


CWA Requirements-Permitting

Discharge of pollutants from a point source to a navigable
water-e.g., wastewater treatment, industrial discharge, etc.

The construction stormwater permit for disturbance of
more than 1 acre of land.

The multisector general permit for stormwater runoff from
industrial sites.

The municipal separate storm sewer permit for stormwater
control in specified towns.

The concentrated animal feedin? operation permit for
certain farms that have an actual discharge or are
proposing an actual discharge.




Residual Designation Authority

EPA has "residual designation” authority to require
permits for other discharges or category of discharges
on a case-by-case basis when it determines that:

the discharge contribute to a violation of water
quality standards;

The discharge is a significant contributor of pollutant
to a water; or

controls are needed for the discharge based on
wasteload allocations that are part of a TMDL that
address the pollutant(s) of concern.

40 CFR 122.26(a)(9)(i)(C) and (D)



CWA Requirements-Permitting

EPA’s enforcement of the CWA operates largely through the
CWA permitting programs with RDA as a hook.

EPA may delegate a state agency as the permitting and
enforcement authority in the state.

In 1974, EPA delegated ANR as the CWA permitting
authority for Vermont.

Approximately, 47 states have been delegated.

EPA retains oversight over permit issuance and may make
recommendations and require conditions for federally
required permits such as wastewater permits.



Vermont-Specific Permitting

* Vermont has enacted permitting requirements in

addition to the federal CWA, including:

~ State stormwater operating permits for
construction or expansion of 1 acre of impervious
surface (Y2 acre in 2022).

~ State permitting for activities in a significant
wetland or buffer of a significant wetland.

~ Stream alteration permits for altering the course of
a watercourse by moving, filling, or excavating 10
cubic yards of instream material in any year.

~ Lake shoreland permit for cleared area or
impervious surface in a lake shoreland area.

~ State large farm and medium farm permitting.
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CWA Requirements:
Water Quality Preservation

States must establish water quality standards for state
waters. 33 U.S.C. § 1313 (CWA § 303(a)).

The standards must ensure full support of designated
uses of the water. The designated uses are:

Public Water Supply Aesthetics
Fishing [rrigation

Boating Aquatic Biota

Swimming Aquatic Habitat



STATE OF VERMONT

Water Quality Integrated Assessment Report

2018

rmont Agency of Natural Resources
of Environmental Conservation
atershed Management Division

Most recent assessment can be found at:
https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/docume
nts/WaterQualityAssessmentReport_305b_2018.
pdf

See also DEC Assessment and Listing website at:
https://dec.vermont.gov/watershed/map/assess
ment




CWA § 303(d): Impaired Waters

Requires states at least every three years to review
whether state waters comply with the state water

quality standards. 33 U.S.C. § 1313 (CWA § 303(d)).

[f a water, or water segment, does not meet state water
quality standards, it is designated , and the
the state must develop a cleanup plan for the water—

total maximum daily load plan. 33 U.S.C. § 1313 (CWA

§ 303(d)).




§ 303(d) List of Impaired Waters

STATE OF VERMONT

2018

303(d) LIST OF IMPAIRED WATERS

PART A - IMPAIRED SURFACE WATERS IN NEED OF TMDL

September 2018

(Approved by EPA Region 1 September 5, 2018)

Prepared by:

Vermont Department of Environm Conservation
Watershed Management 1
1 National Life Drive, 2
Montpelier, VT 05620-3522




Impaired Waters in Every Watershed

Hudson River Drainage Basin
1. Battenkill, Walloomsuc, Hoosic

Lake Champlain Drainage Basin
South Lake Champlain Basin

4. Lower Lake Champlain

North Lake Champlain Basin

5. Upper Lake Champlain,_LaPlatte Malletts
Bay, St_Albans Bay, Rock, Pike

6. Missisquoi
7. Lamoille
8. Winooski

Connecticut River Drainage Basin
-North Connecticut River Basin

15. Passumpsic
16. Upper Cannecticut, Nuthegan, Willard
Stream, Paul Stream

-Mid Connecticut River Basin
9. White

14, Stevens, Wells, Waits, Ompompanoosuc
-South Connecticut River Basin

10. Ottauquechee, Black

11. West_Wiliams, Saxtons

12. Deerfield

Lake Memphremagog Drainage Basin

17. Lake Memphremagog (Barton, Black,
Clyde), Coaticook, Tomifobia

Lake Memphremagog
Deerfield River segment
Rock River segment
Connecticut River

Lake Carmi

Otter Creek

Winooski River segment
White River, third branch
Hoosic River

Mettawee River segment
Lake Champlain

10



[ Impairments
Sediment/Turbidity/Flow

from
Stormwater/Streambank Erosion

Phosphorus/Nutrients
from
Agricultural Runoff/Stormwater




What Constitutesa TMDIL.?

