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October 7, 2016

Treasurer Beth Pearce
Office of the State Treasurer
Clean Water Fund Board
109 State Street, 4th Floor
Montpelier, VT 05609-6901

Dear Treasurer Pearce:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the Town of Colchester’s perspective on Clean Water Funding. We all share a
common goal of improving water quality and appreciate your leadership in evaluating funding needs and options. There is a
significant need for funding in this arena and this letter is intended to provide policy makers with one municipality’s
estimates of costs and our challenges in meeting these goals and complying with various permits and plans.

State Permitting Costs Have Increased

We understand the importance and need for permits. It is a function of every level of government. While we realize that
the Clean Water Fund Board, (CWFB) is not a regulatory agency that imposes water quality permits, it is important for the
board to understand the financial challenges municipalities face regarding water quality related costs. Over the past two
years, the Town’s stormwater permitting fees assessed by the state have increased by 455%. These permit costs now
equate to 14% of our entire stormwater operating budget. Therefore, we are opposed to using the property tax or
increasing permit fees to pay for water quality improvements.

Water Quality Operating and Capital Needs

Currently our stormwater operating budget represents 11% of our overall infrastructure maintenance budget. Other
infrastructure we currently must maintain includes 100 miles of roadways, 117 pieces of municipal equipment, and 15 public
buildings. Through our efforts to develop a stormwater utility, we have projected the need to increase our stormwater
maintenance budget by 300% to meet our water quality needs, which include significant regulatory requirements.

The Town also has enormous water quality capital needs as well. Examples include:

e The Flow Restoration Plans required in our Phase Il MS4 Permit contain over $2 million in possible improvements. While
our hydraulic targets have been largely met within these impaired watersheds, we expect that these improvements will
need to be done to meet the significant phosphorus reduction requirements as outlined in the Lake Champlain TMDL.

e We are also planning a comprehensive stormwater management project for Malletts Bay including its upland
watersheds. Preliminary estimates are $10 million. We expect this project to play a critical role in meeting the
required 20% phosphorus reduction requirements contained in the Lake Champlain TMDL.

e To address bacteria contamination in Malletts Bay, we are advancing a $25 million sewer project which has been
determined to be necessary by the VIDEC-WSMD, and accordingly, has referenced the project as a high priority in
the Northern Lake Champlain Direct Drainages Tactical Basin Plan.

e  The Tactical Basin Plan also identifies 34 sites in Colchester where roadway improvements are needed to reduce erosion
and sediment deposits into receiving waters. These improvements will become a requirement of the Municipal Roads
General Permit yet to be released by the State. While these plans have not advanced sufficiently to produce even
preliminary estimates, the work is expected to be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars, if not millions.
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e Looking more globally within our community, our Capital Budget Program has identified the need for $8 miillion in
repairs to our existing stormwater systems, and $15 million in the construction of new systems in areas where
no stormwater management currently exists.

Summary - Total Water Quality Needs Estimated at $60 million for Colchester

Based upon the best information currently available, we have preliminarily identified the need for $60 million in water
quality improvements in Colchester. For perspective, this figure is five times the Town’s total annual budget. We are
working hard to create this important funding. We are positioned to receive a $6.5 million pollution abatement grant for
the Malletts Bay Sewer project. We have secured low interest loans and grants to begin important planning for these water
quality projects. Within our Capital Budget Program, we are proposing an annual $200,000 appropriation for stormwater
capital work beginning in FY18. We are also proposing an annual $225,000 appropriation for the Town’s overall Clean Water
Initiative beginning in FY21. While these funds will help, they will fall well short of our actual needs.

Need for Project Development Funds
While considering funding needs, we would encourage the board not to be swayed by what may appear to be the absence of

shovel ready projects. Consider that the Lake Champlain Phosphorus TMDL was just released, the Flow Restoration Plans have
yet to be approved by the ANR, the Municipal Phosphorus Reduction Plans have yet to be incorporated by the State into
municipal permits, and the State’s Municipal Roads General Permit has yet to be released. We estimate that these regulatory
requirements will begin producing shovel ready projects in 3-5 years. For these types of projects, as well as other water quality
projects we are working on, our current needs are mostly for project development funds. However, beginning in about 3 years,
we expect to have millions of dollars in shovel ready projects. If there is a process through which we can begin advancing
candidate projects for scoring and prioritization similar to what is done by the CCRPC and VTrans for transportation projects,
please let us know. We want to work closely with the CWFB on advancing important water quality projects.

We are also aware of the daunting task the CWFB faces to identify and assess the array of funding sources being
considered. In doing so, we would encourage the board to recognize the significant contributions already made by
communities who have been designated as MS4’s, and as well, those communities who have undertaken the difficult task
of creating a stormwater utility with the interest of improving water quality. To address our water quality needs both here
in Colchester, and on a statewide basis, we will need the trust and cooperation of everyone. This cannot be achieved
through constructing a system reliant upon duplicity in fees and double taxation. To reiterate, we do not support an
increase in the property tax to fund water quality as it is already being used by communities for these improvements.

In summary:

e  Colchester has preliminarily identified $60 million in water quality projects. We cannot fund these projects without
significant assistance.

e Our current need is mostly project development funding. Beginning in about three years, we expect to have
millions of dollars in shovel ready projects.

e  While developing fee structures, the efforts of designated MS4’s and Stormwater Utilities must be recognized, and
we must avoid duplicity in fees, double taxation and use of the already tapped property tax.

e  We suggest working with ANR and the business community to allow individual stormwater permits within a business
park or concentrated commercial area to be combined, and then operated and maintained by business associations.

e Once you have narrowed the revenue sources to a prioritized list, we would like the opportunity to comment again

on the proposal.

Thank you for your work on this important issue and the opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions or require
further information, please contact our Public Works Director, Bryan K. Osborne at 264-5619, or bosbhorne@colchestervt.gov.

Sincerely,

G 1f Sfrcio

Dawn H. Francis
Town Manager
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November 30, 2016

State Treasurer Beth Pearce
Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street, 4th Floor
Montpelier, VT 05609-6901

Dear Treasurer Pearce:

The Town of Colchester appreciates your efforts to identify a fair, equitable and sustainable funding
source for clean water improvements. In a letter previously submitted to you dated October 7th,
(enclosed) we have identified over $60 million in water quality improvements and needs for our

community alone.

We recognize that we must all contribute toward this important priority and therefore, we will soon be
establishing a storm water utility in addition to the improvements and mitigation efforts we have already
implemented. We have reviewed the array of funding sources being evaluated by your study committee
and believe it will take many different revenue sources to raise the amount of money needed to tackle this
issue. The following represents concerns and issues to be addressed as you consider the two sources of
revenue that we as a municipal government, are most knowledgeable about.

Property Tax

We are concerned about using the already overburdened property tax and using municipalities as the fee
collection entities for the following reasons:

1) Not all properties are taxed — there are many that are tax exempt with Colchester having one
of the highest percentages in the state at 150 plus tax exempt properties. These properties
should not be exempt from paying their fair share of the impact on water quality because
many of them have large impervious surface areas.

2) Taxpayers will see a State Clean Water Fee as just another local increase in their taxes; they
don’t distinguish between the statewide education tax now and blame their ever escalating tax
rate on both the school and municipal governments. Colchester has had difficulty in passing
both school and municipal budgets within the last 5 years and based on surveys conducted,
many people don’t know these budgets are prepared by two different entities’ and are also
subject to a statewide education rate; they simply look at the bottom line on the tax bill.

3) If communities have a storm water utility in place, then there should be a delegation of
authority to assess and collect fees as well as credits or exemptions from a statewide clean
water assessment to avoid double taxation for those that are doing the right thing by taking
aggressive measures to address the problem.

4) The Vermont Department of Taxes should collect the fee rather than municipalities who
would bear the brunt of taxpayer dissatisfaction with increased taxes. If communities are
required to collect the fee, then there must be a consistent fee collection system that is not
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burdensome or costly to municipalities which may potentially bear all of the administration of
same.

Parcel Fee
If a per parcel fee is implemented, many of the above issues also apply and the following issues need to

be addressed:

1) Ifthe fee is calculated based on estimated impervious areas how does the amount due make its
way to the tax bill? Would the listers and assessors be required to collect such data? Would it be
a separate line item and listed as a state fee?

2) Ifitis a separate line item and subject to change depending on the-change of the impervious area
would a change of assessment notice be required and an appeal process? Not every taxpayer
would be willing to accept the calculations and the associated fee. If it is appealable would it be
considered an appeal to the Board of Listers and the Board of Civil Authority? What percent of
the fee would go to the communities for administrative overhead costs?

