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Executive Summary
In December of 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funded, through an existing grant 
contract, the Environmental Finance Center at Syracuse University (SU-EFC), to conduct an evaluation of 
New York State’s Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP). GIGP was administered by the New York State 
Environmental Facilities Corporation (NYSEFC) as a means to formally distribute at least $86 million in 
federal stimulus dollars to “green” water and wastewater infrastructure projects, as directed by Congress 
under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). New York State surpassed Congress’s 
mandate by allotting approximately $125 million to qualifying green projects.
The primary purpose of SU-EFC’s study was to identify positive and negative aspects of the GIGP application, 
selection, and implementation processes and to assist NYSEFC in improving future rounds of GIGP. SU-EFC 
conducted a multifaceted review of GIGP, including:

 •   Description of the genesis of GIGP, specifically within the context of ARRA;
 •   Analysis of NYSEFC’s data about GIGP applicants, such as project type, community size, 
  and whether the projects were ultimately funded;
 •   A survey of 92 applicants, followed by quantitative and qualitative analysis of survey results;
 •   A study of green water and wastewater projects and policies in all 50 states;
 •   Spatial and demographic analysis of GIGP, and;
 •   Research on potential best practices for funding innovation, drawn from the private and nonprofit 
  sectors. 

SU-EFC forwarded their findings to NYSEFC, which were used to shape the second round of GIGP, 
announced on September 29, 2010. This document serves as a summary of SU-EFC’s findings from a 
comprehensive evaluation of the GIGP process. 

A secondary goal of SU-EFC’s review of GIGP was to create a guidance document for other states to use as 
they implement their own grant programs for advancements in green water and wastewater infrastructure. 
This document also serves as that resource.

Context of the Green Innovation Grant Program

In 2009 Congress allotted $432 million in Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) dollars to New York 
State (NYS) through ARRA. Of this, 20%, or $86 million, was designated as Green Project Reserve (GPR) 
funds, meaning those funds must be spent on energy or water efficiency projects, green wet weather 
infrastructure, or environmental innovation, as defined by EPA. NYSEFC administers New York’s CWSRF 
and DWSRF and therefore was selected to manage the GPR funds in New York State. NYSEFC chose to 
implement GIGP to spur innovation and provide a means of supporting communities and projects that 
were not already in the SRF Intended Use Plan (IUP) and would otherwise have been unfunded.

NYSEFC received 294 applications totaling $468 million in requested grant money and approximately 
$682 million in project value. A seven-member panel – including representatives from NYSEFC, the NY 
Department of Environmental Conservation, NYS Energy Research and Development Authority, and the 
NY Department of Health – was assembled to select the GIGP recipients. The panel began by eliminating 
proposals that failed to meet ARRA and Clean Water or Drinking Water SRF project requirements, which 
accounted for 20% of proposals, leaving 234 projects remaining. Next, the panel eliminated proposals that 
were either incomplete or unlikely to meet ARRA project readiness requirements. They then judged the 
remaining proposals on the quality of the applications and ambition of the projects. In the end, 49 GIGP 
proposals were selected for funding with a total allocation of $44 million.



SU-EFC’s Findings

The principle objective of SU-EFC’s review was to identify what the major challenges were in the GIGP 
process and who found the application process most challenging. SU-EFC attained this information through 
open-ended and multiple choice survey questions. Results indicate that the most challenging aspects of the 
GIGP application were:

 •   Confusion over requirements and eligibility criteria, likely due to changes to ARRA that occurred up   
  to and throughout the application window;
 •   Some of the requirements themselves, e.g. shovel readiness, were difficult to meet;
 •   The length of the application, which took a large percentage of applicants over 40 hours to complete,  
  and;
 •   An apparent lack of understanding among applicants of the definition of “green infrastructure.”

In the open-ended portion of SU-EFC’s survey, several respondents from small communities communicated 
that they felt disadvantaged in the GIGP application process compared to communities with larger 
populations, which tend to have more staff and financial resources. Specifically, some small communities 
reported a lack of discretionary funds for conducting engineering reports. However, SU-EFC’s survey 
results, demographic research, and analysis of NYSEFC data suggest that no community type or size had 
particular advantage in securing GIGP grants over another. In other words, NYSEFC distributed GIGP funds 
fairly across community types.