A 'TMDL is a target or goal that, when reached, should result in the

cleanup of the water so that it meets the State water quality standards
and is no longer impaired.

The maximum amount of a pollutant allowed to enter a water so that
the water will meet and continue to meet water quality standards.

This does not mean zero. Some amount likely will be allowed to enter
the waterbody.

Where are the pollutants coming from:
Point source: pipes, ditches, etc. (WLA)
Nonpoint source: overland flow, streambank erosion (LA)

I[f a TMDL relies on nonpoint source reduction, it must include a margin
of safety to account for uncertainty in predicting how well pollutant
reductions will result in meeting water quality standards. (MOS)

12



How Do You Get There? Plan for It.

With Proposed Date Changes
(August 2016)

~ VERMONT LAKECHAMPLAIN
PHOSPHORUS TMDL PHASE 1
- [NPLEVENTATION FLAN-

DRAFT AUGUST 2016

Actions necessary to clean up
a water are included in a

separate implementation
plan.

An implementation plan
can include a suite o

activities to remediate the
water.

The suite of activities can

apply to all waters that drain
to the impaired water.

E.g., Waters draining to
the Winooski River in
Montpelier fall under the
Lake Champlain TMDL.

13



EPA Approval

The CWA requires EPA to
approve each TMDL proposed
by a state.

CWA technically does not
require EPA to approve an
implementation plan.

But EPA may not approve a
TMDL until it is satisfied with
the implementation plan.

14



EPA Approval

EPA rules require TMDLs to include certain minimum provisions:

Identification of Waterbody, Pollutant of Concern, Pollutant Sources,
and Priority Ranking.

Applicable WQS and Numeric Water Quality Target.
Loading Capacity.
Load Allocations and Waste Load Allocations.

Consideration of Seasonal Variation.

If relying on LAs for nonpoint, that the LAs
will achieve the load reductions.

Monitoring Plan to Track TMDL Effectiveness.
Implementation Plan.

Public Participation. See 40 C.F.R. part 130.
15



Lake Champlain TMDL

Lake Champlain Phosphorus TMDL

September 25, 2002

Prepared by

Vermont Agency of Natural Rezources
Department of Environmental Conzervation
103 South Main St.

Waterbury, VT 05671

and

New York State Department of Environmental Conzervation

625 Broadway
Albany, NY 12233-3508

Lake Champlain is
impaired by the nutrient
phosphorus, which causes
algal blooms and
obnoxious odors, and leads
to low dissolved oxygen
concentrations, impaired
aquatic life, and reduced
recreational use.

Vermont and New York
agreed toa TMDL in 2002.

16



Disapproval

In 2010, CLF petitioned EPA
asserting that the Vermont
portion of the 2002 TMDL for
Lake Champlain did not meet the

minimum requirements for
TMDL approval.

Note, the petition only related to
Vermont, and not to New York.

Vermont and New York are in two
different EPA regions—Vermont
is in Region 1 and NY in Region 2.

17



Disapproval

In 2011, EPA Region 1
disapproved the Vermont

— portion of the Lake
e Champlain TMDL.

Re: Lake Champlain Phosphorus TMDL Disapproval

January 24, 2011

Deur Sccretary Markowitz:

I'the Region has completed its reconsiderntion of the 2002 approval of 1he Lake Champlain E PA CO nC lu d e d it d i d n O t

Phosphorus TMDL { Total Maximum Daily Load), and has concluded that two elements of the
I'MDI. do not comply with FPA regulations and geidance, for reasons explained in the enclosed

detesination. Accordingly, the Region is hereby withdrawing iis November 4, 2002 approval

of the Vermont partion af the Lake Champlain Phosphorus TMDL. Fusther, the Region is p I‘OVi d e an a d e qu ate

hereby disspproving the Vermont portion of the TMDL,
Pursuant to § 303(dX2) of the Actand 40 C.F.R.§ 130.7(d)(2), upon disspproval of a TMDL,

o T ]
EPA must establish a new TMDL os determined to be necessary to implement applicable water
quality standards. Therefore. the Region intends 1o commence development of a new TMDL for I I I argl I I O Sa e y a I I C | 1

the Lake Champlain segments within Vermont's juri

We respect the knowledge and capahilities of the Department of Environmental Conservation =