3) The tax bill consists of a taxable value (based on the value of the property) and rates as
multipliers. One rate is the municipal rate; the other is the education rate. Some towns break
down their municipal rate into different lines. Would the Clean Water Fee be a separate line? And
if it is, would it be collectable from the escrow and mortgage companies? They collect and pay
taxes for their customers; will they also pay state fees?

4) If the fee is not paid is it subject to penalty and interest at the same rate as the taxes; which can be
different in each municipality?

5) Would towns be required to pay the fees to the State, whether they have been received or not?

6) Currently we do not generate tax bills for exempt propertties, yet they should also be assessed a
fee. This will add additional burdens and costs to implement.

7) Towns have not collected state fees as part of the tax bill in the past. Would we be sefting a
precedent as we move forward?

Your committee has a complex and difficult task ahead as you sort through these issues and evaluate all
of the other revenue sources. We appreciate your thoughtful deliberations and opportunity to comment
and raise questions.

Sincerely,

Dawn H. Francis
Town Manager

Copies to:
Selectboard, Karen Richard, Bryan Osborne, Bob Vickery, Karen Horn/VLCT, Charlie Baker/CCRPC

C:\Files\Dropbox\DFrancis\Legislation\CWrevenuesPearcedf.docx
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December 1, 2016

Beth Pearce

State Treasurer

Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05609

Dear Treasurer Pearce:

The Vermont Council of Trout Unlimited (VTTU) writes to comment on the draft Clean Water
Revenue Sources for the Legislative Report on Clean Water Funding. Our organization has
participated in and commented on the proposed Fund, as well as the annual Clean Water Fund
Distribution Priorities, since passage of Act 64. We thank the Office of the State Treasurer, the
Department of Taxes, and the Department of Environmental Conservation for their assessment of
the possible revenue sources and for their hard work on this Report.

While VTTU is not prepared to endorse specific revenue proposals at this time, we offer some
general comments. Specific criteria should be followed when revenue sources are determined.
This includes the notion of “all in,” in that all Vermonters should be involved; that a revenue
source provides stable funding; and, that each revenue source has a nexus to the water pollution.
Many of these possible revenue sources fulfill these categories.

First, the concept of “all in” is important. As everyone benefits from clean rivers and lakes, and
everyone contributes to water pollution to some degree (although certainly some more than
others), everyone should help pay for the restoration of our rivers and lakes to some degree. The
parcel fees and broader taxes represent this notion of “all in,” as everyone will have to pay
something to assist in the cleanup programs. But, some actors should pay more than others, even
if these revenues stay within that sector. For example, a fertilizer fee would mostly be paid by
the agricultural sector, which makes a significant contribution to water pollution, but these funds
could then be dedicated solely to agricultural programs.



Second, the funding must be stable and predictable. Since the Clean Water Fund is ata
minimum a twenty-year revenue program, stable funding will allow for the future planning of
programs. Some of these possible revenues sources are stable, but some cannot be accurately
projected from year to year, resulting in a risk that key programs could face an unexpected
funding shortfall.

Third, the funding source should have a nexus to the pollution source. In other words, the fee or
tax should come from an activity that contributes to water pollution. Here, some of the proposed
revenue sources can be directly linked to water pollution, some have a more moderate nexus by a
matter of degrees, while some have no link to pollution.

Overall, VTTU is encouraged that many of these possible revenue sources fulfill these criteria

and therefore should be seriously considered by the Vermont Legislature as the process moves
forward. Thank you again for your hard work on this Report.

Sincerely,

e

Jared Carpenter
National Leadership Committee Representative

Vermont Council of Trout Unlimited
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December 1, 2016

Beth Pearce -

State Treasurer

Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05609

Sent via email: Treasurers. Office@vermont gov

Re: CLF Comments on Revenue Optioﬁs for Cléan Water Funding Legislative
Report -

Dear Treasurer Pearce:

The Vermont Natural Resources Council (VNRC) and Vermont Conservatioh Voters
have participated in the debate over how to fund the Vermont Clean Water Act since the
‘enactment of Act 64. VNRC and VCV have consistently advocated that without
adequate funding, Act 64 will not be a success, and Vermont will not be able to meet its
legal obligations under the federal Clean Water Act to implement the Lake Champlain
TMDL and restore water quality in Lake Champlain.

VNRC has followed closely the development of the State Treasurer's Report on Long-
term Financing of Statewide Water Quality Improvement (Treasurer’s Report). We
greatly appreciate the effort that the Office of the Treasurer, the Department of Taxes,
and the Department of Environmental Conservation have put into developing detailed
information about different revenue sources.

At this point in the process, our focus is to ensure that the revenue sources that are
chosen are sufficient to fully fund the implementation of Act 64, reflect an “all in”
approach to protecting Vermont's public trust waters, the funding sources are stable,
and that the revenue source is connected to water pollution sources. In addition, we
believe that because polluters have contributed to the pollution of Lake Champlain, they
should pay an additional surcharge to the fund. This “polluter pays” principle creates
equity in holding polluters accountable for their actions, in addition to providing needed



revenue for the fund. We will urge the Legislature to use these criteria in reviewing the
proposals in the Treasurer's Report.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the report.

erely S

Jbn Groveman
olicy and Water Program Director, Vermont Natural Resources Council

auren Hie
Political Director, Vermont Conservation Voters
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December 1, 2016

Tim Lueders-Dumont
Policy Director

Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street, 4th Floor
Montpelier, VT 05609-6901

Re: Public Comments on Clean Water Revenue Source Options

Dear Mr. Lueders-Dumont:

I'would like to offer the City’s sincere thanks to Treasurer Beth Pearce and her team for leading this
initiative to find a sustainable way of funding critical clean water efforts. I am grateful for the
attention the Treasurer is providing to a collective challenge that will materially impact
municipalities around the State. Enclosed you will find the City of Burlington’s comments on the
clean water revenue source options being considered based on the stakeholder input you received.
In addition, in this letter I would like to highlight several key points.

First and most importantly, I want to emphasize, as I have from the start, the importance of
establishing a target State funding percentage for each TMDL investment area. Without fixing a
target annual funding level the State is committed to reaching, it will be very difficult to settle on an
appropriate funding strategy. I support the position taken by the Vermont Mayor’s Coalition prior
to the 2016 Legislative Session that the State should assume 80 percent of the future costs, with
municipalities increasing their contribution to 20 percent. Until 2015, the State was committed to
paying for all wastewater facility discharges. Not only does the State have far greater options for
raising revenues than municipalities have and thus a greater ability to fund this necessary work,
but the implementation of our collective TMDL-reduction efforts will be more effective and efficient
if the State is responsible for a fair share of the system’s financial burden.,

A clear target will also be a major factor in determining which of the different revenue sources
under consideration is the most equitable and sufficient to cover the costs of the water quality
improvement programs that will be required to meet State and federal requirements over the next
20 years. To be sustainable, the revenue sources should be tied, as clearly as possible, to stable
revenue sources that are fair, progressive in nature, and have a nexus with clean water. A tiered
per parcel fee or charge by a new statewide stormwater utility that accounts for factors such as size
the degree to which activities on the land contribute to problematic runoff would seem to be the
fairest and most sustainable source of the options under consideration. Any new parcel or
stormwater utility fee should include a credit for property owners within municipalities with
existing stormwater utilities in recognition that some municipalities will also be responsible for
raising local revenues to pay for TMDL mitigation efforts.

City Hall | 149 Church Street | Burlington, VT 05401
802.865.7272 | www.burlingtonvt.gov



The City of Burlington is strongly opposed to the State increasing the sales and use or rooms, meals,
and alcoholic beverage taxes, as those are already primary sources of municipal revenue.

There also should be some cost/benefit analysis of the final proposals, as the revenues associated
with some of the proposals may be significantly reduced by such factors as increased staff time to
administer the program or the level of difficulty of administration by the taxpayer. There should
also be some consideration of tapping into sources that reach out-of-state visitors, whose
transportation patterns and use of the lake may play heavily into the clean water analysis.

