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Executive Overview:

Established in 1993, the Region 3 Environmentahfa® Center at the University of Maryland has péved innovative
finance training techniques and alternative finegehechanisms. The EFC began operation by orgagnézid hosting a
series of charrettes for local officials on envimental finance issues limiting compliance with @arimental standards.
Each charrette with a community involves a pangludilic finance experts that provides authoritatideice and
recommendations to local officials. The charretiis® serve as a valuable reservoir of informatiothe nature of finance
problems affecting the regulated community to ettavelop and deliver training courses. Case stutiéweloped from the
charrettes are being shared with the other EF@sgment their training activities. The EFC, in cegtion with the Office
of the Governor, developed "Financing Alternatif@sMaryland's Tributary Strategies" a pathbrealkasgembly of
innovative ways of financing clean up of the Chesde Bay. Recently, the EFC hosted a conferen@evade range of
environmental finance and economic issues using ttistance learning techniques that made posgiblparticipation of
attendees at two other sites.

Additionally, the Region 3 EFC has become a regitie resource for executive solutions to environtakfinance
challenges. For example, the EFC tackled the taasgies of nonpoint source pollution for the StdtMaryland, is
currently working with EPA's Air Office on develom guidance for states in collecting Title V feasd has been
requested to develop alternative financing techesdor beneficial uses of dredged material fora@rnational
organization. The EFC is using the World Wide Welnnake information available through its home pafge

http: //mww.mdsg.umd.edu/EF C/index.html

Facilities and Expertise:

The problem of environmental finance and managemaeptires an integrated, interdisciplinary, andneve
transdisciplinary approach. The University of Mandl's Coastal and Environmental Policy Programigesva
powerful network for mounting such an approach. Toastal and Environmental Policy Program (CEPP) is
comprised of five units of the University of Margild the School of Public Affairs, the School of Latve
Center for Environmental and Estuarine StudiesCibiege of Agriculture and the Maryland Sea Grant
College.

CEPP's investigation into environmental financedetiiree years ago with the support of the U.S. BRA
has developed to the point where the Universitylafyland is now one of only six Environmental Finan
Centers in the country. The EFC's efforts to dateeHocused on both point-source pollution isssesh as
alternative methods for financing waste treatmaaiifies and solid waste management facilitiesyel as
nonpoint-source pollution issues, such as stornemratnagement. Many of the EFC's recommendations fo
alternative financing are fee-based--as federalmegs become scarce, it is apparent that witlemsbaised
environmental control programs in place, the clgamf our environment will fall short.

Charrettes

Part of the EFC's goal is to provide assistancet@@adt in an advisory capacity to state and Igocakernments
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on issues related to environmental finance. Onetwaghieve that goal is to advise local officiala
"charrette” format. The charrette process, piortebyethe University of Maryland EFC, employs aniadwy
panel of federal and state officials and finaneigberts who provide local officials with solutiotastheir
problems with financing environmental services tawilities. The charrettes provide a forum for kan
discussions between local officials and financigdets about financing difficulties experienced by
communities in meeting the demands of environmentaidates. The charrette process is a cost-efewthy
to address unfunded mandates and further the Atgesicgitegic initiative on Partnerships. In additi was
one of EPA's key proposals for the National ProgRewiew.

Since its establishment in 1993, the EFC has aedhobarrettes that have expanded its understanfling
financing issues related to nonpoint-source paliytsuch as urban storm water runoff and agricalltomtrient
runoff. Many charrette participants have been fagil the challenge of identifying cost-effectivieca
equitable financing solutions to environmental @ns that will not impede economic developmenhairt
community. One of the key challenges found durlregdharrettes is convincing businesses and homeswme
"pay now" rather than to "pay later," recognizihgttpaying later will certainly mean higher costs.

An important result of the charrettes is the rerdea@mmitment by communities to dedicate additidimaé to
their environmental finance problems. The EFC basd that frequently a charrette's highest and fnggtose
is to facilitate a meeting of the stakeholdersrotavironmental finance issue that might not otheswake
place. The EFC receives many compliments aboabitgy to convene a meeting of disparate stakedrsldand
we expect to continue to provide this vital senticéocal governments.

Charrette Examples

Capital Access Charrette

The Maryland EFC was asked to host a charrettthéohccess to Capital Projedf the U.S. EPA Office of
Policy, Planning and Evaluation's Common Sensativie. TheAccess to Capital Projeeims to characterize
and identify methods of overcoming barriers facgdnetal platers and others in obtaining the necgssital
for investments in pollution prevention equipmemd/@r site remediation. By increasing access td$ureeded
for pollution prevention equipment or remediatiohS. EPA hopes to reduce emissions from platers and
reduce the risk to human health and the environpesed by contaminated plating operations, printexbit
board manufacturers and others.

The charrette, conducted in January 1997, gatHaradce experts and others interested in identifyirays in
which to help these industries access funds forargments to help abate pollution. After a pregsenteby
industry representatives on the nature and unifaeacteristics of the industries in question, taegb of
finance experts engaged industry representativaglialogue on problems they have encounteredcurisg
funding. After a thorough analysis of the situatipanelists made recommendations on how to helplmet
finishers and others better secure funding. A Wllg plan will be developed to help tAecess to Capital
Projectrealize its goals of helping these industries annt pollution prevention processes and remediatio
their property. The summary of the Capital Accebar@tte can be found on the Environmental Finance
Program Web site &tttp://www.epa.gov/efinpage/accs2cap.htm

In addition to the participants listed below, tepart generated by the charrette introduced a audigence to
the challenges of inadequate access to capitanfidronmental practices.

e Diane Cameron, Natural Resources Defense Cou@@dmmon Sense Initiative Metal Finishing
Subcommittee

e Stu McMichael, Custom Print - Common Sense Init@atCouncil - Common Sense Initiative Printing

e Bob McBride, A.C. Plating, Vice President, NatioAasociation of Metal Finishers
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¢ Michael Kerr, The Institute for Interconnecting dddckaging Electronic Circuits
¢ Sloan Coleman, U.S. Small Business Administration
¢ Michael Curley, Finex Inc., Environmental Finandalvisory Board

e Scott Dosick, USEPA, Office of Policy, Planning aé&daluation, Common Sense Initiative Metal
Finishing

¢ Robert Hallenbeck, Environmental Compliance Sesvice
¢ Bill McElroy, Zurich American

e Bruce McKenney, Industrial Economics, Inc.
e Randy Muller, Bank of America, Chicago, llI

¢ Richard Plewa, Comerica Bank, Detroit, Ml

York, Pennsylvania charrette

A significant part of the EFC's work during the suar was devoted to planning a charrette with thg i
York, Pennsylvania, in close coordination with UERA's Region lll "Green Communities" program. The
charrette, held on October 14 and 15 in York, askié the needs of a small city confronted withctiedlenges
of a deteriorating urban core and a continued ddgsnployment opportunities for its citizens.

The charrette brought together a group of expartse areas of "green" development and designstaaue
architecture and general planning. "Green" devetagmefers to the use of recycled materials in tangon
as well as environmentally sensitive and landscajedplans. It also pertains to the renovationarstruction
of buildings which achieve high energy efficiencésswell as enhance or establish a sense of gatedse
living or working nearby.

Over 75 local government, business and financeesgmtatives attended the charrette, including those
interested in learning about how to develop or vat®urban areas in a sustainable manner, one which
recognizes cultural as well as economic factorsisusdpported by the community.

Listed below are some of the charrette participaiits attended the two-day charrette:
e R. Eric Menzer, Director, City of York Office of Bnomic Development
e Charles Robertson, Mayor, City of York

e Don lannone, Great Lakes Environmental Financee&ge@ieveland State University, Levine College of
Urban Affairs, Cleveland, OH 44115

e Kate Genshlea, Urban and Economic Development Divi$JSEPA, ML 2127, 401 M St., SW,
Washington, DC 20460

e Susan McDowell, USEPA Region Ill, Green Communiiesgram, 841 Chestnut Building,
Philadelphia, PA 19107

e Dominique Lueckenhoff, Branch Chief, Ecological A&ssment & Planning Branch, USEPA Region I,
Green Communities Program, 841 Chestnut BuilditgiaBelphia, PA 19107

e Mindy Lemoine, USEPA Region lll, Green Communit®gram, 841 Chestnut Building Philadelphia,
PA 19107
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e Nancy Grundahl, USEPA Region lll, Green CommuniBesgram
e Joan Goodis, USEPA Region lll, Green CommunitiexjRm
e Stevie Wilding, USEPA Region Ill, Green Communitl®gram,

e Stan Laskowski, Deputy Regional Administrator ariceEtor, Division of Environmental Services,
USEPA Region Il

Other Charrette Initiatives

In addition, during the year, the EFC continueddbcit interest in conducting charrettes with atloeal
governments in the Bay watershed. As always,iihgortant to work closely with communities to erestinat a
charrette is the right tool for a community duritgypolicy-making and implementation process. Belsw
summary of the local governments and officials withich we are currently working.

Location: Port Towns within Prince George's County, Maryland
Issue: Urban revitalization and environmental protection

The Port Towns of Anacostia, Bladensburg, Colmar @attage City, have a rich history which has been
overshadowed by decades of urban decay and nelgieat.effort to revitalize, the towns have comgdet

a vision and action plan which includes a sectiomovironmental and recreational opportunities Wwhic
could be pursued. How to finance some of theseities is a pressing question which the county \aoul
like to address in a charrette. After several mestiwith the director of capital projects for tlointy, it
was decided that the Port Towns issues were sitoildrose of York, PA. The director attended thekvo
charrette and is deciding whether he would likdewgelop a similar charrette for his project. In the
meantime, the EFC is gathering examples of inneggiublic/private partnerships nationwide which
could be incorporated into the Port Towns project.

e S. Ali Abbasi, Section Head, Capital Projects SectPrince George's County, Department of
Environmental Resources, Programs and PlanningDivi

¢ Kent Aist, Project Manager, Prince Georges Courgpdtment of Environmental Resources, Programs
and Planning Division

Location: North Hampton and Accomack Counties, Virginia
Issue: Water source contamination

The Route 13 corridor, which runs down the eassbore of Virginia and is the major thoroughfare in
the region, has been experiencing developmentymese recent years. The North Hampton/Accomack
Regional Planning District is concerned about adfucal and suburban contamination to ground water
sources. They would like to consider planning andrfce options available to help address this inentin
situation and have expressed an interest in aattarOne topic of great concern is sustainable
development, including social equity issues. Nétéimpton County, in particular, continues to discuss
this opportunity and has indicated an interesbindticting a charrette later in the winter.

Thomas E. Harris, County Administrator, County afrtfiampton, 1

Timothy E. Hayes, Executive Director, Joint IndiggtAuthority of Northampton County and Its
Incorporated Towns

James McGowan, Director of Planning, Accomac-Narp@n Planning District, Commission

Andrea Bennett, USEPA Region Ill, Water Protectiiwision, 841 Chestnut Building, Philadelphia, PA
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e Megan Gallagher, Program Manager, Center for CaitripagEconomic Development

Location: Fairfax County, Northern Virginia
Issue: Failing storm water pond

A private community in Fairfax County, Virginia, ia pond which formerly functioned as a storm water
management pond, but is now filled with weeds andquitoes. The County will not assume
management of the pond unless it is drained anetteto a dry retention pond, which is against the
wishes of the community. The community has indidate interest in a charrette, so the Center is
coordinating with the homeowners association, thenty, the state and others. Discussions are
proceeding and the EFC anticipates conducting aetta this winter.

List of Charrettes

In addition to the 1997 Capital Access and Yorkgridglvania charrettes, the Maryland EFC held aesef 14
charrettes in 1995-96 covering such issues asibgjléxpanding and/or upgrading Wastewater Treatmen
Plants (WWTP), providing drinking water for new @ééypments, determining site locations for new ldisdf
and stormwater management projects. The char@attdsheir topics are listed below. The full textloé case
studies drawn from these charrettes can be fouttteii995 and 1996 EFC Annual Reports as well gben
Environmental Finance websitetdtp://www.epa.gov/efinpage

Locality Name Jurisdiction Population Project

Berlin, MD Town 2,616 WWTP

Deer Park, MD Town 419 WWTP
Denton, MD Town 2,997 WWTP
Ellendale, DE Unincorp. 1,050 WWTP
Fauquier Co, VA County 48,471 WWTP
Federalsburg, MD  Town 2,365 Sewage Lines
Indian Head, MD Town 4,000 Stormwater
King William Co.VA County 10,913 WWTP
Loudoun Co., VA  County 102,100 Solid Waste
Manchester, MD Town 2,810 WWTP

Port Deposit, MD  Town 685 WWTP
Taneytown, MD Town 3,695 WWTP
South Bethany, DE Town 600 Stormwater
Snow Hill, MD Town 2,217 WWTP

(WWTP= waste water treatment plant expansion angigrade)
-Total Cost of Projects Considered: $60 million
-Total Residents Affected: 184,000 directly, plus+residents

Produce and Disseminate Outreach Materials on How dcal Governments Can Protect Streams,
Improve Infrastructure and Better Manage Lands

During the year, the Maryland Environmental Fina@eater collaborated with the Local Government
Advisory Committee of the Chesapeake Bay Programrit@ and produce a chapter for the local govemtme
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handbook titled "Beyond Sprawl: Land Managementihéques to Protect the Chesapeake Bay." This
handbook will be distributed to the over 1,600 Ilg@avernments in the Chesapeake Bay watershedelhasv
to those interested in smart growth, such as contgnwatershed organizations.

The handbook, developed by the Local Governmenigbdy Committee of the Chesapeake Bay Program, is
designed to promote more effective measures tmbalgrowth objectives and resource conservatiofs gda
local governments. It identifies many useful teciueis for managing land use to protect local stremmdshe
Chesapeake Bay. Financing is an integral part imagiag land use, since financing not only provithes
means for implementing plans and ideas, but alsy& powerful tool for directing land use pragesic
Financing techniques, such as those for storm waseragement, help protect natural resources irtiaddo
encouraging managed, well-planned growth.

The chapter begins by acquainting the reader vii#llenges facing local governments as they stdve t
accommodate an increasing list of demands on toermunity. It discusses the benefits of effectilaping
and the need for innovative thinking in order ty fa all that is needed to achieve the goals ehkr rivers
and the Bay.

The chapter concludes that all those who live, warlisit the Chesapeake region should be invoimets
restoration. Financing sources depend on a dedicagkable source of repayment, sometimes in ohe fof
special rates, fees, or taxes. These dedicateduesegepresent a "buy-in" on the part of those livteo work
or visit the area, acknowledging that their livelid, and quality of life, is intertwined with thedlth of the
bay. This "buy-in" is an acknowledgment that adlk&tholders have a vested interest in maintainiisg th
beautiful and bounteous region.

At the end of the chapter there is a selectionnainicing options available to local governmentssiach
activities as maintaining drinking water or wastsatment systems, providing stream corridor praiectnd
managing growth. Each financing option is cleadgatibed, with details about how to implement theom
and whether it is a source of revenue or capital.

Watershed-based Forums

Pennsylvania State Association of Township Supersis

The EFC participated in the Pennsylvania State éiason of Township Supervisors (PSATS) Annual
Conference on April 28. The Center was part ofssisa entitled "Chesapeake Bay Restoration and
Protection:Townships in the Lead," which preseritedrecently adopted Chesapeake Bay Program Local
Government Participation Action Plan and discusgags in which local governments could implemeng thi
plan, including innovative financing techniqueseT®enter's presentation focused on the many waykich a
community could define the environmental financalleémge and the many sources of financing available
Questions from the audience included ways in we&keral communities could collaborate on streamidmmr
and water quality protection in a cost-effectivenmer.

