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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

Pursuant to Article LXHI, Section 5 of the Amendments to the
Constitution, I am disapproving line items 0620-2050, 2200-7016 and
7100-0299 in Section 2A; specific language in line items 1100-2500,
2000-7014, 2000-7018, 2000-7024, 2000-7025, 2200-7011, 2200-
7017, 2300-7011, 2300-7013, 2800-7011, 2800-7015, 2800-7016,
2800-7017, 2840-7014, 2840-7017 in Section 2A, and line item 2890-
7010 in Section 2C; and Sections 11, 27, 31 and 37 of House Bill No.
5054, “An Act Providing For the Preservation and Improvement of
Land, Parks, and Clean Energy in the Commonwealth.” By separate
letter, I am returning to you for amendment sections 8,9, 33 and 36.

I am pleased to sign the remainder of the Bill, which authorizes the
Commonwealth to issue $1.78 billion in general obligation bonds to
fund the Commonwealth’s environmental capital needs over the next
five years. These funds will pay for important investments, including
in land protection and acquisition, repairs and maintenance to state
parks and DCR-owned infrastructure, pollution remediation, flood
control measures and improvements in water quality. Such invest-
ments are critical to the preservation of our valuable open spaces,
farms and natural habitats, and to the maintenance and accessibility of
our parks, recreational facilities and associated bridges and roadways.
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I am, however, disapproving several provisions of the bill. I am
disapproving line item 0620-2050 in Section 2A, which provides
$21,171,330 for the water pollution abatement trust grandfathered
drinking water revolving fund to finance subsidies to certain munici-
palities for debt service costs related to certain drinking water infra-
structure projects. These projects were underway before the
Commonwealth implemented the current federally-assisted financing
program under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Under the latter pro-
gram, such projects are now funded through the Massachusetts Water
Pollution Abatement Trust, otherwise known as the State Revolving
Fund or the “SRF.” Because projects already underway were ineli-
gible for financing from the SRF, the Commonwealth entered into
agreements with the affected municipalities pursuant to which their
projects were “grandfathered” and provided with annual state subsi-
dies from the Commonwealth for 10 years. Under the agreements,
these subsidies, which were funded through the state’s annual oper-
ating budget, ended last year. Any request for an extension in the sub-
sidies should be sought through the general appropriations process; it
is not proper to use capital bond proceeds to fund annual operating
subsidies. I understand such a bill is currently pending in the Senate.
See Senate Bill No. 508, “An Act Relative to Drinking Water
Revolving Fund Equity.”

I disapprove line item 2200-7016 in Section 2A, which provides
$500,000 for the UMass-Amherst Landscape Ecology Program,
because it is an item that the Commonwealth should fund (if
approved) through the University’s annual budget appropriation, not
through a capital bond bill.

For the same reason, I also disapprove line item 7100-0299 in
Section 2A, which provides $2.5 million for the state geologist at
UMass-Amherst.

I am disapproving authorizations for a number of municipal water
and sewer infrastructure projects, not because I question the merits of
these projects, but because the most appropriate vehicle for funding
them is through the SRF. The Commonwealth invests tens of millions
of dollars each year to subsidize low interest loans made by the SRF
to municipalities for water and sewer projects. The SRF is a signifi-
cantly more cost effective mechanism to finance such projects than
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direct state grants because the SRF receives substantial federal
matching funds, which are further leveraged through SRF bond
financing. Because state investments for these types of municipal
water and sewer projects are more appropriately funded through the
SRF, I am disapproving the water and sewer-related earmarks con-
tained in the following line items in Sections 2A and 2C, and
reducing the total amount of each line item accordingly:—line items
2000-7014, 2000-7018, 2000-7024, 2000-7025, 2200-7011, 2200-
7017, 2300-7013, 2800-7011, 2800-7015, 2800-7016, 2800-7017,
2840-7014, 2840-7017 in section 2A; and line item 2890-7010 in
section 2C.

I am disapproving language in Section 2A, line item 2000-7014,
regarding the Randolph Salt Shed, and reducing the line item by a
corresponding amount, because whatever its independent merit, the
project is unrelated to the line item in which it is included and unre-
lated to the types of projects that properly should be funded through
environmental capital bonds.

I am disapproving language in Section 2A, line item 2200-7011,
providing funds for the operation of a sewage treatment demonstra-
tion project, and reducing the line item by a corresponding amount,
because it is not appropriate to use capital bond proceeds for oper-
ating expenses.

I am disapproving language in Section 2A, line item 2300-7011,
providing funding for law enforcement oversight of property owned
by the city of Westfield, and reducing the line item by a corre-
sponding amount, because law enforcement efforts relating to munic-
ipal-owned property should not be funded through state bonds issued
for environmental capital projects.

I am disapproving earmarks concerning the former Belchertown
State School, the New Salem Academy Building, and the redevelop-
ment of the Beverly waterfront, which are contained in line items
1100-2500 and 2840-7014 of Section 2A, because the general govern-
mental bond bill, in line item 1100-3001, Section 2C of Chapter 304
of the Acts of 2008, already provides funding for each of these pro-
jects. I am reducing the corresponding line items accordingly.
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I disapprove language in Section 2A, line item 2800-7011,
regarding the Silver Maple Forest, stating:—

provided further, that not more than $6,000,000 shall be
expended for the acquisition of the Silver Maple Forest in Belmont
and Cambridge, for conservation purposes”.

I am also reducing the line item by a corresponding amount. I am
disapproving this language because it constitutes an effort to block a
locally approved housing project that will increase the Town of Bel-
mont’s inventory of affordable housing by nearly twenty percent.

For the same reason, I also disapprove Section 31, which seeks to
block the same Belmont project.

I disapprove Section 11 because it seeks to replace a DPH regula-
tion banning dangerous levels of lead in children’s jewelry with a less
protective standard and because recently enacted federal legislation
will likely result in new federal standards for lead in children’s prod-
ucts that may preempt state or local standards. For the same reason, I
disapprove Section 37, which serves to effectuate Section 11.

I disapprove Section 27, establishing a special water infrastructure
finance commission, because the commission would duplicate work
and duties that existing state agencies already perform.

Respectfully submitted,
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DEVAL L. PATRICK,
Governor.


