private_Capital_for_
Working_Lands_Conservation.pdf (2016).

EQUITY & REAL ASSETS
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agement to act as a bridge owner, holding prop-
erties for an interim period of five–10 years to 
provide long-term, strategic owners the oppor-
tunity to raise funds to purchase the land. This 
is similar to the role of programs like Craft3’s 
Conservation Bridge Fund and the open space 
Institute’s Conservation Finance Loan Program, 
however instead of providing financing to the 
long-term owner, Ecotrust Forest Management 
becomes an interim owner and realizes the cash 
flows associated with managing the property 
and potentially also property appreciation while 
owning the land. 

Slow Money National
Unlike the more centralized investment vehicles 
for equity and real asset investing, slow Money 
specifically connects local investors to regional 
causes through localized investment clubs that 
vary in structure and form based on the needs 
of the investors and regional producers. In most 
cases, the investment groups act as lenders rath-
er than buying real assets in the way that Farm-

land LP and Ecotrust Forest Management do. 
 Comprised of 28 local groups across the 
country, slow Money builds a diverse network 
of funds from individuals, foundations, busi-
nesses, nonprofit organizations, and government 
entities to invest in farms, fisheries, and the 
ecosystems that sustain them. on a larger scale, 
Slow Money aims “to catalyze the flow of capital 
to local food systems, connecting investors to 
the places where they live and promoting new 
principles of fiduciary responsibility that ‘bring 
money back down to earth’.” Slow Money has 
catalyzed over $56.6 million worth of investment 
in over 625 local and organic food enterprises 
with investments ranging from a few thousand 
dollars to hundreds of thousands. 
 Slow Money’s local groups consist of 17 local 
networks and 11 investment clubs. There are 
currently four investment clubs in Colorado and 
a network in New Mexico. As of mid-2017, there 
were no active slow Money groups in Idaho, 
Montana, or Wyoming. 

Table 18. Highlights of Slow Money Group Activities Across the United States105

state Investments

Maine $13 million to over 80 small food enterprises

Two investment clubs: No small Potatoes, which has made 23 microloans totaling $105,000; 
and Maine organic Lenders, which has made six loans totaling $87,000

California $2 million including investments in Point Reyes Compost Company, Catalán Family Farm, and 
People’s Community Market

North Carolina Investments totaling $3 million (made up of more than 200 loans and/or equity investments 
ranging from $500 to $30,000) have been made to 98 small food enterprises, from beekeepers 
to small farmers, from local food co-ops to local brewers and distillers – and even an organic 
cotton clothing maker

Colorado Investment clubs have been formed in Boulder, Denver, Fort Collins, and Aspen. The 27 
members of the Boulder club have made eight loans totaling $119,000 to such companies as 
LoCo Foods, Urban Farm Co., De La Chiva Goat Dairy, and ozuké Pickled Things

New York Members invested $25,000 in one of the largest organic rooftop gardens in the U.s., the 
Brooklyn Grange, which grows over 50,000 lbs. of produce per year

105  Slow Money, https://slowmoney.org/about/our-work/what-we-do/
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Real Assets
In some cases, impact investors invest directly 
in real assets instead of through a fund vehicle. 
Similar to Slow Money’s strategy, this invest-
ment tool is typically utilized in a highly local-
ized fashion pairing local funds to a specific, 
one-time project. In sheridan, Wyoming this 
occurred as part of a larger “funding quilt”-style 
project to secure and protect the land that is be-
coming Goose Creek Community Park. 

Goose Creek Community Park106

The sheridan Community Land Trust together 
with The Nature Conservancy began working 
on stitching together a plan to secure and protect 
more than 31 acres along Goose Creek in sher-
idan for a public park and open space in 2009. 
Real asset investment by private foundations 
was an integral part of the success of this project. 
 In 2008, the City of Sheridan identified land 
along Goose Creek for the purpose of creat-
ing a public park. The city made several offers 
to purchase the property, but the underlying 
zoning and prime location made the fair market 
value too expensive for the City to compete in 
the market. The City engaged sheridan Com-
munity Land Trust to evaluate strategies to 

achieve the community’s vision for the property. 
In 2014, The Nature Conservancy of Wyoming 
introduced a new grant program that prioritized 
community conservation projects throughout the 
state. This tool, though helpful, was not enough 
to execute the project. 
 In 2015 the Homer and Mildred scott Foun-
dation and the Foundation for Community 
Vitality formed an LLC to purchase and secure 
the 31-acre property identified by the City of 
sheridan as a future public park and open space. 
The LLC closed on the property in December 
of 2015. With the property owned by the LLC, 
sheridan Community Land Trust and The Na-
ture Conservancy had the stability needed to 
raise funds to purchase the development rights 
through a purchased conservation easement. 
The purchased easement will lower the basis of 
the private investment in the property, at which 
point it is projected that the City of sheridan will 
be able to afford the property. When the City of 
sheridan purchases the land from the current 
owner, the LLC formed by the two private foun-
dations will cease to have an ownership stake in 
the property and the investment. 

106  Sheridan Community Land Trust, Partnership Secures New Community 
Nature Park, website (December 9, 2016).
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PaYMENT FOR SERviCES

MoST CoMMoNLY, CoNTRACTS or grants 
to support social service delivery are based 
on outputs (short-term) instead of outcomes 
(long-term). Payment-for-services contracts 
align payments, typically made by the gov-
ernment, to outcomes instead of outputs. 
Pay-for-performance instruments are a form of 
outcomes-based contracts in which public sector 
commissioners commit to pay for a significant 
improvement in social outcomes for a defined 
population. 
 Payment-for-service contracts are often ac-
companied by financing agreements, in which 
private investors provide upfront capital fund-
ing to support service delivery throughout the 
project period. Private investment is utilized 
to pay for interventions, which are delivered 
by service providers. The financial returns to 
investors are often made by the public sector on 
the basis of improved social outcomes. These 
private funds are repaid by a back-end, or out-
comes payer (usually a government) if contrac-
tually agreed-upon outcomes are achieved. If 
the intervention is not successful, the govern-
ment does not pay the investors back. Typically, 
an independent evaluator determines if and 
when the agreed-upon outcomes have been 
met. since the payer is not committed to paying 
for services if they do not achieve the desired 
outcomes, payment-for-service contracting has 
been used to scale up effective programs and 
interventions, as well as test innovative models 
of service delivery.

 Figure 7 illustrates the simplest pay-
ment-for-service model applicable in a wide 
variety of sectors. The simplicity or complication 
of payment for service contracts varies depend-
ing on the contract mechanism utilized. In terms 
of land conservation, Table 19 details the types 
of contracts and what sets them apart from the 
other types of contracts. 
 The payment-for-service market is early in 
its evolution and is changing rapidly. Funds 
from the UsDA through the Conservation Inno-
vation Grant program are helping fund innova-
tions in payment for services programs. 

Figure 7. Simple Payment-for-Service Model107

107  Center for Supportive Housing, Social impact investing: a Tool to 
Finance Community-Based Supportive Housing and Fulfill the Integration 
Goals of Olmstead, 2014 via Cascade No. 89 Fall 2015, Community 
Development Studies & Education, Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia 
http://www.csh.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/Socialimpactinvestment_
Olmstead.pdf (2015).
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Table 19. Payment for Services Contract Mechanisms108

Contract Types Distinguishing Characteristics

Partial Payment for Success • Conservation buyers provide partial funding for project 
implementation

• Producers receive a secondary payment depending on 
conservation outcomes

Public-Private Partnership Project Seed Funding • Conservation buyers act as investors, providing upfront 
capital for producers to implement projects

Full Delivery • Private investors finance the project implementation

• Buyers pay an agreed price per credit upon verification

• Variations can be used as the structure for an upfront in-lieu 
fee or revolving fund program

Entrepreneurial Banking • Private funders pay for project implementation

• Mitigation buyers pay private funders and producers

• Conservation buyers administer programs, but do not fund 
project implementation

• Mitigation buyers are not responsible for project 
implementation

• Provides opportunities for financial return on investment

Maturing Western Environmental 
Markets109

Currently in development, this program, which 
was funded by a Conservation Innovation Grant, 
aims to enable Western states to buy ecosystem 
service credits, establishing consistent demand 
for conservation outcomes, and creating private 
investment opportunities, all of which would 
drive funds to individual ranchers or groups 
of landowners working together to achieve or 
preserve conservation outcomes. The payments 
to individual landowners or landowner groups 
would help fund conservation work and reward 
good stewardship. The project proposes pay-

for-success investment instruments specific to 
wildlife habitat and water quality conservation. 
Nevada is slated to be the pilot state for the 
instrument and will utilize it towards its efforts 
to conserve habitat for sage grouse in particular. 
This pilot program is similar to mitigation bank-
ing in the funding stream to landowners, but is 
structured as a pay-for-success model so it may 
attract a different kind of investor. The program is 
still in the early phases, but with the participating 
organizations, it is plausible that the program can 
develop as an investment model to be tailored to 
states beyond Nevada. Environmental Incentives 
is the technical lead for the project. Project part-
ners include Colorado Cattlemen’s Association, 
the states of Nevada and Utah, Environmental 
Defense Fund, Nevada Department of Conserva-
tion and Natural Resources, Nevada Division of 
Environmental Protection, Idaho Office of Spe-
cies Conservation, Utah Department of Natural 
Resources, and Colorado Department of Natural 
Resources. 