The Annual Conference drew over 1,000 local govemmepresentatives to the four-day event. Over 50
participants attended the session entitled "Cheda@pBay Restoration and Protection: TownshipsenLiad.”
Panelists included:

¢ Davis O'Neill, Assistant Director, Chesapeake Bagdl Government Advisory Committee, Chesapeake
Bay Program

e James Wheeler, Pennsylvania State Association wh3bip Supervisors

¢ Ken Johnson, Pennsylvania Department of EcononddCammunity Development, Center for Local
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Government Services
e Dr. Bernard W. Sweeney, Director, Stroud Water RegeCenter

Making the Connection: Land Use and the ChesapBake

The Center conducted a session at the Marylanc&eoemée, "Making the Connection: Land Use and the
Chesapeake Bay," on June 19. The session discesgednmental financing alternatives useful in supipg
land use decisions which help direct growth andgmtovater quality. The Center organized a pan&asl
government representatives who made presentatioimsovative financing techniques developed inrthei
communities. A panelist from Calvert County (MD) aeeaa presentation on an innovative recreation fee
charged per new housing unit for the purchase amdldpment of open space and park land. A parisdist
Harford County (MD) made a presentation about ¢oanty's highly successful agricultural preservatio
program, which has won national acclaim. The cowdir of the Center moderated the session andrasie a
presentation on alternative financing techniqueshss expansion of the State Revolving Loan prod@RF)
for nonpoint-source pollution projects.

The participants in the session were very engagéuki topic and were particularly interested irergc
developments in the area of land trusts. Fromdisisussion, the EFC developed information on lausts,
methods for establishing them, and benefits to amders and the public. This information has besful in
assisting other communities and individuals intiereé$n this alternative, and has allowed the Ceaatéroaden
its repertoire of recommended financing techniques.

The conference was attended by over 300 local govent, business, nonprofit and citizen represemsti
Over 40 participants attended the two sessionswagd by the Environmental Finance Center entitled"
Environmental Financing Alternatives." Panelistdued:

e Sherrod Sturrock, Calvert County (MD) Departmenfdministration and Finance
e William A. Moss, Harford County (MD) Department Bfanning and Zoning
¢ Virginia Kearney, Maryland Department of the Envinzent

Pennsylvania Association of County Commissioners

On August 4, the EFC participated in the Pennsya&/association of County Commissioners Annual
Conference in Philadelphia. The EFC was part @fssisn which presented the Chesapeake Bay Progvaah L
Government Participation Action Plan and in paticustream corridor protection. During the session
panelists discussed ways in which local governmemi$d implement this plan, focusing on streamidorr
protection techniques, including innovative finargcimethods.

The Center's presentation focused on the many imaykich a community could define stream corridor
protection, including wetlands preservation, raiMs@d conversion and other recreational activitieditat
restoration and historical protection. Dependindgtandefinition, there are many sources of finag@mwailable.
The challenge for local governments is to maintastoration and preservation efforts, which reqdedicated
sources of ongoing revenues, a challenge for tediagally strapped local budgets. A primary foofishe
EFC's presentation dealt with ways in which to tdgm@nd dedicate revenues for stream corridororasion
maintenance, such as establishing special districtsh could assess fees based upon how much aviarea
contributed to a stream corridor's health or siskne

The Annual Conference drew over 500 local goverrnmegresentatives to the four-day event. Over 50
participants attended the session entitled "Ched@pBay Restoration and Protection: Local Governgien
the Lead." Panelists included:
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e Ken Johnson, Pennsylvania Department of EcononddCammunity Development, Center for Local
Government Services

¢ Rick Cooksey, U.S. Forest Service, Chesapeake Bayr&#m Office
e R. Eric Jarrell, Environmental Planner, Montgom€nunty (PA)

¢ David O'Neill, Assistant Director, Chesapeake Bagdl Government Advisory Committee, Chesapeake
Bay Program

Investigate and Lay the Groundwork for CreatingegiBnal Nonprofit

During the year, the EFC participated in planniagssons with the Vice Chair of Local Government &dvy
Committee of the Chesapeake Bay Program (LGAC} alworkgroup composed of directors or
representatives from the Alliance for the Chesapdidy, the Metropolitan Council of Governments, the
Chesapeake Bay Commission, and various state &gefdie planning sessions were convened to develop
ideas and a mission statement, bylaws and othemdemts necessary to establish a Chesapeake Bapakqgi
nonprofit organization dedicated to local governtaemhis nonprofit (tentatively called the "Cenfier
Chesapeake Communities™) would provide a numbsenfices to local governments, including proactivel
disseminating materials such as model ordinantexktists for homeowners and other materials desigo
protect and improve the waters that lead to thes@beake Bay.

It is anticipated that the nonprofit would proviagsistance in the form of "catalyst" grants andddar locally
initiated environmental projects. This financiasiasance could be provided through a regionallgbtas
revolving fund, which could be made available favide range of innovative watershed projects. TRE ks
developing a recommendation paper outlining theebiesnof such a fund, and ways in which to estabilisThe
paper will be delivered to the Chesapeake Bay Rrogturing the winter.

The EFC is also engaged in the development of adrtable discussion with foundations potentialigrasted
in providing support to the new nonprofit. The rduable will explore needs and gaps in assistamtzctl
governments in their efforts to manage economalitytalong with environmental sustainability. Tieaind
table is scheduled for this winter.

The following participated in the Advisory Boardtiwihe Maryland Environmental Finance Center:
e Fran Flanigan, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay
¢ Lee Epstein, Chesapeake Bay Foundation
e Karl Berger, Metropolitan Washington Council of @orments
¢ Ann Swanson, Chesapeake Bay Commission
e Scott Kudlas, State of Virginia, Chesapeake Bayal @overnment Assistance Department
e Kathleen Lawrence, Virginia Department of Conseoraand Recreation
e Theresa Pierno, Maryland Department of Natural Ress
e Mark Bundy, Maryland Department of Natural Resoarce
e Ken Johnson, Pennsylvania Center for Local Govemi8ervices

e Pat Buckley, Pennsylvania Department of Environm@etotection
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¢ Jon Capacasa, USEPA, Chesapeake Bay Program
e Gary Allen, Mayor, Bowie, Maryland

Maryland Tributary Strategies:Watershed Management

The State of Maryland has created a new kind aititi®n, multi county, watershed specific "Triboga
Teams", and charged the teams with implementingtdite's commitment to reduce controllable nutsi¢imht
damage the Chesapeake Bay by 40% by the year 2000.

Funding for nutrient reduction has been identifisca primary concern of the Teams. Working with@ifice

of the Governor, the Maryland EFC advised the Bilgbon Panel for Funding the Chesapeake Bay Trhiputa
Strategies in 1994. In this capacity, the Maryl&fiC was able to bring to the table insights andsdehad
gleaned from its work in environmental finance &etped the panel produce its useful final studyRaing
Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary Strategies.

During 1997, the Center was asked by the UnivedditMaryland Institute for Governmental Servicehtlp
design and produce an education program for then85@bers of the Tributary Teams. The program,ledtit
"Funding for Nutrient Reduction," aims to teach meaembers about the political economy of financing
nutrient reduction efforts in the individual wateesls. Increased knowledge among Tributary Team raesmb
will enable them to become more effectively invalve shaping fiscal policies for nutrient reductidieam
members will become more knowledgeable about:

o fiscal problems related to nutrient reduction, jeatarly issues at the county and municipal govesnn
level in their own watershed;

¢ policy making processes, that is, how public fugdiecisions for nutrient reduction are made, who
makes them, when they are made, and why they aille;ma

e major fiscal policy options, both public fundindexhatives and public-private partnerships, and the
likely consequences.

As part of this effort, the EFC, in associationlmsupport from the Institute for Governmental Seggiand
USDA, helped organize, conduct and speak at a wogken storm water management for the Patapsco/Back
Bay Tributary Team and the Baltimore Metropolitaou@cil on May 20. During the workshop, the Center's
coordinator participated in a panel on financingpmint-source pollution control, and the Centereaor
facilitated a session on innovations in environrakfimance. This regional council is exploring waysvhich

to address nonpoint-source pollution runoff fromeleped as well as agricultural lands. A key péthat

effort is how to pay and who will pay for storm watmanagement.

The proceedings from the workshop were distribteal local governments in the region, includihg t
counties of Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, HadpHoward and the City of Baltimore.

Extending the State Revolving Loan Program (SREp¢cAgricultural Community

Maryland

In an effort to implement one of the ideas advanodéinancing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary
Strategies, the EFC has coordinated with the Fudiareest Project to develop a stand-alone revolfungl
available to Maryland farmers for sustainable agtizal practices. By demonstrating through a siddit
project that a revolving loan program based oniplfyivate partnership can achieve the goals oftost
financing for best management practices, the Projgoeed the pilot would lead to extension of th&=S&
farmers for the purchase of equipment and the imgjldf structures to help manage nutrient flowsrfrihe
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farm.
The pilot project has accomplished the following:

e Made two low-interest loans to two farmers to flBebst Management Practices (BMPs) and the purchase
of conservation equipment

¢ Reduced administrative costs by depositing pilojemt funds in two approved local banks where the
pilot project has agreed to accept lower earnimgthe deposit, the savings to the bank have bessefda
on to the farmer in the form of a low-interest loan

e The local banks reviewed the applications baseithein own credit criteria and have assumed allicred
risk.

¢ Involvement of the Soil Conservation Districts &ttgng up qualification criteria (management of B8P
types of equipment and structures needed) has exgeaiby-in from a diverse group of stakeholders

Following the success of the pilot project, ledisla was passed in the Maryland General Assembéxpand
its State Revolving Loan program (SRF) to the gawector for nonpoint-source pollution controiates. It
is anticipated that such activities as septic syseplacement or repair and individual storm watanagement
efforts could be funded with SRF loans.

In addition, the EFC is currently working with Méapd's Departments of Agriculture, Environment and
Natural Resources to further modify the state's gRIgram to allow for an innovative "linked depbsit
program. A linked deposit program would encourageigipation by private lending institutions to as® the
lion's share of administering the SRF's loans teape individuals, such as farmers interested iding
agricultural best management practices. Theseipeadtave demonstrated a marked reduction in migrie
running off farmland, and hold great promise in imypng water quality and stream corridor restomatio

Pennsylvania

As a result of efforts in Maryland, the EFC waseasky the Pennsylvania Joint Legislative Air andt&¥a
Pollution Control and Conservation Committee toszdhon its efforts to expand the state's SRF eéddnming
community for funding agricultural best managenparctices. An expanded SRF would increase the
availability of low-interest loans to farmers, whishould encourage wider implementation of BMPs athér
sustainable agricultural practices. In additiocyéased purchases of conservation tillage equiparaht
building of structures for management of nutriéoive may improve rural economies by enhancing job
opportunities as well as protect the environment.

Key contacts for the Maryland/Pennsylvania project:
¢ Richard Pritzlaff, Development Director, Chesaped@kkllife Heritage
e Tom Simpson, Chesapeake Bay Programs Coordinaemyldhd Department of Agriculture
e Tom Grasso, Maryland Director, Chesapeake Bay Fatiord

e Tony Guerrieri, Pennsylvania Joint Legislative Gamation Committee

Training Materials on Expansion of the State Revg\Fund (SRF) for Watershed Use

The Maryland EFC, in cooperation with USEPA, hagettgped and produced a resource booklet and tgainin
curriculum designed to highlight the benefits ahgshe SRF for such nontraditional activities agte system
repair or replacement, storm water management entdiic agricultural best management practices.
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Since Congress established the State Revolving FRiRE) program in 1987, over $17 billion have beeom
available for water pollution control loans. Mo$tleese loans have been for the building, expansiampgrade
of waste treatment facilities, historically a pesaturce pollution problem.

SRF programs are also making progress in provildiags for nonpoint-source and other pollution cointr
projects, though strides in this area are comintp@sesult of only an innovative few SRF progrdhet have
made less traditional loans a priority in theitesa

The Nonpoint ProblemNonpoint-source pollution (NPS)--pollution thates not originate from a single
source, but from a variety of points--is the latgesirce of water pollution today. NPS pollutiom dze
generated in many ways: from urban and suburbaoffiuaaking abandoned mines and from certain
agricultural practices. NPS pollution not only atfethe quality of water, but it also influencesvhwater is
used. For example, NPS pollution can prevent theeagional use of lakes, contaminate groundwated €
drinking, and reduce valuable fish populationstieams, rivers, lakes and bays.

Because of the potential damaging effects of NABitgmn on public health, the environment and local
economies, both the Federal government and sornes $tave implemented programs to address these
concerns. Nonpoint-source pollution control fundihgough the SRF program has increased primaritabse
of continued emphasis on EPA's watershed policyeldped in response to the challenges confrontingl|
government from nonpoint sources of pollution. Wetershed approach allows for a comprehensivewesfe
problems as they affect specific watersheds.

As state innovation in providing SRF loans for noinp-source control projects has developed, the B&# at
times, found it difficult to balance the need t@emrage innovation with the need to ensure thgept®funded
by the SRF comply with the goals of the Clean Waigr For example, should the EPA allow construtid
new landfills to be funded with SRF loans, recogigzhat the project would not address an existater
pollution control problem, but would perhaps preveme from occurring?

To address this and other issues, the Agency theii@es to participate in a mediated approaclevsithg a
national nonpoint-source eligibility framework fitre SRF program. This SRF funding framework enagesa
states to modify the traditional priority settingppess to give nonpoint-source projects equal densiion
during the planning process.

As a first step to encouraging state SRF programnsadve to an integrated watershed planning andigyrio
setting process, the EPA has asked the EFC toaeaeld produce a resource booklet and trainingotuwm
designed to highlight the benefits of using the 3&Fsuch nontraditional activities as septic systepair or
replacement, storm water management and certaicudéigral best management practices. The resowsoklét
and training curriculum will provide the basis ftiscussion and training on areas including therenmental
needs of the multi-state region, existing activityhe nonpoint-source and estuary programs, theratzed
approach, and the SRF integrated priority-settiogess.

The training curriculum has been developed in mesluwhich can be mixed and matched to accurateleadd
the needs of different audiences, such as statep&ifram representatives, state nonpoint sourceat@nd
other water quality program representatives, anodllofficials and citizens. In addition, there isnadule
dedicated to the integrated priority-setting precesie designed to highlight successes from 6 pilgjects and
other cases from around the country, and a marcketiodule.

Presentations on the training materials and cestaimd-alone modules have been presented to loddtederal
representatives at conferences throughout themagiplanning meeting was conducted to developsdea
ways to reach the various potential users of etutatand training materials developed to encousagmnded
use of the SRF program. A cross-section of USERAgmamMs met to identify their respective audiencekthe
best ways to reach them. Participants in this mgeticluded:
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e Amy Gamobirill, Nonpoint Source Program (OWOW)
e Ruth Chemerys, National Estuary Program (OWOW)
e Edna Villanueva, National Estuary Program (OWOW)
¢ Cleora Scott, SRF Branch

¢ Anne Weinberg, Watershed Academy (OWOW)

e Joan Warren, OWOW

¢ Brian Ng, SRF Branch

e Sheila Hoover, SRF Branch

e Kevin Rosseel, SRF Branch

e Mike Caron, SRF Branch

e Kon Chiu, SRF Branch

e John Meagher, Wetlands Branch (OWOW)

¢ Nikos Singelis, SRF Branch

¢ Ralph Caruso, USEPA Region |

¢ Yolanda Guess, USEPA Region Il

e Walter Andrews, USEPA Region I

e Don Neihus, USEPA Region I

e Hank Zygmunt, USEPA Region llI

e Gene Wojick, USEPA Region V

e Paul Thomas, USEPA Region V

e Tom Davenport, USEPA Region V

e Walter Biggins, USEPA Region VI

e Arlene Gaines, USEPA Region VI

o Kelly Beard-Tittone , USEPA Region VI

¢ Brian Friel, USEPA Region VIl

¢ Juanita Licata, USEPA Region IX

NOAA/Gulf of Mexico

The Maryland EFC was invited to act in an advismagacity to the Gulf of Mexico Program, created 988 in
response to increasing signs of environmental diegian in the region. The Program is comprised®f 1
Federal agencies and five Gulf of Mexico statexdggizing the importance of shellfish area closa®an
indicator of coastal water quality, the Prograntiateéd the Shellfish Challenge Project.

