


























































































From: Lueders-Dumont, Tim
To: Lueders-Dumont, Tim
Subject: FW: Additional thoughts on Clean Water Funding
Date: Wednesday, December 7, 2016 4:42:05 PM

From: Charles Baker [mailto:cbaker@ccrpcvt.org] 

Subject: Additional thoughts on Clean Water Funding
 
Hi Beth and Tim,
 
We had a meeting today of CCPRC’s Water Quality Funding Committee (members cc’d) and agreed
on a few ideas that we hope you will consider in your recommendations to the Legislature.
 

1.       % of funding gap the State should be trying to raise:  80% of needed capital funding should
come from the State whether the funds go to municipalities, farmers, or private
landowners.  It should be noted that the funding has only been focused on capital costs and
that there are significant maintenance and operating costs that will still be maintained by
the impacted property owners and municipalities that are not captured in the cost
estimates.
 

2.       Cost effectiveness:  It is critical that the State develop defensible phosphorous reduction
estimating tools so that project investments benefits can be evaluated in a consistent way. 
This is the only way we will all be able to achieve the “biggest bang for the buck”
implementation.  Guiding these investments to the right places/projects will be easier the
more of the revenue is generated by the State.
 

3.       Nexus:  We believe it is important that there be some nexus between the revenue source
and water quality.
 

4.       Reward/Incentivize best practices:  Any revenue generation mechanism should also provide
an ability to reward or incentivize desired behavior.  For instance, in a municipality that has
established a stormwater utility, if there is a property-based feed, property owners should
get a discounted fee.  The same idea could be applied to farmers or owners with 3+ acres of
impervious if they obtain and fully comply with permit requirements.
 

5.       Use of funds:  It is important that there be assurances in place that the new revenue will be
used for water quality.  It would be ideal to have a trust fund that is funded with these new
revenues to ensure this result.  On a related note, we anticipate that the Clean Water Board
will still be the body deciding on how these revenues are used.  We would ask that there be
a representative for municipalities on that board.
 

6.       Ramp up:  Based upon the timing of new permit requirements going into effect, it is
important to realize that water quality project implementation will be ramping up over the
next 3 three years.  Therefore, more funding for project planning and development is
needed in the short term with even more funding needed for bigger capital project
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implementation starting in 3 years.  Early stage funding could be invested in agricultural
RAPs in the early years since they are likely to be less capital intensive.  Essentially, we are
saying that revenue generation could be done in a way that it ramps up over a few years.
 

7.       This session:  We believe it is important that the Legislature take action on generating new
revenue in 2017.  It will take time to develop any new administrative fee collection systems
and if decisions are not made this year, we will not be fulfilling our obligations under Act 64
or the TMDL.
 

The CCRPC Board has not yet voted on these positions.  We will be making recommendations to

them and asking them to take an official position until their February 15th meeting.
 
Please let us know if you have any questions or if we can be of further assistance as you develop the
recommendations. 
 
Best regards,
Charlie
 
Charlie Baker
Executive Director
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202
Winooski, VT 05404
(802) 846-4490 ext. *23
Direct line (802) 861-0115
Cell (802) 735-3500
www.ccrpcvt.org
 

 

http://www.ccrpcvt.org/
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• Pat Molton  – VT Tech 
• Megan Moir  – Burlington 

Stormwater 
• Chad Whitehead 
• Charlie Baker – Chittenden County 

Regional Planning Commission 
• Peter Ratwell – Brattleboro 
• Wilcox – A&R Watershed 
• Chris Koliba – UVM 
• Lucy Lorish 
• Pat Olman (VT Ski) 
• Chris Campion 
• Town of Shelburne 
• Rural VT 
• VT Farm Bureau 
• VTC 
• Doug Zehner 
• Gary Sabourin 
• Kiersten Bourgeois, St. Albans 

Cooperative Creamery 
• Kris Stepenuck, Williston 
• Rob Gaiotti, Dorset Town Offices 
• Paul Doton 
• Chelsea Mandigo 
• Chip Sawyer 
• David Snedeker, Northeastern VT 

Development Association 
• Jeff Carter, UVM 
• Kai Mikkel 
• Mardee Sanchez 
• Pete Diminico 
• Gary Sabourin, VT Department of 

Forests, Parks and Rec 
• Steve Reynolds – Cornwall, VT 
• Tim O’Dell 
• Tim McKay 
• Bruce Shields 

• Pat Sagui – Composting Association 
of VT 

• Doug Zehner 
• Jeannie Bartlet, NRCS St. Albans 
• Rob Apple 
• James Sherrard, Town of Williston 

Stormwater 
• Eric Noel 
• Jeff Lefebvre 
• Leonard Bull 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

 

Comments 

 Expressed support (x4) 

 Expressed opposition 

 This is perhaps the best 

 ADD BUSINESSES 

 Tax the polluters  

 While this would be an equitable option that would be applied throughout the state, we generally 
oppose increasing any taxes.  If funding this initiative is a priority, then existing budgets should be 
examined to see where existing revenue can be reallocated. 

 Seems logical to continue this as it has been being used to fund this to date. 

 Look at increasing this option, money is on the table when properties are at closing. 

 Phase down over time or reduce the percentage 

 This option seems temporary, does not have strong nexus to water quality, does not encourage 
mitigation, and does not raise enough money on its own, certainly. 

 Should include non-principal dwellings, commercial & industrial properties, and farms. 

 Which “certain” properties? I’d go with something else 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality/ 

 The property transfer tax imposes a drag on property sales, and depresses values. 

 Tie surcharge to the amount of discharge from the site 

 This will increase the cost of purchasing housing and land in Vermont as well as add to the growing 
issue of the lack of affordable housing in Vermont. 

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Clean Water Surcharge on Property 

Transfers 

Revenue Amount: 

0.2% surcharge on the transfer of 

certain properties = $4.7M-$5M 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

Comments 
 Expressed opposition (x4) 

 Is the effect on Current Use being considered? 

 Some of us control all pollution coming from 
our properties - why should be pay for 
polluters? 

 Forests provide clean water for drinking, 

recreation and habitat. This contribution reduces, 

and in some cases eliminates, the need for 

expenditures related to manmade infrastructure 

designed to ensure clean water.  This proposal 

raises the cost of owning forestland.  It is bad 

policy to fund water clean up on the very lands 

that play such an important role in maintaining 

clean water.   

 Increased costs and decreased predictability -of-

costs of owning forestland will force conversion of 

forestland to other uses that are more profitable 

or affordable.   If promoting clean water is the 

goal, then this opposite of the desired outcome. 

 It would be inappropriate for this fee to apply to 

forested parcels.    

 Not the best parcel fee option in my opinion. 

 Will City Apartment dwellers be effected? 

 Challenge to administer this program due to high 

costs and data management requirements 

 Parcel-based fees have more nexus to water 

quality, but this is too large an amount of money 

to not be scaled based on the size of the property 

or amount of impervious. 

 This doesn't account for differences in lot size.  

Should the owner of a 1/4-acre lot pay the same as 

a strip mall?   

 No. a large parcel should pay more than a small 

parcel. see #3 

 Perhaps the best…add business! 

 developers will pay here 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to 

behavior that harms water quality/ 

 This has some merit if limited to parcels 
containing a dwelling. 

 Use runoff/discharge calculator (see US-EPA free 

software options) to tie fee to amount of 

discharge. Provide runoff reduction/infiltration 

options for landowners to implement to reduce 

their fee. 

 This option also seems to penalize Vermont 

property owners and while not a large annual 

expense, when added to the ever increasing 

Vermont property tax burdens, will only add more 

financial pressure to Vermont property owners. 

 Any parcel based fee (e.g. flat fee, per square foot 

of impervious) should take into account existing 

parcel based fees at the municipal level.  

Specifically, in recognition of existing stormwater 

utilities, any state wide parcel fee should be 

waived for municipalities which have previously 

implemented a fee.  In the event that a state wide 

fee is greater than the municipal fee it may be 

appropriate for the municipal parcel owners to 

contribute the difference to the state fund.  For 

example, if a municipal fee is charged at $50/year 

and a state fee is $60/year, the municipal residents 

should receive at maximum a $10/year state fee. 

Additionally, for all parcel based fee approaches 

the impervious cover covered underneath a valid 

INDS permit should be credited for its stormwater 

mitigation efforts 

 This seems to be the most fair and doable 

 This is fair and hardly noticeable with the sale 

prices. 

 

 

 

Revenue Source: 

$50 Annual Flat Parcel Fee 

Revenue Amount: 

$16.7 Million 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 
 Expressed opposition (x4) 

 Forests constitute the greatest area of land cover 

in the state.  Forests provide clean water for 

drinking, recreation and habitat. This contribution 

reduces, and in some cases eliminates, the need 

for expenditures related to manmade 

infrastructure designed to ensure clean water.  

This proposal raises the cost of owning forestland.  

It is bad policy to fund water clean up on the very 

lands that play such an important role in 

maintaining clean water.   

 Increased costs and decreased predictability -of-

costs of owning forestland will force conversion of 

forestland to other uses that are more profitable 

or affordable.   If promoting clean water is the 

goal, then this opposite of the desired outcome.    