(“DEC™) stall who woeked on the original TMDL, and we hope to work collaboratively with you n O t p rOVI e re a S O n a ) e
an the development of the revised TMDL. To sssist with this process. EPA has ammanged to

provide contractor support for two aspects of the revised TMDL development: 1) the review and

s;r::;c‘.:’n‘;‘,:ﬁ:‘;‘;;ﬂ: :1;;‘:11;&::[ and 2) the assessment of the potential effects of climate assurances that the load

Pleass do not consider this disspproval an indictment of the good work the State and other

entities have been engaged in to restore Loke Champlain, FPA recognizes and appreciates the )

extensive effort involved in development of the original TMDL.. and the many excellent projects re u Ct 1 O n S WO u b e
and programs implemented to reduce phospborus inputs to the lake. Indeed, we are pleased that

EPA has been able to help furd some of these projects and programs over the years. and we hops

10 be able to continue to assist with this effort m the future both through the Lake Champlain

Basin Program and through direct assistance to the State and other partners. I'e a C h e d
L]




Basis for Disapproval

Inadequate Margin of Safety

The Region concludes that neither of the conservative
assumptions relied upon in the 2002 TMDL provides an
implicit MOS for four of the nine segments included in
the TMDL (South Lake A, Missisquoi Bay, St. Albans
Bay, and the Northeast Arm), and that only one
segment, South Lake B, is provided an implicit MOS
based on both the assumptions cited in the TMDL
document. Therefore, the Region concludes upon
reconsideration that

19



Basis for Disapproval

Reasonable Assurances

, and

[f these actions occur, there is no
reasonable assurance that they would
achieve enough phosphorus reduction
to meet the load allocations specified in
the TMDL.

20



So, EPA Disapproved, Now What?

If [EPA] disapproves a TMDL,
the Clean Water Act requires
EPA to establish the new TMDL.

EPA is supposed to establish how [§
the TMDL will be implemented.

EPA needs to do all of this in 30

days from the date of disapproval
of the TMDL.

30 U.S.C. 1313(d)(2) (CWA 303(d))
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EPA Delay—Might be a Good Thing

Discharge of pollutants from a point source to a navigable
water-e.g., wastewater treatment, industrial discharge, etc.

The construction stormwater permit for disturbance of
more than 1 acre of land.

The multisector general permit for stormwater runoff from
industrial sites.

The municipal separate storm sewer permit for stormwater
control in specified towns.

The concentrated animal feedin? operation permit for
certain farms that have an actual discharge or are
proposing an actual discharge

22



All In!

Act 64 of 2015: Vermont o
Clean Water Act s

Purpose

Provide mechanisms,
staffing, and
necessary for
to achieve and
maintain compliance
with the Vermont water
quality standards.

~ VERMONT LAKECHAMPLAIN
PHOSPHORUS TMDL PHASE 1
- [MPLENENTATIONPLAN

23



Act 64: Water Quality Requirements

Amended the Required Agricultural
Practices (RAPs) to require new water
quality measures.

Required small farms to certify
compliance with RAPs by 7/1/18.

Required water quality training for
operators of LFOs, MFOs, and SFOs.

Required AAFM to train and certify
custom applicators of manure or
nutrients.

Amended AAFM’s water quality
enforcement authority to be more
consistent with ANR authority.

Required the Department of Forests,
Pal("j{(s and Recreation to revise the
acceptable management practices for
maintaining water quality on logging
jobs by rule by July 1, 2016

Completely rewrote the statute
governing regulation of stormwater
runoff from impervious surfaces.

Required ANR to develop a municipal
roads general permit for stormwater
discharges.

Required ANR to develop a general
permit for discharges of stormwater
from impervious surface of 3 or more
acres in size that previously were
unpermitted.

Required ANR to develop a schedule
to update the basin plans for the 15
watersheds with plans.