The Shellfish Challenge seeks to increase Gulif@tebeds available for safe harvesting by 10qet. To
achieve this ambitious goal, the Gulf of Mexico ¢am developed strategies for addressing the proble

The Maryland EFC was contacted after strategieg weveloped to address the shellfish bed clostagm,
including:

e connect poorly operating septics to waste watatrment plants.

¢ reduce inputs of fecal coliform bacteria in runiofm densely populated areas.

¢ reduce inputs of fecal coliform bacteria from agltigral areas.

¢ replace or repair poorly operating waste wateititneat plants.

The Barataria-Terrebonne watershed in Louisianassbscted by the Gulf of Mexico Program as thefsite
the first pilot implementation of the strategiebeTresults of the Barataria-Terrebonne pilot vélve to guide
subsequent shellfish restoration efforts in thef GLMexico region.

The EFC's role in this pilot is to share our exgece and insights on watershed financing mechanisms
developed from our work with the Governor's BlubliRin Panel, which produced Financing Alternatiwes f
Maryland's Tributary Strategies. In addition, owatgrshed management experience in developing an
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agricultural revolving loan program, our promotiginstorm water management through conferences and
forums, and our community charrette experience \akriestrumental in our Center's being invited to
participate.

The EFC was invited to speak at a workshop in theBria-Terrebonne watershed about barriers to
implementation and innovative financing techniqgteesvercome these barriers. As a result of the
Barataria-Terrebonne Watershed Oyster Restoratiojed® Targeting Workshop at Nicholls State Univtgr
Thibodaux, Louisiana on February 24-25, 1997, stakkers of the watershed were able to identifyiariy
list of activities to restore degraded shellfiskidand possible ways in which to fund these aiavit

In addition to speaking and providing guidanceioarice issues at the workshop, the EFC develofisticd
financing mechanisms that could be employed to paipfor implementation of the eight priority caralie
oyster restoration projects. These financing tequees include:

1. Special Assessment District (e.g. a septic raaarice district, a stream or small river watershstlict or a
natural resource management or beach district).

2. Storm water management utility or a septic negiahce utility.

3. Establish or make use of an existing wetlancedioor beach mitigation banking system at thespastate, or
watershed level.

4. Revise the State Revolving Fund (SRF) to allomtiie financing of private sector projects thatarce or
protect water quality (such as septic system regaieplacement, erosion control and bank stalbidina
landfill capping, and construction of animal wasterage facilities)

5. Tax Increment Financing (similar to a Speciaséssment District).
6. Pooling of communities' debt for credit enhaneetfsmall community bond bank.

7. Issue credit cards benefiting an environmentadi fdedicated to such water quality projects ascssystem
repair or replacement, habitat or parks developnmeriieach or wetland nourishment.

8. Create/expand a commemorative license plate@motargeted at projects that improve water quality
9. Adopt-an-Animal program (a wetlands, forest, imaor riverine animal).

10. Create endowment fund for water quality prgéetg. wetlands and habitat creation/restoraties,
planting, stream bank stabilization, and other watelity projects).

11. Public-private partnership for financing theswuction or upgrade of a waste water treatmearttpthe
construction of aquaculture containment areas,sarlother capital assets.

12. Annual user fee for the degradation of an aquif
13. One-time septic system installation impact fee.

14. Purchase of environmental easements by indilsdbusinesses, and other organizations.

New Initiatives

Environmental Finance Center Public Outreach Brozhu

To ensure that communities in the Chesapeake BgywRenderstand how the EFC can assist them imnignd
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ways to fund their environmental projects, the €erg developing an EFC marketing packet to be teeloical
governments in the Chesapeake Bay Region. Thishbreawill highlight the ways the Center, in parstep
with the Local Government Partnership Initiativap@ssist local governments and others. For exatingte
will be a section describing how an EFC charreiteggsmall communities access to technical anchiiiz
experts from the public, private, and academicosedb discuss their issue.

Development of a Web Page for the Environmentadiide Center

The EFC is developing a web page which will imprewsironmental finance information delivery and
exchange via the world wide web. Some of the infidiom to be included on the web page includes:

¢ An interactive sign-up page for communities intezdsn participating in a charrette.

Feedback from communities on environmental finaareas of concern.

Riparian forest buffer financing alternatives.

Financing issues fact sheets.

Results of the Charrette Update Survey.

Financing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary &#&gies (Blue Ribbon Panel report).
¢ Periodic updates of current projects.
Fact Sheets

The EFC is developing a series of short (one-pdageeted fact sheets that will address the thrgemthemes
of the local government participation plan; mainiag drinking water or waste treatment systemsyidiog
stream corridor protection, and managing growthe @ossibility is to select activities outlined iret
Chesapeake Bay Program Bay Partners Benchmarksh Vigts over 40 activities local governments can
undertake to help protect the Chesapeake Bay. 8ldaet sheets are already in draft form.

Stream Corridor Protection Funding Matrix

Each year the erosion and destabilization of strieanks and coastal shoreline causes homeownestlzerd
thousands of dollars in damages. The impact fraedlevents also disturbs fish and wildlife hatiiyatiushing
pollutants, including sediments, into streams &ed@hesapeake Bay.

Realizing that much of this damage is avoidabkestand the Federal government have establisbgdapns
which offer funds and technical assistance to ptgpmvners and public agencies to better proteaperty
while improving fish and wildlife habitat.

The Environmental Finance Center designed and dpedla matrix of Federal, state and local fundmgces
which, separately or combined, could be used tp pay for stream corridor protection and restoratithe
Center currently has developed this Matrix for $tate of Maryland, and expects to finalize a mdtixthe
states of Pennsylvania and Virginia during 1998.

In the Funding Matrix, four funding focus areas $tneam corridor restoration have be identified:

¢ Planning- assessing the erosion or stabilizatioblpm, using maps and other information, including
Geographic Imaging Systems (GIS), is a very impuafiast step.

e Capital- structural best management practices (BM#e€h as stream rip rap, retention ponds, or @nim
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fencing, need capital funds to build. Certain nangtiral BMPs, including riparian forest buffersarsh
plantings and stream bank restoration, can alsib theanselves of capital funds.

e Maintenance- many times, maintenance of storm veatdrerosion control projects is the most important
part in retaining the project's effectiveness.

e Education/Outreach- clear public education canestakeep future costs down by encouraging
prevention which, in the long run, is cheaper tbamective efforts.

The Funding Matrix can be used by private landsgapompanies, coastal restoration firms and private
landowners, as well as public agencies, to quiéntify funding sources for stream corridor a¢ies. So far,
the Funding Matrix has been used by private larmséiams in their marketing packages to privatelamners
who have deteriorating or un-buffered stream banks.

EFC Network Collaborations

The Maryland EFC has cooperated with and benéefiited the other EFCs in the national network. The
following lists several highlights from those cdltaations:

e The Associate Director of the Great Lakes EFC ev€land, Ohio served as an expert panelist for our
Capital Access Charrette, held in Washington, Ol@is was extremely beneficial, since this individua
had recent and direct experience in the area ditpmi prevention, and special public funds credted
that purpose.

¢ The Director of the EFC at Boise State has beemmmely helpful in advising us in drinking wateruss,
especially in the critical area of rate-setting. ides already helped establish contacts betweeBReQr
and other clients in our region (Region Il1), arelvhill visit shortly to serve as instructor and esdv on
rate setting.

¢ The Director of the EFC at Cleveland State sengdnaexpert panelist for our charrette in York,
Pennsylvania, bringing a wealth of expertise inarem of brown fields revitalization and urban reake
His presentation has influenced the direction afwark in York, Pennsylvania and elsewhere as well.

In addition to specific collaborations, the RegIibrfEFC is in constant contact with the other ERC¢he
network on special projects as well as monthly earice calls and numerous information-sharing iietv
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U.S. EPA REGION 3 - ENVIRONMENTAL FINANCE CENTER
AT
THE UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND

1996 ANNUAL REPORT

Executive Overview:

Established in 1993, the Region 3 Environmentaafkae Center at the University of Maryland has pioeé
innovative finance training techniques and altewedinancing mechanisms. The EFC began operatjon b
organizing and hosting a series of charrettesoiallofficials on environmental finance issues ing
compliance with environmental standards. Each eftarwith a community involves a panel of publitaince
experts that provides authoritative advice andmenendations to local officials. The charrettes akswe as
a valuable reservoir of information on the natur&rance problems affecting the regulated comnyutat
better develop and deliver training courses. Casties developed from the charrettes are beingedhaith
the other EFCs to augment their training activitidse EFC, in cooperation with the Office of thev@mor,
developed "Financing Alternatives for Maryland'sblitary Strategies" a pathbreaking assembly ofvatioe
ways of financing clean up of the Chesapeake BaygeRtly, the EFC hosted a conference on a wideerahg
environmental finance and economic issues using tlistance learning techniques that made posgible t
participation of attendees at two other sites.

Additionally, the Region 3 EFC has become a reguite resource for executive solutions to environtaken
finance challenges. For example, the EFC tackleddbhgh issues of nonpoint source pollution forStegte of
Maryland, is currently working with EPA's Air Ofticon developing guidance for states in collectiiiig V
fees, and has been requested to develop alterfia@reing techniques for beneficial uses of dreldge
material for an international organization. The EE@sing the World Wide Web to make information
available through its homepage laittp://www.mdsg.umd.edu/EFC/index.html

Facilities and Expertise

The problem of environmental finance and managemaepiires an integrated, interdisciplinary, andneve
transdisciplinary approach. The University of Mandl's Coastal and Environmental Policy Programigesva
powerful network for mounting such an approach. Toastal and Environmental Policy Program (CEPP) is
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comprised of five units of the University of Margild the School of Public Affairs, the School of Latve
Center for Environmental and Estuarine StudiesCibiege of Agriculture and the Maryland Sea Grant
College.

CEPP's investigation into environmental financedpetipree years ago with the support of the U.S. BRAA
has developed to the point where the Universitylafyland is now one of only six Environmental Finan
Centers in the country. The EFC's efforts to dateeHocused on both point-source pollution isssesh as
alternative methods for financing waste treatmaaitlifies and solid waste management facilitiesyalt as
nonpoint-source pollution issues, such as stormwatmagement. Many of the EFC's recommendations for
alternative financing are fee-based--as federaluegs become scarce, it is apparent that witlemsbased
environmental control programs in place, the clgamf our environment will fall short.

Charrettes

Part of the EFC's goal is to provide assistancet@@adt in an advisory capacity to state and Igocakernments
on issues related to environmental finance. Onetavaghieve that goal is to advise local officiala
"charrette” format. The charrette process, piortebyethe University of Maryland EFC, employs aniadwy
panel of federal and state officials and finaneigberts who provide local officials with solutiotwstheir
problems with financing environmental services tauilities. The charrettes provides a forum fonka
discussions between local officials and financigderts about financing difficulties experienced by
communities in meeting the demands of environmentaldates. The charrette process is a cost-eecthy
to address unfunded mandates and further the Agesicgtegic initiative on Partnerships. In additii was
one of EPA's key proposals for the National ProgRewiew.

Since its establishment in 1993, the EFC has aedhobarrettes that has expanded its understantling o
financing issues related to nonpoint-source patytsuch as urban stormwater runoff and agricdltwraient
runoff. Many charrette participants have been fagitld the challenge of identifying cost-effectiveda
equitable financing solutions to environmental @ns that will not impede economic developmenhgirt
community. One of the key challenges found durirgdharrettes is convincing businesses and homeswme
"pay now" rather than to "pay later," even thouglyipg later will certainly mean higher costs.

An important result of the charrettes is the rergea@mmitment by communities to dedicate additidimaé to
their environmental finance problems. The EFC basd that frequently a charrette's highest and fnggtose
is to facilitate a meeting of the stakeholdersroeavironmental finance issue that might not othesviake
place. The EFC receives many compliments aboabitgy to convene a meeting of disparate stakedrsidand
we expect to continue to provide this vital senticéocal governments.

Charrette Example
Background:

On January 29, the EFC arranged and conductedreettbdor the town of Indian Head, Maryland (seedf
attendees at the back of this report). Locatedharlés County, this 4,000-resident town lies omalk
peninsula surrounded by the Potomac River and Mattean Creek. Most of the town's topography is ftai
lying and marshy with many springs that often flpogkating a drainage problem. In fact, the toweegrand
many neighborhoods are repeatedly under water.

The town attracts considerable tourism sinceliéated on Mattawoman Creek, site of the bestrgim the
county. Smallwood State Park, across the creek fnaliian Head as well as a pier for public recreatio
provides a popular destination for tourists anitergs.

The problem is that pollutants and excess nutrigata stormwater runoff from parking lots, roofeads and
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lawns could potentially degrade the water qualitg damage the ecosystem of Mattawoman Creek,
surrounding wetlands and adjacent waters. Thisigalath standing water on the village green ansewveral
neighborhoods, has had an adverse impact on thialbgeality of life for people living in the areas well as
for other life dependent on the marine environmfatn microorganisms to fish populations.

Because Indian Head is growing the town forms ¢nminus of Indian Head Highway (Maryland 210), gana
link with Washington, DC, located 22 miles to therth town officials and some of its citizens haderitified
stormwater management as a top priority. The toam lorders the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSVEC)
2,000-building facility founded in 1890. The NSWe€Xognizes its stormwater management problem buthas
date, approached stormwater in a piecemeal fashtber than develop a plan to address the problem
comprehensively.

Indian Head's largest stormwater management pocuwriently maintained per agreement by a townhouse
association. It is the town's opinion that morelddae done to maintain and take advantage of the'po
stormwater management functions. Along the wayéopond, a series of feeder ditches, swales anteten
culvert pipes under MD Route 210 collects watenfithe streets and low lying areas. There are aigeral
sediment ponds on commercial private property regubdy the town's stormwater management ordinances.

It was clear to the charrette participants thatdysor plan was needed that would detail whergp#rensula’s
feeder flows came from and where they all emptied the system. The study would also enable the tow
determine what else they could do to help allevia¢ér stormwater problems and how they might He &b
coordinate with the NSWC.

Project Financing:

Indian Head is seeking funding sources for a coimgnisive stormwater management plan. Charretteiptmnel
developed a list of recommendations to help idegrtihds for such an effort.

Recommendations and Observations:

¢ In order to address inadequate maintenance aathest stormwater retention pond in town, it was
suggested that a cost-share program be developedordogram would coordinate the townhouses located
around the pond, the town, NSWC, Maryland Departroéiiransportation (MDOT), the County, the
Army Corps of Engineers, and any relevant industihe area. In addition, it was suggested that all
parties that are potentially contributing to anigetied by the stormwater management problem
participate in a comprehensive planning effort.

e Understanding the relative sources of stormwat#ufpen is critical to determining a strategy foeating
those sources. It was suggested that a Citizentbtomg Group be formed that would consist of town
volunteers working with the town council. This gpocould develop reports to help characterize the
sources and composition of stormwater inputs. @neeources are identified, partnerships between
various organizations (i.e., NSWC, MDOT, etc.) cbibé formed to address the town's stormwater runoff
problem. One panelist suggested making a videodbpestormwater event to introduce the publidi® t
problem.

¢ |t was noted that different areas of town coulddfefirom different programs, i.e.: low-income asea
could take advantage of a Community DevelopmentiB®rant; areas of standing water could avalil
themselves of the National Flood Insurance Progvelinich may offer up to $50,000 for 5 years;
stormwater containing excess nutrients, heavy setad contaminants could use stormwater funds such
as Section 319 funds and Coastal Zone ManagemamisgiAlso, agencies such as the Army Corps of
Engineers are an excellent source for funds anghgande assistance for initial studies.

e The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency ABTEA) encourages diverse modes of travel,
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increases the community benefits of transportatisastment, strengthens partnerships between State
and local governments, and promotes citizen invoket in transportation decisions that directly etffe
their daily lives. It was suggested that ISTEA sgmes be considered between relevant capital pojec
and the stormwater management project.

e The panel suggested establishing a fund dedicatsthtmwater management costs only. For example,
parking meter money could be diverted to a starfun, or the town could charge a flat fee of $26 p
registered vehicle for 1 year.

e The town could create a special taxing district ehmosts are allocated according to the "pollugssp
principle.

