
July 27, 2017 

Agency of Natural Resources 

1 National Life 

Montpelier VT 05601 

RE: Clean Water Funding 

Dear Vermont Clean Water Initiative: 

I am writing to express support for the comments that Watersheds United Vermont has submitted 

regarding funding.  I want to add few more specific comments as to how I believe funds can be more 

quickly and efficiently allocated to specific projects.   

As WUV notes, watershed groups often have intimate knowledge of and strong relationships in the 

communities in the watershed.  It is not uncommon for staff, officials or concerned citizens to reach out to 

us on specific areas of concern.  This puts us in a unique position to work through issues regarding the 

design and implementation of water quality projects. As the letter notes, even if a project is on public land 

or wholly within the ROW, public understanding and acceptance is key.  In a recent conversation, a 

Public Works Director of one of the larger non-MS4 communities in the watershed stated that one of the 

most important things the Friends could do to help is educate the residents on specific municipal projects 

as to their need and value as well as providing general education.  We can help engage residents on 

projects that involve the ROW near their property or their property itself.   

Here are three projects, currently in construction phase, that illustrate this relationship: 

• Huntington Town Garage: A member of the Conservation Commission sent us photos of a direct flow

of sediment-laden stormwater into the river.  The technical solution was not particularly difficult,

however, there were several competing interests and concerns (Conservation Commission, Select

Board, Road Foreman and Recreation Committee).  The Friends were able to work through these.

Also in this particular case, the Friends wrote, in the Town’s name, both the design and construction

grant applications (LCBP).  We served as both project and grant manager to relieve the staff of that

burden.   The time needed for grant writing and management as well as project management is a

concern to many municipalities.

• Smilie School:  Again, a Conservation Commission member alerted us to a stormwater runoff issue

into Joiner Brook.  As with the Huntington garage, technical solutions were relatively easy to design

but several ‘social’ issues such as how to maintain VAST access, parking on Town Meeting Day and

rearranging the dumpster access needed to be resolved.  These may sound small or perhaps even silly

but issues like these make or break the implementation of small but valuable projects.  The Friends

wrote and managed both the design and construction grants (LCBP).

• Park/Winter Meadow drainage (Barre City): The Friends were contacted by a resident of a steep

neighborhood in Barre regarding runoff and erosion issues.  The Friends received an ERP grant that

created a stormwater master plan for the neighborhood and in partnership with the City, we conducted



outreach to several private landowners.  This was an iterative process.  The result was final designs 

for 3 projects on a combination of public and private land.  The City has a current ERP 

implementation grant (written by the Friends) to construct these practices.    

 

In all three of these cases, it was important to have strong community ties, both to gain acceptance of the 

projects and to provide the additional resource to write and manage the grants and projects.  Related to 

this, I want to address how the State may create variation on the block grant process to leverage these 

relationships, using stormwater as an example.   

 

When a stormwater master plan is completed, projects are scored and ranked with respect to priority.  

Priority projects, in many cases, have been placed on the Go List.  It is my understanding that this makes 

it possible for block grant recipients to pursue them without further approval from ANR.   Some of these 

projects have 30% designs, some no design.   Our suggestion is to simply do a ‘block grant’ on a smaller 

scale.  That would allow an organization such as the Friends, working in partnership with its 

municipalities, to advance Go List projects to 100% design with landowner and/or public acceptance.  As 

an illustration, the application would state that out of 20 priority projects  on the Go List, the Friends and 

its municipal(s) partner will complete 100% designs on 8 of them.   I believe this is effectively what the 

current block grant process is trying to do—to not have to reexamine every project from a priority 

perspective as a separate application.  However, to identify and manage projects still in design from a 

state level creates layers of reporting and degrees of separation that are inefficient.  It is much more 

difficult to address the social concerns during design from afar.  Even if a project is on the Go List, there 

is no guarantee that there is a design that will be acceptable, especially if it involves private land or public 

land that is highly visible or used by many parties.   

 

With respect to the partner funds, I am a little confused as to the projects and organizations they are 

intended to address and support.   My only specific insight into this is my understanding that VYCC was 

hired to assess erosion around stormwater outfalls in at least a few municipalities. I can’t speak for other 

watershed groups but the Friends have participated in almost all of the IDDE studies in the watershed 

outside of the MS4 communities.  In addition to sampling the outfalls, those studies gathered basic data 

on the condition of the outfalls.  We could have built on that data and experience, probably trained 

volunteers to do this and perhaps done this for less money than VYCC.  It would allow us to further 

leverage and expand our relationships with our municipalities, which benefits the State over the long term 

to improve water quality, instill stewardship and build capacity.  This may be a one-off situation but it 

may be to your advantage to disburse these funds more widely or to put these types of projects out for 

consideration by other organizations. 

 

I am happy to talk about these ideas more in person if that is helpful.   