As mayor, [ am concerned that certain funding schemes, and omission of recognition of existing
stormwater utilities, may place a significant burden on a municipality such as Burlington—a burden
that may be greater than the taxpayers can shoulder while trying to also fund schools, streets, and
public safety. Whatever the sources, the costs need to be spread in a way that is fair to our cities, as
well as our rural communities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Miro Weinberger
Mayor

City Hall | 149 Church Street | Burlington, VT 05401
802.865.7272 | www.burlingtonvt.gov



CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES Page |

COB = City of Burlington

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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount

Comments

CATEGORY ONE: EXISTING REVENUE SOURCE

Property Transfers properties = $4.7M-$5M

Clean Water Surcharge on |0.2% surcharge on the transfer of certain

The City opposes this fee on the grounds that it
unfairly burdens a small subset of property
owners, and provides an insufficient and
problematically elastic source of funding.

CATEGORY TWO: ACT 138 (2013) AND ACT 97 (2014) LEGISLATIVE REPORTS

$16.7 million

|

Per parcel fees of some kind appear to be best option for raising amounts
needed. However, annual flat fee could potentially unfairly penalize larger
municipalities (large number of small parcels). Tiering amount of fee by
factors such as size of parcel or adjusting fees for multi-occupant households
might make it more equitable. Prefer option 3 if parcel only based fee. Credit
for contributions to stormwater utility should also be incorporated.

$15 million

w

This option among the parcel based options appears most
progressive and equitable (across property owners and also
urban vs. rural) Tiering amount of fee by certain factors
might increase equitability. Credit for contributions to
stormwater utility should also be incorporated.

$18 million

11

Tying a portion of fee to some measure of imperviousness or other impactful factor
may be acceptable, but burden should not fall solely on cities, whose public
impervious surfaces are used by many more Vermonters than just parcel owners or
municipal taxpayers. A cost-benefit study for administration and more evaluation of
impact on some residential land use classes would be warranted before serious
consideration. Credit for contributions to stormwater utility should also be
incorporated.

$18 million

1

See comment above. Apparently, administration
is less difficult, but burden must not fall more
heavily on cities. Credit for contributions to
stormwater utility should also be incorporated.

Excise Tax on Pesticides  [$70,000-$140,000

[=2]

No position.

Strongly oppose. The property tax is already an
overburdened tax and is the primary source of

0.01 property tax increase = $8M annuallly. . O .
7|Property tax =008 property funding for both municipal services and the
State Education Fund.
= S7M - 1% of current revenues. ] ] ] .
. * $13.3M - .1% increase applied to the rate of each | I hiS Op’[.lon doeS_ not Impact residents and
tax bracket (i.e. 3.55% increased to 3.65%) non-residents fairly and is more elastic than other
8|Personal Income Tax

= $5.5M: Bottom tax rate remains at 3.55% and
other rates increased by .1%.
= $2.8M: Bottom twa hrackets remain at 3.55%

options. This should only be considered as part
of an overall analysis of State's taxing scheme.

ote: See general comments for items highlighted in green.

ame (Optional):

City of Burlington

Send comments by 12/1/16 to:
Treasurers.Ofﬁce@vermont.gov




CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES

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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments
This option has a reasonable nexus to clean
» $0.01 increase / gallon of gas = $3M. water and captures impacts by non-residents.
t . . ;
| L » $0.01 tax/gallon of diesel = $690,000 At present, it also appears to be fairly stable.
= Doubling the Ag fertilizer tonnage fee from $0.50 L
to $1=519,000 in new revenue. No posmon
. f = Increasing the Ag fee to $25 = $930,000 in new
10|Fertilizer tonnage fee revenue.
= Increasing the non-Ag fee by $1 = $6,000 in new
revenue
Choosing individual products or services on which to impose specific
excise taxes requires a comprehensive look at all possible excise taxes.
ise T Flushable . While nexus with clean water seems clear, a cost-benefit analysis of
&L e sn ducts 1 excisertax= 51.35K1 implementation (identifying and tracking which products are included),
Cansumer Produc administration, and effects on small businesses and low income
residents would be warranted before serious consideration.
Concept of disincentivizing bottled water usage is
. iti i tal policy mechanism, but nexus
Excise Tax on Bottled . _ pgsutlve environmen | po ;
12|\ - ter Containers 50.01 per container = 51V with Lake's water quality is not strong (phosphorus
problem is greater) and tax is regressive.
Nexus to water quality is a stretch, and this
Escheating Unclaimed would potentially impact small businesses
13(Beverage Container $1.5M-$2M annually. - p y Imp
. heavily.
Deposits
Too small to rely on for funding capital. Could
1a|PEC Fines for non- Soma08 be used to fund staff/programmatic support.
compliance
'Cgencv ifo‘\f;%”cu';‘:; pe“a'té“:fal@:i?m(' Too small to rely on for funding capital, but
5 =vermon ice o orney Gene
Agency of Agr|cultur.e quality violations totaled $24.75K in 2016 and these fees could _be used to fund
15(Food and Markets Fines $118K in 2014, Staﬁ’/programmanc support.
for non-compliance
CATEGORY THREE: STAKEHOLDER SUGGESTIONS
Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs to be part of
a comprehensive review of the State's sales/service tax
16(Sales Tax on Nail Salons ~ ($2.23M system. Additionally, this tax would affect primarily
women-owned and patronized small businesses that
support many local people.

City

ame (Optional):

of Burlington

Send comments by 12/1/16 to:

Page 2

Treasurers.Office @vermont.gov
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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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

Same comment as previous option.

|
17 Sales Tax on Beauty Salon $4.3M

Services

No position.
End Exemption on Ski Lifts
18|and Snowmaking $1.5-$2M
Equipment
No position.

Current Use: Apply a 90%
19(discount to all property $4.5M
enrolled in current use.

Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs
to be part of a comprehensive review of the

T Marinas $210,000 :
20sales Tax on Mari State's sales/service tax system.

There is nexus with pharmaceutical contaminants
Pharmaceutical Medicine | [1% excise on prescription drugs = $5.5M; 1% excise | that affect clean water, but tax on prescriptions
Excise Tax tax on non-prescription drugs = $600,000 would fall heavily on Vermonters with disabilities
. and seniors and therefore would be disfavored.

21

Strongly opposed. Taxing garage use would
Sales Tax on Parking (Lots |, o0 oo negatively impac_t municipal efforts to

and Garages) ' consolidate parking and reduce surface parking
lots (impervious surfaces).

22

Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs to be part
. . of a comprehensive review of the State's sales/service

23 Salef Tax on Himousine $610,000 tax system and be equitable with those in similar

Services businesses such as taxes and ride-sharing companies.

Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs
to be part of a comprehensive review of the

Tax on Storage Units |$940,000 !
24]seles Tawon torsg State's sales/service tax system.

City Of Burlington Send comments by 12/1/16 to:

ame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov
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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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs
to be part of a comprehensive review of the

Sales tax on new car
dealer labor charges, work

4.8M .
23| under warranty, and value : State's sales/service tax system and be
of service contracts equitab]e_
Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs
|Sales Tax on General Auto |, - to be part of a comprehensive review of the
26{ pepair ' State's sales/service tax system.
Relatively small amount of funding as
roposed.
27|Inspection Sticker Fee S1increase = $585K. prop
Any expansion of sales or service taxes needs
28|Surtax on Rental Cars 1% surtax on rental vehicles = $480,000. to be part of a comprehensnve review of the

State's sales/service tax system.

Strongly opposed. It would have a negative impact on
municipalities, particularly those with a local options
to Sales & - p :

7 .1% increase = $6M. tax, and would adversely affect small businesses with

Use Tax small profit margins, particularly those near the borders
Strongly opposed. This would have a negative
40| Dollar Surcharge on &1 surekiaiEe 67 foums— 885N Impact on municipalities, particularly those

Rooms with a local gross receipts tax on rooms.

Strongly opposed. This would have a
Shrkegliuresst t Mealy, negative impact on municipalities, particularly

, and Alcoholic .25% increase = $4.2M : :
* EZS;?ZEZZ those with a local gross recelpts tax on rooms.

No drawbacks.
Voluntary Contribution

32[Line Item on the Personal |$30K-$100K
Income Tax Form

City Of Burlington Send comments by 12/1/16 to:

lame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov
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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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

No position.

33| Affinity Card

CATEGORY FOUR: REAPPROPRIATION OF EXISTING SOURCES

The City would support The City would support consideration of this
Reappropriation of Current | consideration of this option. option.

- Expenditures

General Comments:

The City of Burlington has evaluated the options presented above with the following criteria in mind: 1)
clear nexus to water quality 2) equity through ties to parcel size and impervious 3) non elastic (i.e. stable
funding) 4) progressive in nature vs. regressive, and 5) affects residents and non-residents alike.

Burlington generally supports the options highlighted in green (options 2-5) if property owners in
communities such as Burlington who already pay a water quality-related fee through their stormwater
utility receive some credit so that they are not doubly charged.