108  Environmental incentives, Technical Brief: Pay for Success Strategies 
for Western States, 2016 http://enviroincentives.com/wp-content/
uploads/2017/01/PFS_Technical_Brief-1.pdf
109  The Conservation Finance Network, Private Capital for Working 
Land Conservation, a Market Development Framework, http://www.
conservationfinancenetwork.org/sites/default/files/Private_Capital_
for_Working_Lands_Conservation.pdf (2016) and National Resource 
Conservation Service Conservation innovation Grants Search Engine 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/ciglanding/national/programs/
financial/cig/cigsearch/



52    Community Futures Finance Toolbox

 As mentioned in the Bonds section, social 
Impact Bonds, Environmental Impact Bonds, 
and Forest Resiliency Bonds are all types of pay-
ment for service contracts. Each of these tools 
are options for small and rural communities to 
finance efforts to make their communities more 
livable, resilient, and vibrant. 
 social Impact Bonds shift the risk of a pre-
ventive social service’s success from taxpayers 
to investors who finance programs and receive 
government repayments if an agreed-upon 
performance metric is achieved.110 Through 
Social Impact Bonds the financial risk shifts from 
service providers to investors, with investors 
underwriting service providers based on their 
ability to deliver on positive social outcomes. 
social Impact Bonds appeal to socially oriented 
investors because they require as much analyti-
cal rigor on the social impact measurement side 
as on the financial side.
 In the conservation world, pay-for-success 
or pay-for-performance investment vehicles are 
often called Environmental Impact Bonds. Forest 
Resiliency Bonds are a type of Environmental 
Impact Bonds. 

Forest Resiliency Bonds
With the support of a Conservation Innovation 
Grant and the Rockefeller and Packard Founda-
tions, and in partnership with Encourage Cap-
ital and World Resources Institute, Blue Forest 
Conservation is developing an outcomes-based 
security they have coined the Forest Resiliency 
Bond. similar in purpose and function to an En-
vironmental Impact Bond or sustainable infra-
structure financing, the Forest Resiliency Bond 
deploys private capital to make forests more 
resilient by investing in restoration projects that 
protect forest health and mitigate wildfire and 
drought risk. Contracting with both public and 
private beneficiaries to monetize the multifaceted 
benefits of forest restoration, the Forest Resiliency 
Bond creates value for a diverse set of stakehold-
ers (including the U.S. Forest Service, water and 
electric utilities, private water-dependent compa-
nies, state governments, and insurance compa-
nies). The Forest Resiliency Bond will use capital 
from cost-share payments and pay-for-success 
contracts from utilities, companies, and federal 
land-management agencies to fund proactive 
forest restoration specifically for protected water 
quality and avoided sedimentation.111

110  Cascade No. 89  Community Development Studies & Education, 
Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia  Pay for Success: Financing Research-
informed Practice.
111  World Resources institute, Protecting Drinking Water at the Source, 
https://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/Protecting_Drinking_Water_at_the_
Source.pdf (October 2016).
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Figure 8. Predicted Flow of Transactions and outcomes From The Forest Resiliency Bond112

112  Protecting Drinking Water at the Source, World Resources institute, 
https://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/Protecting_Drinking_Water_at_the_
Source.pdf (October 2016).
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DonATions CoMe in the form of individual 
philanthropic gifts, foundation grants, or part 
of larger corporate giving campaigns. Private 
donations have long funded small and rural 
communities. 

PRIVATE DoNATIoNs

 Instead of recounting all donation efforts, 
this section features some of the more innovative 
efforts funding specific projects in creative ways. 

GRaNTS

GRANT SUPPoRT IS a sum of money given 
by an organization (grantor), especially philan-
thropy or government, for a particular social 
or economic purpose. Grantors may have re-
strictions on how the funds can be used by the 
grantee that are articulated in a contract. simi-
larly, grants may come with reporting require-
ments. Unlike impact investments, grants have 
no financial return of the funds themselves or as 
a percentage on the funds in addition. Grants are 
not recycled. 
 There are a large number of foundations and 
organizations known to fund conservation and 
community efforts in the Intermountain West. 

Grant Funds
Like other funding sources discussed in this 
report, grants can be combined to create a larger 
pool of funding for projects and larger breadth 
of impact opportunities for grantors. 

Community Forest Fund113 
since 2010, the Community Forest Fund, a pro-
gram of the open space Institute, has supported 
15 community forests. Communities across New 
England purchase, permanently conserve, and 
collectively manage forests to benefit directly 
from the land’s many values. The Fund has 
helped conserve over 30,000 acres in 20 North-
ern New England towns across Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Vermont — preserving access to 
outdoor recreation, protecting water, and pro-
viding direct economic benefits. 
 Community Forest Fund grants have provid-
ed the financial means for town leaders and land 
trusts to work collaboratively and garner local 
support for citizen-driven conservation. These 
efforts have catalyzed change in rural communi-
ties. Historically, the grants have provided proj-
ects with added credibility, helping land trusts 
and municipalities secure funds from public 
and private sources. Grants from the Fund have 
helped grantees leverage $6 for every $1 invest-
ed by the Fund.

113  Open Space institute, Community Forest Fund, https://www.
openspaceinstitute.org/funds/community-forest-fund 



Community Futures Finance Toolbox     55

COLLECTivE PRivaTE DONaTiONS

Conservation Funds114

The National Forest Foundation ski Conserva-
tion Funds allow guests, visitors, and patrons of 
particular ski resorts to contribute to the local 
ski conservation fund. The programs are reve-
nue-sharing programs where the users of a place 
generate revenue through retail, hospitality, and 
recreation, and then a portion of those revenues 
are voluntarily contributed to causes that im-
prove the very areas where the funds were gen-
erated. Each individual fund is run differently 
and benefits specific local efforts. In some cases 
the National Forest Foundation runs a compet-
itive grant round that funds improvements. In 
others the foundation strategically partners with 
one or a combination of several localized non-
profits and organizations to provide an addition-
al funding stream to finance their projects. The 
four separate ski Conservation Funds currently 
administered by National Forest Foundation 
include:

• Colorado ski Resorts and the White River 
National Forest;

• Jackson Hole Mountain Resort’s Ski 
Conservation Fund;

• Lake Quinault ski Conservation Fund; and,

• Ski Apache’s Ski Conservation Fund.

Ski Apache’s Ski Conservation Fund115

Through the National Forest Foundation ski 
Conservation Fund, Ski Apache’s guests help 
fund the Arizona Conservation Corps’ program 
to retrain recent-era veterans for careers in natu-
ral resource management and wildland firefight-
ing. In coordination with public land manage-
ment agencies, the Arizona Conservation Corps 
manages the Veteran Fire Corps. In 2014, a 
six-person crew trained through the Veteran Fire 
Corps restored 1,000 acres of habitat, planted 560 
pounds of grass seed to reseed 480 acres, and 
conducted work to curb and prevent erosion. 

Other Types of Revenue 
Sharing
There are many retail industries that support 
small and rural communities. The brewing 
industry supports conservation and other ini-
tiatives in a wide variety of places nationwide. 
A large number of small and rural communities 
in the Intermountain West have a brewery (or a 
few). Four of the five states in the Intermountain 
West rank in the top 10 nationally in terms of 
breweries per capita. 
 The three examples below detail beer being 
used to fund causes, projects, and organiza-
tions in small and rural communities, but there 
are many more examples. The opportunity for 
a local brewery to partner with a nonprofit is 
a replicable and applicable innovative private 
funding opportunity; these partnerships, espe-
cially in smaller rural communities, often yield 
modest amounts of money and create visibility 
for projects and organizations. 

114  Ski Conservation and Forest Stewardship Fund, National Forest 
Foundation, https://www.nationalforests.org/who-we-are/our-impact/
category/ski-conservation-and-forest-stewardship-fund
115  National Forest Foundation, Ski apache and arizona Conservation 
Corps, https://www.nationalforests.org/who-we-are/our-impact/ski-
apache-and-arizona-conservation-corps 
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Table 20. Breweries in the Intermountain West116

state No. of Breweries Breweries Per Capita national rank

Colorado 334 8.4 3rd

Idaho 53 4.6 10th

Montana 68 9.0 2nd 

New Mexico 57 3.9 11th

Wyoming 23 5.4 8th 

Sockeye Brewing117

sockeye Brewing in Idaho has partnered with 
many local nonprofits and businesses since they 
began in 1996. Their “Idaho Wild 50” Pale Ale 
benefits the Selway-Bitterroot Frank Church 
Foundation. Every year the brewery brews a 
special ale for the spring and fall fundraisers of 
the selway-Bitterroot Frank Church Foundation. 
Separately, a portion of the proceeds of Sockeye’s 
annual brew Trail Digger Pail Pale goes towards 
funding the trail building and maintenance efforts 
of southwest Idaho Mountain Bike Association. 