 Of the parcel fees, this seems most logical. It 

accounts for a land area contribution to water 

pollution. For state parks (which I assume have not 

been included in the tally, since Vermont has 5.9 

million acres, which should result in $17.7 million 

in revenue, but local, state and federal gov't lands 

must have been removed due to being tax free?), I 

would also recommend increasing the entry fee by 

a certain amount that would equal the $3 per acre 

contribution (i.e., acres of state park lands/number 

of state park visitors per year=fee to add to state 

park entry) to contribute to the clean water fund 

too. 

 Challenge to administer this program due to high 

costs and data management requirements 

 Much better option.  Has nexus and is scaled to 

size.  I also recommend that any State-parcel based 

fee includes tax-exempt properties and allows local 

municipalities to "piggy-back" onto the State 

system, much like the local option tax, to raise 

additional funds for local water quality 

requirements. 

 This would seem to penalize larger landowners.  

Farmers would be further challenged 

economically.  Woodland owners usually benefit 

water quality. 

 Yes. this is more equitable, but should be $1/acre 

 This seems more equitable than #2 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to 

behavior that harms water quality/ 

 This has some merit if limited to parcels containing 
a dwelling. 

 Use runoff/discharge calculator (see US-EPA free 

software options) to tie fee to amount of 

discharge. Provide runoff reduction/infiltration 

options for landowners to implement to reduce 

their fee. 

 Large property owners with forest tracts, farms & 

recreation areas will be burdened with a greater 

cost than small land owners under this proposal. 

 Any parcel based fee (e.g. flat fee, per square foot 

of impervious) should take into account existing 

parcel based fees at the municipal level.  

Specifically, in recognition of existing stormwater 

utilities, any state wide parcel fee should be 

waived for municipalities which have previously 

implemented a fee.  In the event that a state wide 

fee is greater than the municipal fee it may be 

appropriate for the municipal parcel owners to 

contribute the difference to the state fund.  For 

example, if a municipal fee is charged at $50/year 

and a state fee is $60/year, the municipal residents 

should receive at maximum a $10/year state fee. 

Additionally, for all parcel based fee approaches 

the impervious cover covered underneath a valid 

INDS permit should be credited for its stormwater 

mitigation efforts 

 This would be like kicking the large land holders, 

particularly farmers while they are already down. I 

do not support this. 

Revenue Source: 

$3 Per Acre Per Parcel Fee 

Revenue Amount: 

$15 Million 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed Support (x4) 

 Expressed opposition 

 Request for explanation 

 “Why the breakdown of parcels by grand list use code?” 

 “Can we have a correlating tax structure for the CWF for agricultural land to complement an 

impervious surface tax? This would spread equity across sectors” 

o “Different fees depending on the agricultural practice’s impact on clean water 

 Exemptions? 

 Not the best parcel option as ignores impact from non-impervious surfaces. 

 Need assurance that businesses and Towns will have access to funds to defray the costs of 

improvements to paved areas to treat run-off. 

 Challenge to administer this program due to high costs and data management requirements 

 An even better option.  Has nexus, is scaled to size, and can encourage mitigation through removal of 

impervious.  I also recommend that any State-parcel based fee includes tax-exempt properties and 

allows local municipalities to "piggy-back" onto the State system, much like the local option tax, to 

raise additional funds for local water quality requirements. 

 Here is a strong nexus to water quality. 

 Yes. Again that a fee per acre is preferred over a fee per parcel. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 This seems more equitable than #5 

 pays accordingly to acres amounts directly impacting water quality 

 Better 

 As a lister, I wish any taxing authority good luck in carrying this measure out. 

 Use runoff/discharge calculator (see US-EPA free software options) to tie fee to amount of discharge. 
Provide runoff reduction/infiltration options for landowners to implement to reduce their fee. 

 Yes, because it is directly taxing something that hurts water quality, and the taxed entities should 
usually have the ability to pay. 

 This should only be established for that impervious acreage that has not been  

 constructed or designed to meet Vermont Stormwater Treatment Regulations 

 Please describe the differences between he Tiered Acreage Fee and the Tiered Parcel Fee 

 If this is used there better be solutions tied to it and those dollars being put back into projects that 
address them. Otherwise I do not support this. 

 Great source of pollution and worth the fee. 
 
 

Revenue Source: 

Impervious Surface Tiered Acreage Fee 

Revenue Amount: 

$18 Million 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
PUBLIC COMMENTS  -  Revenue Source # 5 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 
 Expressed Support (x3) 

 Expressed Opposition (x2) 

 Request for explanation 

 Not the best parcel option as ignores impact from non-impervious surfaces. 

 Need assurance that businesses and Towns will have access to funds to defray the costs of 

improvements to paved areas to treat run-off. 

 Explore 

 Challenge to administer this program due to high costs and data management requirements 

 An even better option.  Has nexus, is scaled to size, and can encourage mitigation through removal of 

impervious.  I also recommend that any State-parcel based fee includes tax-exempt properties and 

allows local municipalities to "piggy-back" onto the State system, much like the local option tax, to 

raise additional funds for local water quality requirements. 

 Nexus to water quality is strong, but this doesn't seem to account for acreage (?) 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Better 

 As a lister, I wish any taxing authority good luck in carrying this measure out. 

 Use runoff/discharge calculator (see US-EPA free software options) to tie fee to amount of discharge. 

Provide runoff reduction/infiltration options for landowners to implement to reduce their fee. 

 Yes, because it is directly taxing something that hurts water quality, and the taxed entities should 

usually have the ability to pay. 

 Should be based on acreage, not the number of parcels 

 If this is used there better be solutions tied to it and those dollars being put back into projects that 

address them. Otherwise I do not support this. 
  

Revenue Source: 

Impervious Surface Tiered Parcel Fee 

Revenue Amount: 

$18 Million 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed support (x2) 

 Excellent, except raise the rate to generate more funds. This also encourages grass fed beef and 

organic farming. 

 This is not a significant source of new revenue and moreover, not one that we support. 

 I didn't see this in the slideshow. Seems logical, but not much revenue, so the question is, is it worth 

the work to develop the tax? (Will it cost more to develop than it will bring in?) 

 Plausible. 

 Not worth it 

 Could be part of the mix, but does not have nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 Okay, but the revenue generated seems insignificant. 

 No. does not address the source of water quality problems 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 As this directly relates to clean water, I would encourage this one. 

 yes, do impact water quality 

 Good. Rates should be higher. Do this even if it's not a big revenue source, 

 This one seems a real stretch -- only a tinyfraction of pesticides cause problem 

 Studies show pesticide use can be reduced 75% or more, replacing it with soil health practices using 

compost and compost tea. See Composting Association of Vermont publication: Soil Policy in Vermont, 

Drivers & Action at compostingvermont.org 

 A small dollar amount raised with negative financial impacts on agriculture and golf operations. 

 Should also include lawn fertilizer. 

  

Revenue Source: 

Excise Tax on Pesticides 

Revenue Amount: 

$70,000 - $140,000 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Request for explanation 

 What % of property doesn’t fall under property tax? 

 “Relying on property tax would crowd out basic services of municipalities, forcing local government to 

levy taxes elsewhere” 

 “There shouldn’t be per acre penalties to foresters who help to protect watershed” 

 Tax all property owners for what polluters do? Totally wrong. 

 We do not support any property tax increases. 

 Why not increase it by $0.05 and bring in $40 million? This seems the most simple answer of all, and 

would be my top choice of options provided. 

 Nothing left here, education takes it all. 

 We’re taxed enough, especially “Gold Towns’ like the one I live in 

 Could be in lieu of option #1 

 Troublesome politically.  Look for other options that do not include directly increasing the property tax.  

Also, this would not include tax-exempt properties. 

 Too many properties do not pay property tax - UVM, churches, non-profits.  If the assumption is that 

we are "all in", then a PILOT option needs to be included here. 

 No. If my taxes go up any more you will be forcing may of us to sell or develop smaller property parcels 

and leave the state. 

 Property taxes already too high 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. But it does recognize 

that all citizens have a stake in high quality water 

 Having nearly the highest tax rates in the country, we want to go for First Place?! 

 Vermont property taxes are already much to high and need to be reduced rather than increased. 

 NO. Property taxes are too high. 

  

Revenue Source: 

Property Tax 

Revenue Amount: 

$0.01 property tax increase =  

$8 Million 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Comments 

 Expressed opposition (x4) 

 Request for explanation 

 WTF? Tax the innocents and not the polluters? 

 We oppose any increase to Vermont's personal income tax. 

 It's somewhat "nickel and diming" this to piece things together, but if you were to select one of these 

options, maybe go with the $2.8 million one to offset hits to lower income people? 

 More tax! 

 All Vermonters will eventually have to pay for water quality requirements.  However, I would 

recommend this option only if other funding options are not raising enough.  It hits our personal 

wallets and yet does not have strong nexus or directly encourage mitigation. 

 Very weak nexus to water quality.  Too many groups do not pay income tax in VT, so taxpayers would 

bear that extra burden.  Where is the "all in" idea? 