24



Act 64: Water Quality Funding

Act 64 increased DEC permit

fees on most water quality or
FISCAL NOTE

o i s water-related programs to pay
IL35 An ActRelaing to Improving the Qualy ofState Waters for new staff needed to

Faorast Products, and House Wavs & Maans)

S o e i implement Act 64.

waterways of Vermont. The first would be the Agricultoral Water Quality Fund within the Agsncy of Agriculre,
=d et itz policy requirerments under this

Bill. The Clean Water Fund wo C ]
transfer ta, with certain exe 5, funds ¢ i 717 and forward for water quality projects

e Tl Raised $1.3 million annually.

e o ' Act 64 established or
e o | increased AAFM fees to pay
= i | for new staff needed to

aaricultor:

ot | ol implement Act 64.

a1 Surcharge (Fepealed

Cem—— Raised $1 million annually.
[Sec 37 ClonWewrFundBoad | |

0y
Sac. 43 ANR/DEC FY16 Appropristion | (31312,336) -

Net Total 0 S£.300,000+%  $12,600++ ~($7.000
T total cxemen 2 gisloie meebers 23 6 ol mensbars meea 4 fmes mwaally. Alvo 2w taat all costs 2or Lagisiative =d pathic
‘e bars peid fum General Fund, wither through the Legislative buiget or Aod budget
#4 N fands wold be spent from the Clees Water Fund remsi] Sllowing zn expandivrs recoemmandation om the Clees Wessr Fand
Eicard znd approval of the expandicares in tas FY1T Stets b

o Ervirommental Pareest Fiond revasugs worald Szd DEC cperating costs wmralated 10 the provisices of s bill

2>



Act 64: Water Quality Funding

Established a Clean Water Fund Special Fund to
assist the State in complying with water quality
requirements and implementation of water
quality projects.

To provide monies to the Clean Water Fund, Act
64 established a Clean Water Surcharge of 0.2%
on the property transfer tax.

A Clean Water Board shall administer the Fund.

The Board consists of the Secretaries of ANR, AAFM,
AQOT, ACCD, and Administration.

In 2018, 4 members of the public appointed by the
Governor were added to the Board’s membership.

26



Act 64 = EPA Approval of TMDL

T T
Phosphorus TMDLs for PHOSPHORUS TMDL PHASE 1

Vermont Segments Of IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
Lake Champlain

August 14,2015

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1, New England




TMDLACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK

Lake Champlain TMDL included a list of actions
that Vermont needed to complete.

Of equal importance are the financial resources
needed to implement the new and revised
programs identified in the revised Phase 1
Implementation Plan.

Establish long-term revenue sources to support
water quality improvement via the Clean Water

Fund, as described in the TMDLs’ Accountability
Framework.

P pe— bk e _'5\.‘.
S I . ,



Just a Little Short

Summary: Costs for Clean Water Improvements by Sector
Vermont Water Quality Funding 20-Year Projection ($s in millions, unless otherwise indicated), Page 1

Blue Shaded lines are "Tier 1" costs, the incremental costs associated with TMDLs, Act 64 (2015) and CS0 Policy (2016).
Unshaded lines are "Tier 2" costs, costs that support, enhance and catalyze compliance.

P d 20-Year Projected 20-Yr Financing Total 20-Year Gap
$337,971,000 $215,181,138 | (36,139,303)

ier 1 Summary: Costs & Funding Sources Projected 20-Year Costs Projected 20-Year Funds Total 20-Year Gap Annualized Gap

ed Gap
5
ier 1 Agriculture Pollution Control 5527,633,654 $207,350,000 B (516,014,183)

ier 1 Natural Resources Restoration for Pollution Control 583,885,000 $32,927,000 (550,958,000 [52,547,500)
ier 1 Subtotal ulture, Stormwater, Natural Resources $1,306,105,762 $452,593,179 (542,680,229
r 1 Total 51,644,167,762 $667,773,317 (5976,394,445 8,819,

ier 1 Stormwater Pollution Control, Including Roads 5694678108 5212,315,179 (5482,362,929] (524,118,146

ier 2 Summary: Costs & Financing Sources Projected 20-Year Costs | Projected 20-Yr Financing Total 20-Year Gap Annualized Gap
ier 2 Municipal Wastewater Control 5530,399,000 5378,603,565 [ 3 A (57, )

ier 2 Summary: Costs & Funding Sources to Support Compliance Total 20-Year Gap
=
Stormwater Pollution Control, Including Roads
ier 2 Natural Resources Restoration for Pollution Control
ier 2 Subtotal: Agriculture, Stormwater, Natural Resources

ier 1 & Tier 2 Total
‘otal Summary: Costs & Financing Sources Projected 20-Year Costs | Projected 20-Yr Financing Total 20-Year Gap Annualized Gap
Municipal Wastewater Control, including C50 5B68,370,000 5$593,784,703 5,297 513,7.