Bozeman Brewing118

Based in Bozeman, Montana, Bozeman Brewing 
has a number of efforts to align their profitabili-
ty with the success of the nonprofit community 
in their region. A portion of every keg or can 
of Gallatin Pale Ale sold benefits the Greater 
Gallatin Watershed Council to help them keep 
the water used to brew the beer (and to recreate 
in) clean. The beer was seasonal, but recently 
became a year-round brew. since then, in just six 
months the sales from Gallatin Pale Ale raised 
$1,973 for the Watershed Council. 
 The brewery also puts on a sunday FUN-
Day event on approximately 45 sundays of the 
year. on these days $0.50 of each pint sold goes 
to benefit a particular identified area nonprofit. 
Depending on the week, this event usually re-
sults in the sale of 125–400 pints. Conservatively, 
nonprofits can expect to make $100 or more at 

a sunday FUNDay event at Bozeman Brewing. 
This revenue-sharing day is popular among 
breweries across the Intermountain West, but 
does not occur at every brewery. 

Tabs for Texas119

Many breweries support environmental conser-
vation efforts, especially related to water, which 
is a vital component of the brewing process. 
Lone star Beer in Texas recently led a reve-
nue-sharing effort to raise money for historic 
preservation. Dancehalls go hand in hand with 
beer in Texas culture. 
 For several months in 2017, Lone star drinkers 
were encouraged to pull the tab from their cans 
and drop them in one of the 228 boots at retailers 
and dance halls statewide. For each tab tossed 
into a boot, one dollar will be donated to Texas 
Dancehall Preservation, Inc. to fund its efforts to 
keep Texas Dance Halls around for this genera-
tion and those to come. The creative partnership 
between this historic beer brand and this nonprof-
it specifically benefits small and rural commu-
nities by preserving their heritage and working 
towards keeping economic drivers relevant and 
successful. The funds raised by this partnership 
are still being totaled as of June 2017. 

116  Brewers association, Statistics by State, https://www.
brewersassociation.org/statistics/by-state/
117  Sockeye Brew Benefit Beers, http://sockeyebrew.com/benefit-beer/
118  in person meeting with Jonathan Szajnuk of Bozeman Brewing 
Company on May 24, 2017
119  LoneStar Beer Tabs For Texas, http://lonestarbeer.com/tabsfortexas/ 
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Other Opt-In By Private 
Business 

Washing for a Cause
Washing for a Cause is a joint project between 
The Laundress, a New York-based retailer, and 
singer John Mayer. The line of two products 
inspired by the American West branded oUT 
WEsT debuted in september of 2016. Through 
the eco-conscious partnership, 50 percent of 
the proceeds benefit the Montana Association 
of Land Trusts (MALT).120 Together they have 
raised over $19,300 through sales of oUT WEsT 
to support Montana open land conservation as 
of May 2017.121 
 The Laundress and John Mayer are undeni-
ably big names, but the Intermountain West has 
a number of well-known regional and national 
retail brands that could potentially form creative 
partnerships to fund small and rural communi-
ties through the sale of a special line of products. 

Opt-In By Customer

Dining Out For Trails122

In salida, Colorado, The Boathouse Cantina, a 
locally owned restaurant created a voluntary 
one percent donation program (from all of their 
sales) to raise funds for the trail construction ef-
forts of Salida Mountain Trails, a local nonprofit. 
 An additional one percent is automatically 
added to the pre-tax food/beverage bill at The 
Boathouse Cantina. Patrons can opt out of the 
donation if they wish. In addition to the one 
percent donation, The Boathouse Cantina con-
tributes an additional 10 percent of the total 
collected from this program. since inception in 
2014, this program has provided over $75,000 
directly to salida Mountain Trails to build new 
trails, redesign trails, and add signage to trails.

120  The Laundress x John Mayer is Coming!, The Laundress Clean Talk 
Blog, https://www.thelaundress.com/clean-talk-blog/the-laundress-x-john-
mayer-is-coming.html (September 9, 2016).
121  MaLT Social Media release, https://www.instagram.com/p/
BUuFY9xlVTA/?taken-by=mtmalt (May 30, 2017).
122  Dine Out for Trails, Salida Mountain Trails, http://salidamountaintrails.
org/dine-out-for-trails/
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CORPORaTE PaRTNERSHiPS

There Are CounTless examples of corpora-
tions creatively funding innovative measures to 
protect the environment and promote livability 
and economic viability of communities. The 
two examples included in this section highlight 
companies that have led the way in philanthro-
py and creative financing of efforts to give back 
to their region. 

PCC Farmland Trust123

PCC Farmland Trust was founded in 1999 by PCC 
Natural Markets as an independent nonprofit or-
ganization. Funding comes from a combination of 
individual contributions and a share of revenues 
derived from people shopping at PCC Natural 
Markets. PCC has several vendor partners all 
of whom sell products at PCC Natural Markets 
and contribute a portion of their proceeds to the 
PCC Farmland Trust. In addition, proceeds from 
particular items sold at PCC such as the seattle 
Chinook book and the PCC Farmland Trust veg-
gie platter, among others, go towards the Trust. 
Finally, select local, craft breweries support the 
Trust monthly by donating $1 from each case sold 
at PPC Natural Markets. 
 Powers Winery, one of the longest-running 
partners of the Trust, generously donates $2 per 
bottle of their PCC Farmland Trust Chardonnay 
and Cabernet wines. since 2007, Powers Winery 
has contributed over $175,000 to PCC Farmland 
Trust through this partnership.
 With $8.2 million raised, since 1999 PCC 
Farmland Trust has conserved 19 farm proper-
ties to date across Washington, totaling 2,009 
acres, and supported 59 farm-related businesses. 
Their conservation approach is a buy, protect, 
sell method. The Trust buys valuable farmland, 

protects it by removing development poten-
tial through conservation easements, and then 
strategically sells the farmland to sustainable 
and organic growers to recycle dollars and fund 
future projects. 

New Belgium Philanthropy124

New Belgium began their philanthropy efforts 
in 1995. At that time, $1 for every barrel of beer 
sold was donated to nonprofits in the commu-
nities where New Belgium beer was sold. The 
program has evolved as the company and its 
sales reach have grown. since inception of the 
program, New Belgium has donated more than 
$8 million through their grant programs. In 
addition, in 2016, employees donated over 4,330 
hours of volunteer time to their community. 
 The purpose of New Belgium’s Grant Pro-
gram is to serve and connect with communities 
where they sell their beers. In 2017, they will do-
nate $957,969 in 45 states and D.C. Specifically, 
their grants focus on five strategies to mitigate 
the negative impacts of humans on the environ-
ment including:

• Youth environmental education;

• sustainable agriculture;

• smart growth and climate;

• Bike advocacy; and

• Water conservation and restoration.

Past recipients have included many individual 
small and rural communities as well as regional, 
combined efforts of several rural communities. 
Additionally, a large number of past grant recip-
ients have been in the Intermountain West. 

123  PCC Farmland Trust, https://www.pccfarmlandtrust.org/ 
124  New Belgium Philanthropy, http://www.newbelgium.com/Sustainability/
Community/Philanthropy 
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REAL AssET oWNERsHIP

COMMuNiTY OWNERSHiP

Community Land Trust125

Community land trusts are nonprofit, communi-
ty-based organizations that aim to ensure com-
munity stewardship of land. Primarily, commu-
nity land trusts involve affordable housing. In 
order to ensure long-term housing affordability, 
community land trusts acquire land and main-
tain ownership. The community land trust then 
enters into a long-term, renewable lease instead 
of a traditional sale. A family then essential-
ly ground leases the land under their home. 
When the homeowner sells, the family earns 
only a portion of the increased property value. 
The remaining value is kept by the communi-
ty land trust to preserve the affordability for 
low-to-moderate-income families into the future. 
 Across the country there are nearly 250 com-
munity land trusts. As of 2011, there were five 
active community land trusts in Colorado, two 
in Idaho, six in Montana, four in New Mexico, 
and one in Wyoming.126 
 Although most community land trusts are 
focused on affordable housing, many contribute 
to community development beyond providing 
permanently affordable housing, such as the two 
detailed below. The creativity of community land 
trusts in other states could be translated to the 
rural and small communities served by the com-
munity land trusts in the Intermountain West. 

125  Overview Community Land Trusts (CLTs), Community Wealth, http://
community-wealth.org/strategies/panel/clts/index.html 
126  Results of The 2011 Comprehensive CLT Survey, The Housing 
Fund vanderbilt university, http://cltnetwork.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/01/2011-Comprehensive-CLT-Survey.pdf  (January 11, 2012).