¢ Impact fees for stormwater management could alssstablished, where a developer pays
development-related costs up front, then passe® thasts on to the buyer.

List of Charrettes

The Maryland EFC held a series of 14 charrettegrmog such issues as building, expanding and/oragigg
Wastewater Treatment Plants (WWTP), providing drigkvater for new developments, determining site
locations for new landfills, and stormwater managetprojects. The charrettes and their topicsisied
below. The full text of the case studies drawn fittse charrettes are attached as an Appendix.

Locality Name Jurisdiction Population Project
Berlin, MD Town 2,616 WWTP
Deer Park, MD Town 419 WWTP
Denton, MD Town 2,997 WWTP
Ellendale, DE Unincorp. 1,050 WWTP
Fauquier Co., VA County 48,741 WWTP
Federalsburg, MD Town 2,365 Sewage Lines
Indian Head, MD Town 4,000 Stormwater
King William Co.VA County 10,913 WWTP
Loudoun Co., VA County 102,100  Solid Waste
Manchester, MD Town 2,810 WWTP

Port Deposit, MD Town 685 WWTP
Taneytown, MD Town 3,695 WWTP
South Bethany, DE Town 600 Stormwater
Snow Hill, MD Town 2,217 WWTP

(WWTP= waste water treatment plant expansion angigrade)
-Total Cost of Projects Considered: $60 million
-Total Residents Affected: 184,000 directly, plas+residents

Charrette Summaries

In an effort to understand the most important cameand issues of local governments as they adthress
environmental problems, the Center has designegbdate survey for each of the charrettes condumtedthe
past four years. The results of that survey hidgftl@pntinuing problems local officials have withdincing and
political issues that can affect successful impletaton of charrette recommendations. Below israrsary of
that survey.
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CHARRETTES

Participant
Denton, MD

Federalsburg, MD

King William

County, VA

Port Deposit, MD

Examples of implemented charrette recommendations:

Actions

a) Full water metering: residential, coenaial, industrial units.
b) Federal and state grants/loans: Working with MidEnutrient removal program, and
applied to FmHA for waste water treatment expansion

a) revitalization study.
b) water rate study and new fee to reflect graagerby business.
c) started "self-help" programs for summer 1996.

a) identified industry to attract to region andaibéd grant to service industry with
excess capacity available for city.
b) applied for 3% DOEd loan for school sewer line.

a) have developer pay hook up fees.
b) implement new rate structure based on demand.
c) FmHA loan.

South Bethany, DE a) citizens monitoring group tormwater pollution.

b) partnership w/ Delaware Sea Grant College teareh water pollution.
c¢) educating community about environmental issbeat{ng).

Snow Hill, MD a) public support from property owndéoscommit up-front to construction and cost of
new sewer system- held referendum.
b) applied to FmHA for sewer line expansion funds.
Examples of continuing complexities:
Participant Reason
Berlin, MD Developed new rate structure, but comppteblems have postponed implementation.
Fauquier Project pending: in negotiation phase with engimeglirm to study alternative technologies

County, VA for waste treatment.

Manchester, = Waste water treatment upgrade project on hold [secafichanged county political climate.
MD Also, capacity disputes centered on different ghoplains.

Taneytown, MD

Plans to complete capital budget plan and implemewt rate structure for water and sewer
services by next fiscal year. Then will consides tast of the recommendations.

Changes due to other factors:

Participant Factor

Deer Park, MD

Loudoun County,
VA

Transferred authority to secure funding for sewerd to Garrett County Sanitation
District who then received FmHA grants and loans.

New County officials have suspended the project.

Maryland Tributary Strategies- Watershed Management
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The State of Maryland has created a new kind aitit®n multicounty, watershed specific "Tributafgams™
and charged the teams with implementing the sted@snitment to reduce controllable nutrients thehdge
the Chesapeake Bay by 40% by the year 2000.

Funding for nutrient reduction has been identifisch primary concern of the Teams. In recogniticthie
concern, the Maryland EFC advised the Blue RibbamePfor Funding the Chesapeake Bay Tributary
Strategies in 1994. In this capacity, the Maryl&iC was able to bring to the table insights andsdehad
gleaned from its work in environmental finance &etped the panel produce its highly useful finatgt
Financing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary Stegies

During 1996, the Center was asked by the Marylamop€rative Extension Service's Institute for
Governmental Service to help design and produadanation program for the 350 members of the Taityut
Teams. The program, entitled "Funding for NutriBeduction,” aims to teach Team members about the
political economy of financing nutrient reductioffioets in the individual watersheds. Increased kisolge
among Tributary Team members will enable them tmbee more effectively involved in shaping fiscal
policies for nutrient reduction. Team members twitome more knowledgeable about:

e fiscal problems related to nutrient reduction, jeatarly issues at the county and municipal govesntn
level in their own watershed;

¢ policy making processes, that is, how public fugdiecisions for nutrient reduction are made, who
makes them, when they are made, and why they aille;ma

e major fiscal policy options, both public fundindexhatives and public-private partnerships, and the
likely consequences.

The Maryland EFC is currently designing and devielgia series of workshops which will achieve these
objectives while involving as broad an audience@ssible, including local government officials,rfears,
business and industry, and academia.

In an effort to acquaint Team members with a prinsaurce of information on alternative finance op$, the
Center has developed a presentation on Financirgratives for Maryland's Tributary Strategies viahic
offers to each Tributary Team.

Extending the Maryland State Revolving Loan Program(SRF) to the Agricultural Community

In an effort to implement one of the ideas advanodénancing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary
Strategiesthe Maryland EFC has coordinated with the Fulimevest Project to develop a stand-alone
revolving fund available to farmers for sustainadojgicultural practices. By demonstrating, throagémall
pilot project, that a revolving loan program basadoublic/private partnership can achieve the gols
low-cost financing for best management practides Rroject suggests that an extension of the SRifrteers
would enable the purchase of equipment and théibgilof structures to help manage nutrient flovesrfithe
farm.

One of the conclusions &inancing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary Stegieswas that "[n]Jew and
aggressive funding efforts need to be undertakeaddcultural nutrient reduction activities." Mdarmers
recognize the need for good stewardship and hapkeimented many practices to reduce erosion and more
effectively manage nutrients. But without the aadaility of low-cost financing to purchase neededsaryvation
equipment and to build physical structures to @adeutrient management, many farms, which operate o
narrow margins, might fail. These failures accakefarmland conversion, often resulting in suburbprawl
development with related infrastructure demandg.dwy will our waterways suffer from increased
impervious surfaces, which channel urban nutriantsheavy metals to our streams and the Chesapagke

1/22/2008 3:58 P!



EPA EFCs - Region 3 Annual Reports http://www.epa.gov/efinpage/efcn/ar/1995-1999/unmdiatm

but our landscape and all that we treasure abaoutoms will be lost.
The Maryland EFC pilot project has accomplishedftiiewing:

¢ Resulted in two low-interest loans to two farmersund Best Management Practices (BMPs) and the
purchase of conservation equipment

¢ Reduced administrative costs by depositing pilojemt funds in two approved local banks where the
pilot project has agreed to accept lower earnimgthe deposit the savings to the bank have beesegas
on to the farmer in the form of a low-interest loan

e Designed a program where local banks reviewedppécations based on their own credit criteria and
assumed all credit risk.

¢ Involved the Soil Conservation Districts in setting qualification criteria (management of BMPs,&yp
of equipment and structures needed) which has eaged by-in from a diverse group of stakeholders

e Determine interest in an expanded SRF withouttosBRF principal funds.
Implications for an expanded SRF based on the prigect might include:

¢ Increased availability of low-interest loans tonfigrs should encourage wider implementation of BMPs
and generate interest among the farming and bamkimgmunity for an expanded SRF program.

¢ Using local banks to administer the pilot projecid reduce project credit exposure and adminig&at
costs and stimulate business for local banks. ditiad, if the pilot project was rolled into an extded
SRF, increased purchases of conservation tillaggetent and building of structures for managemént o
nutrient flows may improve rural economies by ertdirag job opportunities as well as protect the
environment.

Title V (Clean Air Act) Fee Guidance Report

In an effort to move toward a more efficient anfiéetive approach to managing the environment, ttf& BPA
has begun to develop programs that do not relyysofefederal grants but are self-supporting. Quiatson is a
fee-based program which achieves environmentaggtion while placing the responsibility of prograost
maintenance on the regulated community. Such pnegraclude the amended Clean Air Act, specific@lije
V.

Because of a lack of clarity in the manner in whacstate should collect, segregate and accouiterV
(Clean Air Act) fees so that they are not commidghgth other state efforts, the Maryland EFC depelba
document that helps states, air quality managedistuicts and others interested in how best to mana
revenues generated by the Title V (Clean Air Acgpam.

From insights and experiences shared by stateguality management districts and others duringheerview
process, the Maryland EFC developed and condudteclia group meeting on May 29 in College Park,
Maryland (see list of attendees at the back ofrépert). The focus group examined some of the more
innovative ways in which to facilitate the collexti segregation and accounting of Title V revenbasged on
examples collected from the interview process.

Results of the interviews and the focus group istdi¢hat states are clearly meeting the significaatlenges
associated with implementation of the Title V pragr The final report, which is completed and indurction
now, will be useful as a reference source for siateregional air quality program managers and. Saice
many states are in the process of implementingnerttining their programs, the document that theylad
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EFC developed will provide assistance and introgurogram managers and others to the innovativevaorsd
effective approaches to accounting for Title V rawes.

The final report, entitle@verview of Clean Air: Title V Financial Managemamid Reportingincludes an
overview of the Title V guidance document projédiciciings from our interviews with states and diditri
managers, ideas on cost allocation, time keeprupunting fund structures and controls, and intézreernal
reporting techniques. Also included in the finatdment are examples from New York State and the
Government Finance Officers Association.

The final document has also been reviewed by ther&mmental Financial Advisory Board (EFAB) of theS.
Environmental Protection Agency.

Anne Arundel County, Maryland, Planning Guidance

The Center was asked to act in an advisory capgwi#nne Arundel County, Maryland's Office of Ptang to
develop language on economic incentives for grandimagement for the County's revised Comprehensive
Plan.

One of the most significant factors affecting thlgy of life in Anne Arundel County is the prodivwity and
health of the county's rivers, streams and shaeAm overabundance of nutrients and other poltsthowing
from the county's land can severely degrade ittemeays, affecting not only housing values, jobd an
recreation dependent upon clean water, but alesssthe county's budget. Drinking water filtratgystems,
effective waste water and solid waste treatmerilitias, the upkeep and accessibility of riverseatns and the
county shoreline all require substantial investnignthe county as it struggles to provide additiona
infrastructure and services to a growing population

One of the most effective ways in which to mandgedosts of providing additional infrastructure sedvices
to a growing population is to locate new growthaaént to already-existing infrastructure. Not cades this
allow new growth to take advantage of existing essaeapacity at various facilities, this grouping of
development reduces the consumption of open spatgraenfields which help filter nutrients and othe
pollutants from the waterways that Anne Arundel @gus famous for and dependent upon. Taking adwgnt
of already-existing capacity at various facilittecreases the county's need to build new infrast@iand, in
some cases, entirely new systems.

Based on this assessment, the County wanted to knamto convince citizens and property owners kingther
density development and infill projects could béhbattractive and of high value. The Maryland EFauaged
for a professor from the University's School of hitecture to make a series of presentations tcabeaty
planning department, citizen advisory committeas \aarious council members on how a county can aehie
better design elements through a vehicle suchcasprehensive plan. A primary focus of the predenta
was the effectiveness and desirability of traddélccommunity layouts that promote public open spaoal
mixed types of residential and commercial develapme

The result of the EFC's efforts was inclusion dfgqyostatements in the Revised County CompreherRiaa
which would promote higher density development withsacrificing neighborhood continuity and a seofse
place by incorporating design requirements intofatyre development. Some of these policy statesnent
include:

"Primary Growth Areas: The Primary Growth Area is the area defined byetkisting and planned sewer
area. It is the policy of the General DevelopmdahRo direct at least 90% of the planned growtthia area.
The Primary Growth Area is an approach to growtinagament that allows the County to focus growtand
around existing and proposed public facilities veheew growth will have the least impact on the smmnent
and the surrounding community. The land use patiesposed for the Primary Growth Area seeks to mipd
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existing public facilities while conserving valual@nvironmental, cultural and economic resourcesteBting
these resources and integrating them into the Wl@gigrban communities is an important goal. ThenRilso
seeks to strengthen and enhance existing commaiaitie Town Centers by utilizing infill and redeysirent
opportunities that support the existing mix of lars#s and strengthen the vitality of the community.

Community Design- The Plan recommends that we establish and adapdards and guidelines for the design
of residential, commercial, mixed use and indukfiajects, addressing site layout, preservationattral
features, use of open space, construction matelaaldscaping, lighting, signage and other desigments. It
would also incorporate design review early in tbgelopment review process.

Traditional Neighborhood Design- The Plan recommends the adoption of a Traditidiegghborhood
Design ordinance as an alternative method for residential development. Traditional NeighborhoodiDe
means using design methods that were used sudbtessthe past, such as parallel and perpendicstigets
that don't dead end, sidewalks and alleys for gaffestrian movement, community open space thaed by
residents as a gathering place and placement giln@hood commercial and community services near or
adjacent to residential areas."

Throughout the document, the Plan recommends \&financing mechanisms suggested by the Marylar@ EF
to help realize goals stated in the Plan, suchaasferable development rights (TDRS), conservaasements
and various tax incentives.

Riparian Forest Buffer Committee

The Center was asked by the Riparian Forest BGifanmittee of the Chesapeake Bay Program to dewldp
report on financing alternatives to support thal@ghment of riparian forest buffers along streanvers and
the Bay.

The presentation included a range of financingomti from the "least binding, least cost” methadhée
outright purchase of land for riparian buffer efiment.

Recommendations included:
Least Binding, Least Cost
¢ Notification Program

Owners who are made aware of important resourcélsednproperties are often willing to protect thence
they learn of their existence or significance.His program, the organization might notify the prdp owner
with a brief letter describing why the forest buféand stream bank deserves protection with a felipwisit to
answer questions. Notification can be an impotfiesit step in establishing good will with a propeowner and
may eventually result in a permanent commitmertdecting a significant resource.

e Recognition Program

A recognition program takes notification one steyitfer by announcing publicly that a property ortjom of a
property is significant. Similar to the NationaltMeal Landmarks Program, the idea is to play orpitige of
the owner, who wants to maintain a respectablalstgrwithin the community and may have an inclioatfor
stewardship. By presenting plaques or certificedesvners of significant property, the communitynasd| as
the owner gain from the publicity.

e Nonbinding Agreement Programs

A variation on a recognition program might require property owner to agree, in writing, to proteettain
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specified features of their property. The ownellgation to comply is strictly voluntary. The agraents are
based on mutual trust, pride of ownership, recagmiand appreciation of the resource.

Management Agreements
e Management Agreements

Under a management agreement, a property ownezsagreare for a significant resource on their priypin a
specified manner for a set period of time, or theer lets an organization carry out the management.
Sometimes an owner receives compensation for egpens

e | eases

Leases entitle the lessee to control the use ob@epty in return for rent, which may be nominah A
organization may lease the property from a propantger for a nominal fee or at market prices. Gndther
hand, an owner may agree in the lease simply tfdestructive forestry or other practices thagdten the
resource. In a lease-purchase agreement, thearenépplied toward an agreed-upon purchase price.

Financing Arrangements
e Agreements tied to Loans

Home buyers and owners have access, through talksbto low-interest loans for homes that aret lnuil
desired areas and have environmentally sensitaterfes, such as a smaller footprint, more open
space/undisturbed land, retention of forest buffets An agreement would be developed wherebypte St
and/or county government would place funds, infthmen of the purchase of certificates of depositpical
banks in exchange for certain criteria in loan agrents. Governments would accept a lower yiel@@st
rate) on the certificate with the understanding tha bank would pass the rate savings on to theeho
buyer/owner.