 No. the cost of this should be related to the cause of the problem. Income does not correlate to land 

use and water pollution. 

 Income taxes already too high 

 all Vermonters potentially contribute 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. But it does recognize 

that all citizens have a stake in high quality water. 

 Good idea to exempt lower brackets and then raise progressively to supply most of the needed 

revenue. 

 How attractive are we wishing Florida to be? 

 Vermonters can not afford any increase in the income tax rates. 

 I do NOT support this at all. Stay away from this unless you want to drive more people out of VT. Less 

people in the state is not the solution. Creating a Clean Water Economy is. 

 

  

 

 

Revenue Source: 

Personal Income Tax 

Revenue Amount: 
▪ $7 Million - 1% of current revenues. 
▪ $13.3 Million - .1% increase applied to the 

rate of each tax bracket (i.e. 3.55% 
increased to 3.65%) 

▪ $5.5 Million: Bottom tax rate remains at 
3.55% and other rates increased by .1%. 

▪ $2.8 Million: Bottom two brackets remain 
at 3.55% 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

 

Comments 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Expressed support (x2) 

 “The diesel tax seems unreasonably low, not raising enough money” 

 “This is a tax on consumers…is it possible to tax the businesses selling the gas?” 

 “When keeping in mind Climate Change’s major role in algae blooms, this is a great opportunity for the 

State to take a holistic approach at this issue, specifically with this gas tax, to begin discussing/moving 

towards a carbon tax” 

 “Emphasis on importance of solving behavioral/infrastructural problems over raising revenues” 

 “Opportunity to emphasize water quantity management, which has been shown to increase quality” 

 We do not support either of these gas tax suggestions; our farmers will be negatively impacted, as will 

all Vermonters and tourists that visit our state.  Revenues from the gas and diesel taxes should only be 

used to fund highway infrastructure improvements. 

 Yes, highly recommend this. I'd propose making this even more though - say $0.03. That increases the 

revenue to $9M and $2.1M. 

 This should only be used for Transportation funding. 

 Yes because it is a good all-in approach for highways 

 Gas tax is troublesome, politically.  Avoid this one.  Not a strong nexus and does not directly  

encourage mitigation. 

 This is a regressive tax.  Roads are the nexus to water quality. Strongly suggest that gas tax option is 

only used for future road maintenance and repairs - this will be another funding struggle in the future. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. Moreover, it's 

chump shange. 

 Very poor choice -- the gas tax is already a shrinking revenue source, and the highway fund is 
struggling. 

 consider, increase $0.05/gal 

 Gas taxes should only be used for transportation related projects. Working Vermonters cannot afford 

additional gas taxes. 

  

 

Revenue Source: 

Gas Tax 

Revenue Amount: 

 $0.01 increase / gallon of gas =  
        $3 Million 

 $0.01 tax/gallon of diesel = $690,000 
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Comments 

 
 Expressed Support 

 Residential and Non-Ag use 

 Would beneficial use of Class A biosolids have this fee 
applied? Credits/exemptions for WQ friendly fertilizer 
users? 

 Is this based on the tonnage of fertilizer, or the 
tonnage of Phosphorus and Nitrogen being used? 

 Should be formatted in a way to address differing 
levels of Phosphorus to incentivize use of low-P 
products 

 “Is there a 3-year cycle to fee bills?” 

 Comment on hardship of farmers that would result of 
this fee 

 Was there consideration to raise the non-ag fee? This 
doesn’t address the usage and practices associated 
with fertilizer 

 Is compost lumped into the definition of fertilizer? 
Different impacts on water 

 For tax provisions that are environmentally negative, 
farmers already receive tax credits…how much are 
they for? What about provisions for golf courses, etc.? 

 Raise the fertilizer tax - 

 This will affect our dairy farmer members who cannot 
absorb more costs. 

 I like the idea of reaching across all sectors, and of 
incentivizing use of fertilizers from within the 
watershed. The highest ($930,000) option would be 
my preference. 

 Plausible. 

 Is the juice worth the squeeze? 

 Controlled by regulations with little revenue 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a nexus to the water 
quality issues at hand. 

 Very strong nexus, but little revenue generated. 

 Yes. but only if tied to Phosphorus amount AND Also 
other sources of imported nutrients like poultry 
manure would need to be included. 

 Along with this, there should be a similar fee for 
imported grains and byproducts that add to P load in 
our state. This could be balanced with a producer 
credit for proven P exports through farm products. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources 
of water pollution. 

 As this directly relates to clean water, I would 
encourage this one 

 Why do I have the sense that this proposal is 
structured to be a non-starter?  Fertilizers and a 
common "so who gives a damn?" sty;e of soil and 
runoff management are a HUGE part of the problem. 
Get serious. A big piece of my food intake is organic-
non-chemical, AND I LIVE ON A FIXED INCOME! 

 Increase both ag and non-ag fees. Non-ag fees should 
go up substantially. 

 Consider 

 If there hadn't just been a fee hike, I would say yes. I 
would support an additional moderate increase (eg 
doubling) of the Ag tonnage fee, because of the nexus 
to WQ. 

 This will certainly impact farmers and golf courses 
more than others but does seem to be related to 
possibly reducing the volume of fertilizers used thus 
reducing the projected revenue to be generated 

 VT farms already high base opearating costs 

 Residential and Non-ag

 Consider 

 

Revenue Source: 

Fertilizer tonnage fee 

Revenue Amount: 

 Double the Ag fertilizer tonnage fee 

from $0.50 to $1 = $19,000 

 Increase the Ag fee to $25 = 

$930,000 

 Increase non-Ag fee by $1 = $6,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Expressed support 

 Is this a tax for wholesaler or retailer? What’s the mechanism? 

 Major admin. and compliance logistical challenges…high associated costs 

 What about products that are manufactured to have less impact on water? Tax structure should reflect 

this. 

 Is not the major cause of pollution in Lake Champlain or the Connecticut River. 

 Interesting, but nickel and diming, so seems more effort than money it would produce. 

 Plausible, but the thought of increasing our costs to go to the bathroom seems strange. 

 How to collect 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 Administratively difficult as this would cover a large number of everyday products.  Pharmaceuticals 

should be included here in this option. 

 Maybe. Only if tied to users of municipal sewage systems. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Water user should be taxed 

 Better, targets the problem, and well to do even if it is chump change. 

 Too complicated for small revenue 

 Superficial, and unenforceable. There are already ample reasons for VT consumers to shop in NH 
 If it can be demonstrated that these products contribute to increased phosphorus loads in the lake 

than this could be reasonable but there is an issue of unfairly targeting a specific consumer product. 

  

Revenue Source: 

Excise Tax on Flushable Consumer 

Products 

Revenue Amount: 

1% excise tax = $1.35 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x2) 

 “Putting tax on consumer rather than producer doesn’t get to the heart of the issue” 

 Expressed opposition 

 Nickel and diming (so, seems more money to implement than it would produce), and also might push 

people to buy sugary drinks instead. If add a tax, do so for all bottled drinks, not only for water. 

 Plausible. 

 Look at it 

 Could be part of the mix, but does not have nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  More appropriate for solid waste management funding. 

 Yes. Raise to $0.05 per container 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Don’t like it. Why single out bottled water? I see more beer cans and stuff on the side of the road than 

water bottles… 

 .05 excise tax equivalent to bottle ban 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. AND MORE TO THE 

POINT, IT'S NOT SERIOUS. DOES NOT EVEN VAGUELY BEGIN TO COVER THE EXTERNALITIES. 

 Too complicated for small revenue 

 Not even related to the problem -- this is just someone's old hobby horse. 

 If it can be demonstrated that these products contribute to increased phosphorus loads in the lake 

than this could be reasonable but there is an issue of unfairly targeting a specific consumer product. 

  

Revenue Source: 

Excise Tax on Bottled Water 

Containers 

Revenue Amount: 

$0.01 per container = $1 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed support (x4) 

 Expressed opposition 

 How is this revenue used at the present time? 

 Yes, seems logical to take back these funds. 

 Plausible. 

 Easy 

 Could be part of the mix, but does not have nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  More appropriate for solid waste management funding. 

 Maybe. I don't know where it goes now. 

 No. All unclaimed funds should be used to expand the beverage container deposit program. 

 yes, we have not addressed this issue 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. But it does recognize 

that all citizens have a stake in high quality 

 Too complicated for small revenue 

 So we finally admit that the bottle fee is really  a tax? It is high time. 

 Sure, depending what other uses are competing for this money. 

  

Revenue Source: 

Escheating Unclaimed Beverage 

Container Deposits 

Revenue Amount: 

$1.5 Million - $2 Million 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
PUBLIC COMMENTS  -  Revenue Source # 14 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed Support (x5) 

 Expressed Opposition (x3) 

 CWF vs. GF…this is just moving dollars around 

 Fines for pollution need to much higher to discourage bad behavior - small fines to polluters are just 

something to be laughed at. 

 We understand that DEC and AGR fines that currently go to the General Fund would be dedicated to 

the Clean Water Fund.  Given that there is no actual increase, this recommendation isn't an issue for 

us. 