Burlington is generally supportive of the concept of use of impervious surface as a factor in the fee
structure, but not until some cost-benefit analyses were done of the increased administrative burden
(options 4 and 5). there may be benefit in starting with the Per Acre Parcel Based Fee (potentially
modified to be a tiered vs. direct acreage assessment) and keeping this as a "base" charge, and then
bringing in the impervious- related portion of a fee at a later date once the cost-benefit is analyzed. An
agricultural corollary for impervious surface should also be considered. For instance, in the same way that
impervious surface is directly linked to water quality degradation, certain agricultural practices (corn
production on poorly drained soils) and locations also have a direct linkage. This would better support the
concept of Vermonters being truly "all in."

Burlington would also recommend consideration of an approach used by many stormwater utilities,
including Burlington's, whereby administrative burden is reduced by applying a flat fee (based on average
amount of impervious surface) for land use codes that have the majority of parcels - and then applying a
more directly assessed approach for the remainder. Burlington applies a flat fee for our single family,
duplex and triplex properties that is based on the average amount of impervious surface associated with
those types of land use codes - and then directly assesses (charges based on the exact amount of
impervious surface - but this could be based on standardized tiers) the remainder of the parcels.

Clty Of Bu r“ngton Send comments by 12/1/16 to:

Jame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov
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14 Seminary Street A Tel (802) 388-314
Middlebury, VT 05753 FAX (802) 388-003

December 1, 2016

Tim Lueders-Dumont
Policy Director

Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street, 4th Floor
Montpelier, VT 05609-6901

RE: Long-Term Water Quality Funding Recommendations

Dear Tim,

Thank you and team in the State Treasurer’s Office, Department of Environmental Conservation, Tax
Department, and the Administration on your efforts to develop sustainable revenue to implement the water
quality requirements statewide. Please consider the following comments on behalf of VAPDA as the State
Treasurer develops her recommendations to the Legislature.

e Itisimportant that this conversation have a state-wide perspective and not Just focus on Lake Champlain.

e There are significant funding gaps for municipalities and other regulated entities to achieve compliance.
These compliance efforts will be most assisted by meeting a significant portion of the cost through
statewide revenues. For municipalities, it would be helpful, as with many other funding programs like
transportation, if the State could invest 80% in these efforts. This will allow for equal revenue raising
statewide and decrease the amount of inequity amongst municipalities participating in raising sufficient
revenue to implement what needs to be done.

e Raising the majority of needed funding statewide will allow the State to best manage investments that have
the “biggest bang for the buck.” This is important to most cost effectively meet our Clean Water objectives.

e Please keep in mind that any municipal costs that are not covered by the State will still be borne by
taxpayers at the municipal level, but probably in very unequal ways as some towns move fully ahead and
some lag behind.

e Most of these same issues apply to farmers and large landowners as we work to protect the unique
landscape qualities of Vermont.

e  While we haven’t had full deliberation on the individual potential revenues, we see the value in all property
owners participating in this effort and in additional revenues that come from users,

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Best regards,
{ lniln SRt
Charlie Baker

Natural Resource Committee Chair

Strengthening the capability of governments...

President: Adam Lougee A.CRPC Vice President: Tom Kennedy, SWCRPC
Secretary/Treasurer: Charlie Baker, CCRPC Chair, Executive Directors: Adam G. Lougee, ACRPC
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December 1, 2016

Ms. Beth Pearce

State Treasurer

109 State Street
Montpelier, Vermont 05609

Re: Public Comments on Long-Term Water Quality Funding Recommendations

Dear Treasurer Pearce,

As a small-scale farmer, an educator, and as Chair of the Board of Directors for Rural Vermont, a
grassroots organization that advocates for economic and ecological justice for Vermont's rural
communities, | am appreciative of the efforts put in by this interdepartmental team. It is encouraging to
see this collaboration in the State House, as well as the efforts made to include a “stakeholder" input
process. Assuring extended and diversified stakeholder processes—reaching out to underserved
communities and regions of the State, extending the time period and points of access to allow for working
class people to be involved—can ensure outcomes that are more broadly representative. At a time during
which the vast majority of the people in Vermont and the greater United States are, and feel, unheard and
unrepresented in both Montpelier and Washington, this will be crucial to developing results which will be
considered legitimate and democratic. »

It was made clear in the public hearing on November 16th that the proposals presented by the Office of
the State Treasurer, the Department of Taxes, and the Department of Environmental Conservation do not
represent final recommendations, but rather the input of stakeholders throughout the process. In that
vein, | submit the following comments on the proposals presented at that meeting:

e “All-In”
This phrase has been used repeatedly throughout the drafting of Act 64 and the development of
the Required Agricultural Practices that followed. Truly, we are irrevocably all-in on this planet
Earth and in the health of its waters, soils, biologies, air, and other vital life-sustaining “services”.
However, as we see with climate change around the world or with the water crisis in Flint,
Michigan: we are not all affected evenly. Likewise, as we see with these environmental crises
we are not all equal contributors to their genesis—nor do we all have equitable access to ’
resources to meet the needs presented by the problems, or to fund or advocate for particular
opportunities for solutions. The State has presented its findings as to who and what shares
primary responsibility for the nutrient run-off toxifying Lake Champlain (looking in particular at
phosphorous, and not including an adequate analysis or concern for other pollutants: persistent
pollutants, agrochemicals, heavy metals, etc.). The State has rightly indicated that agriculture,
as well as other sectors, are significant contributors.

The State did not, however, indicate which types of agriculture, which practices in

particular, and which locations are responsible for the majority of nutrient (and

other) run-off. Though all sizes of farms bear some burden, it is clear that small, medium, and
large confinement dairy farms (a type of farm vs. a size) present a suite of practices which are
broadly understood to be the most detrimental to water quality, and to the greater human,
animal and environmental health. Unfortunately, the Agency of Agriculture has, for the most
part, taken a size-based approach rather than a practice-based approach to inform their “all-in"
response. Regenerative agricultural practices—such as adaptive multi-paddock grazing,
silvopasture, multi-strata agroforestry, perennial polycultures, alley cropping, bioregionally

Rural Vermont e 15 Barre St#2 Montpelier, VT 05602 e www.ruralvermont.org e (802) 223-7222
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based food processing and storage infrastructure, choosing where on the landscape to locate
particular forms of agriculture, localized direct marketing, viable pricing for goods produced,sizing
herds to land, grass based ruminant management—do more than mitigate the damage of

the predominant existing agricultural models in Vermont. They present net positive gains in
carbon sequestration, water quality infrastructure (soil and perennial biological development in
particular), health of animals, wildlife and pollinator habitat diversification and expansion, local
economies and livelihoods, educational opportunities for all ages, and a reduction in fossil fuel
usage and costs. This is important to consider in relation to water quality in general, in particular
when suggesting a per / acre fee that does not take rational or objective account of the actual role
of a particular land base and its management regime in an ecosystem or social ecology in
relationship to water quality.

There are various funding solutions presented here that offer an “all in” solution economically - we
all pay; or they present a solution which taxes the end user or service provider vs. the producer
and manufacturer of the product itself which does the polluting. When all people, all Vermonters
in this case, have an “all in” share of economic wealth and access in Vermont; when all small
businesses have the same ability to achieve the profit margins and privileges of multinational
corporations - then perhaps we can begin to look at solutions that ask everyone to pay evenly. It
is imperative - especially in the worsening economic climate of VT and increasing levels of
unaffordability to native Vermonters and the working class - that the history of an unjust and
systematic distribution of wealth, land, access, and power to a small minority of people in the
United States be considered with much deference; and furthermore, that those in Montpelier
representing Vermonters begin the task of disassembling this unjust economic system which
designs, promises and realizes ecological devastation, and human impoverishment. One must
look at “ability to pay” and economic justice as a key feature in the calculus for funding solutions;
and reimagine and restructure our economic model in relatively short order in order to assure a
future of clean and just water solutions.

e Urgency informing the “All-In” approach
The urgency that seems to be primarily informing this “all-in” expression, and the general
cleanup effort, is founded in the threat made by the federal government to take over Vermont's
water quality oversight if we do not improve our own regulatory and mitigation framework. | am
excited about any urgency to change our relationship with our waters. However, it is imperative
that our urgency and understanding of our water crises be founded in concerns for short- and
long-term environmental health, social justice and human rights, and equity. In this regard, we
must move towards and soon realize a just and rational economic model in this State which
accounts for the ecological, social, and health costs and benefits of any enterprise or activity of
particular scale or affect. It is unrealistic and inefficient to take things on piecemeal in response to
crises that stem from the same economic, political, and environmental models. It is critical that
the State make massive efforts to collaboratively organize, envision, and implement a
comprehensive and radical approach to the diversity of challenges we face with respect to climate
change, and the various types of pollution we face in our waters, soils, air, and food.