SU-EFC also asked respondents about the quality of the service provided to them by NYSEFC. Overall, survey 
respondents gave NYSEFC a positive review. Survey participants found NYSEFC staff to be helpful, attentive, 
and a useful source of information. Furthermore, 70% of respondents who were selected to receive funding 
strongly agreed or agreed that GIGP is a good use of public funds, 45% agreed or strongly agreed that the 
GIGP experience was a positive one, and 64% agreed or strongly agreed that GIGP should be repeated 
for future funding cycles. SU-EFC carefully analyzed the 20 survey responses that were highly critical of 
NYSEFC and found that they originated from ten respondents. Furthermore, eight of the critical responses 
came from just two people. It can be inferred that on balance, a relatively small number of GIGP applicants 
were extremely displeased with NYSEFC.

By all accounts, the partnership of NYSEFC and SU-EFC was successful in reaching their goal of a better 
understanding of the GIGP’s strengths and weaknesses. SU-EFC provided valuable insight throughout the 
GIGP study, drawing on analysis of data gathered by NYSEFC during the GIGP application process, input 
from applicants from a post-application survey, and multiple other components. An in-depth analysis of 
SU-EFC’s GIGP program evaluation follows.
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I. Creation of GIGP

ARRA and the Green Project Reserve      

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), 
popularly known as the “stimulus package.” Among many other provisions, ARRA allocated $6 billion for 
water infrastructure to be spent on projects that qualified for funding through Clean Water State Revolving 
Funds (CWSRF) ($4 billion) and/or Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (DWSRF) ($2 billion) programs. 
New York received the largest total ARRA, CWSRF, and DWSRF allotment of any state at approximately 
$524 million.1  The intent of this allocation was to create much-needed jobs while spurring the repair and 
replacement of community water infrastructure, in the interest of environmental protection and long-term 
economic benefits.2 

ARRA included the stipulation that 20% of water infrastructure funding be designated for “green” projects. 
This pool of funding was called the Green Project Reserve (GPR). While each state ultimately decided how 
to spend its GPR funding, Congress stipulated that GPR dollars be spent on four broad project categories. 
These categories were:
 1) Green Infrastructure – Projects that maintain, restore, or mimic natural systems to infiltrate, 
  evapotranspirate, or recycle stormwater;
 2) Energy Efficiency – Projects that reduce energy consumption by at least 20% or produce renewable 
  energy such as solar, wind, or biogas;
 3) Water Efficiency, Reuse, or Conservation – Projects that deliver equal or better services with 
  less water, including conservation, harvesting, reclamation, recycling and reuse of 
  rainwater, stormwater, and wastewater; and
 4) Environmental Innovation – Projects that manage water resources to prevent or remove
  pollution in an economically sustainable way.3 

Eligibility and Allocation

Congress granted $432 million in CWSRF funds to New York State (NYS) through ARRA. Of this, 20%, or 
$86 million, were designated as GPR funds. The monies were managed by the NYS Environmental Facilities 
Corporation (NYSEFC) because they also oversea the CWSRF and DWSRF for NYS.  To facilitate distribution 
and to satisfy the requirements of these funds, NYSEFC designed the new Green Innovative Grant Program 
(GIGP) with goals to spur economic recovery through the creation of jobs, to invest in environmental 
protection, and to facilitate the transfer of innovations in green technology throughout the state. In order 
to be eligible for GIGP, projects had to first fulfill the proposal requirements for CWSRF and/or DWSRF 
funding.* Additionally, proposals had to meet the following ARRA requirements: Davis-Bacon Prevailing 
Wage Requirements; Buy American; all  construction contracts had to be executed before Februrary 17, 
2010 and; a commitment to complete the project by December 31, 2013. Eligible applicants included 
municipalities, non-profit organizations and private businesses throughout NYS with the exception of New 
York City, which had its own program under the state’s GPR.