‘otal Summary: Costs & Funding Sources Projected 20-Year Costs
e 510
Subtotal: Agriculture, Stormwater, Natural Resources 51,444,371,300

jer 1 & T 2 Total 5$2,312,741,300 51,048,490,882




Unavoidable or Inevitable Costs

Some of the costs included within the $2.3 billion

estimatec

| 20 year costs to the State likely are

unavoidal

ble.

Cost estimates note that approximately $530 million to
$590 million will be required over 20 years for
wastewater treatment plant upgrades and combined
sewer overflow retrofits.

Incurred regardless of TMDL or implementation

plan.
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Act 64, Sec. 40. Legislative Report

Require State Treasurer to report to General Assembly.

Recommend long term funding sources for Clean Water Fund.
Recommendations shall Include:

Proposed revenue sources
Recommendation for incentivizing Best Management Practices
Estimated amount of revenue to be generated by revenue source.

Summary of how each source will be administered, collected, and
enforced

Assessment of whether the State should use bonds to finance water
quality improvements

Legislative proposal to implement each of the proposed revenue
sources

31



State Treasurer's Report

Wastewater

“Mlln” Approach 1=

CLEAN WATER REPORT
REQUIRED BY ACT 64 OF 2015

Developed Land

FoResty 23 acres

STATE OF VERMONT -
OFFICE OF THE STATE TREASURER Channels

o

January 15, 2017 P ey
) hgioulture VERMONT
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State Treasurer’s Report

Vermont Total Annualized Clean Water Costs,
Revenues and Funding Gap®

$140,000,000
$120,000,000
$100,000,000

$30,000,000 . State

$60,000,000 Revenues

$40,000,000 . Federal

Revenues
$20,000,000

$0
Total Annual Costs Total Annual
Revenues

Annual Costs = $120M, Annual Revenues = $52.4M, Annual Gap = $67.7M

* Includes Public and Private Costs Statewide

Vermont Total Annualized Clean Water Costs,
Revenues and Funding Gap”

$50,000,000
$40,000,000
$30,000,000
$20,000,000
$10,000,000

$0
Municipal Stormwater Agriculture Natural
Wastewater  Pollution Gontrol Pollution Control ~ Resources
Control Restoration

Annual Costs = $120M, Annual Revenues = $52.4M, Annual Gap = $67.7M

* Includes Public and Private Costs Statewide
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Share Responsibility

An “all-in” approach requires shared responsibility across
all sectors.

If the State does not subsidize a portion of costs, they will
be fully absorbed by farms, municipalities, businesses, and
private residences.

The State Treasurer recommended that the State should
attempt to address a significant portion of the cost burden
related to the regulatory costs.

The report recommended that the State provide $25 million
in additional monies to share the responsibility.

34



State Treasurer’s Report

To achieve these revenues the report recommended:

Establish a two-year funding plan for high-priority
projects to facilitate water quality implementation efforts
and allow for the long-term plan to be built.

$15m in available capital money + $5 m in transportation
infrastructure bond money.

Establish a funding plan.
To the extent possible, use existing resources.

[f existing resources are inadequate enact a long-term
revenue source.

35



Revenue Reviewed

$50 annual flat parcel fee: $16.6 million

$3 per acre per parcel fee: $15 million

Impervious surface tiered acreage fee: $18 million
Impervious surface tiered parcel fee: $18 million
Property tax increase of $0.01: $8 million

Surtax on personal income: $variable

Excise tax on motor fuel: $3 million

Sales tax on beauty salon services: $4.3 million
Amending Current Use to 9o% reduction: $4.5 million

Reclaim unclaimed beverage container deposits: $2 million

36



Treasurer Revenue Recommendation

Extend clean water surcharge on property transfers.

Create an affinity card program to increase awareness and engagement
of in-state and out-of-state visitors.

If the General Assembly plans to use existin%)resources, use of existing
resources must be predictable, reliable, and built into base budget.

[f existing resources do not provide the target level of subsidy, the
General Assembly should consider adopting a parcel and/or
impervious surface fees.