There is the real potential that the next Presidential Administration will relinquish this threat
driving the current urgency. Our urgency and the resulting policy must be informed by the real
needs presented by, and the real threats to, the human and other biological residents of Vermont,
this region, and the world. In this respect there are many actions with respect to policy, funding,
and otherwise that the State can take that would affect the global situation with respect to water
quality and justice: rescinding its support for the western corridor VTGas Pipeline, divesting from

Rural Vermont e 15 Barre St #2 Montpelier, VT 05602 e www.ruralvermont.org e (802) 223-7222
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fossil fuels and other exploitative industries such as weapons manufacturing, investing our money
in a State bank vs. corporate multi-national banks, and more. The IPCC has stated that
successful mitigation of climate change requires “decoupling human well-being from economic
growth” - we must begin to take steps in policy and practice that are founded upon the fact that
economic growth (that we may depend on some of the industries mentioned above) is not
synonymous, and is often inherently opposed to, human and greater biological well-being. In
terms of climate, and economic reality for the vast majority of us, time is limited - we must act now
to radically change how we approach, consider, and act upon these problems.

Thank you for your attention to these comments, and for your engagement of all stakeholders throughout
this process. | look forward to working with you further to ensure that any funding mechanisms for water
quality address the true root causes of the problem, and puts Vermont on a path to lasting environmental

and economic sustainability.

Sincerely,

Graham Unangst-Rufnacht
Chair, Rural Vermont Board of Directors

Enclosure: “Fillable Comment Form — Clean Water Revenue Sources”

Rural Vermont e 15 Barre St #2 Montpelier, VT 05602 www.ruralvermont.org e (802) 223-7222




CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES Page

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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount : Comments
CATEGORY ONE: EXISTING REVENUE SOURCE
Clean Water Surcharge on |0.2% surcharge on the transfer of certain
Property Transfers properties = $4,7M-$5M
CATEGORY TWO: ACT 138 (2013) AND ACT 97 (2014) LEGISLATIVE REPORTS
This is not an appropriate funding source. It
does not take into account relationship to
2|$50 Annual Flat Parcel Fee | $16.7 million water quality, or economic ability or history.
This is not an appropriate funding source. It does not take
into account the practices occuring on the land which may
il contribute to water quality or the degeneration of water
3|$3 Per Acre Per Parcel Fee [$15 million quality; nor does it take into account the economic ability or
history of the landowner.
This is an appropriate place to look. Impervious surfaces of all sizes and are certainly
causative of water pollution of all sorts. | suggest integrating factors such as proximity to
wg!ewva.ys / wa_ter infrastructure / drainage, b_iologipal ﬁllrati.on me:thods being used to .
lmpervious Surface Tiered $18 itllion rTo':/?lac:iLrﬂél—ea'if?e?;t’i):rll'L(]éairr\rg;’eari\?igl?sc:ﬂ?fgz:.blmy and history into a model for determining
Acreage Fee
It seems more appropriate to do this based on size of
lot, proximity to waters, degree of use / ollution, efforts
. : proxl] : - OrUse/p ;
Impervious Surface Tiered $18 million to biologically filter and otherwise mitigate pollution,
Parcel Fee and economic abillity and history.
Pesticides are certainly a substantial and dangerous pollutant in our waterways. | support
taxes on these unecessary and toxic products. However, in the case of agricultural use -
considering the dire economic situation of the farming community, | propose that the State
cons}c!er supporting far[ners and homeo\_Nners phas'ing out pesticide use over time and
6|Excise Tax on Pesticides  ($70,000-5140,000 e, S0 o (1 oo oo il ecucatona, i) Rlher than ax e
Property taxes are unrealistically expensive in Vermont - and
as a person who was born and raised here, farms, and does
. _ not own land; | can tell you that they are prohibitively
7|Property tax 30.01 property tax increase = $8M annuallly. expensive. We need to find ways to more accurately
determine which properties contribute to the problem, why,
and which are most able to pay.
= S7M - 1% of current revenues. .
= $13.3M - .1% increase applied to the rate of each l SUprrt Ieavnng the bottom tax rate,
tax bracket (i.e. 3.55% increased to 3.65%) _pOtentla.”y the bottom two, untouched and
S{PersorElIncome Tax = $5.5M: Bottom tax rate remains at 3.55% and InCreasing the rate to the top brackets.
other rates increased by .1%.
= $2.8M: Battom twa brackets remain at 3.55%

Send comments by 12/1/16 to:
lame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov




CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES Page 2

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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

Again - this affects everybody equally, regardless of ability to
pay. In Vermont, car use is basically mandatory until the

= $0.01 increase / gallon of gas = $3M. State radically improves public transit to rural areas and
9|Gas tax » $0.01 tax/gallon of diesel = $690,000 throughout the State in general. This should be a priority for
the State of Vermont. Ridership on public lines is substantial
and we need more options for transport.

= Doubling the Ag fertilizer tonnage fee from $0.50 Does this affect compost? | suggest - as in other cases - charging the manufacturer and
_ . distributors of these products (not compost) as they are involved in the pollution here and
to Sl = $19,000 In new revenue. where they are mined (or otherwise sourced) and processed; and because they make

: =5930,000 in new substantial profits due to the externalization of these costs and not distributing profits down
" Increasmg the Ag fee to 525 59 0' the chain - they can pay and should. Fees for farmers and the economic impoverishment
revenue. '| experienced by many farming have only increased in recent years - farmers who use

. . chemical fertilizers need help tranistioning off of these addictive substances, not fees.
* Increasing the non-Ag fee by $1 = $6,000 in new

revepnue

10|Fertilizer tonnage fee

Charge the manufacturer, not consumer - and

Excise Tax on Flushable offer the consumer other options.

1% excise tax = $1.35M
Consumer Products

11

This is a great idea - but only if we charge the manufacturers
of bottled water. This is one of the most exploitative
industries on the planet (in particular as relates to water
justice issues) - VT needs to be in the lead on phasing out
bottled water, and-integrating other methods of access to
healthy water. There are many examples of this.

12 Exolse Tax on Bettled $0.01 per container = $1M

Water Containers

Escheating Unclaimed
13(Beverage Container $1.5M-$2M annually.
Deposits

14 DEC Fines for non- $200,000

compliance

= Agency of Agriculture penalties = $175K-$230K.  [Again - who can pay, and what are the political and economic
; histories which have led farmers to embracing practices which are
= Vermont Office of Attorney General Water

Agency of Agriculture not healthy to the water, animals, and their own personal and

. quality violations totaled $24.75K in 2016 and community's health and economy? We must account for this, and not
15{Food and MakEB FINES |, et 9044 continue to punish farmers for decisions policy makers and the
for non-compliance Agency are complicit with. Yes - sometimes it is appropriate to fine

farmers - absolutely. But we must also do our best to support the
transformation of management of these farms as a priority.

CATEGORY THREE: STAKEHOLDER SUGGESTIONS

Again - if these products are toxic, then we must target
their producers, and support the salons in responsible
$2.23M ‘ clean up. However, if nail salons have remained
absent of responsibility to a sales tax for products
used, perhaps this is worth considering.

16|Sales Tax on Nail Salons

Send comments by 12/1/16 to:
lame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov




CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES Page 3

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. '

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

17 Sales Tax on Beauty Salon $4.3M

Services

The ski industry in VT - though under threat from Global

3 Ski Lifts Climate Change - is extremely profitable for its owners, and is
Ené ERgmption.ah a threat to local water quality and justice in terms of access
18|and Snowmaking $1.5-52M and use. There is no reason that this industry should have an
Equipment exemption for their equipment that is applied to other industry.

Current use is under threat as it is - please do

Current Use: Apply a S0% not try to take money from this program.
19(discount to all property $4.5M
enrolled in current use.

This seems like an appropriate place to seek some funding. Marinas contribute to water
pollution, and occupy public space on the lake, though they are used primarily by people of
upper incomes who can access water equipment of this scale and afford to use a marina.
This would also diversify sources of revenue to include non-Vermonters and thereby rightly

20(Sales Tax on Marinas $210,000 include those visiting in our clean up efforts.