1 “SRF Allotments based on Final Economic Recovery Appropriations”. EPA Office of Water. 03/12/2009. 
    http://water.epa.gov/aboutow/eparecovery/upload/2009_03_12_eparecovery_Final_SRF_eco_recovery_allotments.pdf. Accessed 10/07/2010
2 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. Pub. L. No. 111-5, § 3, 123 Stat. 115 (2009).
3 EPA. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Guidance, Attachment 7. 03/02/2009
* From NYSEFC’s website www.nysefc,org: To qualify for CWSRF funding, both the applicant and the project must be eligible. Point source projects, as defined under 
   Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 212 need to be municipally owned. Land acquisition with the objective of water quality protection may be a non-point source project 
   under CWA Section 319 or a national estuary protection project under CWA Section 320. Municipalities and not-for-profit organizations that qualify under Article 
   49 of the New York State Environmental Conservation Law are eligible applicants for qualified land acquisition projects. Under CWA Section 319, only not-for-profit 
   organizations may apply for land acquisition projects. Non-municipal entities may apply for any other CWSRF-eligible non-point source project.
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All told, New York State surpassed the $86 million it was required to spend on green projects, allotting 
approximately $158 million in ARRA funding to GPR-qualifying CWSRF projects, detailed below:
 • ≈$38 million to CWSRF-eligible projects via GIGP
 • ≈$86 million to NYC projects
 • ≈$34 million in additional grants and principle forgiveness for the new green components in 
  existing SRF projects.
Additionally, New York awarded approximately $6 million in GIGP funding to DWSRF-eligible projects.

Planning GIGP

Considering that ARRA was enacted on February 17th, 2009, and that all construction contracts had to be 
executed before February 17, 2010, NYSEFC was faced with a relatively short period in which to execute all 
the necessary phases of what amounted to a $44 million grant program ($38 million CWSRF + $6 million 
DWSRF). The agency had less than 11 months to create the grant criteria and application materials, publicize 
the program, open an application window that was long enough for applicants, judge the proposals, and 
allocate funding. To make matters more difficult, EPA continued to issue ARRA guidance and eligibility 
criteria into August of 2009, well past the GIGP application deadline of May 29th, 2009. These conditions 
led to anomalies in GIGP that are not normally seen in typical grant programs, namely:

 • NYSEFC did not have time to create a numeric scale for scoring applications – instead,    
  applications were evaluated qualitatively by a team of reviewers; and
 • Due to EPA’s publication of new guidance documents, GIGP eligibility and application requirements 
  continued to change throughout the application and review process, leading to confusion   
  and frustration among both applicants and NYSEFC staff.
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II. Application and Selection Process

GIGP Application Process

The initial public notice of the GIGP program was made available by the NYSEFC on March 25th, 2009 
with a Notice of Availability (NoA). The NoA offered a description of GIGP that included the background 
and scope of the program, a description of eligibility requirements, notice of potential funding, and an 
application schedule. The initial deadline for GIGP applications was scheduled for May 9th, 2009 with a 
minimum cost-share of 90% program grant and 10% local match. The application was posted on NYSEFC’s 
website with an instruction manual and an application checklist to facilitate the application process. 
NYSEFC subsequently advertised GIGP through webinars that further explained the grant program and 
offered step-by-step instructions on all the necessary application information and documentation. The 
webinar also outlined new ARRA provisions to the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF programs and 
covered other basic information in the Notice of Availability. 