This program could also be designed for the devetyp community as well. Developers would have agces
through their banks, to low-interest loans for hertiet are built in desired areas and have envieoiay
sensitive features

e State Revolving Loan Program

An idea is to extend the SRF program to the prigatgor so that private and public/private partmesscan
use and leverage program funds to engage in emagotal activities. Projects such as stormwater igamant,
erosion and sediment control, stream restorationctsiral shore erosion controls and agricultunaloff
control would be considered for loans. SRF loamsbzaprovided for up to 100% of the project costsluding
planning, design and construction, to finance pe\&ector capital projects. The criteria of watealdy
benefits and the capacity to repay are the mosbitapt factors in project qualification.

e Environmental Mini-bonds

Mini-bonds are bonds issued in small denominat{erg. $500) available for purchase by the generaligu
Proceeds of mini-bonds could be designated forisp@cograms or activities, such as stream resimmaand
forest buffers.

Maryland has issued mini-bonds twice, raising $24illon in 1990 and $11.8 million in 1991. Unfortately,
the cost of issuing mini- bonds can be a signifiderier to their use. Typically, the cost of iasae per
$1,000 of bond is $6-8. In 1990, the state-issuid-bonds cost $11.80 per $1,000, and in 1991 ¢ctst was
$17.10. These costs include the cost of bond chuwiErges by rating agencies, and the adminiggaists of
printing and distributing official statements. Adnstrative costs are the largest component duleetdarge
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number of bond holders. These costs could be paligneduced by soliciting donations of time arehsces
from bond service departments of banks and bondsmis.

e Stormwater Utilities

A stormwater management utility is a form of a sgplegssessment district. A special assessmeniatistian
independent government entity formed to financeegomental services for a specific geographic arbay
can range in size from a city block to a multi-gdgictional arrangement. Special districts focuscibsts of
enhanced services on the beneficiaries of thosgcesrby separating benefited taxpayers from génera
taxpayers. Residents of special districts pay téxesally in the form of increased tax rates) tafice
improvements from which they will benefit.

Special districts have the power to levy taxess &l special assessments in order to pay forethieimcurred
in developing the service as well as to pay forahgoing upkeep of the project. Special distriets issue debt
independent of state or county government, redutiadurden on general debt capacity.

Easements
e Conservation Easements
o Donation

o Purchase Purchase of Easements or DevelopmensRtgbtpurchase of development rights by a
local or state government. This necessitates theramity assigning "development rights" to all
parcels of land, and then purchasing those rightse used in designated "receiving" areas, usually
in urban or already developed areas. Rights canbesxtinguished or held in perpetuity.

o Transfer Transfer of development rights--permipgrrty owners in development-restricted areas
to sell their development rights to property owriardesignated receiving areas. This requires a
community to have designated "sending" and "renglvareas (resource or rural areas and
developed or urban areas, respectively). It allamndowners in sending areas to realize the market
value of their land without developing it. Develop&ho purchase these rights can increase their
marginal profits by increasing the density of trdgvelopment.

Acquisition of Land
e Acquisition of Undivided Interests in Land
Purchase of a percentage ownership in a propehighvallows for a legal interest in its management.
e Qutright Acquisition of Property
o Land Banks (Program Open Space and transfer taxes)

o Rights of First Refusal guarantees the organizatieropportunity to purchase important
properties, but does not obligate it. By grantirmgght of first refusal, a property owner agrees to
notify an organization that the property has beféered for sale and invites the organization to
match the offer. This allows the organization tentify prospective buyers and negotiate with the
potential new owner protection an agreement togotdhe property (using one of the methods
discussed here). This right may be donated to ganization of sold for a nominal fee.

o Option to purchase involves paying the landownetHe guarantee that the landowner will reserve
a property at an agreed-upon price for a set pa&fiddne (typically ninety days to one year).
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Local Government Conference with the Chesapeake Ba&Brogram

The Maryland EFC was invited to assist the ChedapBay Program's Local Government Advisory
Committee (LGAC) in designing and conducting LGAC296 conferenc®laking the Connection: Locals
helping locals to protect and restore streams,myand the Chesapeake B&ctober 10-11 (see list of
attendees at the back of this report). In servim¢ghe Local Government Conference Workgroup, theyMad
EFC was able to incorporate the elements of finamoeevery session offered during the conference.
Acknowledging that finance is truly one of the molsallenging issues for local governments, the Wiarlp
not only included a finance component in each sas$iut also developed several sessions devotetaply to
alternative and creative financing solutions.

The EFC was instrumental is designing sessiondranlls which focused on real-world solutions. Ictfat the
EFC's suggestion, it was decided that each sebgjbiight a local or regional case study, compieit
contact and financing information. The five trackfered at the conference included:

Development that works

Conserving forests, streams and open spaces
Preventing pollution

Land stewardship and community involvement
Technology and local government

In addition to helping design the sessions, theyMad EFC was instrumental in identifying key spaakand
case studies. Some of the sessions offered included

¢ Designing Livable Communities During this sessiorbility was described in terms of Chesapeake Bay
objectives, specifically how to reduce resourcescomptive sprawl development. Efforts to discoursggeawl
through higher-density development were discussdidht of architectural design principles whichesf
enhance the higher-density living experience.

e Financing Stormwater Management The presentaticustd on financing mechanisms available to local
governments to implement a stormwater managemegtam.

e Tools to Preserve Farmland This session involvéd@ussion on why it is important and how we cavteut
farms from development. Techniques discussed ieduntban growth boundaries, rural clustering, tiemsf
development rights, purchase of conservation eastsraad tax reforms.

On the second day of the conference, the Maryld#d Boderated a forum on innovative solutions taouer
environmental finance challenges. The EFC's diresmtitertained questions from the audience, congpose
local government officials and state agency repiagiees, on specific financing issues currenttethby
officials. These questions were then discussedfmgnal of finance and planning experts, and recamdiat&gons
offered on ways to address each particular finaitoation. Not only did the inquiring jurisdictidrenefit from
the recommendations, but the audience, and thdigtanavere also treated to a lively discussionudipmssible
solutions to their own challenges.

The Maryland EFC has worked with, and will continaevork closely with the Local Government Advisory
Committee of the Chesapeake Bay Program (CBP)CB#f s a unique partnership between the states of
Maryland, Pennsylvania and Virginia, the Distri€Golumbia, the Chesapeake Bay Commission (adtest
legislative body) and the USEPA. The CBP is diregtind conducting the restoration and protectiahef
Chesapeake Bay.

This past year, the CBP has made a concerted &ffortrease partnerships with local governmentsdter to
realize the CBP's mission. During 1995, the CBRngas signed a new initiative - thecal Government
Partnership Initiative- which specifically engaged the 1,650 local goweents within the region in the Bay
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restoration effort. An integral part of that migsis how local governments can help to pay forrfstoration
and protection of the Bay. The Maryland EFC islose contact with the CBP and in a unique positohelp
the CBP and local governments in their quest.

New Initiatives

Workshops on Expansion of the State Revolving Fun(SRF) for Watershed Use

The Maryland EFC, in cooperation with USEPA, widincluct a series of workshops in 1997 to encourtage s
SRF programs to move to an integrated watersheuhiplg and priority setting process when consideloag
applications to their program.

Since Congress established the State Revolving FBIRE) program in 1987, over $17 billion have beeom
available for water pollution control loans. Mo$tloese loans have been for the building, expansiampgrade
of waste treatment facilities, historically a pesaturce pollution problem.

SRF programs are also making progress in provildiags for nonpoint-source and other pollution cointr
projects, though strides in this area are comintp@sesult of only an innovative few SRF progrdhet have
made less traditional loans a priority in theitesa

Nonpoint-source pollution (NPS)--pollution that da®ot originate from a single source, but from aeia of
points--is the largest source of water pollutiodatp. NPS pollution can be generated in many wagsn urban
and suburban runoff, leaking abandoned mines amd éertain agricultural practices. NPS pollution ooly
affects the quality of water, but it also influeadew water is used. For example, NPS pollutionprament
the recreational use of lakes, contaminate groutetwssed for drinking, and reduce valuable fishyatons
in streams, rivers, lakes and bays.

Because of the potential damaging effects of NABitgan on public health, the environment and local
economies, both the Federal government and sones $tave implemented programs to address these
concerns. Nonpoint-source pollution control fundihgbugh the SRF program has increased primaritabse
of continued emphasis on EPA's watershed policyeldped in response to the challenges confrontingl|
government from nonpoint sources of pollution. Wetershed approach allows for a comprehensivewesfe
problems as they affect specific watersheds.

As state innovation in providing SRF loans for noinp-source control projects has developed, the B&# at
times, found it difficult to balance the need t@emrage innovation with the need to ensure thgept®funded
by the SRF comply with the goals of the Clean Waigr For example, should the EPA allow construtid
new landfills to be funded with SRF loans, recogigzhat the project would not address an existater
pollution control problem, but would perhaps preveme from occurring?

To address this and other issues, the Agency theii@es to participate in a mediated approaclevesithg a
national nonpoint-source eligibility framework fitre SRF program. This SRF funding framework enagesa
states to modify the traditional priority settingppess to give nonpoint-source projects equal densiion
during the planning process.

As a first step to encouraging state SRF programnsadve to an integrated watershed planning andiyrio
setting process, the Maryland EFC, with supporftdSEPA, is designing and will conduct a natioreales
of workshops. Five geographically dispersed workshwill be conducted to bring SRF managers togetfitbr
state nonpoint-source control and estuary managepnefessionals to explore the benefits of consideless
traditional water pollution control projects andatdress the challenges of providing assistantieese
projects through the SRF program. The workshoplspralvide a forum for discussion and training oaas
including the environmental needs of the multiestatgion, existing activity in the nonpoint-soueral estuary
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programs, the watershed approach, and the SRAyifidimework policy and options.
NOAA/Gulf of Mexico

The Maryland EFC has been invited to act in ansayicapacity to the Gulf of Mexico Program, crdate
1988 in response to increasing signs of environategtgradation in the region. The Program is coseplrof
18 Federal agencies and five Gulf of Mexico staRexognizing the importance of shellfish area dlesas an
indicator of coastal water quality, the Prograntiateéd the Shellfish Challenge Project.

The Shellfish Challenge seeks to "increase Gulifgtebeds available for safe harvesting by 10 get." To
achieve this ambitious goal, the Gulf of Mexico ¢am needed a way to determine where and how tb mos
effectively direct its efforts to have the greategpact on the shellfish closure problem. In Febyud®94,
members of the Program formed a team with the &fi@Environmental Assessments (SEA) Division of
NOAA's Office of Ocean Resources Conservation asse8sment (ORCA) to undertake a "strategic
assessment” of the issues impacting shellfish wsdies in the Gulf region. The assessment sdabddentify,
on a Gulfwide basis, the highest-priority strated@ addressing the problem, the watersheds whese
strategies could be applied, the actions neededpgiement them, and the information required famthto be
effective.

The Maryland EFC was contacted after strategieg weveloped to address the shellfish bed closwtagm,
including

connect poorly operating septics to waste watatrrent plants

reduce inputs of fecal coliform bacteria in runioéfm densely populated areas
reduce inputs of fecal coliform bacteria from agltieral areas

replace or repair poorly operating waste waterttneat plants

The Barataria-Terrebonne watershed in Louisianassbscted by the Gulf of Mexico Program as thefsite
the first implementation assessment. The resultseoBarataria-Terrebonne implementation assesswitnt
serve not only to guide subsequent shellfish rastor efforts in the system, but will also be uasd template
for additional assessments conducted by the prtgaot and other interested groups in the region.

Maryland's role in this project is to share its eni@nce and insights on watershed financing meshani
developed from our work with the Governor's BlublRin Panel, which producé&ihancing Alternatives for
Maryland's Tributary Strategiesn addition, the Maryland EFC's watershed manageraxperience in
developing an agricultural revolving loan prograis promotion of stormwater management through
conferences and forums, and its community charesgperience were all instrumental in the Centeziad
invited to participate. The first series of workphas tentatively scheduled for late February 198t a
follow-up workshop scheduled for May.

Capital Access Charrette

The Maryland EFC has been asked to host a chafoettiee Access to Capital Project of the USEPAicafof
Policy, Planning and Evaluation. The Access to @G&piroject aims to characterize and identify methof
overcoming the barriers faced by metal platershiaioing the necessary capital for investmentsoitupion
prevention equipment and/or site remediation. Byaasing access to funds needed for pollution prteve
equipment or remediation, USEPA hopes to reducesans from platers and reduce the risk to humaitthe
and the environment posed by contaminated platieg.s

The charrette, scheduled for January 1997, withgratinance experts and others interested in ifyemgi ways
in which to help metal platers access funds forroupments to help abate pollution. After a predenrieby
industry executives on the nature and unique chexiatics of the metal plating industry, the papiglinance
experts will engage industry representatives irabbgue on problems they have encountered in saguri
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funding. After a thorough analysis of the situatipanelists will be asked to give their recommeiodaton
how to help metal platers better secure fundinfpldw-up plan will be developed to help the Accéss
Capital Project realize its goals of assistingrtiegal plating industry implement pollution prevemtiprocesses
and remediation of their property.

1995 Annual Report

Established in 1993, the Region 3 Environmentaak@e Center at the University of Maryland has pioee
innovative finance training techniques and altemeainancing mechanisms. The EFC began operaton b
organizing and hosting a series of charrettesoicallofficials on environmental finance issues ting
compliance with environmental standards. Each eftarwith a community involves a panel of publitaince
experts that provides authoritative advice andmenendations to local officials. The charrettes alsve as a
valuable reservoir of information on the naturdiménce problems affecting the regulated commutaitigetter
develop and deliver training courses. Case stutdgsloped from the charrettes are being sharedtigtiother
EFCs to augment their training activities. The EFG;ooperation with the Office of the Governoryeleped
"Financing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary&egies" a pathbreaking assembly of innovativesixdy
financing clean up of the Chesapeake Bay. RecahtyEFC hosted a conference on a wide range of
environmental finance and economic issues using ttistance learning techniques that made posgible t
participation of attendees at two other sites.

Additionally, the Region 3 EFC has become a regiite resource for executive solutions to environtaken
finance challenges. For example, the EFC tackleddbgh issues of nonpoint source pollution forS$tege of
Maryland, is currently working with EPA's Air Officon developing guidance for states in collectiittpg V
fees, and has been requested to develop altertisarecing techniques for beneficial uses of dredgeterial
for an international organization. The EFC is ugimgWorld Wide Web to make information availatiieough
its home page dtttp://www.mdsg.umd.edu/EFC/index.html

With the support of the U.S. Environmental Protatihgency (EPA), the Environmental Finance Centéne
University of Maryland was created to assist lamahmunities in realizing the goal of full complianwith
environmental and health regulations. The MarylBR€ promotes alternative and innovative ways toagan
the cost of environmental activities through techhassistance and support, provides training angcalum
development opportunities in environmental leadprand management, and works to increase the paintic
private sector's awareness of the benefits asedomith sound environmental management policies.

Facilities and Expertise

The problem of environmental finance and managemaeptires an integrated, interdisciplinary, andneve
transdisciplinary approach. The University of Mandl's Coastal and Environmental Policy Programigesva
powerful network for mounting such an approach. Toastal and Environmental Policy Program (CEPP) is
comprised of five units of the University of Margild the School of Public Affairs, the School of Latve
Center for Environmental and Estuarine StudiesCibkege of Agriculture and the Maryland Sea Grant
College.