Anchorage Community Land Trust
Launched in 2003, Anchorage Community Land 
Trust began with a seed grant from the Rasmu-
son Foundation. The organization was formed to 
help develop healthy and prosperous communi-
ties in Anchorage. soon after forming, Anchor-
age Community Land Trust focused their efforts 
on revitalizing Mountain View, a geographic 
area of high need.
 To promote projects that improve the quality 
of life for the residents and to support develop-
ment that brings needed businesses and services 
into the neighborhood, the trust acquires key 
pieces of property in Mountain View. Anchorage 
Community Land Trust is committed to long-
term, sustainable social, economic revitalization, 
and development rooted in community-based 
efforts.
 In some instances Anchorage Community 
Land Trust acquires, cleans up, and resells the 
properties to new owners who add vibrancy 
to the community and meet the needs of local 
residents. An example is Credit Union 1, which 
purchased a warehouse previously owned and 
restored by the trust. When Credit Union 1 
moved into Mountain View in 2010, it was the 
first financial institution in the neighborhood in 
over two decades. Anchorage Community Land 
Trust has also sold to the special olympics, Alas-
ka Housing Finance Corporation, and Cook Inlet 
Housing Authority.
 In other cases, Anchorage Community Land 
Trust buys, redevelops, and reuses properties by 
renting them out to operating businesses that cre-
ate jobs, or bring services and increase the quality 
of living in the neighborhood. 
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Lopez Island Farm Trust127

Lopez Community Land Trust was formed in 
1989 in response to the need for affordable hous-
ing on Lopez Island near seattle. After decades 
of working in the housing space, Lopez Com-
munity Land Trust began the Lopez Island Farm 
Trust project. The farm trust will hold farmland 
in trust to support a perpetual, affordable, and 
regenerative local food system on Lopez Island. 
Lopez Island Farm Trust is one way Lopez Com-
munity Land Trust is working to ensure more 
local food production on Lopez Island for gener-
ations to come.
 Lopez Community Land Trust is purchas-
ing stonecrest Farm, a 46-acre historic working 
farm. The current owners, can no longer work 
the farm, so they are selling it to Lopez Commu-
nity Land Trust with a life estate on the property. 
The land trust is raising $1,000,000 to purchase 
stonecrest Farm and approximately $385,000 
remains to be raised over the next three years.
 The project is a legacy for Lopez Island, and 
will provide a boost to beginning farmers who 
want to farm, but don’t yet have the financial 
resources to purchase land and equipment. 
Access to affordable, productive farmland has 
been identified as one of the greatest challenges 
to farmers in the seattle region. 

Community Forest
Community forestry is an innovative and evolv-
ing tool used by communities to protect forests, 
keep working land working, and allow the local 
community to play a significant role in forest 
management and land use decisions. Through 

community ownership and management of for-
estland, the Community Forest model promotes 
community and economic development as well 
as conservation.128 The concept of Community 
Forests is closely related to the U.s. Forest ser-
vice’s Community Forest & Open Space Pro-
gram, which was authorized in 2008 and became 
fully operational in 2011–2012. Community 
Forests look different in different communities. 
The two examples below are only a couple of the 
variations on the community forest model.

Blackfoot Community 
Conservation Area129

An innovative effort involving community forest 
ownership and cooperative ecosystem manage-
ment across public and private lands, Blackfoot 
Community Conservation Area is located in the 
center of the 1.5 million-acre Blackfoot River 
watershed in Montana.  
 The Blackfoot Community Conservation 
Area project has two interrelated parts. First, the 
Blackfoot Challenge owns 5,609 acres that was 
transferred from The Nature Conservancy. 
 The second component of the Blackfoot 
Community Conservation Area involves the 
management of the conservation area with the 
surrounding 41,000 acres that are a mixture of 
private and public lands. As shown in Figure 9, 
the managers in this larger Blackfoot Commu-
nity Conservation Area include the U.s. Forest 
service-Lolo National Forest; Montana Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks; the Montana Department 
of Natural Resources and Conservation; and a 
number of private landowners.

127  Historic Stonecrest Farm – a Lopez Legacy for 2017, Lopez Community 
Land Trust, https://www.lopezclt.org/historic-stonecrest-farm/
128  Economic and Community Development through Community 
Forests, Northern Forest Center and The Trust for Public Land, https://
northernforest.org/images/resources/community-forests/Economic_
and_Community_Development_through_Community_Forests_screen_
final_3.24.14.pdf (March 2014).
129  Blackfoot Community Conservation area, Management Plan for 
the Core, http://www.blackfootchallenge.org/Clone//wp-content/
uploads/2010/08/BCCa-Management-Plan-for-the-Core.pdf
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Figure 9. Map of Blackfoot Community Conservation Area130

13 Mile Woods131

Errol, New Hampshire’s vision came to frui-
tion with the 13 Mile Woods Community Forest 
project. In 2005, residents of Errol had the fore-
sight to work towards owning and managing 
its forestlands to conserve the land, bolster the 
economy, and support quality local jobs. 
 With the help of The Trust for Public Land 
and the Northern Forest Center, the Town of 
Errol purchased the 7,108-acre forest property 
as the first step towards maintaining the town’s 
rural character and contributing to the town’s 
economic development. The property was 
purchased in two acquisitions. In 2005, the total 
purchase price of the initial 5,266 acres was just 
over $4 million including the transaction costs. 
The funding came from a variety of sources 
illustrated in Figure 10.

 The project resulted in more than just the 
permanent conservation of 7,100 acres. As of 
2014, the successes were further quantified as:

• $3.7 million in total timber sales; net 
revenue $1.7 million;

• Direct support for two local, full-time jobs 
annually in forestry and logging; indirect 
support for up to 10 jobs annually in other 
sectors of the forest economy; and

• Revenues from sustainable timber 
management paid for 50 percent of initial 
purchase loan within seven years and will 
yield approximately $100,000 per year in 
the future, which could meet 10 percent of 
Errol’s typical annual municipal budget. 

Additionally, the community management of the 
forest results in recreational benefits and associ-
ated positive economic impacts to Errol.
 

130  Blackfoot Challenge, http://www.blackfootchallenge.org/ 
131  Economic and Community Development through Community 
Forests, Northern Forest Center and The Trust for Public Land,  https://
northernforest.org/images/resources/community-forests/Economic_
and_Community_Development_through_Community_Forests_screen_
final_3.24.14.pdf (March 2014).
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Figure 10. Funding Sources for Town of errol’s 2005 Partial Purchase of the 13 Mile Woods Property

132  The treatment of cash flow from an operating business from a tax 
perspective is not included in this overview. Nonprofits, municipalities, and 
other organizations interested in this tool should consult an accountant 
and attorney for expert advice on how to handle cash from rentals or 
leases. 
133  Learning From indigenous Non-Governmental Organizations, a Case 
Study of Three indigenous Non-Governmental Organizations in Canada 
with Transformative impact on their Communities, version 2, Tides 
Canada, http://tidescanada.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/Tides_
Canada_INGO_Report_2015.pdf (November 2015).

iNDiviDuaL OWNERSHiP

Real Assets and Their 
Operating Businesses
Real assets have value due to their substance 
and properties. Physical assets classified as real 
assets include precious metals, commodities, 
real estate, agricultural land, machinery, water, 
and oil.  For the purpose of identifying tools 
that small and rural communities can utilize to 
create more vibrant and sustainable futures, this 
section focuses on real estate ownership, and in 
particular real estate assets with associated oper-
ating businesses that generate cash flow.132

Ilisaqsivik in Clyde River133

Ilisaqsivik Society, a charitable nonprofit com-
munity-based Inuit organization in Clyde River, 
Nunavut in Canada, grew out of the initiative 
taken by a group of Inuit residents and local 
teachers who came together in 1996 in response 
to a high rate of youth suicide in their remote 

community on Baffin Island. The group was 
driven by a commitment to community wellness, 
health, and healing rooted in Inuit values. 
 As one of their first actions as a nonprofit, the 
Ilisaqsivik society purchased a building and es-
tablished the Ilisaqsivik Family Resource Centre. 
In addition, Ilisaqsivik society offers consulting, 
training, and service delivery on a contract or 
fee-for-service basis for the Government of Nun-
avut, other Baffin Island communities, mining 
companies, research and educational institu-
tions, and nonprofit organizations. This entre-
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preneurial effort creates a culture of empower-
ment in their community and generates revenue 
for the organization. As a means to increase their 
revenue, diversify their revenue streams, and 
create jobs, Ilisaqsivik society developed a bed 
and breakfast in Clyde River. Government and 
philanthropic funds support this effort. The $3 
million Naujaaraaluit Hotel opened in August of 
2015 and is operated by a subsidiary of the non-
profit organization. The revenue from this effort 
funnels money back into community and social 
wellness programs.
 since beginning as a volunteer-run organiza-
tion, the Ilisaqsivik society has grown to a team 
of 50-60 staff members and many more em-
ployed on a project-specific staff and honoraria 
basis.  