All applicants were required to select as many of the four project categories outlined in ARRA as they felt 
their application represented. According to NYSEFC figures, 235 applicants selected Energy Efficiency, 112 
selected Water Efficiency, 89 selected Green Wet Weather Infrastructure, and 86 selected Environmental 
Innovation. Several applicants later told NYSEFC staff that they selected multiple categories, including 
categories that their proposals did not truly represent, because they though doing so would improve their 
chances of winning.
On April 22nd, 2009, NYSEFC distributed a second NoA to further advertise the program and extended the 
application deadline to May 29th to give applicants more time to understand program requirements and 
prepare better applications. Once this deadline was reached, NYSEFC stopped accepting applications and 
began the selection process. NYSEFC received 294 applications amounting to $468 million in requested 
grant money and $682 million in project value. According to SU-EFC’s spatial analysis following GIGP, 
applications appeared to be clustered in Central and Downstate New York. Given the contracted timeframe 
in which NYSEFC had to design the program and solicit proposals, NYSEFC expected to receive relatively 
few proposals. Thus the high response and the total amount requested for green projects was seen by the 
agency as a success.

GIGP Application Review and Selection Process

The $468 million dollars requested by all applicants far exceeded the initial GIGP funding allocation of $38 
million. A seven-member panel – four representatives from NYSEFC and one each from the Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC), NYS Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA), and the 
Department of Health (DoH) – was assembled to select the most deserving projects for GIGP funding. Every 
member on this Interagency Review Panel contributed significantly to the highly collaborative review 
process.

The panel used a five-step iterative review process to rank the applications resulting in the most highly 
recommended projects being selected. The process was largely qualitative as no quantitative ranking model 
existed and due to the short timeframe for grant execution as laid out in ARRA, there was insufficient time to 
develop one. In the first round, the panel eliminated 20% of the projects because they were ineligible since 
they failed to meet ARRA and CW or DW SRF project requirements. After the initial round, 234 projects 
remained. In the second round, proposals that were either incomplete or unlikely to meet ARRA project 
readiness requirements were eliminated. In subsequent rounds, applications were prioritized by project 
readiness and comprehensiveness. Additional details that made an impact on the seven-member panel 
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included items such as engineering reports and applicant/contractor construction contracts. 

The GIGP review panel also had to re-categorize the selected projects to meet ARRA requirements. Applicants 
often cross-listed their projects across multiple category types such as green wet weather infrastructure 
and environmental innovation, but ARRA requirements stipulated projects could only be nominated for 
one of the four project types. NYSEFC officials selected the one category they felt best represented the 
project. They also tracked water metering applications as a sub-category of water efficiency due to the 
large number of proposed water metering projects. 

The panel eventually selected 58 “highly recommended” projects for GIGP funding. As construction dates 
approached, nine of these selected projects dropped out due to inability to meet deadlines. The loss of 
these projects left the GIGP with 49 funded projects to commence in January 2010. These projects received 
approximately $44 million in funding, totaling $65 million dollars in estimated project value. Of these, 
approximately 70% qualified with the CWSRF and the remaining 30% with the DWSRF. The largest project 
category was energy efficiency which represented 40% of the total applications and 36% of funded projects. 
The category with the fewest funded projects (only four projects), was environmental innovation.

To delve further into the geospatial and demographic distribution of GIGP applications and funded projects, 
SU-EFC evaluated the program using Geographic Information System (GIS) analysis. Some of the data were 
compiled by NYSEFC and included latitude and longitude coordinates, project categories, requested and 
recommended funding levels, and population sizes served by proposed projects. Demographics and income 
data were obtained from the 2000 US Census. According to GIS analysis, the geographic distribution of the 
funded projects appeared to be evenly distributed throughout the state, based on the dollar value awarded 
and population size served. Areas with high poverty rates were less likely to apply for GIGP funding yet were 
equally likely to receive funds. Contrary to several applicants’ responses to open-ended questions from SU-
EFC’s survey on GIGP asserting the opposite, small communities from across the state did not appear to 
have difficulty competing for grant monies. The size of the community did not significantly impact the 234 
applicants’ eligibility. Community size also did not appear to be a disadvantage meaning more priority does 
not need to be given to small communities. However, NYSDEC regions including the Adirondacks and Long 
Island had low participation overall, suggesting a need for more outreach in those geographic areas. After 
NYSEFC categorized the GIGP proposals, Water Efficiency (WE), Water Meters (WM), and Environmental 
Innovation (EI), projects appear to be clustered toward the eastern side of the state. Energy Efficiency (EI) 
and Green Wet-Weather Infrastructure (GI) projects were distributed relatively evenly across the state.
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III. Accomplishments

NYSEFC can celebrate numerous accomplishments from the GIGP grant program ranging from positive 
applicant response to exciting, innovative projects.