CEPP's investigation into environmental financedoetipree years ago with the support of the U.S. BRAA
has developed to the point where the Universitylafyland is now one of only six Environmental Finan
Centers in the country. The EFC's efforts to dateeHocused on both point-source pollution isssesh as
alternative methods for financing waste treatmaaitlifies and solid waste management facilitiesyalt as
nonpoint-source pollution issues, such as stormwatmagement. Many of the EFC's recommendations for
alternative financing are fee-based--as federaluregs become scarce, it is apparent that witlemsbased
environmental control programs in place, the clgamf our environment will fall short.
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Charrettes

Part of the EFC's goal is to provide assistancet@@adt in an advisory capacity to state and Igocakernments
on issues related to environmental finance. Onetwaghieve that goal is to advise local officiala
"charrette” format. The charrette process, piortebyethe University of Maryland EFC, employs aniadwy
panel of federal and state officials and finaneigberts who provide local officials with solutiotstheir
problems with financing environmental services tauilities. The charrettes provides a forum fonka
discussions between local officials and financigdets about financing difficulties experienced by
communities in meeting the demands of environmentaldates. The charrette process is a cost-efecthy
to address unfunded mandates and further the Atgesicgitegic initiative on Partnerships. In additi was
one of EPA's key proposals for the National ProgRewiew.

Since its establishment in 1993, the EFC has aedhobarrettes that has expanded its understantling o
financing issues related to nonpoint-source palytsuch as urban stormwater runoff and agricultwraient
runoff. Many charrette participants have been fagil the challenge of identifying cost-effectiveca
equitable financing solutions to environmental @ns that will not impede economic developmenhairt
community. One of the key challenges found durlregdharrettes is convincing businesses and homeswme
"pay now" rather than to "pay later," even thouglipg later will certainly mean higher costs.

An important result of the charrettes is the rereea@mmitment by communities to dedicate additidimaé to
their environmental finance problems. The EFC basd that frequently a charrette's highest and fnggtose
is to facilitate a meeting of the stakeholdersrotavironmental finance issue that might not othesvake
place. The EFC receives many compliments aboabitgy to convene a meeting of disparate stakedrsidand
we expect to continue to provide this vital senticéocal governments.

Charrette Process

One of the most effective tools for the exchangeleds and discussion of issues is the processrkasvthe
“charrette.” Currently, the term is gaining popifjafor describing a gathering of various groupgebple in a
community to resolve common problems with the gssce of outside experts. The charrette, as agpblicy
tool, can be organized to achieve different desiesdlts: the discovery of problems and issue®n€ern that
need to be addressed; public feedback on a cuwrgbposed regulation; expert advice; and "braimsing,"
or creative thinking on the part of interested undiials in an attempt to solve problems.

The structuring of a charrette is similar to anysstnegotiated process. First, the interestedgsaatie identified
and apprised of the issues. Typically, whoeverastaffected by the issue at hand is given a peridiine to
express their concerns and observations to a péeeberts who represent a wide range of disciplifidne
broader the range of disciplines represented opdhel of experts, the more integrated are theudgsons,
advice and recommended solutions.

Secondly, a clear agenda must be outlined at themiag of the charrette in order to establishttgcs that
must be covered in the allotted time. However,natire of the charrette is such that flexibilitylanformality
must be encouraged. The ability of panelists amtiggzants to question each other in an informahnex
usually results in a clearer understanding of &a issues. A moderator helps to draw out those wép be
reluctant to participate: the comprehensive natfitbe charrette requires that all views be ex@ess

Thirdly, there must be periodic summarization idesrto assure that what was said was also whahessl by
all participants. It is at this point that vaguacerns and viewpoints are clarified, consensusi@ésatjreement
points are identified, and the discussion is adedriowards the solution phase. If the charretteegggned only
to identify problems, then periodic summarizatienves to refocus the group towards new areas $oudsion
rather than rehashing the same points. The inforyeaiintense format of a charrette demands acability

and responsibility on the part of all who parti¢gdt is an effective forum for frank discussioiitsforces each
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stakeholder to recognize and perhaps appreciage mlated viewpoints on a particular issue.

The Maryland EFC has helped pioneer the use afliberette process for local governments. The ctiasre
have proven to be an effective form of discoveryulthe financing difficulties experienced by mupdities
in meeting environmental needs. These charretteshvare adaptable for smaller communities, pravide
platform for a candid dialogue between local goweent administrators, federal and state officiald fimancial
experts. Local government participants receivedation, recommendations, and solutions to spelcifial
environmental problems while at the same time glog case studies so that other communities caefiben
from these experiences.

These case studies are available orEtimngronmental Finance Program's Home Pag#ch is now available
on the World Wide Webhttp://www.epa.gov/efinpage/index.hirak well as on the Environmental Financing
Information Network (EFIN), EPA's electronic muftiedia environmental finance database that prodtis
and local officials with information on funding nheids.

Charrette Example

On July 20, the EFC arranged and conducted a d¢teaimethe town of Snow Hill, Maryland. The town is
located on the Eastern Shore of Maryland alond#mks of the Pocomoke River, which drains to the
Chesapeake Bay. The town, designated the courntpB@éorcester County, is thirty minutes from Océzity,
a major summer ocean resort. Emphasis is beingglac developing Snow Hill's full recreational putal,
and on maintaining its quiet, brick-sidewalkedettimed streets, enriched by lovely old houses.

The charrette explored ways in which to help tweln&ll businesses share the costs of connectitig ttmwn's
waste treatment facilities while continuing to poymuch-needed services to the town. The recatindean
the area is due in part to the fact that no centilly system exists there. Without the extensidrsewer,
properties along the corridor will be hamperedhigitt attempts at further development, and a nurabtre
properties could be destined for closure by theltH&xepartment due to the failure of on-site sepyistems.

An engineer's report recommended the installatfaanventional sanitary sewer system which waolst
$750,000. On behalf of the businesses, Snow Hi#ived approval for a $750,000 loan from the Fasmer
Home Administration (FmHA). The loan would be anmatl over forty years, at a rate of 4.5%, creasirtgbt
service of $40,000 per year. Using the presentatexand assessed values of the properties, thly geht
service per owner would be $13,111.

Since the design and long-term financing of thityisystem have been secured, the key issuessicéise
were how to fund initial construction and how thesimesses could pay the annual debt service. Eagepy
owner must be willing to commit to the constructanmd cost of the new sewer system, even if theiticse
system is not currently failing. One of the keyfidiflties is convincing the businesses to "pay noather than
to "pay later,” even though paying later will cantg mean higher costs to the businesses.

An important result of the charrette was the rereag@mmitment by the town to dedicate additionaktiim the
problem. Without this charrette, the town might&éaentinued to treat the situation as solely thecem of the
businesses. As mentioned earlier, frequently arettals highest and best purpose is to facilitateeating of
the stakeholders of an environmental finance ifisaemight not otherwise take place.

Although many of the EFC's charrettes have focasesuch local government issues as wastewatemteaat
facility upgrades, there are still many opportwgstio conduct charrettes on other environmentahtia
subjects, such as regional and watershed managefem¢ironmental issues. In a follow-up to a chte
investigating a regional revolving loan fund coniguakin June, the Center has been invited to coatinu
investigating this area by the Chesapeake Bay Cagiom, an organization of state legislatures irBag
watershed. The Maryland Director of the Commissinrtoncert with appropriate Maryland State ages)cie
would like to explore the possibility of revisingdWyland's existing state revolving fund progranaltow for
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broader applicability for a range of environmeiffitahnce issues. The EFC is proceeding with thigegto

The EFC continues to work with many of Pennsylvarstate and local environmental and community eigen
to identify the type of small, economically disadteged communities that the Center has targeted for
environmental finance charrettes. These agencobsde PennVest, the Pennsylvania Department of
Community Affairs, the Mifflin County Planning Otfe and the Susquehanna Economic Development
Association/Council of Governments (SEDA/COG).

Many of the towns are waiting to hear from tradiabsources of financing, such as Farmers Hometend
Community Development Block Grant program, befaeking the EFC's assistance. Others are waiting for
engineering reports to ascertain the nature of fireblems.

List of Charrettes

From 1992 through 1995, the Maryland EFC held ees@f 14 charrettes covering such issues as hgildi
expanding and/or upgrading Wastewater Treatmemt$(&/WTP), providing drinking water for new
developments, determining site locations for nevdfidls, and stormwater management projects. Tlaereltes
and their topics are listed below. The full textlué case studies drawn from these charrettedtahad as an
Appendix in the print version and there are linkshte case studies #ppendix 1of the web version. The
Series of Charrettesre available on the Environmental Finance Prograrab site.

Local ity Name Jurisdiction Popul ati on Pr oj ect
Berlin, M Town 2,616 WATP

Deer Park, M Town 419 WMP

Dent on, MD Town 2,997 WATP

El | endal e, DE Uni ncor p. 1, 050 WATP

Fauqui er Co., VA County 48, 741 WATP
Feder al sburg, M Town 2, 365 Sewage Line
I ndi an Head, MD Town 4,000 St or nwat er
King WIlliam Co. VA  County 10, 913 WATP
Loudoun Co., VA County 102, 100 Solid Waste
Manchester, M Town 2,810 WMP

Port Deposit, M Town 685 WM P

Taneyt own, MD Town 3,695 WATP

Sout h Bet hany, DE Town 600 St or mnat er
Snow Hi Il, MD Town 2,217 WATP

(WAMP= waste water treatnent plant expansi on and/ or upgrade)
-Total Cost of Projects Considered: $60 nillion
-Total Residents Affected: 184,000 directly, plus non-residents

Maryland Tributary Study - Blue Ribbon Panel
Background

The Maryland EFC was chosen in 1994 by the Goveshbdtaryland to staff the Blue Ribbon Panel for
Funding the Chesapeake Bay Tributary Strategiethisrcapacity, the Maryland EFC was able to btmthe
table insights and ideas it had gleaned from it&kvim environmental finance ideas that had a majmact on
the Blue Ribbon Panel's final study entitieidancing Alternatives for Maryland's Tributary Stegies

Blue Ribbon Panel Advisory Work

e Total Cost of Projects Considered: $356 milliongqa2000)
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¢ Total Residents Affected: 4.8 million (State of Mand) plus non-resident workers, tourists, and
residents of adjacent states.

While the above may be considered a baseline tdrdatonsidered by the EFC, there is much thataaom
quantified because of the effects of leveraging@her factors. Although the EFC advises statelacal
officials on cutting edge environmental financeht@ques, all decisions are ultimately made at dicalllevel.
Therefore, cost savings will entirely depend oniod® made by individual jurisdictions.

Introduction: Bay Tributary Strategy

For years the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries I@en recognized as Maryland's most importaniralat
resource. But this vast watershed is a resourtreible. Pollution, in the form of too many nutrignis slowly
killing it. The Chesapeake's problems are not witrsmlutions, however. In 1983, and again in 1987,
Maryland, together with the Bay states and therddgpvernment, signed formal agreements to rethedow
of damaging nutrients to the Bay by 40% by the @€10. Nutrients pose the greatest threat to tlye &=
their reduction is the single most important adiédp protect and restore the estuary's enormalegical,
recreational and economic value.

In 1992 ambitious and far-reaching amendmentsddtireements focused restoration efforts on the
Chesapeake's tributaries and extended the 40%enuteduction goal to these tributaries. The 1992
amendments triggered the development of Marylahiksitary Strategies. In 1995, these detailed plgnistly
written with input from the state's counties, mipadities, businesses, farmers, and citizens,daidl tributary
by tributary, what Maryland must do to reduce rarttiflows into the Bay and its rivers. A key issaee vital
to the success of Maryland's Bay restoration effefhiow to pay for these nutrient reduction atigg.

Establishment of Blue Ribbon Panel

In Maryland, about $200 million is spent each yfeam federal, state, local and private sourcestdeat and
restore water quality in the Chesapeake Bay. Estgrfaom the Tributary Strategies effort indicdtattwe will
need an additional $60 million, on an annualizesidydo put in place all of the nutrient reductamtivities
needed to meet the 40% reduction goal. How to ablyitridge this $60 million gap was the reasonlune of
1994, that then Governor William Donald Schaefgyaapted a Blue Ribbon Panel on Financing Alterresiv
for Maryland's Tributary Strategies. The Panel asieed to identify a menu of innovative and equéabl
financing ideas that would help fill the gap betweearrent spending on Bay restoration activitied farl
realization of the 40% goal. Basic to the Pan@lissiderations was the issue of fairness and the toegssure
that the burden of costs is distributed approgsiamong those who pollute as well as those whoyeapd
benefit from the Bay and its tributaries.

Basic Principles
The Panel began its deliberations with the undedstg that:

¢ Significant progress has already been made in negluitrient inputs to the Bay--phosphorus by 38%
and nitrogen by 23%--demonstrating that the prastand technology called for in the Tributary
Strategies are sound.

e The Tributary strategies can achieve the stategctifses of a cleaner, healthier Bay.

e While the cost of implementing the Tributary Stoaés seems high, the cost of not supporting the
cleanup is higher. Without action, the Bay's healithdecline, which will mean it will be harder dn
more expensive to restore in the future.

Panel Findings
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After several months of discussion and review,Rhael concluded that:

¢ In order to reach the goal of a 40% reduction itriants by the year 2000, existing programs must
continue to be vigorously funded.

¢ New and aggressive funding efforts must be underntdér agricultural nutrient reduction activities.

e Because everyone benefits from cleaner waterhallld share in the costs of undertaking activitineg
bring about cleaner water.

o State and local governments may need to recongidercapital and operating budget priorities ghti
of the renewed commitment to restore and protecChesapeake Bay.

A Menu of Ideas:

The Panel's charge was to produce a menu of fundé@as for each broad category of activity under th
Tributary Strategies. As well as focusing on depiglg new ideas to finance Tributary Strategy atési the
Panel identified changes to make better use ohdimg vehicles already in place. The report presarfunding
menu first by nutrient source (categories of pemirce, developed land, agricultural land and nesou
protection), and then by financing type (bond, fean, private initiative/incentive, public/ priwapartnership,
redirection of existing programs and surcharge)s tloss-referencing allows the same ideas totbeved in
either an issue- specific or financing-specific mam

Among the menu of more than thirty-five fundingadeare the following highlights. In the Point Seuand
Developed Land categories, the report containssidaah as the formation of stormwater utilitieg, $ale of
municipal utility assets to private investors asghelters, and full-cost pricing of service fees.

In Agricultural Lands, ideas include the formatimiiocal agricultural cooperatives to assist farsnar
accessing more funding at lower costs. Another slegests expanding the tax deduction for certain
environmental farm equipment.

For Resource Protection, the Panel listed optionk as forest mitigation banking, the sale of nionrds to
finance tree planting and stream restoration, ta-sta&de environmental trust fund and expandingBhg
license plate program.

One particularly noteworthy idea that makes usexidting funds is to expand the State RevolvingrnLoa
Program (SRF) to allow for loans to those in thegie sector involved in Bay restoration activities

Finally, the Panel strongly recommends that funding implementation of nutrient reduction effoitesld
take place on a watershed basis through the estaidint of "watershed districts.” Watershed disnebuld
formalize the relationship among local jurisdicgahat reside in the same watershed, help thenessldr
common objectives of the Tributary Strategies amzbarage the development of common solutions, &sdpec
financing solutions.

Conclusion:

The Panel concluded that business as usual wiljetotis a cleaner Bay, and that contrary to pgstréence, in
the future, financing ideas must be developed alaitig environmental policy.

The Panel's goal was to produce a menu of finandeas that would be both innovative and equitable.
Therefore, the financing ideas developed in thisurere meant to be used creatively, mixed and radtahd
applied selectively by those who benefit from these. No one idea alone can guaranty the succéise 40%
reduction goal.
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The Panel urges that the report be used as therbegiof an inquiry into a range of potential fumglisources
to help finance the Tributary Strategies. Suchudison is essential to ensure the participaticallof
stakeholders of the Bay watershed and to attaigdlaés embraced in the Chesapeake Bay Agreemdmds. T
newly created Tributary Teams will be leaders imgisnd developing the ideas identified in the regonly a
partnership between all levels of government aedptiivate sector will bring a restored Chesapeake B

Continuing Technical Assistance

In an effort to continue the work with the Blue Bdm Panel, the EFC has been placed on the agemrdaioibf
the ten tributary strategy management teams' plgmmieetings. The EFC will make the services ofGbater
available to each of the ten tributary managenears, especially its charrette support. The EF@$1op
emphasize that without good environmental finarregetres, environmental management can prove to be
severely challenging and even divisive to the comitgwand its goals. The EFC believes that the @ttar
process can be a most useful instrument duringrtipsrtant time in Maryland's efforts to clean tp t
Chesapeake Bay.

