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In advance of the Clean Water Board’s State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2023 clean water budget process




State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2023 Clean Water Budget Process (July 2021 - April 2022)
DRAFT September 13, 2021

Program development work in preparation for October Board meeting

Incorporate Formula

Emergency Board Draft Formula Grant Draft Formula Grant Draft Formula Grant Grant total funding
meeting: adopt SFY23 targets and fund targets and fund targets and fund T e e
consensus revenue ——>  allocation for internal —  allocation briefing for —s  allocation briefing for > SR @ ERIn e e
forecast program review ANR/DEC leadership ANR/DEC leadership budget

July 30, 2021 Due September 22nd September 24t September 29t

Due ~October 1st

v

Clean Water Board

meeting: Public comment period on draft Prepare public
review and approve SFY23 budget via public hearing and comments for Board
SFY23 budget for online questionnaire —> review
public comment October 19-November 19, 2021 November 4, 2021

October 13, 2021

v
Clmeantyr\]/a.t?_rnBlc_)ard Board transmits final Agency of Governor's proposed Cleanmv‘\algjtcﬁ]r I.30ard
SeF?(I23g.b Ida '%[e SFY23 budget Administration issues SFY23 b%d pet review SF%23
recomm r?d g;(? n recommendations to SFY23 Clean Water submitted togthe =
Iggged 0?1 prI(i)c Agency Of e &g CapitaI_BiII Legislature recommended budget
Administration targets to agencies
comment _ January 2022 (as needed)
December 14, 2021 Mid-December 2021 Late-December 2021 February 2022

Legislative review: testimony accepted by Legislature on SFY23 clean water budget recommendations
January-April 2022

Visit the Clean Water Board webpage for more information. Subscribe to the Clean Water E-Newsletter or visit
the DEC Calendar to be notified of upcoming Clean Water Board meetings.



https://dec.vermont.gov/water-investment/cwi/board
https://us11.list-manage.com/subscribe?u=c6b92b591e58d2c3dcd90daf6&id=e9099dc021
https://dec.vermont.gov/calendar/list?field_event_type_tid=142&field_event_location_tid=All

Annual total
phosphorus load
reductions needed per
basin by sector

Projected annual total
phosphorus load
reductions achieved
through regulations per
basin by sector

Presentation Outline

Annual total phosphorus load
reductions assigned to each CWSP (by
sector for purposes of budgeting;
CWSPs can achieve reductions as they
find to be the most cost-effective)

!

Annual total phosphorus
load reductions
assigned to each CWSP

Sector costing rates
(cost per kg of total
phosphorus load
reduced)

Total dollars need per sector

by sector

Total dollar need

Scaling (to available
budget and maximum/
minimum values)

Year-1 fund allocations, total
phosphorus load reduction
assignments, and average $ per total
phosphorus load reduction




Projected annual TP load reductions achieved through regulations per basin by sector

Regulatory

90% of reductions for AAFM/
NRCS regulatory and BMP
programs

Estimates are not currently
available

5% reduction for forest through
AMP’s covers targets except
Basin 2/4 and 6

Stormwater regulatory reductions
from the MRGP, three acre permit,
1S4 and MS4 permits

Agriculture <

I,
N - R

' Developed ‘

Non-regulatory

10% of targets for CWSP for Non-
RAP farms/NR projects

100% of the Stream LA is currently
assigned to the CWSP

35% of the forest loading for B2/4

and 45% for B6 to the CWSP

The remaining developed lands
reduction targets after subtracting
loading from permit programs




Load reduction assumptions across sectors

Each basin has a unique mix of reductions necessary to meet targets across the 4 different
sectors, based on differences in TMDL targets, land use and estimated regulatory reductions.

The costs per kg reduction vary substantially across different sectors so assumptions about
the mix of projects each CWSP will implement are necessary to set targets and funding levels
for CWSP’s.

CWSP’s will have flexibility to work across sectors where opportunities are available as long
as overall targets are met.

Some adjustments were made to the CWSP targets between the forest and stream sectors
including providing a small “forest” load reduction target for all basins that equates to 10%
of the target reductions.

For Basins 2/4 and 6 this requires shifting some loading from the forest sector to the stream
sector, but for other basins this required shifting a small amount of phosphorus from the
stream sector to the forest sector.