Applicant Feedback

Overall, the majority of GIGP survey participants reported a positive experience with the application 
process, with 86% of grant applicants reporting that they would consider applying for a GIGP grant in the 
future. Additionally, survey participants found the NYSEFC staff to be helpful, attentive and  a useful source 
of information.

In an opinion survey that was conducted after the application process had concluded, 
 • 70% of funded respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the Green Innovation Grant Program  
   is a good  use of public funds
 • 45% of successful applicants agreed or strongly agreed that the GIGP experience has been a  
  positive one
 • 64% of successful applicants agreed or strongly agreed that the GIGP should be repeated for future 
  funding cycles
 • 89% of applicants who sought assistance from NYSEFC found the staff to be helpful
 • 42% of chosen applicants reported frequent contact with NYSEFC after receiving the grant
 • Of the 78% of funded applicants that have been in contact with the NYSEFC after being    
  funded, 61%  found these interactions to be useful or very useful
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IV. Examples of Funded Projects

Energy Efficiency

Each project category encapsulated a diversity of sustainable practices. For example, the 20 energy efficiency 
projects include the use of cogeneration for combined heat and power (CHP) systems, installation of higher 
efficiency pumps, and production of solar and wind energy, among other energy efficient practices.  
 
Project Example: The Town of Richland in Oswego County provides an example of one specific energy 
efficiency project. The town invested in wind energy infrastructure by constructing two, 50 kilowatt wind 
turbines at the local Schoeller Well Site. The renewable energy produced will offset energy consumed in 
pumping and treating water. The estimated total project cost was $976,400; Richland received a GIGP grant 
for $585,000.
 
Green Wet Weather Infrastructure

Thirteen green wet weather infrastructure projects were awarded grant funding. These projects exhibited 
sustainable practices that include rainwater harvesting, bioretention, permeable pavement, planter boxes, 
bioswales, living walls, and green roofs.
 
Project Example: The Tioga County Soil and Water Conservation District is conducting an ambitious green 
wet weather infrastructure project. Their plan will restore 227 acres of wetlands in the Susquehanna River 
Basin. The project spans Cortland, Tioga, and Schuyler Counties and will cost a projected $857,108. 

By Project Type

By Project Category

CW-SRF

DW-SRF

Energy
 Efficiency

Water 
Efficiency

Green 
Infrastructure

Environmental 
Innovation

Water Metering

Number of 
Projects

Percent of 
Projects

Total 
Funding

Percent 
Funding

35

14

20

5

13

4

7

49

71.4%

28.6%

40.8%

10.2%

26.5%

14.3%

-

100%Total

38,211,215

6,146,491

15,927,561

2,959,858

9,342,437

14,031,227

2,096,623

44,357,706

86.10%

13.90%

35.90%

6.70%

21.10%

31.60%

4.70%

100.00%

Summary of 2009-10 GIGP Projects
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 Environmental Innovation
The NYSEFC awarded funding to four projects categorized as environmental innovation. The small number 
of projects is largely due to the fact that most applicants who self-selected “Environmental Innovation” 
were later assigned a different project category by NYSEFC because their proposals did not feature cutting 
edge technologies or brand new concepts. 
   
Project Example: The City of Glens Falls is upgrading their wastewater treatment facility so that it can use 
waste grease as a renewable fuel source. The new plant will store, concentrate, and utilize waste grease 
from commercial kitchens as an auxiliary fuel source. The City will generate revenue by charging area 
kitchens disposal fees on an estimated 455,308 gallons of grease a year which will then be used as a fuel 
source to power the wastewater treatment facility. Glens Falls received $1,334,134 in grant funding.  
Project Example: The Jamestown Board of Public Utilities in Chautauqua County received $2.55 million to 
upgrade digesters at the wastewater treatment facility, restoring the bio-solids process and allowing the 
facility to use methane gas from the sludge digesters for power generation. 
 