Extending the Maryland State Revolving Loan program(SRF) to the agricultural community

The EFC is in the process of negotiating the tarnmder which a consortium of programs (headed by the
Chesapeake Bay Foundation and including the Chakaepildlife Heritage, the American Farmland Trast
the University of Maryland Cooperative Extensiom=) will retain the services of the Maryland EEC
design and recommend a "pilot program" SRF whichld/be the basis of a proposal to the state.

In an effort to continue the work initiated by tBevernor's Blue Ribbon Panel on Financing Altekrestifor
Maryland's Tributary Strategies, an opportunityséxio consider extending Maryland's State Revglidoan
Program to new customers--farmers.

One of the conclusions of the Blue Ribbon Paneltivas"[n]ew and aggressive funding efforts neetldo
undertaken for agricultural nutrient reduction @tes." Most farmers recognize the need for gaeavardship
and have implemented many practices to reducecgrasid more effectively manage nutrients. But witltbe
availability of low-cost financing to purchase neddatonservation equipment and to build physicakcstires to
aid in nutrient management, many farms, which dpeva narrow margins, might fail. These failurecederate
farmland conversion, often resulting in suburbamagap development with related infrastructure densaridbt
only will our waterways suffer from increased imyeus surfaces, which channel urban nutrients aa
metals to our streams, but our landscape andatlinb treasure about our farms will be lost.

One idea advanced by the Panel is to "expand tite Bevolving Loan Program (SRF) to allow for lotms
those in the private sector involved in Bay regtoreactivities.” Combining the need for low-costancing for
farmers with the idea of extending the SRF to ttieape sector has resulted in a proposal to devalpitot
program to extend the SRF to individual farmerstiar purchase of equipment and the building ofcstines to
help manage nutrient flows from the farm.

Modeled after SRF programs in Delaware and OhmMiaryland Pilot Program might have the following
features:

¢ Provides farmers with low-interest loans to fundBdanagement Practices (BMPs) and conservation
equipment

e Makes loans eligible as the farmer match portiothefpractices under the MACS program as well as
other conservation related equipment

¢ Reduces administrative costs-- SRF funds woulddpesited in local approved banks where the SRF
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agrees to accept lower earnings on the deposisatiags to the bank would then be passed on to the
farmer.

¢ Allows local banks to review applications basedfoir own credit criteria and makes loans to thienéx
at a reduced rate.

¢ Allows farmer to repay loan to bank; bank repaysifuto SRF. Credit risk and administrative costs
borne by the bank.

Benefits of the Maryland Pilot Program include:

¢ Increased availability of low-interest loans tonfiars should encourage wider participation in cost&
programs and increase implementation of BMPs.

¢ Increased purchases of conservation tillage equipared building of structures for management of
nutrient flows will improve rural economies by enbkang job opportunities.

¢ Using local banks to administer the Pilot Prograoul reduce SRF credit exposure and administrative
costs and stimulate business for local banks.

Continuing Technical Assistance

The EFC is continuing its efforts to explore thedfis of a flexible environmental revolving funtithe
invitation of the Chesapeake Bay Commission.

Title V (Clean Air Act) Fee Guidance Grant Proposalfrom the U.S. EPA Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

In addition to charrettes, the EFC has increasibghn invited to provide technical expertise tggmts that
have a wide impact on how we manage our environnirei@eptember, the Center was awarded a $144,939
grant from the Office of Air and Radiation of theSJEPA and U.S. EPA Region lll to develop guidaoce
how best to manage revenues generated by theVI{tdean Air Act) program, which is moving from sagt
basis to a fee basis. Such a change requires irgpmmanagement and better accounting of the codts an
expenses associated with the fee-based prograny pagram officials around the country are unfaanilivith
such practices, so the Center will develop a docuitiet will clearly and concisely define approfeifee
management practices.

Background

In an effort to move toward a more efficient anfibetive approach to managing the environment, tif& BPA
has begun to develop programs that do not relyysofefederal grants but are self-supporting. Sudgrams
include the amended Clean Air Act. The Clean Ait jdins the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in institutpgymit programs that aim to capture the costs of
administering the program with fees collected froperating permits.

One of the most important benefits of the new Twleperating permits program of the Clean Air Acthat
the program itself will ensure that adequate resgsiare available for its administration. By cdileg fees
from stationary air pollution sources in exchangegdermits which regulate levels of emissions estaain
achieve a number of desired goals:

e use revenues generated by those being regulatedrior, enforce and report on stationary air
emissions;
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e create incentives for those sources to reduce emsgsby forcing permit holders to internalize tlosts
of emitting air pollutants;

¢ begin to track air pollution control requirementslgerformance so it becomes easier to manage
programs across media, such as air, water and land.

The U.S. EPA has published guidance that listseatgdetail the activities whose costs must be reavby
Title V fees. These activities include expensesiired in developing a Title V program, the renewad
issuance of Title V permits, compliance and enforest activities, and the administration of the pang.

What is not clearly spelled out is the manner incivta state should collect, segregate and accouiititle V
fees so that they are not commingled with othaest#orts or end up in the state's general fund.

Project Rationale

In order to realize the intent of fee-based reguatfees generated from a specific program musidokcated
to the administration of that program. If revengeserated from a program go to support other sfétets,
then not only will the program suffer from lackrekources, but those paying the permit fees wilkraceive
the level of service for which they are paying.

Furthermore, fee-based programs are often managgdvernmental operations more accustomed to handli
grant and loan programs. In such cases there nistyte& need for special management guidance.

It is for these reasons that the Environmental iéeaCenter at the University of Maryland proposegevelop
a guidance manual for states and others inter@staetter financial management of fee-based enwmemntal
programs.

Objectives
The primary objectives of the Environmental Fina@enter Title V Fee Management Manual are as falow

1. To assemble a clear, user-friendly guidance doctiodmelp reduce any ambiguity about the Title V
process.

2. To further our understanding of the economic arlccpadimensions of fee-based environmental control
programs.

3. To investigate alternative methods of fee managémeorder to better implement air pollution comtro
programs.

4. To publicize and make available information regagdalternative methods of fee management for future
fee-based environmental programs.

Methodology

In order to address issues surrounding effectigarfanagement, the University of Maryland's Envirental
Finance Center (the Center) at the Coastal and&mnwiental Policy Program (CEPP) will oversee the
organization of a series of focus groups. The faposips will be comprised of those most affectedhayTitle
V program, including state air program directonsiustry representatives, public accounting profesds and
inspectors general. They will be asked to examiagsan which to facilitate and expedite the collzct
dedication and accounting of Title V revenues softinds may be readily available for use in suppghe
Title V program, and may also be easily trackedaiaditing purposes.

The goal of the proposed Project is to developause (in the form of a manual) for state and local
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government officials and the private sector whigt elearly outline acceptable and efficient metkddr
collecting, segregating and accounting for feesived from the Title V permitting program.

The combination of background research and infdonajathered from potential users of the manuahen
one hand and comments received on the draft manudle other will help advance our collective knesge
in the area of fee-based management and ensurthé¢haianual will be relevant and useful. Furthiee, manual
will serve as a guide for policymakers and pramtiéirs interested in converting or instituting feesdx
environmental programs.

Dredged Material Uses

Another example of the excellent technical asstsgrovided by the EFC is a recent contract witticla.
The Maryland EFC has been retained as a subcamtttacivrite a chapter for a guidance document en th
beneficial uses of dredged material entitled, Ifging, Planning and Financing Beneficial Use PotgeUsing
Dredged Materials: Phase Il Report. The subconwastawarded to Battelle last year, and, as atrekthieir
well-received Financing Alternatives for Marylandisbutary Strategies document, the EFC was invited
design and write a chapter on alternative finanailegs to support beneficial use projects. Beraficses of
clean dredged material include the creation opratibn of such habitat as wetlands, the developwigparks
and other recreational sites, beach nourishmentrenduilding of dredged material containment afeas
aquaculture. Traditionally, dredged material wapdsed of in the ocean, in designated disposal 8t with
advancements in analyzing the composition of dreagaterial, coupled with increasing concerns oker t
environmental effects of ocean disposal, we nowtlsageusing dredged material in some of our loctViies
may, in fact, be a practical, and oftentimes ecdnahalternative.

In the past, many of these public and private ptejaave been financed primarily with federal atadiestaxes,
grants, low-interest loans and cost-share progr&8umswith increasing pressures on local governrbeigets
and reduction or elimination of many funding sostdeis imperative that alternative sources oéficing be
developed if we are to continue these beneficialprsjects. Sources of capital for a beneficial pregect
include the bond market or any capital market, Baarid other financial institutions such as corpomnat
foundations and individuals. But capital will na mvested in a beneficial use project until adyeeeliable
source of revenues can be identified and dedidatéte project. The EFC will focus on the issudoiv to
generate steady, reliable source of revenues githlctp support such beneficial use projects.

Brownfields Initiative

The EFC sits on the Financing Incentives subcoremitf the Brownfields Council, the Baltimore CitfiCe
of Planning, and the state Department of BusinedsEmonomic Development. Brownfields describe uduse
abandoned urban properties that are either pollutgerceived to be polluted. Because these priepate not
attractive to the real estate redevelopment mattkey, tend to contribute to urban blight and oftace new
development outside the city, exacerbating problertis sprawl development. By identifying innovatiways
to attract redevelopment of these otherwise welldled properties, cities may again regain theiustaas
convenient places to live. The EFC's ideas on waysovide financing for redevelopment may lead to
breakthroughs in Brownfields redevelopment.

The EFC has been successful in getting languagaintcommendation to the Empower Baltimore
Corporation on ways to provide flexible and readwpmcing for redevelopment which suggests an intiova
structure for coordinating public and private finarg for Brownfields redevelopment. Empower Baltrebas
received a large grant from U.S. HUD to redevelopvBhfields in the empowerment zones of Baltimote-t
EFC is hopeful that it will be awarded part of ffireceeds of this grant to develop its innovativaficing idea.
The EFC is excited that the Brownfields initiativél allow them an opportunity to develop innovagiv
financing ideas for Brownfields redevelopment timaty have national applicability.
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Training and Curriculum Development
Case Studies and Training

As an educational and training facility, the EFQ@tiaues to avail itself of the wealth of expertisehe region
which must be brought to bear upon the integrdtelistic issues particular to environmental finantewards
this end, the EFC worked closely with ProfessoraBue Slater, Director of the Public Sector Findncia
Management concentration of the School of Publiaifd and also Director of Executive Training Prangs at
the University of Maryland. Working with Profess®later, the EFC has developed a series of casestoial
seven charrette participants, identifying the peoid, recommendations, and solutions that wereediilio
achieve success.

These case studies are the basis for classesmftegovernment officials at the federal, state] kcal level,
as well as to graduate students in public poliogmms. The case studies were also used as angaghde in
a summer class entitléehvironmental Financéhat was offered as part of the School's Mid-Oapeegram
during the summer of 1994. The EFC has also usee &6 the cases in a School of Public Affairs geddu
public finance course offered to allow others raohiliar with environmental finance to become faarilwith
the issues.

Curriculum Development and Training

As part of the Center's collaborative efforts, amparship has been formed with the University ofrjdnd'’s
School of Public Affairs. With the help of the EmMimental Finance Center, a joint concentratioRublic
Sector Financial Management and Environmental bl&s been established to prepare future profeasidor
emerging environmental finance issues.

This innovative concentration was first offeredhie 1994 school year, and features courses ingpblicy
and the environment, environmental finance (usimgseven case studies), and public sector budgatidg
accounting practices. In addition, the EnvironmeRiaance Center offers summer internships at thet€ to
graduate students, and is available to sponsaetheéred Project Course for Environmental Finance
Candidates (similar to a Master's Thesis).

The EFC helped in structuring a comprehensive Hb@aurse on Chesapeake Bay Watershed issues,
including economics and finance, which was offetadng the Fall 1994 semester to undergraduatds. Th
opportunity affords the EFC the chance to 1) hglttlthe interrelatedness of issues surroundinggurop
environmental management, especially environmdint@hce's prominent and crucial role, and 2) insecthe
visibility of the EFC and its work throughout theitdersity System and the region.

Innovative Finance Course for Local Officials

The Center, in collaboration with the School of RuBffairs, has developed a course on innovatinaricing
techniques for environmental projects. The Offit&wecutive Programs of the School of Public Afiin
coordination with the EFC, developed a course aesigo highlight some of the latest techniques in
environmental finance. The course includes cashestiand exercises that can be completed by argtade
his/her own time, although classroom lecturesdfigps and group discussions would enhance thaitega
experience and are strongly recommended. The cairsiended for local government officials, utilit
administrators, and those interested in innovatisgs in which to finance environmental projects.

In addition, a version of the innovative financicwurse is currently being taught at U.S. EPA headqts by
the School of Public Affairs as part of its MastBxsgree program in Public Policy. Part of assigreadling
includes the seven case studies developed by thieide 1994. These case studies will allow fedkradl
officials a glimpse at the demands and concermaocal officials with costs associated with envircantal
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mandates and point to ways in which to alleviateesof their burdens. In this way, more effectivetparships
can be achieved between federal, state and logalgment representatives.

Finally, a version of the innovative finance cowsk be included as part of the requirements &f thasters
degree in Environmental Policy at the School oflleuliffairs. Many current and future local and feale
officials pursue this degree, and only throughERE's perseverance has environmental finance beadweg
part of the curriculum.

Information and Outreach
EFC's 2nd Annual Mid-Atlantic Teleconference on Enwonmental Finance -Sept. 13-14, 1995

The EFC organized and conducted an interactivedaeference, which served as a platform for enviremtal
professionals from around the country to discusarnting options for environmental mandates androthe
environmental initiatives. The EFC collaboratednitie Office of Executive Programs at the Schod?alblic
Affairs, which assisted in the administration of ¢tonference, including advertising, mailing angiseation
efforts. The EFC coordinated the content of thdfe@mce, including speakers and conference sesaiwhs
other areas of substance, and also spearheadedtmgr&nd advertising efforts.

Using satellite downlinks to other sites in Teneesand New Mexico, the Environmental Finance
Teleconference served as an interactive platfomer@ironmental professionals from around the aguiat
discuss financing options for environmental manslated other environmental initiatives. The confeeswas
designed to strengthen the capacity of all levefgoeernment and the private sector to analyzerenmental
problems and to explore new, cost-effective finagatrategies. The event featured leaders in emviemtal
finance, including distinguished faculty from thailersity of Maryland and the University of Tenness
senior level Federal Administration and state @ifs; and prominent private sector executives. tighothe use
of multi- point videoconferencing technology, thenterence was held simultaneously at the Univerdity
Maryland, the University of Tennessee in Nashvdled the University of New Mexico in Albuquerque.

One of the most exciting aspects of the conferémseyear was the use of multi-point videoconfenegc
technology. This technology allowed live, interaetparticipation across long distances, which exthblr
conference to reach a wider audience, such asargalofficials and officials that do not have tinge nor
money to travel to such a conference. Plans arglukveloped to use the technology to broadcastefut
environmental finance courses, workshops and dasracross the nation to enhance partnershipsebatw
levels of government and the private sector.

EFC's 1st annual Mid-Atlantic Conference on Envirormental Finance - September 8-9, 1994

The first annual Mid-Atlantic Conference was hetdtbe campus of the University of Maryland. The
conference provided educational presentations,ranag and exhibits on local government finance and
environmental regulations implementation. Thistfagnference provided an opportunity for reprederds
from Federal, state and local government, as veethe private sector, to meet in an annual forudigouss
common issues and concerns related to environmiamaalce.