 Yes. Makes sense, but is this really all the fines DEC gives out in a year? 

 Farmers can't pay fines if they close. 

 Don’t start there or it will be an area to increase? 

 Should be a part of the mix, but will diminish in returns as more become compliant. 

 Revenue that really can't be budgeted for.  Little revenue generated. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 double fines 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. But it does recognize 

that all citizens have a stake in high quality. CHUMP CHANGE. 

 Trivial, but sensible 

 If DEC wants to allocate this revenue to these new costs that is their decision. 
 

  

Revenue Source: 

DEC Fines for non-compliance 

Revenue Amount: 

$200,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Expressed support (x4) 

 Fines for pollution need to much higher to discourage bad behavior - small fines to polluters are just 

something to be laughed at. 

 Yes. Makes sense. Again, is this really all the fines in a given year? Seems very low. 

 Farmers can't pay fines if they close. 

 Don’t start there or it will be an area to increase? 

 Should be a part of the mix, but will diminish in returns as more become compliant. 

 Revenue that really can't be budgeted for.  Little revenue generated. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 double fines 

 Forget this. The regulators are , and always will be, captured, except with regard to the most egregious 

violations. This behavior needs to be addressed by other means. Probably another generations will 

have to die before their more aware successors assume stewardship of land. 

 Raise fines dramatically and maximize this revenue source. 

 Trivial, but sensible 

 Yes, this seems like a good use of whatever fines are assessed, but I don't support dramatic increase of 

agricultural fines and penalties. 

 If the Agency of Ag wants to allocate this revenue to these new costs that is their decision.  

 

Revenue Source: 

Agency of Agriculture Food and 

Markets fines for non-compliance 

Revenue Amount: 

 Agency of Ag penalties =  

$175,000 - $230,000 

 VT Office of Attorney General Water 

quality violations = $24,750 (2016) 

and $118,000 (2014) 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x2) 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Are there other industries that could be taxed? 

 Nail salons are a real menace. 
 Interesting, but nickel and diming, so seems more effort than money it would produce. 

 What is the gross revenue on nail salons?  

 They won't pay either if they are put out of business. 

 Not relevant to water quality 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand.  However it singles 

out only one class of contributor. 

 There are likely other service-type businesses that have impacts on water quality.  This business is 

being singled-out. 

 Yes if they pollute with Phosphorus, I am not sure. 

 I don’t understand where this whole nail and beauty salon thing is coming from therefore can’t support 

it. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. But it does recognize 

that all citizens have a stake in high quality 

 Good idea for general revenue, but why for this? 

 The potential down-side of increasing the cost of these services may be considerable. 
 Consider 

 Yes, but we have to be careful because this rapidly becomes a gender- and class-based tax. Salons are 

in some cases a luxury, yes, but high standards of beauty and appearance are also societally imposed 

on women and affect job prospects. Unless I'm missing important data, nail salons do not pose enough 

of a significant contribution to WQ to warrant being targeted this way. I'm not defending them (and I 

don't use them), it just seems arbitrary and socially problematic. 

 Single service businesses should not be targeted. 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on Nail Salons 

Revenue Amount: 

$2.23 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x2) 

 Some salons are more eco-friendly than others…should incentivize good behavior! 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Interesting, but nickel and diming, so seems more effort than money it would produce. 

 What is the gross revenue on nail salons?  

 They won't pay either if they are put out of business. 

 Not relevant to water quality 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand.  However it singles 

out only one class of contributor. 

 There are likely other service-type businesses that have impacts on water quality.  This business is 

being singled-out. 

 Yes if they pollute with Phosphorus, I am not sure. 

 I don’t understand where this whole nail and beauty salon thing is coming from therefore can’t support 

it. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. But it does recognize 

that all citizens have a stake in high quality 

 Good idea for general revenue, but why for this? 

 The potential down-side of increasing the cost 

 of these services may be considerable. 

 Consider 

 Yes, but we have to be careful because this rapidly becomes a gender- and class-based tax. Salons are 

in some cases a luxury, yes, but high standards of beauty and appearance are also societally imposed 

on women and affect job prospects. Unless I'm missing important data, nail salons do not pose enough 

of a significant contribution to WQ to warrant being targeted this way. I'm not defending them (and I 

don't use them), it just seems arbitrary and socially problematic. 

 Single service businesses should not be targeted. 

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on Beauty Salon Services 

Revenue Amount: 

$4.3 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x6) 

 Expressed opposition 

 Need for more detailed vetting 

 Consequences on competitiveness in VT; the extreme competition within the ski industry with 

neighboring state increases potential income reductions from taxing VT Ski 

 Interesting, but nickel and diming, so seems more effort than money it would produce. 

 Terrible idea. It's one of the very few economic driver's we have, leave it alone. 

 Not properly titled 

 Reduce the exemption 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 Nexus to water quality is weak compared to farm equipment.  This is a tax on machinery & equipment 

that singles out one industry.  If farm machinery & equipment remains tax exempt, logging equipment 

and snowmaking equipment should be exempt also.   

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution and I am disgusted, but not 

necessarily shocked to learn of the existence of this exemption (!). 

 End this, ski industry gets a free ride on river water for making snow 

 Does this target problem behavior? 

 Good idea for general revenue, but why for this? 

 Uncertain how their operations contribute to water pollution -- how to establish valuations will 
be highly contentious, and the appeals 

 may be costly to the state. 
 Consider 

 Depending on predicted impacts to the ski industry, and on what would likely happen to small resorts 

that go under. Would Forest Service buy and protect the land? Or would a wealthier resort buy them 

and install even more condos and parking lots? 

 To eliminate this exemption only for ski areas and not for all Vermont manufacturing equipment 

targets an industry that contributes significant direct and secondary financial benefits to the State and 

should not be targeted in such a manner. 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

End Exemption on Ski Lifts and 

Snowmaking Equipment 

Revenue Amount: 

$1.5 - $2 Million 
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Comments 
 

 Policy debate for years to replace Current Use 

structure 

 Main area of revenue generated would be from farm 

buildings that are currently exempt in full 

 Vocalized opposition 

 Current use should be stopped- why reduce taxes on 

polluters. Most get way too many subsidies already. 

Time to pay for the cost of pollution by the polluters. 

 Forests provide clean water for drinking, recreation 

and habitat. This contribution reduces, and in some 

cases eliminates, the need for expenditures related 

to manmade infrastructure designed to ensure clean 

water. While a 90% reduction of taxes on forestland 

enrolled in UVA maintains a generous tax benefit for 

landowners and in some cases will decrease taxes, it 

will also raise taxes for many forestland owners.  It is 

bad policy to raise a tax to fund water clean up on 

the very lands that play such an important role in 

maintaining clean water.  Because land in a 

fragmented landscape often has a higher value, 

there will be many cases where the land most 

affected by the change in costs is also the land that is 

most important to keep in forest. Furthermore, a flat 

tax on UVA enrolled land undermines the integrity 

and stability of how lands are appraised in the 

program.  Currently, the appraisal method values 

land based on the value for managing forestland.  If 

this funding recommendation successfully alters the 

method of appraisal of UVA enrolled lands by taxing 

land at an arbitrary rate, then it becomes easier for 

subsequent fundraising efforts to alter the rate to 

save more money.  This will make the cost of owning 

land enrolled in the program unpredictable.   

 Increased costs and decreased predictability -of-

costs of owning forestland will force conversion of 

forestland to other uses that are more profitable or 

affordable.   If promoting clean water is the goal, 

then this opposite of the desired outcome.    

 We oppose any ideas under consideration that 

would redirect Use Value Appraisal Program benefits 

to the Clean Water Fund.  This program should not 

be used as a vehicle to fund this initiative. 

 Current use needs an overhaul first. 

 Leave current use alone or more farms will go out of 

business 

 No because Current Use will have additional 

regulatory burden under this rule 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the 

water quality issues at hand. 

 This option would be extremely difficult to get 

through the legislature.  Require land management 

plans to have shoreline and stream buffers that have 

to be maintained. 

 NO. Leave Current Use alone. 

 No. Current use as a program is one of the few things 

we are doing right when it comes to managing lands 

to prevent runoff! 

 Seems like amove in the wrong direction.  A 

sausage? 

 Bad idea 

 Intriguing notion. The savings may be rather diffuse. 

 The Current Use Program encourages good 

stewardship practices on open land in Vermont and 

the existing tax benefits should not be reduced any 

further. 

 I’d be nervous about chipping away at CU 

 I don't understand this. How does a discount make 

money? 

 

Revenue Source: 

Current Use: Apply a 90% discount to 

all property enrolled in current use 

Revenue Amount: 

$4.5 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x4) 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Seems very little income. Is the tax on slip usage? That seems logical to implement (though would also 

be nickel and diming again). 

 Plausible. 

 Why? 

 small but relevant to water quality and lake users 

 Could be a part of the mix.  A class of businesses that has a lot riding on water quality.  Has a weak 

nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 Very little revenue generated. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution (fluids that leak from IC 

engines and human excreta that no doubt still finds it's way into bodies of water via boaters. 