Given the nexus to the water quality and the ability to tie these
revenues, and to incentivize best management practices,
consideration should be given to incorporating a tiered impervious
cover fee as a long-term revenue option.

37



Legislative Response to Treasurer’s Report

Property Transfer Surcharge Tax was extended.

Additional $25 in capital money was used in FY2018
and 2019.

In 2018, the unclaimed bottle deposits were deposited
to the Clean Water Fund. $1.5 to $2 million annually.

Multiple other funding options were discussed,
including several variations of per parcel/impervious
surface fees.



[ssues Discussed re Parcel and
Impervious Surface Fees
Who will collect the fee? Towns or the State.
How to collect fees? On the property tax bill or a new bill?
If the fee is a flat fee per parcel, is that regressive?

If the fee is based on parcel size, does it reflect the nexus to
water quality—a 4-acre parcel of impervious surface may
be much worse than a 400-acre parcel of forestland.

If the fee is on impervious surface, how will the amount of
impervious surface be calculated? GIS? On the ground
measurement? Default average fees (ERUs)?

Who is exempt? Churches? Schools? Towns? Vtrans?

39



Wezlddt: Act 72 oliogiz

Established the Working Group on Water Quality Funding
to recommend to the General Assembly draft legislation for
equitable and effective

The Working Group on Water Quality Funding did not
recommend a long-term funding alternative.
The Working Group recommended:

Utilizing existing State revenues and financial
instruments to fund clean water through FY21.

Maintaining a Capital Bill clean water investment of $15
million a year through FY2o0-21.

40
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Beyond FY21, the Working Group assumed the annual
capital investment would be between $10 and $12m per year.

Additional revenues—other than capital funds—would
likely be needed to support clean water work.

The Working Group’s discussion centered on a fee on the
amount of runoff from a parcel, as the most viable and
equitable long-term funding method.

Two key issues that must be resolved in order to fully
evaluate and implement a fee

Revenue collection (who collects)

Service delivery (delivery of funds and for what use).
41



And Then What?

Act 168 of 2018 directed the Clean Water Board to
recommend clean water projects to be funded with

capital funds.

$6M.u.o~ T $15 oy = $21 it

Estimated annual amount
generated by the property
transfer tax surcharge and
unclaimed bottle deposits
for the Clean Water Fund.

Estimated fiscal year 2020
capital funds for project
implementation based on a
recent clean water funding
report (Act 73 of 2017).

Estimated fiscal year 2020
clean water budget.
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Clean Water Board FY2o0
Recommendations

CLEAM WATER BOARD

SFY 2020 DRAFT BUDGET (11/13/2018)

z
P

Sector

Agency

Activity

Clean Water
Funds

Capital Bill
FY20

Total

Agriculture

ALFM

Agronomy Conservation Assistance Program [ACAP)

235,000

235,000

Agriculture

AAFN

‘Water Quality Grants to Partners and Farmers

2,050,000

4,000,000

6,050,000

Agriculture

ALAFM

Operating

550,000

550,000

Agriculture

VHCB

Agricultural Water Quality Projects

1,100,000

1,100,000

Agriculture

VHCE

Water Quality Projects to Enhance Natural Resources

1,700,000

1,700,000

Innovation

All

Multi-Sector Innovation, DEC and Partner Support

2,480,000

2,480,000

Mat’l Resources

ANR-DEC

Matural Resources Restoration

450,000

2,200,000

2,650,000

Mat’l Resources

ANR-DEC

Lake Carmi Fund

50,000

50,000

100,000

Woe |~ o] s usmd] =

Mat’l Resources

ANR-FPR

Forestry/Skidder Bridges

50,000

50,000

Roads

ANR-DEC

Municipal Roads Grants-in-Aid

3,600,000

3,600,000

Roads

WTrans

Municipal Better Roads

1,400,000

1,900,000

Stormwater

ANR-DEC

Municipal Stormwater Project Planning & Implt'ion (MS4)

1,500,000

1,500,000

Stormwater

ANR-DEC

Municipal Stormwater Project Planning & Implt'ion (Priv.)