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Ann Smith 

Executive Director 



August 1, 2017 

Vermont Clean Water Initiative 
Watershed Management Division 
1 National Life Drive, Main 2 
Montpelier, VT 05620-3522 

Re: CLF’s Comments on the Clean Water Fund Draft FY19 Budget and the Clean   
 Water Initiative 

Sent via email: bethany.sargent@vermont.gov 

Dear Vermont Clean Water Initiative: 

The Clean Water Fund budget process is an important opportunity to evaluate the 
State’s progress toward clean water and achieving the benchmarks set forth in the 
Lake Champlain TMDL.  Raising sufficient revenue and effectively allocating these 1

resources is critical to project implementation and cleaning up Vermont’s waters.  

According to the State Treasurer, the annual cost for complying with Vermont’s water 
obligations is $115 million. Existing funding sources cover $53 million annually for 
water quality, which leaves a gap of $62 million per year.  The Clean Water Fund was 2

established to help close this gap, generating roughly $5 million each year for water 
conservation projects.  

Vermont’s Clean Water Act (Act 64) charged the Secretary of Administration with 
administering this fund with a Clean Water Fund Board (the Board) to recommend 
expenditures. The Board is composed of the Secretaries of Administration; Natural 
Resources; Agriculture, Food and Markets; Commerce and Community Development; 
and Transportation.   3

Informally, the Board formed an interagency partnership to oversee clean water work 
called the Vermont Clean Water Initiative (the Initiative). The Initiative consists of the 

 Phosphorus TMDLs for Vermont Segments of Lake Champlain (June 17, 2016) (hereinafter Lake 1

Champlain TMDL).
 Clean Water Report Required by Act 64 of 2015 (January 15, 2017) (hereinafter State Treasurer 2

Report).
 10 V.S.A. §13893
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same members as the Board; however it is unclear if it is similarly commanded by the 
Secretary of Administration. While their recent Investment Report limits the Initiative 
to an interagency partnership,  the Initiative’s website includes municipalities, local 4

and regional partners, farmers, businesses, and the public as collaborators within the 
Initiative.  5

As is apparent from a brief summary of clean water actors, the roles and 
responsibilities for clean water work are ambiguous. What exactly is the Initiative? 
What is the interplay between the Initiative and the Board? How are disputes between 
agencies resolved? With these uncertainties, CLF is concerned Clean Water Funds will 
be mismanaged.  

Therefore, we recommend the agencies involved with clean water funds and project 
implementation (i.e. the Initiative) formalize their relationship through a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MOU would include a leadership 
framework to ensure accountability for spending, an outline of each agency’s 
responsibilities, and a mechanism to raise and address potentially conflicting policy 
positions between agencies. Even with these reforms, a non-partisan entity above the 
political foray may be required to lead the charge on clean water. 

In our comments below, CLF first provides feedback on the Clean Water Fund draft 
FY19 budget. Next, we critique the Initiative’s approach and success at addressing 
water quality challenges. These concerns substantiate our ultimate conclusion that a 
more formalized structure such as an MOU is necessary to effectually spend taxpayer 
dollars. 

CLF Comments on the Clean Water Fund Draft FY19 Budget 

The Initiative’s Disjointed Priorities for Clean Water Funding 

The Initiative is reliant on multiple planning processes to direct funding and project 
priorities. One such process is Tactical Basin Planning. As outlined in the Lake 
Champlain TMDL, Tactical Basin Plans (TBPs) are the backbone of the Implementation 
Plan  and the framework for achieving the necessary phosphorus reductions. 6

 Vermont Clean Water Initiative 2016 Investment Report (December 30, 2016) (hereinafter Investment 4

Report), Acknowledgments and Executive Summary.
 Vermont Clean Water Initiative, http://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/cwi.5

 Lake Champlain Phosphorus TMDL Phase I Implementation Plan (September 15, 2016) (hereinafter 6

Lake Champlain Implementation Plan).
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Accordingly, the Initiative should rely on each of the 15 TBPs to set funding and 
project priorities specific to each sub-basin. 

The Initiative also makes funding recommendations based on the priorities laid out in 
Vermont’s Clean Water Act (Act 64). While there is significant overlap between the 
top objectives of each TBP and those of Act 64, there are some discrepancies. 
Furthermore, in the draft FY19 budget, the Initiative only examines how funding 
decisions reflect the language of Act 64 without commenting on the importance of 
TBPs. CLF is concerned the TBPs are not appropriately incorporated into the draft 
FY19 budget 

In contrasting the two most recent TBPs, Missisquoi Bay  and Lamoille River,  with Act 7 8

64 priorities, there are some notable differences. Protecting very high quality waters 
is a top strategy in both the Lamoille and Missisquoi TBPs; however the draft FY19 
budget does not mention any specific efforts to prevent degradation of Vermont’s 
highest quality waters.  