This is another great example of the need to target this industry, and
require that it develop and implement safe technology to filter its

. - o ; iption drugs = $5.5M; 1% excise | dangerous products out of our public water supply. Itis not the
Pharmaceutical Medicine (1% excise on presFrlP on ug_ i’ 0 responsibility of sick people already overburdened by health care
Excise Tax tax on non-prescription drugs = $600,000 costs to take care of downstream effects of this industry's products.
This industry reaps immense profits off of our backs - they must pay.

21

Sales Tax on Parking (Lots

$280,000
and Garages)

22

23 Sales Tax on Limousine $610,000

Services

This is a rental service that many common people use.
Itis not a sale. | do not think that this is a very
reasonable funding source unless it is directed at

24|Sales Tax on Storage Units |$940,000 > - : '
a & particular storage units which affect water quality.

Send comments by 12/1/16 to:
lame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov




CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES Page 4

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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

To ask for sales tax to be charged to a customer for

Sales tax on new car work under warranty sounds unreasonable - perhaps
55| dealer labor charges, work $4.8M the taxes for this work could come from the company
under warranty, and value which actually guarantees the work under warranty?

of service contracts

This is a tax which will likely affect Vermonters of lower incomes harder than others as
working class people have older vehicles which tend to require more maintenance.
Automobiles certainly greatly contribute to water pollution, perhaps there are other ways to
get revenue from this sector from those grossly profiting within the sector as opposed to
26 Sales Tax on General Auto $6.2M those people whom the costs (environmental, and otherwise) of this sector are extemnalized
Repair upon. Likewise, dramatically improving public transit in VT could reduce the pollution
pressure of so many vehicles on Vermont's roadways.

Again - this is a flat tax essentially and increases the
already substantial economic burden being put on the
$1increase = $585K. economically disadvantaged populations which

ion Sticker F ! ol a
7 Inspection Stickerkee predominantly inhabit this State.

Or even particular types and classes of rental

vehicles? For example, luxury and sports vs.
28(Surtax on Rental Cars 1% surtax on rental vehicles = $480,000. utility and function.

29 Surtax/Increase to Sales & 1% increase = S6M.

Use Tax

30 Dollar Surcharge on $1 surcharge on rooms = $3.6M

Rooms

Surtax/Increase to Meals,
31|Rooms, and Alcoholic .25% increase = $4.2M

Beverages

Why not!?
Voluntary Contribution
32(Line Item on the Personal [$30K-$100K
Income Tax Form

Send comments by 12/1/16 to:
ame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov




CLEAN WATER REVENUE SOURCES Page !

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.

Description of Criteria Revenue Amount Comments

33| Affinity Card

CATEGORY FOUR: REAPPROPRIATION OF EXISTING SOURCES

Reappropriation of Current

31
Expenditures

General Comments:

Sources not considered include:

- Reappropriation of subsidies to large companies which are serious players globally in water pollution
and greater environmental and social injustice issues and have substantial economic privilege and ability
such as: General Dynamics, Global Foundaries, IBM, Green Mountain Power, Gaz Metro and Vermont
Gas, etc. | do not have a list of all of the companies who are more than financially profitable (on the
disproportionately underpaid backs of the vast majority of people working for them and in comparision to
most Vermonters), are clearly involved in environmental degradation and social and economic injustices
on a global scale, but are currently financial support from the State of VT. But i'm sure that information is

out there in State Government.

- Send comments by 12/1/16 to:
ame (Optional): Treasurers.Office@vermont.gov




WSIERRA CLUB

VERMONT CHAPTER

December 01, 2016
The Honorable Beth Pearce VVermont State Treasurer
Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street FL 4
Montpelier, VT 05609-6200
Treasurers.Office@Vermont.qov

Dear Treasurer Pearce,

The Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club thanks the diligence of the Treasurer's office, the Department of
Environmental Conservation and the Department of Taxes in calculating projected revenue sources to fund
the requirements of Act 64, An Act Relating to Improving the Quality of State Waters. We understand the
challenges in finding revenue sources that are long term and sustainable, however we request that the
Treasurer's Office prioritize and highlight funding sources that have a logical nexus to the sources of
pollution in all water bodies throughout the state.

These mechanisms include:
e afee on development of impervious surfaces;
e per-ton fees on fertilizer and pesticides; and
e permitting fees for operations that will further contribute to our state’s water quality problems.

We also strongly recommend sources that take an “all-in” approach. While we necessarily do not oppose
other mechanisms, we strongly support the above linked mechanisms.We are especially appreciative of
your extensive engagement of all stakeholders and coordinated efforts to determine all possible sources of

funding.

Thank you again for your attention. Please feel free to contact us with any questions.

Sincerely,

Robb Kidd,

Conservation Program Manager
Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club
robb.kidd@sierraclub.org




Lueders-Dumont, Tim
\

From: Robb Kidd <robb.kidd@sierraclub.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 26, 2016 10:44 AM
To: Lueders-Dumont, Tim
Subject: Water success stories

Hey Tim and Beth,

As a follow up with my conversations with you here are some suggestions for you to include success stories in the clean water
funding report.

| asked my group of collaborators and these were the responses | received.

Robb

Steve Libby of the River Conservancy and Mike Klein can contribute many stories about the benefits and success stories
regarding their efforts with the river corridor easement donation program.

Beth Pearce can get all the past ERP success stories from Kari and AAFM/Laura.
Not sure if the Icbp funded projects get added into the dec database...

As required for the 2017 ERP grant application, LCA just listed these 5 recent implementation projects in an erp app going in
today. See quotations below.

In today's ERP 2017- Round 2 grant apps, LCA is requesting support to complete 3 more implementation projects and 5 final

1



designs planned for implementation in 2018. New metrics are established now for people like Beth and legislators to track
"success" trends over time.

"Recent LCA water quality improvement projects that were proposed for scoping, design and implementation using ERP, VVTrans
and LCBP funds have been successfully implemented within in the time allotted and within budget. ’

They include:

Munroe Brook Watershed, Shelburne's Brook Lane Road Ditch Project, 2016. Successfully increased stormwater infiltration, P
reduction and soil mobilization reduction. '
Mack Farm and E Thompson's Point Road Swale and Bioretention Project, 2016. Successfully increased stormwater infiltration
P reduction and soil mobilization reduction. '
Hinesburg Two Tiered Rain Garden Project, 2015. Successfully increased stormwater infiltration, P reduction and soil
mobilization reduction. '

Last Resort Farm Gully Stabilization Project, 2014. Successfully increased stormwater infiltration, P reduction and soil

mobilization reduction.

All projects incrementally contribute to nearby stream corridor stability, reduce erosion and P, whilecontributing to flow
restoration and the stream's capacity to regain equilibrium conditions.

LCA has a 20 year history of working closely with VT DEC and VTFWD to develop and carry out monitoring, assessment
planning and protection measures relating to enhancing VT water quality, natural habitat areas and stream corridor assets. This
long term relationship has grown from the mutual desire to use and promote best available science and the most cost effective
proactive and innovative lines of thought. '

In 2015-2016, LCA received ERP and LCBP funds to scope and design 14 water quality improvement sites as watershed wide
demonstration sites for compelling all property owners to enhance their properties’ capacity to protect all surface water systems
in the Lake Champlain Valley. With 14 "developed lands" demonstrations sites to use for watershed wide education

purposes, LCA will promote an ethic of long term land stewardship using these demonstration sites and informational materials
funded with support from local partners,UVM Sea Grants and Milone & MacBroom."

Another thought is to connect with Gaye Symington of High Meadows Fund -- they've put quite a bit of funding
of late into community-level water projects (with a focus on flood resiliency, but there are also water quality
implications). She's probably got good success stories written up from having to submit reports to the High
Meadows Fund Board.

Robb Kidd

Sierra Club

Vermont Chapter Conservation Representative/Program Manager
802-505-1540 robb.kidd@sierraclub.org




Lueders-Dumont, Tim
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From: Scott Woodward <scott@forestandwater.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2016 9:55 AM

To: TRE - Treasurers Office

Subject: Public Comment: Lake Champlain Clean-up Funding
Attachments: ohio_wrrsp.pdf

Dear Treasurer Pearce,

I respectfully submit the following public comment pursuant to Sec. 40 of Act 64 (2015).