Water Efficiency

There were five funded projects within the category of water efficiency. These projects included rainwater 
harvesting, low-flow fixtures, and leak detection technologies.
  
Project Example: The Troy Department of Public Utilities in Rensselaer County received $450,000 to install 
vibration leak detection equipment along 155 miles of distribution mains. This will enable the City to 
identify and reduce water lost through leaks and is expected to result in savings of approximately 350 
million gallons per year. 
 
Water Metering 

Seven water metering projects received funding. This grant category has a narrower focus, and therefore 
less diversity among the funded projects. The locations that received funding for water metering were the 
Towns of Roxbury and Orleans, the Dutchess County Water and Wastewater Authority, and the Villages of 
Saranac Lake, Schaghticoke, Sharon Springs, and Wurtsboro.
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V. Challenges
 
The GIGP Process was not without its share of hurdles. The NYSEFC was charged with the task of distributing 
$44 million in grant money across the state to promote the broad concept of “green innovation.” Since the 
ARRA funding stipulated a January 1, 2010 project start date, this created a challenge to the NYSEFC as it 
was tasked with getting a new grant program up and running, and getting the monies under contract, all 
within a relatively short time frame. The result was an application and selection process that was at times 
challenging and burdensome to applicants, as well as administratively challenging to the agency.

Given that this was the first year of implementation for the GIGP grant, and wanting to explore its continued 
funding, the EPA provided a grant for the Syracuse University-Environmental Finance Center (SU-EFC) to 
conduct a survey of GIGP applicants. A principle objective of the GIGP program review was to tease out 
what the major challenges were in the grant process and who found the process most challenging. This 
information will assist the NYSEFC in improving the grant for future cycles. The open-ended section of the 
survey served as a key conduit for providing this information. The review of New York’s program will also 
serve EPA as an example of how a state can successfully fund a large number of green innovation projects. 
The full survey results are included as an appendix to this document.
 
What were the most challenging aspects of the GIGP application process?

 The first, open-ended survey question asks, “What were the major difficulties, if any, that you experienced 
in the application process?” Survey participants were able to write their response in their own words. SU-
EFC later grouped the responses to this question into broader categories in order to give the NYSEFC a 
clearer picture of which areas were most challenging.

Responses were categorized into groups as follows:
 

Assistance Provided
The most common response within the category of assistance provided was confusion over 
requirements for the grant. Many applicants observed that the ARRA requirements were in flux 
and requested a clear list of requirements up front. The NYSEFC was reacting to federal changes 
throughout the GIGP process and had to remain adaptive to communicate the changes. Yet, the 
inconsistent nature of the requirements was challenging to applicants. For example, one respondent 
stated:
 
“Local and County governments were not familiar with all Federal regulations and it seemed like new 
requirements were being “discovered and added” until the actual project deadline end date.”
 
Others felt that the guidance could have been clearer and that deadlines should be met, not extended. 
Respondents also requested more information about grant competitiveness from the beginning of 
the application process and a rating system or scoring rubric for selection criteria.
 
Meeting Requirements
Meeting ARRA requirements was frequently cited as the most challenging aspect of the application 
process. However, many of the survey respondents did not identify which requirement(s) they felt 
challenged by. This made it difficult to distinguish which, and how many, requirements applicants 
actually struggled with. Did difficulty lie with the short shovel-ready timeframe, the Davis-Bacon 
prevailing wage requirement, or Buy American, or all three?
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Other responses cited the engineering report as their major difficulty, even though an engineering 
report, while encouraged, was not required for the first round of GIGP. This signals confusion 
surrounding the grant requirements. One respondent wrote:

“The engineering report requirement led to a bit of a rushed design that slightly delayed the 
construction schedule.”

Short Time Frame
The short time frame responses expressed difficulty meeting the requirement to commit to a project 
by January 1st. Ten survey respondents mentioned the short-time frame as one of their major 
challenges. Other applicants felt the amount of time allowed for project selection was too long given 
the project start date. One respondent said:

 
“Time between application and acceptance left little time to do our part.”