Incourage Tribune Accelerator134

In Wisconsin, Incourage Community Foundation 
has combined public, private, and philanthropic 
dollars and engaged 2,000 residents in planning 
and designing a community facility out of the 
historic Tribune building. The building was pur-
chased in 2012 by the community foundation, 
and the project is currently in pre-development 
and fundraising phases. 
 The Tribune will serve as a “community 
accelerator” — accelerating economic growth 
and opportunity, environmental sustainability, 
learning, creativity, and connections for commu-
nity benefit by incubating local nonprofits and 
businesses. It will be home to art studios, play 
spaces, a cafe, a microbrewery, and classrooms. 
Kelly Ryan, CEo of Incourage, says the project 
models what a new, local, sustainable economy 

can look like.
 It is anticipated that after an initial ramp-up 
period, operations will generate cash flow to ser-
vice modest debt through a combination of rents 
and profit-sharing with co-located enterprises. 
The total price tag for the project, which is fully 
underway, is $14.7 million.135

Water Rights Transactions

Blue Water Program136

The Blue Water Program creates a stream of 
funds used for leases and instream transfers in 
the Upper Deschutes watershed. The leases pay 
agricultural landowners for water from unneed-
ed water rights when they increase water use 
efficiency, fallow land, or shift land uses. These 
rights can be used temporarily or permanently 
to restore instream flows in the Deschutes River 
and its tributaries. some ranches are donating 
water rights and getting a cash write-off.137

 Created by Avion Water Company, a private 
water utility that supplies water to residential 
customers in Bend, oregon, and the Deschutes 
River Conservancy in 2007, the program is 
funded through donations. Avion’s residential 
water customers have the option to donate to 
the Deschutes River Conservancy on their water 
bills. Customers choose one of four donation 
levels, from $1.60 to $6.40 per month, in $1.60 in-
crements. All Blue Water funds raised from these 
donations are used towards leases and instream 
transfers in the Upper Deschutes watershed. The 
funds raised pay landowners as well as the state 
fees required to secure water leases. 
 In 2016, the program raised $12,765 in dona-
tions, which helped lease 1.2 billion gallons of 
water transferred instream. since the program 
began in 2007, it has contributed $116,220 to 
lease water to increase instream flows, which 
has protected 8.45 billion gallons and 80 cubic 
feet per second instream. over 250 miles of 
streams have been protected from the Little De-
schutes River south of La Pine to Bend and from 
Tumalo Creek on to the Columbia River. 

134  incourage Community Foundation, https://incouragecf.org/lead/
tribune-building/ 
135  incourage Community Foundation, https://incouragecf.org/news-
media/press-mention/tribune-project-planners-seek-state-funding/ 
136  Payments for Ecosystem Services Fact Sheet Series, Paying the Water 
Bill: Community Support for agriculture, Sustainable Northwest, http://
sustainablenorthwest.org/uploads/resources/FS3_Deschutes_f2.pdf and 
avion’s Blue Water Program gives back to the Deschutes River, http://www.
deschutesriver.org/what-we-do/blue-water/
137  a cash write-off is a term for a tax deduction in the value of earnings. 
The value is often the fair market value of the water rights donated. 
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FAST Program on Fifteenmile Creek138

To keep water in Fifteenmile Creek, which ex-
perienced a catastrophic fish kill in the unusually 
hot summer of 2009, The Freshwater Trust work-
ing with the oregon Department of Fish & Wild-
life, the oregon Water Resources Department, 
and the oregon Watershed Enhancement Board 
created the Fifteenmile Action to stabilize Tem-
perature, known as FAsT. FAsT uses a predictive 
scientific model to forecast water temperatures 
at five sites throughout the watershed. When the 
model predicts stream temps lethal to steelhead 
at two or more sites for two or more days, the 
restoration coordinator initiates automatic phone 
alerts to irrigators notifying them of a need to 
reduce diversions to keep water instream. The 
program provides financial incentives, mak-
ing FAST participation an easy, flexible way for 
ranchers to enhance their income while benefiting 
the Fifteenmile Creek watershed. Under FAsT, 
compensation ranges from $9/acre to $51/acre 
and is based on the water right’s priority date 
(senior water rights are paid at a higher rate than 
junior water rights).
 The program is implemented through two 
options for ranchers:

• option 1: participants are compensated 
upfront, but are required to shut off during 
temperature alerts. Payment occurs at the 
beginning of the season and is based on the 
acres enrolled and the number of alert days 
likely to occur based on the priority date of 
the water right. Compensation ranges from 
$9.45/acre to $51.82/acre depending on 
water right seniority.

• option 2: participants retain the ability to 
choose whether or not to reduce diversions 
during a temperature alert. Payment occurs 
at the end of the season based on the number 
of gallons curtailed, capped at the payment 
available under option 1. All water rights 
that have not been regulated off at the time 
of the temperature alert are compensated 
equally at $0.0004/gal in June and $0.0003/
gal for July through september.

Funding for this program is provided by grants 
from the oregon Watershed Enhancement 
Board and the Bonneville Power Administration 
through the Columbia Basin Water Transaction 
Program.

138  Fifteenmile action to Stabilize Temperature, Case Study, The 
Freshwater Trust, https://www.thefreshwatertrust.org/case-study/
fifteenmile-action-to-stabilize-temperature/
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MiTigATion CAn Be voluntary or required 
by regulation. For the purposes of highlighting 
the most interesting and creative applications 
of mitigation-related funds to help individual 
landowners, collective stakeholder groups, and 
small communities achieve increased ecological 

and economic resilience, both voluntary and 
compensatory programs are included. 
 As political winds shift, particular mitigation 
markets may also shift from voluntary to re-
quired by regulation or shift back the other way. 
 

MITIGATIoN-RELATED FUNDING soURCEs

HaBiTaT CREDiTS

in The inTerMounTAin West, most habitat 
mitigation credits, transactions, and funding 
are closely related to either the sage grouse or 
lesser prairie chicken. Most of the habitat miti-
gation banking has been private sector programs 
partially funded by public sector grants. How-
ever, in 2016, the Western Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies became more active in 
mitigation credits related to wildlife habitat in 
the West.139 The markets associated with these 
two avian species in particular are evolving and 
changing month to month. 
 The two examples below are both related to 
the certifying and selling of mitigation credits 
for sage grouse. Both are creative structures to 
help landowners realize additional cash flows 
on their land. Additional, sustainable revenue 
streams can help keep working lands working in 
small and rural communities. 

Catalyzing Private Investment 
in Habitat140

Private consulting and CPA firm K COE Isom 
received a $433,807 Conservation Innovation 
Grant141 from the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion service to fund projects that help stimulate 
private investment in habitat mitigation markets 
in seven Western states (Montana, Colorado, 
Wyoming, Idaho, Utah, Nevada, and California). 
The pilot-scale catalyst fund ensures landown-
ers’ cost recovery for land management activities 
that restore sage grouse habitat by guaranteeing 
cost recovery up to $35,000 should the credits 
not pan out. The project also enables landowner 
financing. Overall, the pilot fund aims to re-
duce investment risk for landowners and attract 
private capital into habitat mitigation markets. 
With risk reduced by a cost recovery promise, 
landowners can explore opportunities to realize 
additional cash flows through the sale of certi-
fied habitat mitigation credits on their land. 

Co-op Conservation Bank: Upper 
Green River Conservancy142

In the Green River Basin of Wyoming, I2 Capital 
is developing a co-op conservation bank model 
for landscape-scale conservation in the Ameri-
can West. The Upper Green River Conservancy, 
I2’s co-op conservation bank, will work with 
landowners to restore and conserve sage grouse. 

139  WaFWa, http://www.wafwa.org/news/e_2023/Lesser_Prairie_Chicken_
News_Releases/2017/4/WaFWa_Reports_on_2016_Lesser_Prairie-
Chicken_Range-wide_Plan_Conservation_Progress.htm (2016)  
140  Habitat Mitigation Markets, a Potential Revenue Opportunity for 
Western Ranchers, K COE isom, http://1u82k74cr6dc3ezlpu4b40sr.
wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Factsheet-
Habitat-Mitigation-Funding-Opportunity.pdf (2017).
141  uSDa NRCS CiG Project Search, https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/detail/national/programs/financial/cig/?cid=nrcseprd1288325 
142  Habitat Mitigation Markets, a Potential Revenue Opportunity for 
Weupper Green River Conservancy, http://www.uppergreenriver.com/
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Unlike more traditional mitigation banking 
models, I2 will not own the land where the 
credits will be generated. The co-op bank model 
provides opportunities for impact investors to 
partner with private landowners to restore and 
manage healthy sagebrush landscapes while 
providing for continued ranching in perpetuity.
 Upper Green River Conservancy will benefit 
energy companies and developers by establish-

143  uSDa NRCS CiG Project Search, https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/detail/national/programs/financial/cig/?cid=nrcseprd1288325
144  various pages within https://www.farmland.org, many in the Newsroom 
feature

ing a market-based solution to offset the nega-
tive environmental impacts of development. The 
co-op model rewards ranchers for conservation 
practices and establishes critical unfragmented, 
landscape-level protection of habitats and eco-
systems. 
 To develop this bank, I2 Capital received a 
Conservation Innovation Grant for $852,875.143 

WaTER QuaLiTY CREDiTS

WATeR qUALITY TRADING is a market-based 
approach to achieving water quality standards 
through programs that allow dischargers to 
purchase pollution reductions from another 
source. Water quality trading is heavily focused 
on nutrients. 
 Nutrient trading has emerged as a potential 
strategy for introducing cost-effectiveness and 
market-driven efficiency to realize nutrient reduc-
tions. Under this approach, sectors are given the 
flexibility to meet and maintain their load limits 
by acquiring credits and/or offsets generated 
from load reductions elsewhere. The likelihood 
that this option will be best for those needing an 
offset increases if the credit purchase is less ex-
pensive than other alternatives and the purchased 
reduction is deemed credible and verifiable.