 To the extent that they are part of the problem:  Spills, exhaust, etc. 

 Aren't the marinas on the front line of helping 

 To reduce direct pollution of the lakes? 

 Consider - also on all 'recreational' activities/ sites dependent on fossil fuels: golf courses, ski areas, dirt 

bike trails, etc 

 Individual single business categories should not be singled out for tax increases. 

  

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on Marinas 

Revenue Amount: 

$210,000 
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Comments 

 Yah, let's raise the price of drugs even more. 

 Expressed opposition (x3) 

 Not really relevant to phosphorus, but interesting idea. I put it in the nickel and diming category, so am 

less supportive of it than other ideas. 

 There are other places to fill your prescriptions 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand. 

 This would seem to be difficult to administer. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. That said, without a holistic 

approach that incentivizes preventative over palliative care and also negotiate prices with 

pharmaceutical companies (as in a public option) I fear that a tax on pharmaceuticals would only add 

to the problems faced by those untold households in Vermont who each year face bankruptcy due to 

healthcare expenses. 

 No. We pay enough for medicine 

 Low price elasticity of demand. Regressive. Stupid. 

 Bad because who it hits 

 If not specified to be paid as part of "co-pay" this is simply a transfer from one government agency to 

another. 

 The cost of medicine and insurance is already very high and this will only increase the cost of health 

care for Vermonters. 

  

 

Revenue Source: 

Pharmaceutical Medicine Excise Tax 

Revenue Amount: 
1% on excise on prescription drugs =  

$5.5 Million 

1% excise tax on non-prescription drugs = 

$600,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x3) 

 Expressed opposition 

 Warning of the “slippery slope” of taxing services 

 Seems far lower than would be actually brought in, but nickel and diming again. Is it going to bring in 

more than it costs to implement? 

 Look at it 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a nexus with the issue and could encourage mitigation.  But would not 

be fair to parking garages, which actually locate more parking on less of an impervious footprint.  Also, 

might be difficult to ramp up the administration of the sales tax.  if this is done, then there should also 

be a sales tax on on-street parking meters. 

 Little revenue generated.  If there is a fee on impervious surfaces, this option would not be necessary. 

 Yes, same as impervious surfaces 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 This seems to go along with #4. Seems like a good idea 

 Better:  Runoff, no infiltration. 

 Too complicated for small revenue 

 Another real stretch -- counter productive in many respects 

 Makes sense 

 Individual single business categories should not be singled out for tax increases. 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on Parking Lots and 

Garages 

Revenue Amount: 

$280,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x5) 

 We believe that instituting a sales tax on services will have a negative effect on doing business in our 

state.  Moreover, it is detrimental to existing businesses. 

 Nickel and diming. 

 What is the margin of profit on limosuine service? Can't pay if they close. 

 Look at it 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand.  However it singles 

out only one class of contributor. 

 Singles out one business.   

 NO. this is way off base 

 Yes, I support this because a) it's a luxury tax and b) it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Don’t like. Not related to clean water. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 Good idea for general revenue, but why for this? 

 This also seems likely to be very contentious, and counterproductive.! 

 Consider 

 Individual single business categories should not be singled out for tax increases. 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on Limousine Services 

Revenue Amount: 

$610,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed Opposition (x4) 

 Expressed Support 

 Tax the property taxes instead (which I supported above). 

 Plausible. 

 Look at it 

 Could be a part of the mix.  Has a weak nexus to the water quality issues at hand.  However it singles 

out only one class of contributor. 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  This could fall under impervious surfaces. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution and it might serve as an 

incentive for people to simplify their lives. 

 Don’t like. Not related to clean water. 

 Stupid, but on non-permeable paving around them, yes. 

 Good idea for general revenue, but why for this?  

 The units already pay pretty hefty property taxes. 
 Sure, but not in combination with the impervious surface parcel/acreage fee. 

 Individual single business categories should not be singled out for tax increases. 

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on Storage Units 

Revenue Amount: 

$940,000 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
PUBLIC COMMENTS  -  Revenue Source # 25 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

 

 

Comments 

 Expressed Opposition (x2) 

 Expressed support  

 “Dealers aren’t adequately compensated for warranty work as is” 

 With 26, could bring in a signficant amount needed. 

 This funding source should be reserved for Transportation funding if ever used. 

 Check on competition from adjoining states 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But we are getting farther and farther away from nexus here... 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  Targeting a business. 

 NO. this is way off base 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Don’t like. Not related to clean water. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 Good idea for general revenue, but why for this? 

 Surely the existing excise taxes on cars are high enough? 

 Individual single business categories should not be singled out for tax increases. 

 No – Dealers are not adequately compensated for warranty work as is 

 Maybe 

 This would be detrimental as well. Vehicle ownership is expensive enough already. With new 

technology that is already here and getting better cars are not and will not be the largest emitters. 

 Hard to separate the tax. 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales tax on new car dealer labor 

charges, work under warranty, and 

value of service contracts 

 

Revenue Amount: 

$4.8 Million 
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NOTE: These sources were proposed through the stakeholder process and are not recommendations or endorsements by the Treasurer’s Office.  

The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed Opposition (x4) 

 Interesting. Sure, if needed. 

 Transportation only 

 Check on competition from adjoining states 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But we are getting farther and farther away from nexus here... 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  Targeting a business. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution and it might act as another 

incentive for people to get rid of their car(s). 

 Definitely not. We all pay too much for this service already. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 Not progressive 

 There is already a substantial underground economy in this field. Raising taxes on the work will 

probably increase that. 

 Individual single business categories should not be singled out for tax increases. 

 Maybe 

 No again. It's already expensive for good qualified repairs. 

 Hard to separate the tax. 

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Sales Tax on General Auto Repair 

Revenue Amount: 

$6.2 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed Opposition (x5) 

 Expressed Support 

 Nickel and diming. 

 Transportation only 

 Not much impact 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But we are getting farther and farther away from nexus here... 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  Targeting a business. 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution, automobiles. 

 Don’t like. Not related to clean water. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 It is hard to grasp why these fees are related to clean water. 

 There is already a scheduled fee increase in 1917 for inspection stickers and vehicle inspections and 

this should not be increased further. 

 Not again. Too many rate hikes on this one. 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Inspection Sticker Fee 

Revenue Amount: 

$1 increase = $585,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed Support (x4) 

 Expressed opposition 

 Ad valorem tax on cars by type? Many different types raised last year… 

 Nickel and diming (though I like the idea of charging visitors to the state too) 

 Transportation only 

 Maybe 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But we are getting farther and farther away from nexus here... 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  Targeting a business. 

 NO. this is way off base 

 Yes, I support this because it targets one of the sources of water pollution. 

 Don’t like. Not related to clean water. 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 Too complicated for small revenue 

 It is hard to grasp why these fees are related to clean water. 

 Not a significant amount of new revenue while increasing the cost for both Vermonters and visitor to 

the state. 

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Surtax on Rental Cars 

Revenue Amount: 

1% surtax on rental vehicles = 

$480,000 
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Comments 
 

 Expressed Support (x2) 

 Expressed Opposition (x5) 

 “Likely to be targeted for Ed Fund” 

 Breakdown of where revenue would go? 

 Why not 0.2% and bring in $12 million if needed (though other suggestions I have supported above 

already meet the goal)? 

 Low on the list 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But we are adding to a regressive tax while getting farther and farther away 

from nexus... 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  Regressive tax. 

 Yes. This would better relate human activity level to environmental impact effects. Too bad it will 

reduce Vermont business incomes as more on-line and out of state purchases. 

 Regressive. Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 Bad idea - not progressive 

 As noted before, NH is not that far away. 

 Consider 

 The Vermont Sales tax should be decreased not increased. 

 

 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

Surtax / Increase to Sales & Use Tax 

Revenue Amount: 

.1% increase = $6 Million 
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The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed Support (x7) 

 Expressed opposition (x2) 

 Again, I like the idea of including visitors in the costs, but why not increase the amount and make it 

worthwhile? Say, $5 surcharge on rooms, and bring in $36M? I think the fewer things you can do to 

bring in the needed $ and involve as many sectors of the population as possible is what you should do. 

With this surcharge (if increased as I mentioned), plus a property tax increase that's $40M + $18M and 

you're done, right? 

 Maybe 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But has limited nexus with water quality. 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  This option would be better used to fund statewide marketing and 

tourism programs. 

 Yes. This helps spread the cost to others who use our state for recreation, impact natural resources, 

and then go home 

 people will accept this for a cleaner Lake champlain 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 The overall effect of such an increase needs to be very well understood. It may not raise as much 

revenue as hoped for. Many package tours can choose where to spend the night. 

 I like it because it collects from out-of-state tourists who benefit from the protection of our WQ. They 

already bring lots of $$ to our economy, but asking for a little more and directing it to WQ seems okay. 

 This will negatively impact Vermont tourism businesses while having zero relation to improved water 

quality 

 Discriminates against small, cheaper lodging 

 Maybe 

 

  

Revenue Source: 

$1 Surcharge on Rooms 

Revenue Amount: 

$3.6 Million 
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Comments 

 Expressed Opposition (x7) 

 Expressed Support (x3) 

 Request for data showing breakdown of projected effects on residents versus visitors 

 Nickel and diming. 