Each TBP also stresses climate resilience with several objectives in each TBP 
dedicated to natural resource restoration, including wetland and floodplain 
restoration, river corridor protection, riparian area protection, and stream 
equilibrium support. While Act 64 includes a priority to restore riparian conditions, 
the draft FY19 budget only awards five percent of funds specifically to natural 
resource restoration. This limited level of commitment seems incongruous with the 
number of objectives dedicated to climate resilience in the TBPs. CLF further 
discusses this concern below. 

The Initiative Has Underfunded Climate Resilience Projects  

From climate trend data, Vermont can expect warmer temperatures and more intense 
precipitation in the future.  Precipitation is closely tied to water quality since 9

stormwater runoff often causes streambank erosion and carries pollutants to 
waterways. Given the predicted increase in severe weather events, the Initiative has 
recognized the importance of managing rivers to meet and maintain dynamic 
equilibrium conditions.   10

 Missisquoi Bay 2016 Tactical Basin Plan, pg. viii.7

 Lamoille 2016 Tactical Basin Plan, pg. 8-9.8

 Lake Champlain Implementation Plan, pg. 152.9

 Id. pg. 163.10
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CLF agrees that flood resilience and natural resource restoration should be a top 
priority of the Initiative. There are fewer regulations in place to protect our river 
corridors and floodplains, meaning much of this work will remain incomplete without 
significant public investment. In addition, the co-benefits to public safety and 
economic stability cannot be ignored – Tropical Storm Irene caused more than $733 
million in damage to 800 buildings and 500 miles of roads.  11

The proposed draft FY19 budget for the Clean Water Fund includes $200,000, or five 
percent of the total budget, for natural resources restoration.  This low prioritization 12

is consistent with spending last year, which saw a mere ten percent of funds invested 
in natural resource restoration.  CLF encourages the Initiative to reevaluate the 13

importance of floodplain and river corridor protection to prepare for future climate 
impacts on water quality. 

CLF Comments on the Clean Water Initiative 

The Initiative’s Inconsistent Leadership on Clean Water Funding 

During the final weeks of the legislative session, the Senate diverted $1 million from 
the Clean Water Fund to support affordable housing. Despite the significant loss of 20 
percent of Clean Water Funds, the Initiative did not publicly oppose this transfer. It is 
CLF’s understanding that the Governor supported the diversion, and therefore the 
Initiative’s hands were tied in opposing any reduction to clean water funding. This 
scenario highlights the inherent dysfunction of the Initiative being comprised solely of 
members of the Governor’s administration. It is critical that the State place our clean 
water obligations above politics. 

The Initiative’s Internal Conflict on Clean Water Funding 

Secretary of Administration Susanne Young offered testimony on March 2, 2017 to the 
House Committee on Ways and Means requesting more time to review existing 
revenue sources before creating additional, long-term funding streams for clean 
water. Yet, at the same time, the Initiative claims “[t]o keep pace with the high 
demand for clean water funding, the State is working to establish additional revenue 

 Pierre-Louis, Kendra. “Five Years After Hurricane Irene, Vermont Still Striving for Resilience,” Inside 11

Climate News, September 1, 2016.
 Vermont Clean Water Fund SFY19 Distribution Priorities for FY19 Draft Budget (June 30, 2017).12

 Investment Report, pg. 14.13
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sources to close funding gaps” [emphasis added].  It remains unclear whether or not 14

the Initiative is committed to establishing additional revenue sources. 

Throughout 2016, the Initiative worked with the State Treasurer to evaluate and 
recommend long term funding sources for clean water. As a result of this process, the 
State Treasurer produced a report in January 2017 in which she recommended 
establishing a long-term funding plan and acting early to create a sustainable track 
record on clean water. ,  The Initiative, as a primary collaborator to this report, 15 16

again appears to agree that additional funding is needed for clean water projects. 

CLF is concerned with the apparent conflict within the Initiative. On one hand, the 
Initiative has offered testimony asking that action on long-term funding be delayed. 
At the same time, the Initiative acknowledges the need for additional revenue sources 
and supports the State Treasurer’s conclusion that an early, proactive long-term 
funding plan is needed. The Initiative worked through a nine-month stakeholder 
process with the State Treasurer to conclude long-term funding is needed now for 
water quality, only to backtrack in front of the legislature and ask to delay action on 
funding. CLF believes the Initiative requires consistent leadership that will promote 
long-term funding despite any political opposition. 

The Initiative’s Opposition to Mandatory Water Protections 

The Initiative committed to certain water protections in the Lake Champlain 
Implementation Plan and the Investment Report. In particular, the Agency of 
Agriculture, Food, and Markets (a key member of the Initiative) is required to update 
the Required Agricultural Practices in 2018 to include requirements for addressing the 
agricultural practice known as tile drains.  The Initiative reaffirmed this obligation in 17

the Investment Report.  18

However, the Agency vehemently fought to delay this obligation throughout the 
legislative session. Despite a written commitment to clean water in the 
Implementation Plan and Investment Report, the Agency ardently sought to shelve 
rulemaking on tile drains until 2022, a four-year delay. 