Electric Power Research Institute’s 
Ohio River Basin Trading Project144

This program is the first interstate trading plan of 
its kind with initial participation from ohio, Indi-
ana, and Kentucky. The program connects buyers 
of nutrient credits (power plants, wastewater 
utilities, and corporations) with sellers (farmers) 
to benefit the environment.
 The market pays up to 75 percent of a farm-
er’s approved management practice, which may 
include the adoption of cover crops to reduce 
erosion, or the construction of a concrete feeding 

area on a dairy farm to minimize run-off. 
 Examples of the types of conservation prac-
tices installed under the program include:

• Indiana

- 82-acre beef cattle, pasture, and hay land 
operation near two creeks is installing 
four separate heavy use protection areas 
on a ridge that drains in two different 
directions.

- Corn, soybean, livestock operation adja-
cent to the ohio River is putting in 105 
acres of cover crops.

• ohio

- Two livestock operations near creeks are 
installing feedlot runoff controls and ma-
nure storage facilities.

- Two dairies near creeks are installing milk 
house waste systems.

• Kentucky

- Livestock operations near creeks are 
proposing to install heavy use protection 
areas.
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Many of these approved and implemented prac-
tices have additional benefits, such as a reduc-
tion in greenhouse gases and the protection of 
wildlife habitat. At this time, the power plants 
are voluntarily buying the credits out of a desire 
to improve their environmental stewardship.
 In August 2012, Indiana, Kentucky, and 
Ohio signed a first-of-its-kind interstate trading 
plan, allowing those states to operate under 
the same trading rules so that a water quality 
credit generated in one state could be applied in 
another. In March 2014, the project sold the first 
interstate credits from water quality pilot trades 
in the ohio River Basin. Three energy companies 
— Duke Energy, Hoosier Energy, and American 
Electric Power — purchased the credits.
 At full scale, the Electric Power Research 
Institute project could include up to eight states 
in the ohio River Basin and potentially create 
credit markets for 46 power plants, thousands 
of wastewater facilities, and other industries, 
and approximately 230,000 farmers. The suc-
cessful implementation of this project will allow 
power companies, farmers, and other industrial 
dischargers to work together to improve wa-
ter quality, minimizing costs to the public and 
stakeholders. The project will also benefit re-
ceiving water bodies that are now threatened by 
nitrogen and phosphorus pollution.
 Though this project has a large-scale geo-
graphic scope, the work being funded on individ-
ual farms is happening in small and rural com-
munities. What may look to the landowner like 
a cost share program (see the Cost Share section 
for more examples) is really part of a larger water 
quality trading program. Larger scale programs 
have often created meaningful benefits through 
the collective impact of small-scale benefits.  

Maryland’s Nutrient Trading Market145

Maryland is currently working to create a robust 
and viable mitigation market to meet the re-
quirements of the regulated Municipal separate 
storm sewer system permit program, a derived 
regulation from section 402 of the Clean Water 
Act, which regulates stormwater discharges 
through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation system.146 
 To achieve efficient nutrient reduction, at-
tention in Maryland and the region has shifted 
to the agricultural community and other sources 
where compliance may be accomplished and ex-
ceeded at a much lower cost per pound than pol-
lution reduction on site. Maryland Department 
of Environment and Maryland Department of 
Agriculture have been working collaboratively 
to establish a voluntary, market-based program 
to promote the use of trading as a viable option 
for achieving the State’s load reduction goals. 
This program envisions trading not only within 
and between sectors, but also between Maryland 
and the other Bay states.
 Maryland’s Nutrient Trading Program is a 
public marketplace for the buying and selling 
of nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorous) credits. 
The purpose of the program ranges from being 
able to offset new or increased discharges to 
establishing economic incentives for reductions 
from all sources within a watershed and achiev-
ing greater environmental benefits than through 
existing regulatory programs. 
 Maryland's shift of focus to the agricultural 
community has brought a new source of funds 
to small and rural communities, specifically to 
landowners in those locations. Like habitat mit-
igation credits, water quality/nutrient credits 
provide another revenue stream for farms and 
ranchers. This additional capital infusion can 
help their operations and communities at large 
be more financially profitable and generally 
more prosperous, all while improving the envi-
ronment on a larger scale.  

145  Maryland Trading and Offset Policy and Guidance Manual Chesapeake 
Bay Watershed, http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/
Documents/WQTAC/Final_Draft_Tradiing_Manual_91916.pdf (September 
2016).
146  using Nutrient Credits and Offsets to achieve Stormwater Compliance 
with the Chesapeake Bay TMDL: a Discussion Paper – abstract, Center 
for Watershed Protection,  http://www.cwp.org/using-nutrient-credits-and-
offsets-to-achieve-stormwater-compliance-with-the-chesapeake-bay-tmdl-
a-discussion-paper/ (December 2013).
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This is not just an east coast concept. Idaho has 
a Water Quality Pollutant Trading program 
overseen by the Idaho Department of Environ-
mental Quality. As state requirements evolve 
and develop, the associated markets for water 

CaRBON CREDiTS147

BY DeFINITIoN, a carbon offset is an instru-
ment representing the reduction, avoidance, or 
sequestration of carbon dioxide. Companies and 
individuals that take responsibility for offsetting 
their own emissions drive voluntary demand 
for carbon offsets, also called carbon credits. 
Transactions occurring for these reasons or as 
a pre-compliance effort occur in the voluntary 
carbon market. 
 In some places, regulations drive entities to 
purchase compliance credits to offset emissions 
that cannot be or are not reduced to meet the 
requirements. This market is often referred to as 
a compliance carbon market. 
 Most of the projects currently occurring in 
the Intermountain West and across much of the 
country are carbon credit transactions in the vol-
untary market. This voluntary industry is still 
fairly new. There are several innovative projects 
in the works and a few projects that have come 
to fruition.  

Completed Projects 

Ducks Unlimited Program: Carbon 
Credit Sale to Chevrolet148

In 2011, Ducks Unlimited was awarded a 
$161,000 Conservation Innovation Grant to 
develop the necessary methodology to quantify 
the carbon stored in the soil by avoiding grass-
land conversions, resulting in the generation of 
carbon credits. With this grant, Ducks Unlimited 

developed an industry-approved accounting 
method and contracts with nearly 50 landown-
ers. A series of additional Conservation Inno-
vation Grants helped Ducks Unlimited further 
develop the carbon market in the Prairie Pothole 
Region in North Dakota. one of them helped 
improve the grassland carbon offset market by 
streamlining the process for landowners to sell 
their carbon credits and invest in new credit con-
tracts on about 10,000 acres in the Prairie Pot-
hole Region. An additional grant helped Ducks 
Unlimited investigate the science and market 
potential for carbon offsets from wetland con-
version in the Northern Great Plains. All of the 
efforts focus on providing more incentives for 
waterfowl habitat conservation and more finan-
cial benefits for private landowners who sustain-
ably steward their properties. 
 The credit system involves landowners 
who voluntarily place lands under a perpetu-
al easement but retain rights to work the land, 
such as raising livestock and growing hay. The 
carbon storage benefits of this avoided conver-
sion of grasslands are quantified, verified, and 
formally registered, resulting in carbon credits. 

quality trading seem to naturally follow. Idaho 
is a state to watch in the Intermountain West as 
they pioneer many state-run or regulation-driv-
en water markets. 

147  Ecosystem Marketplace, http://www.ecosystemmarketplace.com/
marketwatch/carbon/ 
148  NRCS News Release: USDA and partners complete first-of-its-kind sale 
of carbon credits from working ranch grasslands, https://www.nrcs.usda.
gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/co/home/?cid=stelprdb1264269, (November 
17, 2014); and, Ducks Unlimited, DU’s carbon offset program awarded 
two uSDa grants, http://www.ducks.org/north-dakota/dus-carbon-offset-
program-awarded-two-usda-grants (October 21, 2015).
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Those credits are then made available to enti-
ties interested in purchasing carbon offsets. The 
landowners receive compensation for the carbon 
credits generated on their lands. 
 With this program, Ducks Unlimited suc-
cessfully developed nearly 40,000 carbon credits. 
Chevrolet recently purchased the 40,000 carbon 
dioxide credits, reducing tons of carbon gener-
ated on working ranch grasslands in the Prairie 
Pothole region of North Dakota.
 of the project, then-secretary of Agricul-
ture Tom Vilsack said, “Ranchers benefit from 
new revenue streams, while thriving grasslands 
provide nesting habitat for wildlife, are more 
resilient to extreme weather, and help mitigate 
the impact of climate change.”
 Besides the landowners, UsDA, and Ducks 
Unlimited, other key partners that helped make 
this project a success include The Climate Trust, 
American Carbon Registry, The Nature Conser-
vancy, Environmental Defense Fund, and Terra 
Global Capital.