 Low on the list 

 Could be a part of the mix.  But has limited nexus with water quality. 

 Weak nexus to water quality.  This option would be better used to fund statewide marketing and 

tourism programs. 

 Maybe. 

 these fees are good travel & tourism sees  water quality improvement fees only improve the industries 

bottom line 

 Looks stupid:  Incidence is not well targeted to behavior that harms water quality. 

 The overall effect of such an increase needs to be very well understood. It may not raise as much 

revenue as hoped for. Many package tours can choose where to spend the night. 

 Consider 

 This will negatively impact tourism as well as the Vermont hotel and restaurant industry and has no 

relation to improving water quality 

 Better idea (than surcharge to rooms) 

 

 

  

 

Revenue Source: 

Surtax / Increase to Meals, Rooms 

and Alcoholic Beverages 

Revenue Amount: 
.25% increase = $4.2 Million 

 $2.5 Million - Meals 

 $1.2 Million - Rooms 

 $500,000 - Alcohol 
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Comments 

 Expressed support (x5) 

 Adding voluntary fees onto licensing applications for fishing, hunting etc. would likely show some 

revenue return 

 Support.  However it will not yield much revenue. 

 Doesn't seem a bad idea to include, but is it needed? 

 Non-profit support to augment and capitalize on this effort. Work with qualified non-profit to make 

donations to lake clean up tax deductible and attractive. Much more emphasis should be placed on this 

vs. simply waving the "tax wand".  

 LCI, VPIRG etc should be out canvassing and raising funds to help with this effort not just thinking 

everything should be shouldered by taxpayers. 

 Dream on 

 Could be a part of the mix, but what is the return on investment of these line items? 

 Also consider:  VT Water Quality license plate options; and, additional contributions with the sale of 

fishing licenses. 

 YES. This needs to be a tax deductible contribution. 

 Yes, as long as the expense to manage this program doesn't cost more than the revenues it does or can 

be expected to produce. 

 to include  check off box for hunting & fishing 

 Sure, why not?  Cheap way to raise consciousness. 

 Feasible 

 No issues with providing Vermonters this personal choice 

 Voluntary is good as long as it's truly voluntary. 
 

  

Revenue Source: 

Voluntary Contribution Line Item on 

the Personal Income Tax Form 

Revenue Amount: 

$30,000 - $100,000 
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Comments 

 Expressed opposition 

 What is an affinity card? 

 ? 

 Interesting 

 What is this? 

 Don’t know what this is 

 If Vermont makes out better than the banksters. 

 Possible, probably trivial 
 

  

Revenue Source: 

Affinity Card 

Revenue Amount: 
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The projections and descriptions are provided for the purpose of public information and discussion. 

 
 

 

Comments 

 Expressed opposition 

 Our first preference would be to redirect expenditures from existing programs to support the Clean 

Water Fund. 

 Could consider this. 

 .25% 

 Worth looking at 

 yes good to consider if/when available\ 

 Barring the ability to raise the necessary funds through the options above, the State is going to have to 

raise funding for water quality requirements somehow, or the EPAs "nuclear option" will force more 

expensive upgrades for even less potential clean-up. 

 Could do this, in part 

 Money being spent by VAAFM to clean up pollution on farms should be spent on this - farms should be 

required to comply without help. 

 Possible 

 Before any new funding sources are proposed all existing expenditures should be evaluated as sources 

of funding for this clean water effort. 

 

Revenue Source: 

Re-appropriation of Current 

Expenditures 

Revenue Amount: 

0.2% surcharge on the transfer of 

certain properties = $4.7M-$5M 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
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 Funding vs. financing and true grant money should be reflected in the costs chart 
 

 Request for details on mechanisms of collection 
 

 Request for reasons some things were taken off the list 
 

 What about personnel needed? 
 

 Should structure this based on ability to pay 
 

 Recommendation to enact one of these suggestions ASAP to get the ball rolling, with 
insurance to enact another/more in x years 

 

 Recurring emphasis on importance of not taxing folks whose activity actively supports clean 
water…should incentivize others to follow in footsteps 

 

 Is there other research available on health, environmental, etc. impacts of clean water? Are 
these reports being considered? 

 

 Recommendation to increase focus on taxing corporate presence in VT, avoid placing burden 
on shoulders of residents 

 

 Emphasis on consideration of altering the formula for economic competition between VT and 
neighboring states 

 

 Time to tax the polluters - costs of pollution have been far too long, not added in economic 
models. Livestock farms, one of the largest causes of pollution in Lake Champlain, and in the 
Connecticut River have had a free pass. They receive free technical and financial assistance 
from government agencies, they have ridiculous tax breaks on land they abuse, subsidized 
price supports for over producing the demand for dubious products and now want the rest of 
us to pay for their sins! to the environment. 

 

 If a producer wants to raise livestock in this state, they should pay a per head tax on a 
proportional amount of the problem that this "privilege" allows. If the cost of cleanup is 
$10,000,000 per year and there are 1,000,000 animal units out there, then a tax of 
$10/AU head should be levied. Citizens are tired of paying for others costs of pollution. If 
the farmer cries, "I can't afford it", then maybe they should not be in business-- you have 
one less bad actor, less pollution. If someone else thinks they can do better, then so be it-  
Plus its high time to fine polluters, none of this slap on the wrist shit from the Vermont 
Department of Agriculture. These fines need to be significant to cause these polluters to 
stop and enforced by real cops, not lobbyists. 

 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

 To me, the economic model is messed up: costs of pollution should be built into product 
costs. If it costs $10,000,000 per year to plan practices in place to keep our waters clean from 
livestock waste, and there are 100,000 animal units producing this waste, then a cost of 
$10/Animal Unit head should be levied against the livestock producer. Why should everyone 
else pay tor them causing a detriment to society? Fines of course, should be severe enough to 
stop bad behavior, enforced by real cops, not lobbyists like the god damn Department of 
Agriculture. What a joke! You and I produce waste as well, but it costs us $35,000 or more for 
mound systems to be installed that have zero discharge into the waters of the state. Fair 
enough - why should farmers be allowed to spread manure at will? What's wrong with the 
frickin dairies paying for their own mess? If it isn't affordable, then maybe they shouldn't be 
in business and we have less pollution, cleaner water and maybe some other enterprise, like 
an organic producer of vegetables who doesn't pollute can become our neighbors. 
 

 I would like to submit a proposal on behalf of the VT Department of Forests, Parks and 
Recreation (FPR). DEC and the Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets are proposing to re-
direct water quality non-compliance fines from the General Fund to the Clean Water Fund 
(lines 14 and 15). I propose that Acceptable Management Practices (AMPs) for Maintaining 
Water Quality on Logging Jobs and Heavy Cut fines be re-directed as well. These programs are 
administered by FPR and both have a direct nexus to water quality. Enforcement is provided 
through the ANR Enforcement & Litigation Section and the Vermont Attorney General's 
office.  

 
AMPs: 10 VSA Chapter 47 Section  2622 
Heavy Cut Law: 10 VSA Chapter 83 Section 2625  
 
Below is a current list of fines levied from 2014 - 2016. 

 
2014 - $60,000 - Attorney General's Office 
2014 - $9,000 - ANR Enforcement & Litigation  
2015 - $34,800 - ANR Enforcement & Litigation  
2016 - $9,509.43 - Attorney General's Office and ANR Enforcement & Litigation 

 
In general, any new taxes or fees should only be raised to cover costs associated with 
issues related to the business or service provided. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. There are many interesting ideas on the table. 
It seems to me, as I indicated in one of the boxes above, that the funds should be raised 
in as simple a way possible, while reaching as broad of a population as possible. My top 
choices would be: 

 
Raise property taxes by $0.05/$100 value = $40M 
Raise hotel costs by $5 per room/night = $18M 
Motor boat gas tax increased = $11.1M 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
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Fertilizer tonnage fee = $1M 
TOTAL = $70M/year 
(Then you can give education the $2M in non turned in bottle fees.) 

 
Second tier options: 
Keep property transfer surcharge = $5M 
Increase sales tax by 0.2% = $12M 
Sales taxes on new and existing cars (25 and 26) = $11M 

 
According to the VT Futures Project Vermont ranks 47th in taxing capacity, meaning much of 
the money in people's pockets is spoken for and further stress on working Vermonters will 
have a negative effect on the economic outlook of the State. The State should look to 
reallocate existing funds at a level of 25% to 40% and then look to new funding. The new 
funding should stay away from property taxes and income taxes. Greater investment in 
supporting economic development is needed with sustained GDP growth prior to relying 
solely on new revenue for any State services.  

 
The Burlington region should be the initial funder in this process, they reap all the economic 
benefits from the Lake, all while getting their property taxes subsidized by rural Vermont. 
Those rural areas outside the Champlain watershed should get a pass on this.  

 

Thanks to the Treasurer's Office for your continued competent service to the people of 
Vermont. We are fortunate to have you as such a good financial steward (agree with your 
stance on not divesting at this point, and agree that a State bank would not work). Keep it up! 