While a student at Vermont Law School, | studied under Professor Michael Curley who is an expert on environmental
financing. In the process of my studies, I learned that Vermont is among the states that do not leverage federal funding
under the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF). According to
the EPA, 28 states leverage CWSRF funds having resulted in 34.5 billion in additional federal funding. Since 2011, I've
advocated that Vermont should leverage its SRF funding and | believe our current situation provides an excellent
opportunity to begin doing so. There’s a wide variety of environmental goals that can be achieved through leveraging
even beyond the cleanup of Lake Champlain. Leveraging CWSRF dollars could very well lessen the burden on taxpayers
to absorb the substantial costs required to accomplish the EPA’s TMDL requirements.

One of the advantages of leveraging is that the interest on SRF loans can be put to use immediately on eligible projects
that could likely aid in the cleanup of Lake Champlain (see attached example from Ohio’s program). For example,
stormwater or wastewater projects can be joined with restoration projects. This is one model of leveraging. There are
others as well, including measures related to bonding and loan guarantees. | strongly encourage Vermont to join the
ranks of those states that leverage both CWSRF and DWSRF federal funding. See the following link as a reference:

https://www.epa.gov/waterfinancecenter/leading-edge-financing-water—infrastructure

Sincerely,
Scott Woodward
Pomfret, Vermont
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Communities in
Ohio that take
advantage of this
program recognize
that wastewater
freatment system
improvements and
restoration projects
are working toward
the same end —

improved water

quality

Contact:

Bob Monsarrat
Ohio EPA
614-644-3655

ith funding through the

USEPA’s Office of Water, Clean
Water State Revolving Fund
(CWSRF) loan program, the Ohio
EPA has worked to fund both point
and nonpoint source projects through
anewly developed Water Resource
Restoration Sponsor Program
(WRRSP). As a result of this
innovative program, communities in
Ohio have used $24 million of
CWSREF loan funds to protect and
restore 1,850 acres of riparian lands
and wetlands and 38 miles of Ohio’s
stream corridors in the last two years.
The WRRSP offers communities very
low interest rates on loans for
wastewater treatment plant
improvements if the communities
also sponsor projects that protect or
restore water resources.

Although Ohio has addressed many
of its worst water quality problems,
the state’s best available data indicate
that nonpoint source runoff, habitat
degradation, and watershed

.. $CIean Water

State Revolving Fund

disturbances are impeding future
improvements and threatening past
successes. In response, Ohio designed
the WRRSP to help prevent the loss of
biological diversity and ecological
health. To date, the WRRSP has
supported projects that have acquired
wetlands and riparian lands, acquired
conservation easements, restored
habitat, and modified dams. The
WRRSP restoration plans ensure that
projects undertaken result in protection
or restoration of valuable watershed
resources.

Linking Wastewater Treatment with
Water Resource Restoration

To participate in the Water Resource
Restoration Sponsor Program, a
community applies to the CWSRF
program for a loan to support
wastewater treatment system
improvements and also for WRRSP
assistance for water resource restoration

-activities. If the CWSRF program

determines that the restoration action
meets program eligibility criteria of
either fully restoring or protecting water
resources already attaining their
designated uses, and the water resource
project ranks in the fundable range on a
priority list of restoration projects, the
CWSREF provides financial support for
both projects. To reward the community
for sponsoring the restoration project,



$C16anWater ® © © © ¢ o o

State Revolving Fund

the CWSRF reduces the community’s
interest rate on the total borrowed for
both projects so that repayments are
slightly lower than they would have
been with a standard CWSRF loan for
only the wastewater treatment project.
However, the interest rate on the total

loan is always greater than zero percent.

Alfter reviewing ) o .
A community that participates in the
cash flow WRRSP does not typically implement a
restoration project itself. A community
projections typically enters into a sponsorship
agreement with an implementing
completed by a partner, such as a land trust or a park
district, that develops and implements a
financial advisor, habitat protection and restoration plan.
Ohio has decided to

allocate $15 million
to the Water
Resource

Restoration

ACTIVITY
UPDATE

The sponsorship agreement requires
that the implementing partner develop
and implement this plan to permanently
and fully restore watershed resources,
but it does not require the implementing
partner to make any repayments on the
CWSRF loan. The sponsoring
community makes all repayments to the
CWSREF (Fig. 1).

Communities in Ohio that take
advantage of the WRRSP recognize that
wastewater treatment system
improvements and restoration projects
are working toward the same end—
improved water quality. By considering
water quality problems in an integrated

Sponsor Program

each year

Sponsor

[ Community

Restoration Project
plementmg Partner

Figure 1. Ohio’s Water Resource Restoration Sponsor Program
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fashion, communities will be better able
to address the water quality problems of
the future.

Monitoring the Program’s Impact on
CWSRF Funding Capacity

Since the Water Resource Restoration
Sponsor Program offers loans with
interest rates as low as 0.2 percent, the
lack of interest earnings affects the
future funding capacity of Ohio’s
CWSREF program. CWSRF program
management has considered these
impacts. After reviewing cash flow
projections completed by a financial
advisor, Ohio has decided to allocate
$15 million (about 7.5 percent of the
funds available for 2002) to the Water
Resource Restoration Sponsor Program
each year. The CWSRF program will
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develop new cash flow projections each
year to reassess the impact of WRRSP
assistance on funding capacity.

A Precursor of the Future?

Ohio’s Water Resource Restoration
Sponsor Program reinforces the idea
that wastewater treatment plant
improvements and water resource
restoration projects are complementary
efforts. Although strongly induced by
the state, communities that participate in
the WRRSP program provide the first
examples of how wastewater user fees
can support water resource restoration
projects. In the future, other
communities around the country may
consider this model as they search for
funding sources for a wide variety of
water quality projects.




For more information about the Clean Water Revolving Fund, or Jor a program representative in your State,
please contact:

Clean Water State Revolving Fund Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1201 Constitution Avenue, NW (Mailcode 4204M)
Washington, DC 20004
Phone: (202) 564-0752 Fax: (202) 501-2403

Internet: http://www.epa.gov/owm
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September 20, 2016

Beth Pearce, State Treasurer
Office of the State Treasurer
109 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05609

Dear Treasurer Pearce:

Thank you for joining us at both the VLCT Board and VLCT Water Quality meetings on
September 8 and 20, and especially for your commitment to finding funding sources to pay for
the many mandates imposed by the Vermont Clean Water Act (Act 64) and the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Lake Champlain,
the Connecticut River, Lake Memphremagog, and other Vermont waters.

As you have heard on multiple occasions, including at the Board and VLCT Water Quality
Committee meetings, local governments are exceedingly worried about the prospect of
inadequate long-term funding to cover the costs of implementing the TMDLs, the Clean Water
Act, and the Lake Champlain Phase 1 Implementation Plan. Every dollar that is not appropriated
from the state legislature to address these mandates is one that must be raised by the property tax
under current law. The capacity of the property tax to assume those burdens is minimal,
something we believe you will keep in mind. The obligations are enormous ($2.53 billion over 20
years). According to the Agency of Natural Resources, the estimated gap in funding over that
span of time is $1.36 billion. On an annualized basis, the gap is estimated at $68.1 million, with
41 percent of that gap attributable to the somewhat amorphous category of “Stormwater,” and an
additional seven percent attributable to the entirely clear category of municipal water pollution
control (wastewater treatment facilities). Based upon estimates from some of our member
municipalities, we believe even these daunting figures may be low.

The Agency of Natural Resources has been clear that, in their opinion, the obligations remain
whether or not the funding to pay for them is in place.

Your report to the legislature on funding sources will set the stage for discussions in 2017 on how
to pay for the cleanup. We believe — and the Board of Directors asked me to formally convey this
to you — that the state needs to assume responsibility for a substantial share of the obligation to
clean up the waters of the state and use state broad-based revenue sources to accomplish that end.
We recognize that state revenues will not provide all the funds needed to implement required
cleanup programs. To that end we urge you to strongly encourage the legislature to provide
municipalities the authority to enact local option taxes to help pay for stormwater management.

Thank you for your attention to this most serious and concerning matter.