We don’t account for
Ioad red ucti 0 ns a I rea dy Estimated Annual TP Load Reductions in

Lake Champlain & Lake Memphremagog Estimated Annual TP Load Reductions by Land Use Sector & State Fiscal Year

achieved because: Basins (SFY 2020) 35

so B

25.08
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* We can't easily split out
reéulatory vs non regulatory
reductions

20 18.43
16.58 I

15

* We don’t always have long
term O&M assurances

10.22

Program Category 10

@ All

Federal

Estimated Annual TP Load Reductions (MT)

* Aside from the agricultural
sectors the loading reductions
are minimal (partially due to
gaps in phosphorus
accounting methods)

Regulatory
State

0
SFY 2016 SFY 2017 SFY 2018 SFY 2019 SFY 2020

Agriculture ® Developed Lands (Roads) ® Developed Lands (Stormwater) ® Natural Resources

« Ag reductions are mostly tied
to regulatory efforts



Discussion/Q&A



Sector costing rates

Cost Rate Methodology

1.

Identified project categories representative of non-regulatory
work

Estimated cost per project output unit (e.g., acres impervious
surface treated)

a. Design/engineering included if applicable

b. Operation and maintenance (O&M) not included in this
budget exercise

Estimated total phosphorus load reduction per project output
unit

Related cost per project output unit to estimated total
phosphorus load reduction per project output unit

a. Design/engineering and construction costs front loaded

b. Total phosphorus load reductions expressed as annual
average consistent with TMDL

For context, summarized cost effectiveness data for projects in

DEC’s Clean Water Reporting Framework (CWRF) with estimated

total phosphorus load reductions



Sector costing rates

DRAFT

Cost Rate Methodology

1.

Identified project categories representative of non-regulatory
work

Estimated cost per project output unit (e.g., acres impervious
surface treated)

a. Design/engineering included if applicable

b. Operation and maintenance (O&M) not included in this
budget exercise

Estimated total phosphorus load reduction per project output
unit

Related cost per project output unit to estimated total
phosphorus load reduction per project output unit

a. Design/engineering and construction costs front loaded

b. Total phosphorus load reductions expressed as annual
average consistent with TMDL

For context, summarized cost effectiveness data for projects in
DEC’s Clean Water Reporting Framework (CWRF) with estimated
total phosphorus load reductions

Project Category Example

Riparian buffer restoration

Median cost of $7,214 per acre of riparian buffer restored
* Based on “River - Planting” project type
« Completed SFY 2016-2020 in the CWRF (n=102)
* Design/engineering not applicable; cost typically includes
project scoping/development

1 acre restored estimated to treat:
0.72 kg/yr through treatment runoff
0.24 kg/yr through land use conversion
0.45 kg/yr through stream stability
1.41 kg/yr total phosphorus load reduction

$7,214 per acre buffer restored / 1.41 kg/yr total phosphorus
load reduction per acre buffer restored = $5,116 per kg/yr total
phosphorus load reduction

Median $2,442 and average $8,740 cost per 1 kg/yr total
phosphorus load reduction

 Based on “River - Planting” project type

* Completed SFY 2016-2020 in the CWRF (n= 74)



Correlating DRAFT Cost Rates to Targets

Estimated
design/engineering

Non- . . . . . (if applicable) and -
regulatory Project categories representing cost of implementing non- construction cost Anticipated enhancements to
Target regulatory targets by most commonly associated sector per total targets/cost rates in future years
Sector phosphorus load
reduction ($/kg/yr)
Floodplain/stream restoration $17,166
Functioning Floodplain Initiative
River corridor easement $13,970 | (FFI) planning tools under
development will further define
Streams Riparian buffer restoration $5,116 | restoration potential by project
type, including anticipated split
Lake shoreline restoration $7,824 | petween forms of active and
passive restoration.
Streams sector average $11,019
Stormwater best management practices (BMPs) $46,026
Road BMPs $6,308
Developed
Lake shoreland runoff treatment $13,425
Developed sector average $21,920
Riparian buffer restoration $5,116
Farm Field
Farm field sector average $5,116
Forest road BMPs $1,578 | Additional forest BMPs will be
Forest incorporated once phosphorus
Forest sector average $1,578 | accounting methods are in place.

Please note:

* Project categories

selected do not
limit/define project
eligibility. Project
categories are selected
to represent non-
regulatory project costs.

Cost rates presented
are DRAFT and may be
adjusted based on
ANR/DEC program
input before final draft
is presented for public
notice.



Discussion/Q&A



Year One Budget Proposal

* In constructing the CW budget and considering the
need to ramp-up capacity this first year, we are
proposing to the Board a $7,000,000 investment for the
Formula Grant in SFY 2023; a major increase in non-
regulatory project support.

* Calculating basin specific funding based on scaled non-
regulatory total phosphorus load reduction targets,
some basins show funding insufficient to support

implementation at a level consistent with the intent of
Act 76.

* We propose setting a minimum funding level of $650k
per basin to support a funding level that sustains
implementation by partners and CWSPs.

* The net effect is to initially accelerate implementation in
the “Formula Minimum” basins.



What are the results of this analysis?