 

 Need to make sure the cost estimates are not inflated 
 

 Consider Water Quality License Plate program similar to VT Endangered Wildlife Program 
 

 I favor funding sources that (1) include tax exempt properties, (2) have a strong nexus to 
stormwater impairment and the TMDL, (3) encourage personal mitigation, (4) possibly 
provide credits for personal mitigation, (5) that local municipalities can "piggy-back" on to 
raise funds for matching requirements, etc., and (6) do not dwindle in revenue potential 
prematurely before water quality goals have been met. 

 

 Current Use:  Make changes that require land management plans to have shoreline and 
stream buffers that have to be maintained.  If buffers are not maintained, remove that land 
from the program.   

 

 Realign the ANR and portions of the VTrans budgets to focus on improving water quality for a 
period of time.  Focus on targeting areas that are most likely impacting water quality - i.e. 
farms. 

 



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES 
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 There was no discussion of the long-term cost estimates that us to the numbers we are 
dealing with.  These should be closely re-examined, and again we should focus quickly on 
targeting areas that are impacting water quality the most - i.e. farms. 

 The options that are ultimately considered as funding options must have a strong nexus to 
water quality; ensure that concept of "all in" is adhered to (as many options did not); and be 
easy to administer.  

 

 I would like to suggest several additional sources of revenue: a tax on all aviation fuels, airline 
travel, airports and private airplane ownership. Airports and aviation disproportionately add 
to the burden of pollution faced by our waterways (and air). Given this reality, I am shocked 
(but hardly surprised) that aviation doesn't feature as a revenue source. 

 

 I did not see any revenue tax from the non consumptive users(birders,bikers,hikers, canoeis & 
kayakers, all should pay a registration fee annually 

 

 The revenue sources are not consistent with the directive to the Treasurer's Office that 
"...proposed revenue sources shall be designed to assess fees, taxes, or other revenue sources 
from a property, parcel use, parcel, type, or an activity in proportion to the negative impacts 
of property, parcel use, parcel type, or activity on the water quality in the State."  (from Sec. 
40.  STATE TREASURER REPORT ON LONG-TERM FINANCING OF STATEWIDE WATER QUALITY 
IMPROVEMENT).  Working from the DEC spreadsheet "Summary: Costs for Clean Water 
Improvements by Sector", the pollution from Agriculture will cost the most to clean up, yet 
the proposed revenue sources for clean water do not reflect that fact.  Agriculture should be 
responsible for paying for the clean up in proportion to the costs.   

 

 In terms of increased property taxes and income taxes: Approximately $50 million is proposed 
above to be raised from individuals whose activities may have virtually no negative impacts 
on the waters of the State, and I object to this plan which directly sidesteps the directive that 
revenue sources be assessed based on negative impacts.  I do not object to paying to have a 
clean environment, but I am afraid that unless we confront the fact that Agriculture is the 
leading cause, it won't get fixed and we will be wasting our money never addressing the root 
problem. 

 

 This entire policy sector seems to me WILLFULLY IGNORANT of progressive soil and animal 
management AS A SYSTEM.   Hello? Hello?!!    2. If the invitation to comment had arrived with 
some longer notice, tone and content would have been more informed and less . . . irritated. 

 

 I don't like it that the 2/3 of the state that is outside the Champlain watershed are hit with 
taxes to clean it up. I find it curious that given where pollution to both Connecticut River and 
Lake Champlain is thought to originate, no proposal is entertained to have those sources 
contribute. Municipal Waste Treatment is an important source, and yet the proposals are to 
tax uninhabited lands. That is grossly unfair. The per parcel fee is feasible if confined to 
improved parcels. Probably it is not possible to administer a fee on the number of toilets, but 
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that would be sensible. Other water-intensive users should also be asked to contribute -- 
laundries, &c. Perhaps a surcharge on kitchen disposal units, dishwashers, clothes washers, 
and other high volume appliances. 

 Add excise tax to purchase, and increase/institute registration fee for, fossil fuel powered 
recreational vehicles used on land, water, or in the air. 

 

 US-EPA HANDOUT 

 https://handouts-
live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=83633267240419
48676&participantId=600008 

 

 In your report to the legislature please emphasize the importance of the ‘how’ to cost-
effectively reduce phosphorous.  

 

 As the Lake Champlain TMDL Implementation Plan notes: "The problem is not runoff, it's 
infiltration. Funding practices that increase infiltration should be our top priority. 

 

 A link between these funding options and water quality improvement should be included in 
this ongoing discussion.   

 

 Create a Clean Water Economy. Think in terms of solutions. Tax the things you don't want, 
but provide solutions on how to move forward and fund the solution. You must be 
transparent. Tell and SHOW people how much money came in and what solutions/projects 
that money will be used for. Get results! The technology to live on this planet clean and green 
is already here. VT can be the first state to truly shift our thinking and harness their full 
potential. What is more expensive, cleaning up or leading the way in CREATING a Clean Water 
Economy? The later will expand and increase our state revenues. 

 I would like to see a $.10 tax on off road diesel. A lot of pollution is generated or sourced to 
off road diesel equipment. This includes town plow trucks, salt trucks, and other equipment. 

 

 The tax money collected from the off road diesel must be used directly for boots on the 
ground projects. Not for studies or other BS. We must show something for this tax. 

 

 Some of the other revenue sources should have the same restriction. There are just too many 
instances where studies just plunder the budget and produce nothing. 

 

https://handouts-live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=8363326724041948676&participantId=600008
https://handouts-live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=8363326724041948676&participantId=600008
https://handouts-live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=8363326724041948676&participantId=600008
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 Pat Molton  – VT Tech 

 Megan Moir  – Burlington 

Stormwater 

 Chad Whitehead 

 Charlie Baker – Chittenden County 

Regional Planning Commission 

 Peter Ratwell – Brattleboro 

 Wilcox – A&R Watershed 

 Chris Koliba – UVM 

 Lucy Lorish 

 Pat Olman (VT Ski) 

 Chris Campion 

 Town of Shelburne 

 Rural VT 

 VT Farm Bureau 

 VTC 

 Doug Zehner 

 Gary Sabourin 

 Kiersten Bourgeois, St. Albans 

Cooperative Creamery 

 Kris Stepenuck, Williston 

 Rob Gaiotti, Dorset Town Offices 

 Paul Doton 

 Chelsea Mandigo 

 Chip Sawyer 

 David Snedeker, Northeastern VT 

Development Association 

 Jeff Carter, UVM 

 Kai Mikkel 

 Mardee Sanchez 

 Pete Diminico 

 Gary Sabourin, VT Department of 

Forests, Parks and Rec 

 Steve Reynolds – Cornwall, VT 

 Tim O’Dell 

 Tim McKay 

 Bruce Shields 

 Pat Sagui – Composting Association 

of VT 

 Doug Zehner 

 Jeannie Bartlet, NRCS St. Albans 

 Rob Apple 

 James Sherrard, Town of Williston 

Stormwater 

 Eric Noel 

 Jeff Lefebvre 

 Leonard Bull 
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• Funding vs. financing and true grant money should be reflected in the costs chart 

 
• Request for details on mechanisms of collection 

 
• Request for reasons some things were taken off the list 

 
• What about personnel needed? 

 
• Should structure this based on ability to pay 

 
• Recommendation to enact one of these suggestions ASAP to get the ball rolling, with 

insurance to enact another/more in x years 
 

• Recurring emphasis on importance of not taxing folks whose activity actively supports clean 
water…should incentivize others to follow in footsteps 

 
• Is there other research available on health, environmental, etc. impacts of clean water? Are 

these reports being considered? 
 

• Recommendation to increase focus on taxing corporate presence in VT, avoid placing burden 
on shoulders of residents 

 
• Emphasis on consideration of altering the formula for economic competition between VT and 

neighboring states 
 

• Time to tax the polluters - costs of pollution have been far too long, not added in economic 
models. Livestock farms, one of the largest causes of pollution in Lake Champlain, and in the 
Connecticut River have had a free pass. They receive free technical and financial assistance 
from government agencies, they have ridiculous tax breaks on land they abuse, subsidized 
price supports for over producing the demand for dubious products and now want the rest of 
us to pay for their sins! to the environment. 

 
• If a producer wants to raise livestock in this state, they should pay a per head tax on a 

proportional amount of the problem that this "privilege" allows. If the cost of cleanup is 
$10,000,000 per year and there are 1,000,000 animal units out there, then a tax of 
$10/AU head should be levied. Citizens are tired of paying for others costs of pollution. If 
the farmer cries, "I can't afford it", then maybe they should not be in business-- you have 
one less bad actor, less pollution. If someone else thinks they can do better, then so be it-  
Plus its high time to fine polluters, none of this slap on the wrist shit from the Vermont 
Department of Agriculture. These fines need to be significant to cause these polluters to 
stop and enforced by real cops, not lobbyists. 
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• To me, the economic model is messed up: costs of pollution should be built into product 

costs. If it costs $10,000,000 per year to plan practices in place to keep our waters clean from 
livestock waste, and there are 100,000 animal units producing this waste, then a cost of 
$10/Animal Unit head should be levied against the livestock producer. Why should everyone 
else pay tor them causing a detriment to society? Fines of course, should be severe enough to 
stop bad behavior, enforced by real cops, not lobbyists like the god damn Department of 
Agriculture. What a joke! You and I produce waste as well, but it costs us $35,000 or more for 
mound systems to be installed that have zero discharge into the waters of the state. Fair 
enough - why should farmers be allowed to spread manure at will? What's wrong with the 
frickin dairies paying for their own mess? If it isn't affordable, then maybe they shouldn't be 
in business and we have less pollution, cleaner water and maybe some other enterprise, like 
an organic producer of vegetables who doesn't pollute can become our neighbors. 
 