 Investment Report, pg. 10.14

 State Treasurer Report, pg. 78.15

 Id. at 81.16

 Lake Champlain Implementation Plan, pg. 97.17

 Investment Report, pg. 49.18
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While the 2018 deadline is a statutory mandate under the Vermont Clean Water Act 
(Act 64) with no room for agency discretion, CLF finds it particularly disingenuous for 
the Initiative to author several reports in which it reiterates its commitment to 
regulate tile drains by 2018 only to oppose this action during the legislative session. 

The Initiative’s Demonstrated Limited Capacity for Managing Funds 

Last session, the General Assembly appropriated an additional $2.25 million to the 
Ecosystem Restoration program (ERP), providing $6 million for FY18. This funding is 
critical for watershed groups, municipalities, and regional organizations to address 
nonpoint source runoff and nutrient pollution. In several committee rooms, legislators 
warily consented to the additional flow of dollars supporting the investment in clean 
water, but emphasized the need for accountability on how these dollars are spent. 

Despite the urgency in efficiently and effectively spending the influx of funds from 
the General Assembly, the Initiative is lagging in project implementation. Due to a 
bottleneck at the Agency of Natural Resources, many ERP grant recipients have waited 
over six months for their grant contracts and have therefore been unable to begin 
work on critical projects. The end result is a delay in project implementation and 
some on-the-ground partners have opted not to submit applications for future rounds 
of ERP funds. 

Equally frustrating is the uncertainty surrounding municipality requirements and 
timeframes. Nine months ago, municipalities of a certain size (small municipal 
separate storm sewer systems, or MS4s) submitted Flow Restoration Plans (FRPs), 
plans to manage the quantity and quality of stormwater runoff. Many of the FRP 
projects were presented to the House Committee on Corrections and Institutions as 
proof of shovel-ready, capital-eligible projects  – meaning the Agency relied on FRP 19

projects to assure the General Assembly that any appropriated funds would be 
efficiently and effectively spent. 

However, the FRPs have yet to be approved or denied, and the timeframe for agency 
action remains murky. Municipalities are left in limbo as to whether their project lists 
will or will not be rejected. At the same time, the Clean Water Fund is prioritizing 
stormwater improvement projects such as those included in the FRPs, especially now 
during the Fund’s first three years.  Therefore, the Clean Water Fund risks being 20

 Testimony by Rebecca Ellis, DEC Watershed Project List (April 27, 2017).19

 See Vermont Clean Water Fund SFY19 Distribution Priorities for FY19 Draft Budget (June 30, 2017) 20

(“Prioritize awards to municipalities for compliance with water quality requirements during the first 
three years of the Clean Water Fund”).
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underutilized by municipalities awaiting a decision on their FRPs. Meanwhile, the 
prime summer construction season is passing as these “shovel-ready” projects 
languish.  

To conclude, CLF questions the ability of the Initiative to drive clean water progress 
while steeped in politics. The Initiative seeks to balance a number of political and 
policy objectives, leaving clean water work in the precarious position of being pitted 
against competing interests. CLF believes an MOU to formalize the relationship 
between the agencies of the Initiative is necessary to mitigate some of our concerns. 
However, even with an MOU, a third entity may be required to successfully and 
consistently steer clean water work and ensure results. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. We hope you take these comments 
into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

  
Rebekah Weber 
Lake Champlain Lakekeeper 
Conservation Law Foundation
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August 15, 2017 
 
 
Ms. Kari Dolan 
Program Manager 
Clean Water Initiative Program 
Vermont Dept of Environmental Conservation 
One National Life Drive 
Montpelier, VT 05620-3522 
 
Via Email: Kari.Dolan@vermont.gov 
 
Re: Comments on the FY19 Recommendations by the Clean Water Fund Board 
 
Please Note: These comments are amended on this date to include an additional signatory party.  
The substance of the comments has not changed from those filed on August 2, 2017. 
 
The Lake Champlain Committee, the Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club, the Vermont Natural 
Resources Council, Vermont Conservation Votes, Vermont Businesses for Social Responsibility, 
the Lintilhac Foundation, and Lake Champlain International appreciate the opportunity to offer 
input and ask questions regarding the Vermont Clean Water Fund Draft Distributions for the 
FY19 Draft Budget. We offer general comments on the overall proposal followed by comments 
on specific revenue allocations. 



 
General Comments 
Although not part of the FY19 allocation recommendations, we thank the Agency for its hard 
work to allocate the funding secured for FY18 as part of H.519 “An act relating to capital 
construction and State bonding.” While the funds are restricted in use and limited to capital 
projects, the Clean Water Act Implementation Project funds represent a solid start on what is 
needed in the long term to clean up Lake Champlain and Vermont’s waters. 
 