City of Astoria149

The Climate Trust contracted with the City of 
Astoria in oregon to help the city replace tim-
ber revenues that will provide critical support 
for Astoria’s new capital improvement plan. As 
part of the agreement, Astoria will reduce the 
volume of timber harvested in the city-owned 
Bear Creek Watershed in return for carbon 
credits. The Climate Trust has contracted to 
buy the credits from the city. This reduction of 
harvest will effectively store carbon and prevent 
the release of carbon dioxide that results from 
harvesting trees. Going forward, the City plans 
to harvest significantly less than what is allowed 
under the oregon Forest Practices law, only har-
vesting about one third of the amount of annual 

149  City Services Funded Through Purchase of astoria Forest Carbon 
Credits, Climate Trust, https://climatetrust.org/city-services-funded-
through-purchase-of-astoria-forest-carbon-credits/ (June 16, 2016).
150  unlocking Carbon Markets for Family Forest Owners, Pinchot institute 
for Conservation, http://www.pinchot.org/PDFs/RCPP-2pager.pdf
151  NRCS Carbon Markets Flyer, down link in announcement, 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/or/programs/
farmbill/?cid=nrcseprd346420 (March 2016).

growth in the coming decades. Revenue from 
the carbon credit transaction will be applied 
directly to the city’s capital improvement needs, 
including the construction of a new water line in 
the city’s watershed.
 All of the 245,000 carbon credits purchased 
by The Climate Trust will be directed to offset 
the carbon dioxide emissions from Portland 
General Electric’s Carty facility. This secondary 
transaction led by The Climate Trust helps to 
mitigate industrial pollution that contributes to 
climate change. 
 The Climate Trust was founded to admin-
ister the first law in the nation to curb carbon 
emissions — the oregon Carbon Dioxide stan-
dard. The oregon standard requires fossil 
fuel-fired power plants to reduce or offset their 
emissions, providing funding for high-quality 
projects that reduce pollution. overall, 56 per-
cent of the money invested by The Climate Trust 
on behalf of oregon utilities remains in state.

Projects In Process or 
Under Development 

Unlocking Carbon Markets in 
the Pacific Northwest
Unlocking Carbon Markets for Family Forest 
Landowners in the Pacific Northwest provides 
opportunities for family forest landowners in 
specific counties within Oregon and Southwest 
Washington to receive financial or technical as-
sistance to overcome transaction costs and relat-
ed barriers that currently prevent family forest 
landowners from participating in carbon mar-
kets and/or benefiting from other related forest 
conservation incentives.150 The Natural Resources 
Conservation service offers reimbursement for 
installing conservation practices that make forests 
healthier, such as pre-commercial thinning, tree 
and shrub establishment, etc. simultaneously, for-
estlands can sequester additional carbon from the 
air, which could potentially result in payments 
from the sale of carbon credits.151
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 The Pinchot Institute is the lead partner 
for this developing program. The program has 
a five-year Natural Resources Conservation 
Service investment of $1 million and a five-year 
partner investment of $914,000. 

Working Lands Investment Fund152

Encourage Capital recently received a $1,188,015 
Conservation Innovation Grant for their Work-
ing Lands Investment Fund project to jumpstart 
large-scale carbon offset markets for working 
lands conservation. similar in structure to pay-
for-success bonds, the Working Lands Investment 
Fund is intended to manage risk for private sec-
tor investors as well as for farms. To do this, the 

Working Lands Investment Fund will in theory 
guarantee a minimum price on agriculture-relat-
ed carbon credits. This attempt to increase partic-
ipation by ensuring payment to producers who 
create credits should increase supply. Working 
Lands Investment Fund aims to secure 100,000 
tons of carbon through 2019. The grant will also 
support the training of project developers in 
an effort to increase the number of developers 
participating in the market. Encourage Capital 
and Environmental Defense Fund are making an 
effort to spur pilot development in agricultural 
protocols as well. Donor capital in the project 
removes the risk for private investment.

152  Private Capital for Working Land Conservation, a Market Development 
Framework, The Conservation Finance Network, http://www.
conservationfinancenetwork.org/sites/default/files/Private_Capital_for_
Working_Lands_Conservation.pdf (2016).
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ReveNUe AND CoST share programs help 
landowners, coalitions of landowners, and mu-
nicipalities keep working lands working as they 
contribute to the ultimate profitability of oper-
ations on individual properties and collectively 

on larger landscapes. The prosperity of small 
and rural towns is dependent in part on that of 
the residents and working ranches, farms, and 
timber properties.

REVENUE & CosT sHARE

REvENuE SHaRE

Missoula Poplar Tree Wastewater 
Project153

In Montana, the City of Missoula has become 
creative about how they treat wastewater. In an 
effort to decrease the amount of treated waste-
water it dumps in the Clark Fork River, the City 
of Missoula leased 130 acres of farmland and 
planted 100,000 fast-growing poplar trees to 
experiment with a more environmentally holistic 
effluent release program. 
 Funding for the lease payments and tree 
planting came from sewer funds passed on to 
ratepayers. The City of Missoula will spend 
approximately $2.1 million over 15 years to 
develop the forest. The cost is 10 to 20 times 
less expensive than installing more equipment 

to meet tightening environmental standards for 
wastewater treatment plant discharges.154 
 The landowner receives lease payments of 
$13,000 per year as well as a $6,000 per year pay-
ment for taxes and utilities.155 In addition, they 
will share in the revenue created from the timber 
harvest. 
 The nutrient-laden, disinfected, and clari-
fied effluent water will nurture the trees.156 The 
poplar trees absorbed about 500,000 gallons of 
treated wastewater in just their first year, and 
as the trees grow, the irrigation will increase to 
about 1.5 million gallons a day. At that rate, the 
trees will collectively absorb 20 percent of the 
water that the City of Missoula would otherwise 
put in the Clark Fork River. 
 By around 2026, the trees planted to absorb 
the wastewater will be ready to harvest. The 
trunks should produce 18-foot boards and the 
tops and limbs can be used as filler for eco-com-
post or fuel for biofuel generators. It is expected 
by 2029 that the property will produce 2.8 million 
board feet of saw logs and 7,400 tons of biomass 
fuel, altogether yielding about $2 million.157 
 This example implements the tool of rev-
enue sharing, but also leverages the use of a 
lease and lessee-made improvements instead of 
larger, more permanent capital improvements 
or owning land or a building from the perspec-

153  100K poplar trees to clean discharged Missoula wastewater, Missoulian, 
http://missoulian.com/news/local/k-poplar-trees-to-clean-discharged-
missoula-wastewater/article_b88352b6-eaae-11e3-9588-0019bb2963f4.
html (June 3, 2014).
154  Missoula to expand acreage of poplar trees watered with effluent, 
Missoulian, http://missoulian.com/news/local/missoula-to-expand-
acreage-of-poplar-trees-watered-with-effluent/article_0982ffba-c98e-11e2-
97ad-0019bb2963f4.html (May 30, 2013).
155  Missoula Hybrid Poplar Plantation Project Powerpoint, City of Missoula 
and Hybrid Energy Group, LLC, January 2011, http://www.ci.missoula.
mt.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/5332] (January 2011).
158  The water will be “clean” enough to legally be dumped back in the 
river, but is not potable. 
157  Missoula to expand acreage of poplar trees watered with effluent, 
Missoulian, http://missoulian.com/news/local/missoula-to-expand-
acreage-of-poplar-trees-watered-with-effluent/article_0982ffba-c98e-11e2-
97ad-0019bb2963f4.html (May 30, 2013).  
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tive of the municipality, which in this case is 
also the utility. 
 Although Missoula is not a particularly 
small Montana community, the price tag and 
scale of the project could be manageable for a 
smaller or more rural community in the Inter-
mountain West. 

Cost Share of Restoration Funds

Big Hole River Incentive Program158

The Big Hole River Incentive Program is a 
voluntary program led and implemented by the 
Big Hole Watershed Committee, a coalition of 
landowners and stakeholders in the Big Hole 
Watershed, in southwest Montana. The program 
is designed to expand, accelerate, and secure 
riparian and floodplain forest resiliency, provid-
ing technical and financial incentives to land-
owners in exchange for water quality, ecosystem 
function, habitat connectivity, and economic 
vitality on working lands.  
 The program is currently in pilot phase, but 
it intends to:

• Establish a payment-for-ecosystem services 
model (cost share) and test payment 
mechanisms;159

• Engage Big Hole landowners in riparian 
conservation projects that reduce erosion;

• Demonstrate value by reimbursing 
landowners for livestock fencing and other 
erosion-control activities done in the past;

• Establish riparian vegetation;

• Demonstrate proof-of-concept and local 
demand for the program; and

• Build the foundation for a sustainable 
program for the Big Hole River.

This incentive program rewards management 
that supports fish and wildlife habitat, river cor-
ridor functions, and water quality. The program 
was partially funded by a Montana Department 

of Natural Resources and Conservation Forestry 
division grant to pay landowners for steward-
ship and restoration activities.160

 In its first year, 2016, the Big Hole Watershed 
Committee engaged with 12 landowners and 
over 5.5 miles of stream banks. During this time, 
three projects were contracted and delivered. 
Another nine are under development for imple-
mentation in 2017.

Bitter Root Resource Conservation 
& Development’s Hazardous Fuels 
Reduction Program161

The Hazardous Fuels Reduction Fuel Mitigation 
Grant Program is a 50/50 cost share in the form 
of a grant from Bitter Root Resource Conserva-
tion & Development Area, Inc., which is based in 
the small, rural town of Hamilton, Montana. The 
program provides financial assistance to land-
owners and communities in the Wildland-Urban 
Interface within Missoula, Mineral, and Ravalli 
counties in three ways: 

• Assisting private landowners and 
communities to reduce hazardous fuels 
while improving forest health on private 
lands;

• Helping landowners create and maintain 
defensible space around their homes from 
wildland fire; and, 

• Improving the health and vigor of private 
forestlands.