1) Preliminary year 1 CWSP reduction targets in kg/yr EMM

Basin 2 & 4 - Poultney, Mettawee, South Lake
Champlain 14.5 7.4 6.4 35.8 64.1

Basin 3 - Otter, Lewis, Little Otter 20.8 12.8 9.5 52.0 95.1

Basin 5 - Northern Lake Champlain Direct 9.6 17.1 2.0 11.3 40.1
Basin 6 - Missisquoi, Rock, Pike 14.3 16.2 15.0 104.7 150.3
Basin 7 - Lamoille 4.7 15.4 4.1 16.6 40.9
Basin 8 - Winooski 6.0 15.5 9.3 62.2 92.9
Basin 17 Lake Memphremagog 9.8 13.3 4.6 18.5 46.2
Total 79.8 97.8 51.0 301.0 529.6




What does this mean for CWSP funding levels?

funds available & $650,000 min Developed cost admin

CWSP Cost/kg/yr® $5,116 $21,920 $1,578 $11,019
Basin 2 & 4 - Poultney, Mettawee,
South Lake Champlain $74,133 $162,465 510,114 $394,287 $640,999 $754,117

Basin 3 - Otter, Lewis, Little Otter $106,350 $280,886 $15,006 $572,787 $975,028 $1,147,092
Basin 5 - Northern Lake Champlain
Direct $49,263 $375,806 $3,160 $124,270 $552,500 $650,000

Basin 6 - Missisquoi, Rock, Pike §73,410 $356,132 §23,716  $1,153,289 51,606,546 $1,890,054
Basin 7 - Lamoille $24,114 $338,615 $6,452 $183,319 $552,500 $650,000
Basin 8 - Winooski $30,630 $339,470 $14,667 $685,159  $1,069,927 $1,258,737
Basin 17- Lake Memphremagog $50,181 $291,097 $7,293 $203,929 $552,500 $650,000
Total S408,081 $2,144,471 $80,408 $3,317,040  $5,950,000 $7,000,000

Please note: cost rates are estimated per sector to acknowledge different universe of phosphorus reduction
potential per basin, not to restrict/dictate investments by sector.



But reduction targets and funding levels would be set
across the board not by sector...

Reduction Project Admin Total

Average cost

3) Proposed CWSP phosphorus reduction targets funding funding funding
per kg/yr

targets and funding levels for FY23 kg/yr

Basin 2 & 4 - Poultney, Mettawee, South Lake $11.496
Champlain 64.1 $640,999 $113,118 S$754,117

Basin 3 - Otter, Lewis, Little Otter 95.1 $975,028 $§172,064  S1,147,092 $11,789
Basin 5 - Northern Lake Champlain Direct 40.1 $552,500 $97,500 $650,000 $15,854
Basin 6 - Missisquoi, Rock, Pike 150.3 $1,606,546  $283,508  $1,890,054 $12,297
Basin 7 - Lamoille 40.9 $552,500 $97,500  $650,000 $15,550
Basin 8 - Winooski 92.9 $1,069,927  $188,811  $1,258,737  $13,236
Basin 17 - Lake Memphremagog 46.2 $552,500 $97,500 $650,000 $13,742
Total 529.6 $5,950,000 $1,050,000 $7,000,000  $12,920




Discussion/Q&A

* Do you agree with approach for scaling targets to funds available? Other suggested
approaches?

* Do you feel capacity exists within basins to spend down this magnitude of funding?
* Role of organization capacity building funds
* Opportunities for future refinement?

* How do we weight fund allocation factoring differences in cost by sector, while
still providing flexibility to fund projects across sectors?

* What could the budget process look like once projects are identified relative to
targets? How can we align budget with planned projects in the future?

« How do we maintain flexibility while establishing thresholds for cost effective
phosphorus reductions?



Upcoming Opportunities to Provide Feedback

1. Upcoming SFY 2023 Clean Water Budget Public Comment Period

d.

Weigh-in on how to prioritize total funds to Water Quality Restoration
Formula Grants and other line items in the SFY 2023 Clean Water Budget

Clean Water Board meeting October 13, 2021, public comment period
October 19-November 19, 2021, public hearing November 4, 2021; details to
be posted at: https://dec.vermont.gov/water-investment/cwi/board.

2. Water Quality Restoration Formula Grant targets and fund allocation

d.

Materials to be posted on Type 3 notice (30-day public comment) including
non-regulatory target and cost rate methodology documentation

How much time/discussion would be helpful to work through content
before final draft package is formally posted for comment?


https://dec.vermont.gov/water-investment/cwi/board

Other Housekeeping

* Check-in on subgroup sign-ups
* September 30" CWSP start-up meeting
* Upcoming Advisory Group meetings

* Guidance Document overview, level of detail, scope
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