 Difficulty of Application
The major challenge cited when asked about the difficulty of application was the length of the 
application itself. Five of the eight responses in this grouping indicated that the application was too 
long. There were other responses which conveyed that applicants had difficulty understanding the 
language in the application. Specifically, one respondent was unfamiliar with the term “business 
case” while another perceived all the language to be too vague. 
 
No Major Challenges
 Fifteen percent of respondents stated they experienced no major challenges in the GIGP process.   
 This finding suggests that many applicants already consider the GIGP a successful grant program. 
  
 Other
 The other category consists of responses (11%) that did not directly answer the question, 
“What were the major difficulties, if any, that you experienced in the application process?” The most      
common replies were: assistance provided (23% of responses), meeting requirements (20%), and  
short time frame (20%). Figure 1 below illustrates the percentage of responses for each category
   

23%

20%

20%

11%

15%

11%
Assistance provided

Meeting requirements

Short time frame

Difficulty of application

None

Other



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       16

Who had the major concerns with GIGP?

Negative comments that criticized the NYSEFC or GIGP process in the open-ended section of the survey were 
marked to determine the number of participants that were frustrated by an aspect of the grant experience. 
There were a total of 20 critical comments made by 10 different participants. The survey on a whole had 92 
participants meaning that approximately 11% of participants made at least one strong critical statement in 
the open-ended section of the survey. Further investigation by SU-EFC revealed that eight of the 20 critical 
comments were made by two respondents. On balance, a relatively small number of survey participants 
expressed extreme displeasure about the GIGP process.

The time spent on the application appears the most closely related to the negative complaints of GIGP. 
80% of the participants with negative comments spent more than 40 hours on the application, compared 
to approximately 30% from the overall sample of survey respondents. All of the participants with negative 
comments spent at least 30 hours on the GIGP application.
 

Confusion Over “Green Infrastructure”

In another section of the GIGP survey, SU-EFC asked participants to identify what types of “green wet weather 
infrastructure,” if any, were included in their proposals. While this was a multiple-choice question, SU-EFC 
also included a write-in option for green wet weather infrastructure types that may have inadvertently 
been left off the list of answer choices. Of the 74 respondents who answered the question, 47 (63.5%) 
wrote in a response. Of these, at least 38 did not meet EPA’s definition of green wet weather infrastructure, 
known more commonly as green infrastructure, which was included in multiple application documents 
and funding opportunity announcements. The most common write-in examples referenced water meters 
or some sort of solar power component. This indicates that the applicants have a lack of understanding 
about green infrastructure as a concept. Indeed 38 out of 92 respondents, over 41%, appear to have 
misconceptions of the meaning of the term. This suggests the need for extensive education and outreach 
regarding green infrastructure in advance of further rounds of GIGP in New York. As New York is generally 
considered a leader in terms of environmental programs, this may indicate a similar need in other less 
progressive states as well.

Survey Conclusions

SU-EFC made four main conclusions derived from the open-ended survey responses that would improve 
the application and selection process. The first is that more information needs to be provided up-front to 
applicants regarding grant eligibility and priority. This information could include scoring criteria, estimates 
of the competitiveness of the grant, and/or a clear list of requirements. 

Total Critical Statements

Total Critical Respondents

Respondents w/ 1 critical comments

Respondents w/ 2 critical comments

Respondents w/ 3+ critical comments

20

10

5

2

3

Table I - Comparison of Number of Critical Responses to Responders
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Second, the NYSEFC should attempt to rewrite the application so that it is shorter and more concise. The 
time spent on the application appears a clear indicator of notably negative opinions of GIGP. Eight out of ten 
survey participants with strong critical comments spent more than 40 hours on the application.
Third, the elimination of ARRA requirements, particularly the shovel-ready requirement, will relieve many 
applicants as it was a frequent complaint. The lack of time constraints will also give the NYSEFC additional 
time to reply to requests for additional information from participants.