Overall, in the process from determining allocation by sector to the actual distribution of funds 
for specific projects, there must be transparency, accountability, and cost-effective use at all 
decision-levels. This must be applicable to all agencies, even if it means developing new internal 
systems and safeguards that are not currently in place. If a particular agency is unable to 
accomplish this, we request that the responsibility be transferred to an agency that can meet these 
standards. To ensure that funds are used in the most cost-effective manner to achieve the optimal 
impacts on water quality, all allocations and expenditures must be tracked and monitored with 
the information available for public review. There must be accountability for the use of the 
funding. Of specific concern are funds used for municipal roads, particularly if the funds are 
given to a municipality or town as a block grant to be used on a number of road projects. Any 
revenues distributed from the Clean Water Fund must be used in the most cost-effective manner 
to achieve the goal of improved water quality. 
 
As a general comment on the suggested FY19 revenue allocation, since the Capital funding is 
restricted to certain projects, the unrestricted revenue from the approximately $4 million 
Property Transfer Tax Clean Water Surcharge should be allocated to programs and projects that 
cannot utilize capital funds. Specifically, more unrestricted funds overall should be shifted to 
agricultural programs, particularly technical assistance for farmers, as capital funding is largely 
dedicated to development, municipalities, and roads projects. Agricultural technical assistance 
programs are important early in the process, as they will pay large dividends going forward as 
management practices change and less phosphorus ad sediment is discharged into Vermont 
waters. 
 
Specific Comments 
#3. Support for the Agronomy and Conservation Assistance Program (ACAP). This sector is a 
prime example of the use of unrestricted funds as mentioned in the general comments. ACAP 
offers technical assistance to farmers; in many cases, it would just be one-time assistance to 
facilitate better farm management that would pay dividends in the long run. It is also our 
understanding that the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) seeks to shift this program to the 
Agency of Agriculture, Farms & Markets (AAFM). This is acceptable as long as AAFM can 
efficiently and effectively distribute the funds to the necessary programs. ANR may want to 
consider a block grant to the University of Vermont Extension or another entity to provide much 
of the on-the-ground support. 
 
#4. Project support for partner implementation. The more than doubling of this program will 
supply technical support for project implementation, a service that will likely be in greater 
demand due to the amount of capital eligible projects that will be undertaken. 
 
#5. Improved water quality monitoring. Accountability is necessary and monitoring needs to 
occur to ensure that the money, especially the new Capital funding, is spent on cost-effective 
projects. Therefore, we ask that this be bolstered in 2020 and subsequent years to well above 
current levels. 



 
 
#6. Investment in innovative technologies. We ask that you please provide greater detail on the 
goals of this allocation. As it is a relatively small dollar amount, it does not seem cost-effective 
to allocate the funds on technologies or practices in a number of sectors. Rather, it seems these 
unrestricted funds would be best used for agricultural technical assistance, as indicated above. 
 
#9. Municipal Road Grants-in-Aid Pilot Project. It is our understanding that these funds will be 
directed to towns and municipalities to initiate the Municipal Roads General Permit, which is 
certainly needed by towns that lack the capacity to start without some assistance. As tension 
between towns is likely regarding the amount each receives and the factors that determine this, 
the Agency must closely track how the money is used and ensure cost-effectiveness. There must 
be accountability to ensure that the funds are used to upgrade the roads that will have the most 
immediate impact on water quality, as opposed to projects unrelated to water quality, particularly 
repairing roads that have no nexus to waterways. 
 
#10. Flood Resilience / Water Quality. More funds need to be allocated to this program, as there 
must be an increased focus on easements and restoration. For some floodplains, particularly 
those in agricultural use to grow crops such as corn, the most effective way to protect water 
quality is simply to ease or purchase the land so it is taken out of use. We recommend that the 
$200,000 from the Clean Water Fund available for planning purposes be dedicated to identifying 
such parcels of land in floodplains to take out of use, as well as identifying owners willing to put 
parcels of land into easement and take them out of production. In future years, Capital funds 
could be used to implement this approach. 
 
#14. Municipal gravel and non-gravel stormwater mitigation projects. As with #9, we ask that 
the implementing agency track and monitor the use of these funds to ensure they are used in the 
most cost-effective manner to provide optimal gains in water quality, rather than just the 
priorities of the municipality. 
 
#16. Stormwater payments to municipalities with stormwater utilities. The Agency of 
Administration needs to justify these expenditures, as it seems that the money could be better 
spent on other programs, such as the aforementioned agricultural assistance or the purchase of 
floodplains. While 10 V.S.A. §1389(e)(1)(H) does indeed allow for “[f]unding to municipalities 
for the establishment and operation of stormwater utilities,” subsection (H) is the last in the 
series of eight priorities listed under (e) “Priorities” (1) “In making recommendations … the 
Board shall prioritize.” It is likely that legislative intent put it last in the priority list for a reason. 
The expenditure of funds allocated might be justifiable if it were for the “establishment” of a 
utility, as in one that is not yet operational, but the payment of $25,000 to a municipality that 
already has a stormwater utility seems frivolous when there are so many other needs for these 
funds. 
 