• I would like to submit a proposal on behalf of the VT Department of Forests, Parks and 
Recreation (FPR). DEC and the Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets are proposing to re-
direct water quality non-compliance fines from the General Fund to the Clean Water Fund 
(lines 14 and 15). I propose that Acceptable Management Practices (AMPs) for Maintaining 
Water Quality on Logging Jobs and Heavy Cut fines be re-directed as well. These programs are 
administered by FPR and both have a direct nexus to water quality. Enforcement is provided 
through the ANR Enforcement & Litigation Section and the Vermont Attorney General's 
office.  

 
AMPs: 10 VSA Chapter 47 Section  2622 
Heavy Cut Law: 10 VSA Chapter 83 Section 2625  
 
Below is a current list of fines levied from 2014 - 2016. 

 
2014 - $60,000 - Attorney General's Office 
2014 - $9,000 - ANR Enforcement & Litigation  
2015 - $34,800 - ANR Enforcement & Litigation  
2016 - $9,509.43 - Attorney General's Office and ANR Enforcement & Litigation 

 
In general, any new taxes or fees should only be raised to cover costs associated with 
issues related to the business or service provided. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. There are many interesting ideas on the table. 
It seems to me, as I indicated in one of the boxes above, that the funds should be raised 
in as simple a way possible, while reaching as broad of a population as possible. My top 
choices would be: 

 
Raise property taxes by $0.05/$100 value = $40M 
Raise hotel costs by $5 per room/night = $18M 
Motor boat gas tax increased = $11.1M 
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Fertilizer tonnage fee = $1M 
TOTAL = $70M/year 
(Then you can give education the $2M in non turned in bottle fees.) 

 
Second tier options: 
Keep property transfer surcharge = $5M 
Increase sales tax by 0.2% = $12M 
Sales taxes on new and existing cars (25 and 26) = $11M 

 
According to the VT Futures Project Vermont ranks 47th in taxing capacity, meaning much of 
the money in people's pockets is spoken for and further stress on working Vermonters will 
have a negative effect on the economic outlook of the State. The State should look to 
reallocate existing funds at a level of 25% to 40% and then look to new funding. The new 
funding should stay away from property taxes and income taxes. Greater investment in 
supporting economic development is needed with sustained GDP growth prior to relying 
solely on new revenue for any State services.  

 
The Burlington region should be the initial funder in this process, they reap all the economic 
benefits from the Lake, all while getting their property taxes subsidized by rural Vermont. 
Those rural areas outside the Champlain watershed should get a pass on this.  

 
Thanks to the Treasurer's Office for your continued competent service to the people of 
Vermont. We are fortunate to have you as such a good financial steward (agree with your 
stance on not divesting at this point, and agree that a State bank would not work). Keep it up! 

 
• Need to make sure the cost estimates are not inflated 

 
• Consider Water Quality License Plate program similar to VT Endangered Wildlife Program 

 
• I favor funding sources that (1) include tax exempt properties, (2) have a strong nexus to 

stormwater impairment and the TMDL, (3) encourage personal mitigation, (4) possibly 
provide credits for personal mitigation, (5) that local municipalities can "piggy-back" on to 
raise funds for matching requirements, etc., and (6) do not dwindle in revenue potential 
prematurely before water quality goals have been met. 

 
• Current Use:  Make changes that require land management plans to have shoreline and 

stream buffers that have to be maintained.  If buffers are not maintained, remove that land 
from the program.   

 
• Realign the ANR and portions of the VTrans budgets to focus on improving water quality for a 

period of time.  Focus on targeting areas that are most likely impacting water quality - i.e. 
farms. 
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• There was no discussion of the long-term cost estimates that us to the numbers we are 

dealing with.  These should be closely re-examined, and again we should focus quickly on 
targeting areas that are impacting water quality the most - i.e. farms. 

• The options that are ultimately considered as funding options must have a strong nexus to 
water quality; ensure that concept of "all in" is adhered to (as many options did not); and be 
easy to administer.  

 
• I would like to suggest several additional sources of revenue: a tax on all aviation fuels, airline 

travel, airports and private airplane ownership. Airports and aviation disproportionately add 
to the burden of pollution faced by our waterways (and air). Given this reality, I am shocked 
(but hardly surprised) that aviation doesn't feature as a revenue source. 

 
• I did not see any revenue tax from the non consumptive users(birders,bikers,hikers, canoeis & 

kayakers, all should pay a registration fee annually 
 

• The revenue sources are not consistent with the directive to the Treasurer's Office that 
"...proposed revenue sources shall be designed to assess fees, taxes, or other revenue sources 
from a property, parcel use, parcel, type, or an activity in proportion to the negative impacts 
of property, parcel use, parcel type, or activity on the water quality in the State."  (from Sec. 
40.  STATE TREASURER REPORT ON LONG-TERM FINANCING OF STATEWIDE WATER QUALITY 
IMPROVEMENT).  Working from the DEC spreadsheet "Summary: Costs for Clean Water 
Improvements by Sector", the pollution from Agriculture will cost the most to clean up, yet 
the proposed revenue sources for clean water do not reflect that fact.  Agriculture should be 
responsible for paying for the clean up in proportion to the costs.   

 
• In terms of increased property taxes and income taxes: Approximately $50 million is proposed 

above to be raised from individuals whose activities may have virtually no negative impacts 
on the waters of the State, and I object to this plan which directly sidesteps the directive that 
revenue sources be assessed based on negative impacts.  I do not object to paying to have a 
clean environment, but I am afraid that unless we confront the fact that Agriculture is the 
leading cause, it won't get fixed and we will be wasting our money never addressing the root 
problem. 

 
• This entire policy sector seems to me WILLFULLY IGNORANT of progressive soil and animal 

management AS A SYSTEM.   Hello? Hello?!!    2. If the invitation to comment had arrived with 
some longer notice, tone and content would have been more informed and less . . . irritated. 

 
• I don't like it that the 2/3 of the state that is outside the Champlain watershed are hit with 

taxes to clean it up. I find it curious that given where pollution to both Connecticut River and 
Lake Champlain is thought to originate, no proposal is entertained to have those sources 
contribute. Municipal Waste Treatment is an important source, and yet the proposals are to 
tax uninhabited lands. That is grossly unfair. The per parcel fee is feasible if confined to 
improved parcels. Probably it is not possible to administer a fee on the number of toilets, but 
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that would be sensible. Other water-intensive users should also be asked to contribute -- 
laundries, &c. Perhaps a surcharge on kitchen disposal units, dishwashers, clothes washers, 
and other high volume appliances. 

• Add excise tax to purchase, and increase/institute registration fee for, fossil fuel powered 
recreational vehicles used on land, water, or in the air. 

 
• US-EPA HANDOUT 
• https://handouts-

live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=83633267240419
48676&participantId=600008 

 
• In your report to the legislature please emphasize the importance of the ‘how’ to cost-

effectively reduce phosphorous.  
 

• As the Lake Champlain TMDL Implementation Plan notes: "The problem is not runoff, it's 
infiltration. Funding practices that increase infiltration should be our top priority. 

 
• A link between these funding options and water quality improvement should be included in 

this ongoing discussion.   
 

• Create a Clean Water Economy. Think in terms of solutions. Tax the things you don't want, 
but provide solutions on how to move forward and fund the solution. You must be 
transparent. Tell and SHOW people how much money came in and what solutions/projects 
that money will be used for. Get results! The technology to live on this planet clean and green 
is already here. VT can be the first state to truly shift our thinking and harness their full 
potential. What is more expensive, cleaning up or leading the way in CREATING a Clean Water 
Economy? The later will expand and increase our state revenues. 

• I would like to see a $.10 tax on off road diesel. A lot of pollution is generated or sourced to 
off road diesel equipment. This includes town plow trucks, salt trucks, and other equipment. 

 
• The tax money collected from the off road diesel must be used directly for boots on the 

ground projects. Not for studies or other BS. We must show something for this tax. 
 

• Some of the other revenue sources should have the same restriction. There are just too many 
instances where studies just plunder the budget and produce nothing. 

 

https://handouts-live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=8363326724041948676&participantId=600008
https://handouts-live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=8363326724041948676&participantId=600008
https://handouts-live.s3.amazonaws.com/3b0ec8ba8857434581bde9014dab23c9?sessionId=8363326724041948676&participantId=600008
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