158  Compensating Landowners for a Healthy River: The Big Hole River 
incentive Program, Big Hole Watershed Committee, http://bhwc.org/
projects/big-hole-river-incentive-program/
159  Payments for Ecosystem Services, or incentives, are offered to 
landowners in exchange for managing their land to provide specific 
ecological services. 
160  Big Hole River incentive Program, Future West, https://www.future-
west.org/portfolio/big-hole-stewardship-cooperative/
161  Hazardous Fuels Reduction, Bitter Root RC&D, https://www.
bitterrootrcd.org/hazardous-fuels-reduction 
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oTHER PRoJECTs

WaTER iNvESTMENT PROGRaMS

WATeR INveSTMeNT PRoGRAMS go by a 
number of names that are at times used inter-
changeably although each structure is utilized a 
bit differently than the others.

Water Banks
Water banks create water exchange markets and 
add liquidity to water markets. 

Idaho Water Supply Bank162

The Idaho Water Resource Board operates the 
Idaho Water supply Bank. The purposes of the 
Water Bank are to:

• Encourage the highest beneficial use of 
water;

• Provide a source of adequate water supplies 
to benefit new and supplemental water 
uses; and

• Provide a source of funding for improving 
water user facilities and efficiencies.

Ultimately the bank facilitates the use of water 
rights to natural flow water or water stored in 
Idaho reservoirs. 
 The bank is separated into the Board’s water 
supply bank and local rental pools. For the Board 
bank, water rights may be leased to the Bank, if 
not currently in use, and rights may be rented 
from the Bank for beneficial commercial, indus-
trial, irrigation, or mining uses. The current rental 
rate for the Board's water supply bank is $17 per 
acre-foot of water; however, an applicant may en-

ter into an agreement with a water right holder to 
negotiate a rental fee other than the current rental 
rate. of the total rate, the Board retains 10 per-
cent of the gross rental fee and the lessor (usually 
the water right holder) receives 90 percent of the 
gross rental fee as payment. 
 Local rental pools pertain to specific water-
sheds in Idaho. The rental pool allows entities 
with surplus storage water to make it available 
to others that are in short supply of water in 
a particular year. Canal companies will often 
lease their surplus water to other users. The 
local rental pool committees set the price, which 
the Board must approve, for water that can be 
rented or sold from their rental pool. The price is 
often specific to the geography of the local pool 
and the location where the water is to be used. 
 The basic structure of the Idaho water banks 
sets up rules for relatively short-term transfers, 
and subjects transactions that meet those rules 
to minimum levels of review. The short-term 
nature of the transactions gives irrigators the 
flexibility to move in and out of the market as 
their plans and needs change.163 The amount of 
water that agencies lease for stream flows can 
also vary each year depending on hydrologic 
conditions and flow needs. 
 There is much to be learned about how water 
banks function — a bank failed that was set up 
for the upper Big Wood River specifically for en-
vironmental water. But the success of the other 
operating local banks and the lessons learned 
from the failed bank demonstrate that this is a 
powerful tool. 

162  Water Supply Bank, idaho Department of Water Resources, https://
www.idwr.idaho.gov/water-supply-bank/overview.html 
163  idaho Water Resource Board Water Resource Funding Program Fiscal 
Year 2013 annual Report
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Water Trusts164

A water trust is an institution that has emerged 
in the West to address ecological water needs.  
Typically used to hold water rights, water trusts 
acquire water rights via outright purchases, 
leases, dry-year options, donations, or invest-
ments in water conservation through partner-
ships. Water rights acquired by trusts are then 
dedicated to maintain flows for the benefit of 
fish, vegetation, and wildlife, particularly during 
low-flow periods. This is very similar to water 
banks, however water trusts do not establish or 
govern water markets. Instead they participate 
in water markets. 
 There are active water trusts operating with-
in a number of Western states. The term “water 
trust” encompasses a diverse set of organiza-
tions including private entities, nongovern-
mental organizations, and public trusts housed 
within state water resource departments. The 
focus of water trusts also varies from working 
exclusively on water transactions for the envi-
ronment to facilitating inclusion of water rights 
in conservation land acquisitions. some water 
trusts do not include environmental impacts in 
their strategies.
 Despite these variations, most water trusts 
are built around the traditional “land trust” 
model. There is significant diversity among 
different states’ regulation of water transactions 
and instream flow rights, including different 
approaches to the recognition and creation of 
instream flow rights, who can hold those rights, 
and the availability of temporary water transfer. 
Generally, this lack of uniformity, coupled with 
widespread restrictions on the interstate move-
ment of water, has resulted in water trusts that 
operate largely within the borders of a given 
state with the exception of portions of the Colo-
rado River Basin. 

Arizona Land and Water Trust165

The Arizona Land and Water Trust is a nonprofit 
water trust. The Arizona Land and Water Trust 
secures water rights through land acquisitions 
and conservation easements.

 The Arizona Land and Water Trust is fund-
ed through federal programs from the Natural 
Resources Conservation service, U.s. Fish and 
Wildlife service, programs administered by 
Arizona Game & Fish Department, and the Pima 
County open space Bond, as well as private 
foundations.

Water Funds
Among other positive impacts to small and rural 
communities, water funds create larger, collec-
tive consortiums of stakeholders and funding 
resources to bring watershed-protection oriented 
funds to help fund best practices on individ-
ual properties, and help hedge against land-
scape-scale environmental risk. 
 Each water fund is structured a bit different-
ly. some of them incorporate elements of impact 
investing. others utilize the tools of taxes or 
bonds. And still others integrate pay-for-success 
measures. 

Savannah River Clean Water Fund166

The savannah River Clean Water Fund is one of 
seven operational water funds led by The Na-
ture Conservancy, which has more than 10 new 
water funds in development. 
 The Savannah River flows over 301 miles 
between the Blue Ridge Mountains and the 
Atlantic ocean and has a watershed in both 
south Carolina and Georgia. The savannah 
River Clean Water Fund focuses on the lower 
220 river miles of this basin, which has a contrib-
uting area of 1.13 million hectares. Regionally, 
the savannah River water is used for hydropow-
er, drinking water, and recreation. Much of the 

164  Liquid assets: investing for impact in the Colorado River Basin, Squire 
Patton Boggs and Encourage Capital, http://encouragecapital.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/Liquid-assets-Full-Report-Web1.pdf 
165  Liquid assets: investing for impact in the Colorado River Basin, Squire 
Patton Boggs and Encourage Capital, http://encouragecapital.com/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/Liquid-assets-Full-Report-Web1.pdf 
166  A Natural Solution to Water Security (report download), Beyond the 
Source, The environmental, economic and community benefits of source 
water protection, The Nature Conservancy, https://global.nature.org/
content/beyond-the-source?src=r.global.beyondthesource (2017).
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watershed operates as a working forest. The area 
is at risk due to encroaching urban expansion, 
posing serious threats to the river in the form of 
nutrient and bacteria pollution. 
 To address these concerns and protect the 
forest and watershed, the savannah River Clean 
Water Fund was formed with the goal of retaining 
at least 60 percent of existing forest cover. This 
water fund is still in a pilot phase and represents 
an innovative application of the water fund ap-
proach in a North American context. 
 The governance of the savannah River Clean 
Water Fund is much broader than a one-utility 
approach seen in some other cases and rep-
resents a true effort to work together at a water-
shed scale. By forming a new nonprofit orga-
nization, the water fund has brought together 
diverse watershed stakeholders including utili-
ties, forestry groups, conservation organizations, 
and business representatives. The board of the 
savannah River Clean Water Fund is composed 
of individuals nominated by the utilities and by 
other partners on the steering committee. The 
fund is actively collaborating with the science 
community, including university researchers 
and The Nature Conservancy, to prioritize and 
evaluate the outcomes of the project.
 The savannah River watershed has a history 
of land protection, but funding for easements 
has never fully met demand. To overcome this, 

five public water utilities in the watershed 
collectively and voluntarily agreed to fund the 
project for a minimum of $1 million per year for 
three years. This funding comes from the utili-
ties’ general budgets, rather than rate increases. 
The water fund also obtained a grant to cover 
$300,000 in operational funding. 
 In total, it is estimated that it will require $150 
million to reach the project goal of maintaining 
60 percent forest cover. It has been proposed that 
half of this amount would come from water users 
and the other half from public and philanthropic 
funding sources.
 Unlike the Georgia side of the river, the 
south Carolina side of the savannah River 
watershed has a long history of conservation 
through easements. Generally, people living 
on both sides have a strong desire to conserve 
the natural heritage of the area, but have often 
lacked the means to take advantage of available 
conservation easement options. The water fund 
will work strategically with The Nature Conser-
vancy, Ducks Unlimited, and local land trusts to 
work in priority areas defined by the water fund 
as critical for watershed protection goals. While 
the main focus of the water fund is on forest 
easements, they are also exploring how to incor-
porate agricultural best management practices 
as part of their strategy.

CoveR PHoTo: Farmland 
in the Haskill Basin foothills 
below F.H. Stoltze Land 
& Lumber Co. property in 
Whitefish, Montana. Credit: 
Randy Beacham

INSIDe FRoNT CoveR 
PHoTo: Peppers at the Rio 
Grande Farm Park in alam-
osa, Colorado. Credit: Theo 
Stroomer for The Trust for 
Public Land
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