#17. Funding for municipalities to incorporate stormwater management strategies. The Agency 
of Commerce and Community Development needs to justify this allocation. This unrestricted 
Clean Water Fund money could be used on other projects in a more cost-effective manner to 
achieve water quality. One would assume that municipalities, particularly those under a 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) General Permits, already have to develop such 
comprehensive transportation, land use and economic development action plans, so this appears 
to be a redundant expenditure used to offset local budget concerns. 
 



 
 
#18 Capital improvement within or serving a designated downtown. As above, we ask that the 
Agency justify this allocation. While these are Capital funds and not unrestricted Clean Water 
Funds, it is not clear how this is the best use for these funds to improve water quality. 
 
#19. VHCB funds for Clean Water Conservation and Farm Improvements. ANR must ensure 
that these funds be used in coordination with the Tactical Basin Plans, rather than potentially 
used for other Vermont Housing and Conservation Board (VHCB) conservation priorities. Since 
this allocation is from Capital funds that are designated for enhancing water quality, they should 
be used for “[s]tatewide water quality improvement projects,” and not for “other conservation 
projects,” even though this is stipulated in H.519 § 11(d)(1). It is the spirit and intent that the 
funds be used for clean water improvements, and not for other conservation projects. 
 
Conclusion: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed FY19 allocations from the Clean 
Water Fund Board. We urge the allocation of funds and distribution to projects be transparent 
and accountable with the monies used in the most cost-effective manner to protect and enhance 
water quality of Lake Champlain and other Vermont waters. We appreciate the Agency’s 
diligence in getting the FY18 funds distributed in such a short time frame. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Lori Fisher 
Executive Director 
Lake Champlain Committee 

 
Mark Nelson 
Chair 
Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club 

 
Jon	  Groveman	  
Policy	  and	  Water	  Program	  Director	  
Vermont	  Natural	  Resources	  Council 
	  

 
 	  Lauren	  Hierl	  
Political	  Director	  
Vermont	  Conservation	  Voters	  
	  

 
 
Daniel Barlow 
Public Policy Manage 
Vermont Businesses for Social Responsibility 
 
 

 
Juliana Dixon 
Program Manager 
Lake Champlain International 

	  
Crea Lintilhac 
Director 
Lintilhac Foundation  
 
 
 
 
	  
 



 

 

 
 
 

 
  

cc:  Susanne Young, Secretary, Agency of Administration 
Anson Tebbetts, Secretary, Agency of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
Michael Schirling, Secretary, Agency of Commerce and Community Development 
Julie Moore, Secretary, Agency of Natural Resources 
Joe Flynn, Secretary, Agency of Transportation 



110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, Vermont 05404-2109 
802-846-4490 

       www.ccrpcvt.org 
 

CCRPC Comments on the 
Clean Water Fund SFY19 Distribution Priorities for FY19 Draft Budget 

Approved by the CCRPC Executive Committee on August 2, 2017 

 
The Clean Water Advisory Committee and the CCRPC Executive Committee thank the State’s Clean Water 
Fund Board (CWFB) for this opportunity to comment publicly on the water quality funding decision making 
process.  While the provided survey has been made available to our Committee members we would like to 
take the opportunity to provide more detailed comments from a municipal perspective.  We appreciate your 
valuable time and efforts on this issue of paramount concern for all Vermonters. 
 
State-Wide Per-Parcel Fee: 
We endorse the implementation of a state-wide funding per-parcel fee that spreads the costs of water quality 
improvements among all Vermonters, including tax exempt properties. As appropriate as the state-wide fee 
is as a funding method, multiple municipalities have previously implemented a per-parcel fee in the form of 
a stormwater utility.  Therefore, we ask the CWFB to recognize existing stormwater utilities and allow them 
the flexibility to continue to meet State permitting and TMDL requirements through the funding 
mechanisms they already have in place.  
 
Property owners subject to existing stormwater fees should not be “double charged”.  To avoid double 
charging stormwater utilities it is suggested that utilities be exempt from state fees that are lower than a 
municipal fee.  If state fees are higher than any given municipal fee it may be appropriate for those parcel 
owners to contribute the difference between the two fees to the Clean Water Fund.  Essentially, any state-
wide fee levied for the purpose of water quality should not reduce funding available for municipal 
stormwater programs/utilities, nor should municipal local management of stormwater render it ineligible for 
state grant/loan programs.   

Collection of Per-Parcel Fees: 
While collection may be most cost effective if administered at the state level, a detailed analysis of the 
cost of administration for the available options is needed.  Municipalities have major concerns about 
being asked to bill on behalf of the State including tax exempt properties that do not currently receive 
municipal bills.  Accordingly, we suggest that an analysis be performed to determine the collection 
method which has the lowest administrative cost.  Regardless of state, local/regional, or a third-party 
collection similar to Efficiency Vermont, the method resulting in the lowest administrative costs will 
provide the greatest net amount of funds for water quality improvements. 