The conference panel and workshop discussions ddoois encouraging new and innovative thinking reigar
alternative methods for financing environmentaljgets, both mandated and desired. Helping parti¢goen
establish and ongoing network for the sharing eirenmental information and ideas was an important
outcome of the conference.

Outreach and Networking

The EFC has shown great expertise in outreach atwbrking. By actively seeking out opportunitiestrve
local communities, the EFC has improved the caploif officials in this area and has allowed the(Eto
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develop an expertise in the area of innovativerfoivag techniques for local governments, with an leasgs on
watershed and nonpoint-source pollution managenreatdition, the EFC has seeks communities tha¢ ha
successfully met environmental mandates and previm@ms where they can present their experienses a
models for local governments facing similar chajies

An example is Prince William County, Virginia, whitas presented its stormwater project as a cadg at
several EFC local government forums. Prince Will@ounty faced increases in severity and frequeficy o
floods, increases in erosion, sediments and badkrantting that are in large part due to urbanratPrince
William County's goal in considering stormwater ragement is to develop an innovative stormwater
management plan that takes a watershed approactvitenmentally sensitive decision making. Thigefive
partnership between federal, state, local and frisector players is now a model for the region.

New Initiatives
Riparian Forest Buffer Committee

The EFC has been retained by the Riparian Foreg&Boommittee to develop financing alternatives to
support the establishment of riparian forest bsffarthe Chesapeake Bay watershed. This non-paimts
effort is another follow-up to the EFC's work witie Blue Ribbon Panel on Financing Alternatives for
Maryland's Tributary Strategies.

Anne Arundel County, Maryland, Planning Guidance

The EFC is working in an advisory capacity with tkrene Arundel County, Maryland, Office of Plannitay
develop language for the County as they begin tbegss of revising the five-year general develogmém.
The County is requesting help on how best to intcedfinancial incentives and disincentives in relato
growth management and other land use issues asffieey environmental management. The EFC's préposa
contained in the following draft "white paper", whiis aimed toward a growth management projectednd
jointly by Coastal Zone Management and the Statdafyland.

A Menu of Growth Management Techniques
(Draft white paper)

|. Introduction

It has become apparent that present approacheanagimg the environmental impacts of populatiowgino
have not been fully successful. Past and currergldpment often occurs in places and in ways thaéthad a
cumulative adverse impact on local economies, regduabitat and ecology. Mechanisms that promaie/r
in areas which would result in less harm to tha@remwment exist, but unfortunately are not beingduskthe
commitments agreed to in the Chesapeake Bay Progmamo be achieved, alternative methods for ctimigo
the impacts of a growing population must be employe

The best approach to correcting this situatiow isducate the public. As consumers become moreagstlic
about costs and risks associated with uncontroléeelopment, they will demand alternative choicésctv
will lead to greater environmental protection. Thilre long term strategy is one of changing consume
preferences through education. While this transédion is taking place, it would be useful to deyeto
short-term strategy that begins to employ techridghat help to make these alternatives possible.

One of the most pressing growth management issubg rampant conversion of farmland to developed.|
Resource lands (farmland, forests, open space)fteme made more valuable for urban (developed) uses
through subsidies such as:
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e tax concessions and subsidized utility extensiocotomercial and industrial developers,
e tax concessions given to home owners through therakincome tax system,
oversupply of land for low density development andersupply of land for high density development,

e average public facility pricing which results irgher density urban areas (where per-unit facilityte
are low) subsidizing suburban low density developinferhere per-unit facility costs are high).

The urban land market internalizes these econontisidies into higher land values at the urban-riniade.
These effects are further exacerbated by polibiasancourage speculation over future conversidheof
urban-rural fringe, such as nuisance laws placef@ners by nonfarm residents regarding manureodedp
slow-moving farm vehicles, and hours of operatiororder to control these conversions, thought khba
given to ways in which to relieve or remove somalbof the above-mentioned subsidies.

Below is a list of several different kinds of tedures that can be incorporated into the revisiothefGeneral
Development Plan for Anne Arundel County. The otdyecof these techniques is to provide an incentive
encourage growth in desired areas, and to provsilecgntives or discourage growth in areas ledsilskai for
development. No one technique will guarantee sigeamsly through coordinated efforts between rediona
county and local partnerships will growth be mambigethe benefit of our local economies and envirent.

[I. Outline of Techniques

¢ Financial Incentives/Loan Programs for Home Buyard Developers.
e Land Use Policies.

e Land Acquisition.

e Tax and Fee Policies.

[ll. Techniques
Financial Incentives/Loan Programs for Home Buyersaand Developers

Loan Programs--Home buyers have access, throughbtireks, to low-interest loans for homes thatkarit in
desired areas and have environmentally sensitaterfes, such as a smaller footprint, more open
space/undisturbed land, etc. State and/or countgrgments would place funds, in the form of thechase of
certificates of deposit, in local banks. Governmmembuld accept a lower yield (interest rate) ondbsificate
in exchange for an agreement that would pass thesaaings on to the home buyer.

Loan Programs--Developers have access, throughltaeks, to low-interest loans for homes that an# n
desired areas and have environmentally sensitatarfes, such as a smaller footprint, more open
space/undisturbed land, etc. State and/or countgrgments would place funds, in the form of thechase of
certificates of deposit, in local banks. Governreembuld accept a lower yield (interest rate) ondbeificate
in exchange for an agreement that would pass thesaaings on to the developer.

Performance Bonds--Developers are held directiyaesible for all environmental damages by levying a
assurance or a performance bond equal to the ¢umeshestimate of potential future damages. Bovadd be
held in an interest bearing escrow account foreglgiermined period. Portions of the bond (plusé@stg would
be returned as the developer could demonstratéhtha&nvironment has been protected. If damagesadidr,
portions of the bond would be used for restoratinod compensation.

Land Use Policies

Zoning:
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e Conventional Zoning--includes setbacks, densétes

e Conditional Zoning--creates flexibility and allowsmmunities an opportunity to exact concessions fr
developers.

¢ Planned Unit Development--used to achieve a dpwadmt plan which satisfies zoning requirements but
allows density transfers and other variations.

e Bonus or Incentive Zoning--allows a developergplg for higher density or other variances in exaefor
providing open space or other amenities.

e Cluster Zoning--provides developer the option m@fuping units close together and leaving more fand
open space.

e Exclusive Agricultural Zoning--prohibits nonfarmatavities in the zone.

e Performance Zoning--uses permitted on a parcinaf are based on the amount of sewage capacity
available, acceptable volume of surface water rfumobther factors.

e Building Permit Limitations--quotas on the numbé&building permits which may be issued in a spedif
time period or within a specified area.

e Special Agriculture Districts--agriculture distsccan be protected from nuisance claims, spessassments
for water and sewer, use of eminent domain to aedarmland for public use, and others.

e Urban Service Limits--gradually install urban seevlimits in a ring around cities, through the ghase or
transfer of development rights and conservatioereasts. Place all farmland outside this ring inesige
farm use districts. Combine exclusive farm dissrigith right-to-farm provisions.

e Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA)--dgpesddoy the Soil Conservation Service, sites ateilyi
evaluated for their soil quality in terms of suiteyp for cropland and forest. Land is also evakdfor its
compatibility with relevant plans and zoning, ascspublic infrastructure, etc. This method i9atalled
Performance Evaluation.

Land Acquisition
Fee Simple--outright purchase of land.

Conservation Easements--the transfer of developnggts from a property owner to a third party, lsas the
Conservation Foundation. This often is a tax- detdlecgift if made to a charitable organization.eTh
organization usually holds the development rightparpetuity.

Purchase of Easements or Development Rights--ttehase of development rights by a community ratthan
received as a donation. This necessitates the comyrassigning "development rights” to all parcefisand,
and then allowing those rights to be used in degegh"high density" areas, usually in urban oraalye
developed areas. Rights can also be extinguishbdldiin perpetuity.

Transfer of development rights--similar to purchatdevelopment rights, this requires a commuratiave
designated "sending" and "receiving" areas (resoarcural areas and developed or urban areagatbsgly).
It allows landowners in sending areas to realieentiarket value of their land without developindievelopers
who purchase these rights can increase their narginofits by increasing the density of their deyghent.

Restrictive Agreements--resource landowners enterlong-term contracts with counties in excharaye f
receiving preferential assessment. If land undsrareement is developed,property tax penaltesssessed.
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Land Banking--similar to the purchase of developtmgts, except that a community acquires thererfige
simple interest in the land. While it gives moraiol to a community in the timing of developmehglso
removes the land from the tax rolls and has a hgftfront investment requirement.

Tax and Fee Policies

Property Tax Reform (Split-rate tax)--a property igin reality two different taxes-a tax on théueof
buildings, and a tax on the value of the land. Bakimg land ownership more costly by increasingtéxeon
land values, land owners are motivated to devéiep tand, rather than hold onto it as vacant ateuutilized
lots. Since land adjacent to already existing stfiecture (metro, water and sewer) has higher Vahge than
land farther away from infrastructure, with limitddvelopment demand, land in already developed avéa
be developed first (a higher tax on land valuesltesn lower land prices). This results in higlensity
development within the urban core and reduces dpwatnt pressures on land in rural areas.

Regional Tax-base Sharing--a portion of the grawtproperty tax base is pooled and redistributezk ha the
taxing districts via a formula that favors thosstidcts with below average per-capita-assessecepopalues.
Tax base sharing reduces competition between jaticds for commercial and industrial development.

Urban and Rural Service Area Assessments--a caledgifies all land according to whether it is esthto
receive public water and sewer. The areas thaewdhtually receive the services are taxed at laehigate.
This system may provide an incentive for "urbarseased landowners to convert their land becautbe of
economic burden of high taxes (see Property Tap/Re).

Income Tax Rebate-- when local property taxes assesn a farmer exceed some threshold (i.e. 7%istfer
net farm income, the state refunds income taxeale@quhe property taxes paid in excess of thashold.

Tax Penalty--impose a tax penalty equal to thegmtegalue of all property taxes not assessed betingél
enrollment as farmland (taxed at a lower rate) @adelopment.

Lump-sum Tax--access a lump-sum tax equal to tifereince between the market value of land at the tf
development and the value of that land for resouses.

Land Gain Taxation--a community levies a tax ongam realized from the sale of land which has Hesd
for a short period of time. It is a penalty for spkators who buy land for the sole purpose of cadivgit to a
more intensive use and then selling it.

Development Fees--a payment made by the develogke ttommunity to cover the public costs of new
infrastructure.

There are a variety of other techniques, suchaasportation policies, which can also be effecyiveded in
growth management which have not been addressedhbehold much promise.

APPENDIX 1

Charrette Case Studies

Region 3
University of Maryland EFC
14 Charrette Case Studies
DELAWARE (2)

Ellendale, DE. . ... ... .. failing septigsgems
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South Bethany, DE . ...................... stormwater runoff into canal system
VIRGINIA (3)

Fauquier County, VA. . .. .. failing septic systems
King William County, VA. . ... ... ... ..t wieatment for land use planning
Loudoun County, VA . . ... ... . site location for new landfill

MARYLAND (9)

Berlin, MD................... expand W\§atment capacity to serve new devpmnt
DeerPark, MD. . . . ................. no WWédatment facility, dumping raw sewage
Denton,MD . ............... expand WW treatingystem to avoid bldg moratorium
Federalsburg, MD . . .. .. ... .. . . separate storm water from WW
Indian Head, MD. . . ... .. . . stormwater management
Manchester, MD .. .............. manage sewer @Nd contruction & $200 pd fine
Port Deposit, MD. . . .. ............. need expandéd/ treatment for new dvpment
Snow Hill, MD . ........... need central ww trtmnttey$o encourage business dvpmnt
Taneytown, MD. . . ................ upgrade ggillW trtmnt systm for new housing

SUMMARY OF PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES
RELATED TO CAPACITY DEVELOPEMENT
FOR DRINKING WATER SYSTEMS

Established in 1993, the Region 3 Environmentaak@e Center at the University of Maryland has pioee
innovative finance training techniques and altemeainancing mechanisms. The EFC began operaton b
organizing and hosting a series of advisory pafutlarrettes) for local officials on environmentrslards.
Each charrette with a community involves a pangluddlic finance experts that provides authoritatideice
and recommendations to local officials. The chéesealso serve as a valuable reservoir of infoonatin the
natures of finance problems affecting the regulatadmunity to better develop and deliver trainiogrses.
Case studies developed from the charrettes arg bbhared with the other EFCs to augment theiritrgin
activities. To provide an outreach opportunity fepresentatives from federal, state and local gowent, as
well as the private sector, to meet in an annuainfoto discuss common issues and concerns related t
environmental finance, the EFC has hosted annudépences on a wide range of environmental finamok
economic issues.

Advisory Panels (Charrettes)

To investigate and address pressing problems iardees of environmental finance and capital budgetnd
planning, the University of Maryland EFC initiatadseries of advisory panels or "charrettes.” Tipasels
have proven an effective form of discovery aboetfthancing difficulties experienced by municipai in
meeting environmental needs by providing a forunfriank discussions between local government
administrators, federal and state officials, andricial experts. The charrettes provide municiffadials with
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direction, recommendations, and solutions to sypela€al environmental problems, while at the sdime
supplying information for the development of cakelies so that other communities can benefit froese
experiences.

To date the Maryland EFC has held fourteen chase8everal examples involving drinking water systare
outlined below. The charrettes, as focus groupge paoven to be an excellent means to provide ¢éxper
advisory assistance to smaller communities conaegraiwide range of environmental financial issures,
particular, many dealing with capacity development.

One overwhelming conclusion from the charrettes thaswater and sewer rates were insufficient imyna
instances to insure adequate system financial ggpabis finding and other experiences of the Efgtito the
decision to do the water and wastewater rate model.

Manchester, Maryland

Manchester, a community of 2,800, is in the midstagor environmental infrastructure financing
problem with many aspects to it. Among them isrted to upgrade wastewater and drinking
water facilities to accommodate strong growth press brought on by its proximity to major
employment areas. The candid discussions providadgithe charrette produced useful and
achievable recommendations for Manchester's |dtialads.

King William County, Virginia

King William County, with a total population of leshan 12,000, is facing the need to pay for
major upgrades to its water and wastewater syst@ese upgrades are critical in order to provide
adequate service for commercial and industrial ldgweent and to service the high school, which
had reached maximum capacity for its well and diglols. The charrette provided several valuable
recommendations for King William County officials.

Ellendale, Delaware

Both the Town of Ellendale, with a population obab350, and 700 in the surrounding
community are located in sussex County, Delawalnés adrea is situated on land with generally
poor soils and high seasonal groundwater levetiingao increasing concern about such health
issues as standing septic effluent and drinkingiadntamination. Proposed solutions had high
project costs which were unaffordable for the restd. The charrette offered achievable and
affordable recommendations as solutions to theseatrenvironmental problems.

Rate Model Software for Full-Cost Pricing

In addition to the above course, the EFC expeagsdwuide for local officials training sessions puoéd jointly
by the EFCs at the Syracuse University in Regian@ the University of New Mexico in Region 6 forrou
recently developed water and wastewater rate model.

Environmental Finance Conferences

The EFC has hosted two annual mid-atlantic confergion environmental finance to provide educational
presentations and programs. These conferencesrageonew and innovative thinking regarding alteveat
methods for financing environmental projects, bo#indated and desired. Recently, the EFC hosted a
conference using satellite telecast long-distaeaming techniques, a cutting-edge technologyrttzate
possible the interactive participation of attendatetsvo other EFCs. The EFC intends to increaseisieeof this
technology, which has great potential in delivetirggning on capacity development to large geogcsgbh
audiences.
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Innovative Financing Training Course

The EFC has developed a course on innovative fingriechniques for environmental projects. The seus
self-contained and specifically aimed at publidaidils who find it difficult to be away for severdhys from
their localities, thus allowing them to complete ttourse on their own, although classroom lectdiedd, trips
and group discussion that will enhance the learekpgrience are strongly recommended. The confeheo
course includes a binder containing case studigegercises designed to highlight some of thetlates
techniques in environmental finance.
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