Sincerely

Bons BAbin_

Karen B. Horn
Director, Public Policy and Advocacy

89 Main Street, Suite 4, Montpelier, VT 05602 | Tel: 802-229-9111 | Fax: 802-229-2211 | Email: info@vlct.org | Web: www.vlct.org
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To: Treasurer Beth Pearce

From: Parker Riehle, President — VSAA

Date: December 1%, 2016

Re: Vermont Ski Areas Association Comments on Clean Water Revenue Sources

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on behalf of the Vermont ski industry on the
following Clean Water Revenue Sources to be presented to the 2017 Legislature:

#18: End Exemption on Ski Lifts and Snowmaking Equipment
The Vermont Ski Areas Association opposes this revenue source for the following reasons:

(1) Excluding Only Ski Areas from this Exemption is Patently Unfair

If this proposed revenue source is based on the misconception that the education property tax
exemption for ski lifts and snowmaking equipment is special treatment available only to ski
areas, that is not the case; rather, this exemption is simply part of the personal property,
machinery and equipment tax exemption from the definition of nonresidential property for the
purposes of the education property tax enjoyed by businesses and manufacturers all across the
state under 32 V.S.A. Sec. 5401(10)(D):

(D) Personal property, machinery, inventory and equipment, ski lifis, and snow-making
equipment for a ski area; ‘

Therefore, if this revenue source is mistakenly meant to end some special exemption just for ski
areas that thwarts the “all-in” approach sought in this list of revenue sources, then this suggestion
should be disregarded and removed from the list.

If, however, this proposed revenue source is meant to target the ski industry and exclude only
their machinery and equipment from this general exemption enj oyed by all, then that is patently
unfair policy and should be disregarded and removed from this list. To do otherwise would be
like imposing an increase in the rooms and meals tax ONLY on ski areas, hardly consistent with
fairness, equity and the “all-in” approach that is sought in this clean water funding.

Vermont’s ski industry is critical to our economy, heritage and way of life. The Vermont
Department of Tourism and Marketing’s most recent benchmark study puts direct winter
spending at over $900 million, more than 1/3 of the annual $2.5 billion tourism economy. See:
http://accd.vermont.gov/sites/accdnew/files/documents/VDTM-Research-
2013BenchmarkStudyFullReport.pdf




In addition, Vermont’s ski areas themselves make significant expenditures into the economy and
to state government in their annual operations: $250 million spent with over 2,500 Vermont
companies and vendors; nearly $10 million in property taxes; over $2 million annually in lease
payments by the seven ski areas on state land to support the state parks system; over $130
million in annual payroll while providing over 12,000 jobs to help offset winter unemployment.
Vermont’s ski areas are trying to get back on their feet after suffering the worst season in 35
years last year, so it would be very difficult to explain why they are being singled out and
excluded from this broad exemption. :

When contemplating which machinery and equipment is the most critical to our ski industry’s
survival, clearly the most indispensable categories would be chairlifts and snowmaking
equipment — one ensures that the ski area can actually operate and transport skiers uphill while
the other ensures the ski area’s survival and sustainability in the near and long term. And, it is
this snowmaking equipment that enabled Vermont to rise above other major resorts for the recent
World Cup event at Killington. While Beaver Creek in Colorado and Lake Louise in Alberta,
Canada had to cancel their World Cup events recently due to lack of snow, Killington had the
snowmaking firepower to host the event and put Vermont on the world stage with record
attendance, immeasurably benefiting our state’s economy for months and years to come.
Therefore, to target this crucial operational aspect of the ski industry that is so critical to the
economy would be completely contrary to sound public policy.

(2) The Ski Areas Pay Sales Tax on this Equipment

Vermont’s ski areas pay sales tax on the purchase of all lifts and snowmaking equipment,
whereas manufacturing businesses do not pay sales tax on their machinery and equipment
purchases under 32 V.S.A. Sec. 9741(14). 1t is not only difficult to imagine paying property tax
on equipment that was purchased at retail, but it would be doubly unfair to pay both of these
taxes on the same equipment while other businesses are exempt from both.

(3) Several Ski Towns Already Tax this Equipment as Personal Property

Of the long list of towns which tax machinery and equipment as personal property, several are
ski towns: Bolton (Bolton Valley Ski Area), Bridgewater and Killington (Killington Resort),
Hancock (Middlebury College Snow Bowl), Peru (Bromley Ski Area) and Warren (Sugarbush
Resort). See: http://tax.vermont.,qov/sites/tax/ﬁles/documents/PersonalPropeeraxation.pdf

These ski towns tax the lifts, snowmaking equipment and other machinery and equipment at
those ski areas as personal property. This not only supports the notion that this machinery and
equipment should properly be considered personal property at the state level and exempt from
the nonresidential property tax, but to remove that exemption would mean those ski areas would
pay both the personal property tax and the nonresidential property tax for the same equipment.

(4) The Legislature Has Recognized this Exemption Should Remain Intact

The Vermont Legislature’s Tax Expenditure Report history shows that the Legislature has
recognized that this machinery and equipment exemption for ski areas should not be considered



in that report separate and apart from the rest of Vermont businesses and manufacturers who
enjoy that exemption from the education property tax. In the Legislature’s 2015 Tax
Expenditures Biennial Report, the exemption for ski lifts and snowmaking equipment is
specifically excluded from the Report in Appendix B (starting on page 83) as not falling under
the definition of tax expenditures for statutory review and scrutiny by the legislature:
http://www.leg.state.vt.us/ifo/reports/2015 %20Tax%20Expenditure%20Report%20FINAL%200

1-15-2015.pdf

As such, the ensuing 2016 Tax Expenditure Review Report does not list this machinery and
equipment exemption at all: http://www.leg state.vt.us/jfo/reports/2016-01 %20Tax-Expenditure-

Review-Report.pdf

Given that the Legislature’s Tax Expenditure Report is clear that the ski lifts and snowmaking
equipment exemption from the non-residential education property tax should not be disturbed,
this proposed revenue source should be disregarded and removed from the list. To do otherwise
would be to propose ending an exemption that is actually the only exemption listed as excluded
from tax expenditures consideration in the 2015 Report (Appendix B) referenced above.

#29: Surtax/Increase to Sales & Use Tax
#30: Dollar Surcharge on Rooms
#31: Surtax/Increase to Meals, Rooms and Alcoholic Beverages

The Vermont Ski Areas Association joins the many other businesses and organizations in the
tourism and hospitality industry to oppose any increases in these consumption tax categories.
Vermont ski areas are already at a competitive disadvantage as the only ski state in the northeast
with a sales tax on lift tickets and season passes, and any increase in that rate would only
aggravate this disadvantage with our surrounding states that tap into the same core market for
our skiers and snowboarders. In addition, our meals & rooms and alcohol taxes are already high
enough at 9% and 10% respectively, and to increase those would be detrimental to our industry
as we try to rebound from last season and remain competitive with surrounding ski states. In
addition to the impact on routine retail sales, increases in the rooms tax is particularly
challenging for all resort destinations in Vermont for hosting meetings, conventions and
weddings when that tax line item becomes a real issue when compared with other states.
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Town of Williston Success Story Bullets
Memo Two Tier System_3 31 15_v2 pdf

Sorry for the delay. Hopefully it’s not too late to submit some thoughts on Williston’s success stories. | may think of
some more in the coming days. Your comments, suggestions and requests for clarification are encouraged.

James

e Billing

o The Town determined that the most adequate and equitable funding source for the improved stormwater

program would be the establishment of a stormwater fee. Stormwater cost are funded through service
charges (fees) rather than tax dollars. The concept of a stormwater fee is based on the reality that each
property generates runoff that flows into the stormwater system and places a “demand” on the
stormwater system of catch basins, pipes, ditches, channels, ponds, and streams. Furthermore, residents
benefit from a properly functioning stormwater system through the use of Town maintained
roadways. As such, the stormwater system must be maintained, repaired and regulated by the Town of
Williston in order to protect streets and buildings from flooding, reduce non-point source pollution,
protect local water resources and comply with State and Federal-mandated regulatory requirements.
Of the roughly 4,000 stormwater bills sent out in early 2015 Town Staff received feedback from 300-400
utility customers (around 10% of the total). Comments varied however the majority of the comments
focused around the following questions;

= “I'never heard about this...”

" “lam on private sewer and water, | don’t have any stormwater...”

= “All my runoff infiltrates before entering a stream...”
Since the initial billing (we bill quarterly) comments have continued to trickle in but on the order of 2-3 a

cycle as opposed to 300-400.
While the Town had a number of lessons learned, in hindsight the transition to a SW Utility went quite

smoothly.

e Two Tier Adjustment

O

Originally the Town had residential properties set into two tiers for billing, the top 10% of impervious
cover and the bottom 90%. For a variety of reasons (Memo attached) we decided to adjust our
ordinance to remove the two tier system. Williston’s recognition, timely response and action on this
issue was decisive and served to further mold a viable SW utility.

e Ag Community Stormwater Credit/Grant

o

Similarly to the two tier adjustment, the Town responded to outreach form the agriculture community
with regards to the SW bills. Our credit manual, which at the time reflected that of Burlington and

S. Burlington, was not well suited to credit agricultural operations. After input and discussion we
implemented <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>