Long Term Costs of Operation and Maintenance: 
It is important to keep in mind that costs estimated in the recent Treasurers Report do not include project 
planning and development costs or ongoing operating and maintenance costs, which may be as much or 
more than the capital costs on an annual basis and are ongoing through the design life of a project.  
Considering these additional project planning, operating and maintenance costs, the state should raise 
enough revenue to cover no less than 80% of capital costs. Additionally, the state should consider funding 
the costs for engineering at 100% which could help to accelerate the development of new projects, 
especially for smaller towns. 

Funding Efforts and State/Municipal Communication: 
Vermont DEC recently created a number of new water quality funding programs. Unfortunately, these new 
programs had a very tight turnaround time which didn’t allow municipalities sufficient time to plan or 
budget according to funding eligibility requirements. Leading up to the most recent round of grants, 
municipalities were contacted by multiple branches of DEC, none of which described the context of their 
information requests.  This lack of background from the state resulted in confusion and inadequate 
information sharing at the municipal level.  The grant application period is also occurring during summer 

http://www.ccrpcvt.org/


construction season, a time of year when it is very difficult for municipalities to pull new projects together. 
As noted above, these funding programs do not provide significant funding for project development (i.e., 
engineering). In the future, it would be helpful for state staff to be more forthcoming and transparent with 
justification for their requests and to coordinate their efforts to prevent municipalities having to answer 
similar questions multiple times. For future state/municipal coordination efforts, we request careful 
consideration of funding timelines, to include traditional bidding and construction schedules and capital 
planning processes as well as municipal annual budget processes that typically take place each fall.  
 
Municipalities have been told that the reason for these issues is that the legislature has put pressure on DEC 
to spend enough FY18 funds to facilitate receiving adequate FY19 funds. However, since we 
(municipalities) weren’t given a reasonable amount of time to develop and plan projects it will be difficult to 
use these funds to the extent that DEC and others are hoping.  This is further exacerbated by the fact that 
DEC is offering solely a 50% grant on non road-related projects for MS4 communities (as opposed to the 
80% grant for non-MS4’s).  This grant allocation punishes the communities that have performed the most 
advanced planning efforts as part of their Flow Restoration Plans, and are therefore more likely to have 
“shovel ready” projects for implementation.  CWAC members have been told that the reason for this is to 
facilitate the geographic spread of projects across the state. While this may be a reasonable policy goal, it is 
unreasonable to strive for geographic equity in each fiscal year when certain areas of the state may require 
different levels of effort at varying times.  Geographic equity may take place over a number of years 
therefore allowing the state to provide an influx of funds when and where needed. 
 
Clean Water Fund Allocations: 
Clean Water Funds should be prioritizing the development and implementation of both municipal and 
agricultural water quality projects.  Over the short term (2-5 years), the Clean Water Funds should 
simultaneously allow for significant project development and not solely focus on construction. Over the 
longer term (5-20 years), the Clean Water Fund Board can continue to increase the percentage of 
implementation projects while phasing out engineering efforts. 

Ultimately, when it comes to constructing water quality improvements, municipalities have the potential to 
be DEC’s largest, most cooperative, and most effective partners. As such, the funding programs developed 
by DEC will be far more successful if they take into account the suggestions above and consider the 
timelines by which municipalities operate. 



Watersheds United Vermont’s Comments on the Clean Water Fund Draft FY19 Budget Allocation 

August 2, 2017 

Dear Vermont Clean Water Initiative, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Clean Water Fund Budget Allocation for FY19. 

Watershed groups are significant and important partners in achieving clean water goals for the State of 

Vermont. Watersheds United Vermont (WUV) is a state-wide network of local groups dedicated to the 

health of their home watersheds. Our mission is to empower community-based watershed groups in all 

parts of the state to protect and restore Vermont’s waters. Watersheds United Vermont’s comments 

are focused on four areas:  

1. A need for an increase in education and outreach funds and an expansion of how education and 
outreach are defined; 

2. A need for additional funds for scoping and design projects;  

3. A need for an expansion of funds for protection and restoration of natural resources;  
4. A need to included watershed groups under partner support. 

 

Increased Education and Outreach Funds. In the Vermont Clean Water Fund SFY19 Distribution Priorities 

for FY19 Draft Budget, priority E is to “provide education and outreach regarding the implementation of 

water quality requirements”.  WUV fully supports this priority and feels strongly that education and 

outreach are currently not supported enough and that providing targeted education is a key component 

to achieving clean water goals. The more aware people and communities are about how they can 

improve water quality, the more likely it is for individuals, landowners and municipalities to take action 

that will lead to water quality improvements. Currently, the dollars in the draft allocation budget for 

education/outreach are very limited and directed only at technical assistance, which is an aspect of 

education, but only a limited piece. We recognize that Clean Water Fund dollars must be tied to direct 

measurable outcomes, but we believe that this can be achieved with education and outreach beyond 

technical assistance and that more robust support for comprehensive education and outreach efforts 

will go much further to accomplish clean water goals. 