600,000

600,000

Stormwater

AoA

Stormwater Utility Payments ($25K each){e)(1)(H)

125,000

125,000

Stormwater

ACCD

Better Connections {SW planning)

Stormwater

ACCD

Downtown Transportation Fund (SW BMPs)

100,000

100,000

100,000

100,000

Wastewater

ANR-DEC

WWTF operators support

110,000

110,000

Wastewater

ANR-DEC

2,500,000

Wastewater

CWSRF

3,300,000

3,300,000

AMNR-DEC : ntrol Grants
Total Requested

13,250,000

15,000,000

28,750,000

(

Anticipated Available )

6,000,000

15,000,000

21,000,000




Revenue Sources of Clean Water Board
Recommendations FY16-FY20

Clean Water Fund Board
Recommended Funding
FY2016 - FY2020

Clean Water Surcharge
Interest

Donations

Capital Bil Funds
Unclaimed Bottle Deposits

FY17

FY18

FY19

FY20 (proposed)

9,603,208.94

4,737,194 61

4,000,000
(budgeted)

4,000,000

42,506.37

240.00

20,690,000

15,000,000

2,000,000

Total

9,603,208.94

4,760,240.95

29,650,000

21,000,000




Clean Water Investment Report

VERMONT CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE
2017 INVESTMENT REPORT

VERMONT CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE 2017 INVESTMENT REPORT

Summary of the Vermont Clean Water Inifiative
Describing State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2017 State Investments, Actions, and

Submitted by the Vermont Agency of Administration
January 15, 2018

Relgvant Statwtory Reporting Requirements: Fulfllled by:

Act 64 (2015)," Saction 36, codifiad at 10 V.54 § 1336{d) Exacution of Tmant Claan Watar
the Implementation Plan far e Lake Champlain Total Maximum Dally Load  Investment Regon,
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Clean Water Investment Report

State InvestmentsinCleanWater & Investments in Agricultural Pollution Prevention 6
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Increase in funds invested ! 2

i Clean water projects

from 2016 t0 2017

Total state funds invested
in Clean water projectsin
SFY 2017 $22 976,188

Funds awarded for clean water |/ |
projects in the Lake Champlain
Basin: §14,303,667

Funds awarded for clean water projects in
the Connecticut River Basin: $7,734,114

Funds awarded for clean water projectsin
the Hudson River Basin: $331,243 Funds awarded for agricultural pollution prevention projects in
the Hudson River Basin: $78,396
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Funding Grade: Incomplete

EPA Accountability L e

Framework for Lake
Champlain TMDL.

Agency of Natural Resources
1 National Life Drive

EPA issues a final report ‘
card in early 2018
assessing Vermont’s

success in meeting the
Accountability

iru_ipcn:Liun programs, and establish the new comprehensive tracking and accounting
milestones that have been completed reflect this excellent progress.

cc-mp]et n of all'—‘ lb

Framework.

h[_ int we will review progress
n additien to our review of the
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Funding Grade: Incomplete

EPA issued a report card in early 2018 assessing
Vermont's success in meeting the EPA Accountability
Framework for Lake Champlain TMDL.

EPA “is pleased with the overall magnitude and quality
of Vermont’'s accomplishments since passage of Act 64.

Many milestones have been completed . . .Vermont
successfully completed 25 of 28 TMDL milestones.



It is important that the State establish a long-term
revenue source as identified in the TMDL
accountability framework since this is critical to
successful and full implementation of the TMDL.

EPA does not specify an amount of long-term revenue
required. Not all costs will be borne by the State.
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And What if You Don't? EPA

If EPA finds Vermont has failed to make satisfactory progress,
EPA may take one or more of the following actions:

Revise the TMDL to reallocate additional load reductions
from nonpoint to point sources, such as wastewater
treatment plants (Ié.g., reduce the wasteload allocations for
facilities to the limit of phosphorus removal technology).

Expand NPDES permit coverage to unregulated sources.

For example, exercise Residual Designation Authority
(RDA) to increase the number of sources or communities
regulated under the NPDES permit program.

Increase and target federal enforcement and compliance
assurance in the watershed.
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And What if You Don't? Impacts

* Human uses of water
resources—e.g., drinking
water.

» Tourism. State waters
support annual spending
of $2.5 billion.

» Property Values.

» Natural resources and
habitat.
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Conclusion

Federal and State water quality law requires the State to
incur costs to implement permitting and water quality
programes.

TMDLs across the State and measures necessary to
implement the TMDLs will require additional revenue to
effectively implement.

To provide the State’s equitable share of the “All-In”
approach, the State may need to increase revenue generate
for water quality.

If a long-term water source of water quality revenue is not
enacted, the State may be subject to additional EPA-
imposed water quality permitting requirements that likely
may not be as effective as Act 64.
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