The design and implementation of many water quality improvement projects, unless mandated by 
permit, require the understanding and acceptance of projects by the specific landowners and often the 

community as a whole.  We recommend that you expand education and outreach beyond technical 
assistance to include targeted education around the implementation of plans, such as stormwater 
master plans, or goals from tactical basin plans, river corridor plans, etc.  This could include education 

around buffer planting, floodplain protections, private road and driveway management and stormwater 

management.  

Using stormwater as an example, many municipalities have or will soon have Stormwater Master Plans 
in hand. Watershed groups have intimate knowledge of their communities and can serve as partners to 

gain landowner/public acceptance that will move a suite of projects through design and into 
implementation. We recommend that you allow watershed groups with support of a municipality or 
group of municipalities to submit an application that will use the Stormwater Master Plans (or other 

appropriate plans) as the basis to develop a targeted education and outreach program.  An expanded 
variation could be an application that combines this targeted outreach to result in some number of 

designs. The application would not be required to identify specific projects upfront, but rather will 



develop a certain number of projects identified as a priority in the Stormwater Master Plan (or other 
plans). Since they are identified in these plans, the State could then consider these projects part of their 

“Go List” and prioritize these projects for action. This will allow groups to focus on the most likely 

successes but still ensures they are working on projects that the State and municipality see as a priority.    

Additional funds for scoping and design projects. This folds into our second point that there needs to be 
more dollars for scoping and design if we are to successfully get to shovel ready implementation 

projects. It has been clear talking to watershed groups (and this extends beyond watershed groups) that 
they do not have the resources they need to pursue scoping and design and therefore, in many cases, 
are not able to move important projects to the implementation stage. There needs to be state 

investment in the scoping and design portion of projects if we are to have enough implementation 
projects to reach clean water goals. While we understand that many of the dollars from the clean water 

initiative are tied to capital funds, WUV recommends that those dollars not tied to capital funds (ie 

funds from the Property Transfer Tax) be used to help support scoping and design work.  

 
Increased funds for protection and restoration of natural resources. In addition, WUV asks the state to 
further prioritize natural resource protection and restoration. In participating in the clean water funding 

meetings last summer and fall with the State Treasurer and state agency staff, many partner 
organizations emphasized the importance of prioritizing natural resource protection. Dollar for dollar it 
is considerably cheaper to protect our resources than it is to mitigate once degraded. And natural 

resource protection and restoration are not only a cost-effective way of investing in clean water, but 
also have significant co-benefits as well including flood resiliency. The proposed draft FY19 budget for 

the Clean Water Fund includes $200,000 of non-capital dollars for natural resources protection. Tactical 
Basin Plans and Act 64 set out significant goals in terms of natural resource protection and restoration 
including river corridor and riparian area protection and restoration. And, yet, only $200,000 or 5% of 

the Clean Water Fund, is now allocated to such efforts.  

Include watershed groups as potential partners under partner support. Lastly, we want to point out the 

$630,000 in “partner support for project implementation involving delivery of technical and 
implementation services for projects that are identified and prioritized in Tactical Basin Plans, TMDLs, 

Act 64 and 2016 Combined Sewer Overflow Policy”. We strongly support dollars going to assist partners 
in their work to accomplish the State’s clean water goals. However, we ask that the State broaden who 
is eligible for these funds and make them open to all groups, including watershed groups, who are 

working toward achieving the goals of the above listed plans. Our understanding is that in the past, 
these funds have been specifically allocated to VYCC and while they too are an important partner, 

watershed groups are often on the ground working on projects and need the support from the State to 
continue to do their work. Watershed groups have intimate knowledge of their communities and the 

projects that need to be done, but they must have the capacity to accomplish the work.  

 

While not specific to the allocation of dollars, in order for the Clean Water Initiative to be successful, 
groups and municipalities must have timely contracts from the State to do their projects. Organizations 
and municipalities have waited over six months for contracts on ERP grants from last fall and, in some 

cases, are still waiting. This has prevented projects from being initiated and has delayed important water 

quality projects from getting done.  



Lastly, we strongly encourage the State to push for the full level of funding allocation as set out in the 
Clean Water Report Required by Act 64 of 2015 (January 15, 2017) by the State Treasurer’s office.  We 

ask that the Agency of Natural Resources and the Clean Water Initiative make it clear to the Legislature 
that the full level of funding is critical to meet our obligations under TMDLs and Act 64 and, most 

importantly, for Vermont to have swimmable, drinkable, fishable clean water across the state.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. And thank you for your commitment to clean water! 

Lyn Munno 
Director 

Watersheds United Vermont 
watershedsunited@gmail.com 
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