Fourth, outreach and education regarding the definition, appropriate use and implementation, and examples 
of green infrastructure are necessary.

As stated previously, the unique requirements of ARRA created many of the challenges for both applicants 
and the agencies across the country implementing the GPR. The program evaluation team acknowledges 
that if states choose to voluntarily continue their GPR, eliminating or relaxing ARRA requirements will 
greatly simplify execution of the grant.
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VI. Adaptations for the future

While the first round of GIGP successfully funded 49 projects across NYS and distributed approximately 
$44 million in grant monies, there is room for improvement in the grant process. The survey and program 
review conducted by the SU-EFC was designed to assist NYSEFC as it continues to fund the GIGP process 
beyond the ARRA requirements. Along this vein, applicants were asked if they would have an interest 
in future rounds of GIGP if adjustments were made to the grant requirements. The purpose of revising 
or adjusting the requirements would be to increase the number and quality of applications, encourage 
participation from a diverse body of applicants, specifically small towns, all without making the application 
process too onerous. 
 
Potential Changes in Future Rounds of GIGP

There are three potential requirement changes that the NYSEFC is considering for future cycles of GIGP: 
required reports, cost-share ratio, and funding cap. Survey respondents were asked to anticipate their 
future interest in GIGP after these changes took place, rating their interest on a scale from no interest (1) 
to high interest (4). In the following section, the interest levels of various size communities are measured 
against each potential change to GIGP.
 
Cost-Share Ratio

A potential change to the cost-share of GIGP would be to lower its current maximum ratio of 90% grant 
funding and 10% local share to an 80/20, 75/25, or 50/50 ratio. Applicants were asked to rate their level of 
interest in GIGP if the current ratio was maintained or if each of these new ratios was made the maximum.
 
Survey results showed that applicants will have the most interest in future GIGP cycles if the current 90/10 
ratio is maintained. The interest level in continuing this ratio received a mean score of 3.65 on the 1-4 scale. 
Interest in future GIGP rounds consistently decreased as local cost share rose, scoring 3.25 with 80/20 
ratio, 2.79 with 75/25 ratio, and finally to 2.26 with a 50/50 ratio.
 
However, interest dropped unevenly across different community sizes as the cost-share ratio decreased. 
Most applicants, regardless of population size, expressed interest in GIGP with a 90/10 ratio. But, as the 
ratio dropped to 80/20 and 75/25, the larger communities show more interest than the smaller ones. Once 
the ratio reached 50/50, most respondents showed little to no interest. The implication is that dropping 
the ratios will discourage applicants of all population sizes, but smaller communities will be more greatly 
discouraged.
 
Required Reports

Three different required reports being considered by the NYSEFC include a DEC-approved engineering 
report, a feasibility study, and/or a conceptual site plan. Overall, survey results showed the conceptual 
site plan as the most popular, with a mean score of 3.07 which equates to a moderate interest level. The 
engineering report was least popular with a score of 2.57; and the feasibility study placed in the middle 
with 2.76. Unlike the question of preferred cost-share ratio, answers concerning required reports did not 
vary significantly across different community sizes.
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Funding Cap

In the first cycle of GIGP, there was no funding cap. On the survey, applicants were asked about their potential 
interest in GIGP if a cap of $500,000 or $750,000 per project was implemented. More respondents showed 
interest in GIGP with a $750,000 cap over the $500,000. The mean score on a scale of 1-4 was 3.39 for 
$750,000 and 3.22 for $500,000. The response does not show a sizable difference between the two caps, 
suggesting similar interest in both. 

If a $500,000 cap had been instituted in the first cycle of GIGP, over half (56.7%) of applicants would 
have exceeded the cap limit, and almost half (44.9%) of funded projects would have as well. These high 
percentages illustrate that GIGP has received the attention of many large-scale projects, and a cap would 
strongly alter its focus to smaller-projects. 
Looking across the population size, the preference for a $750,000 cap was not unanimous. Respondents 
from communities under 5,000 people expressed a greater interest in GIGP with a $500,000 cap.

Conclusions – Potential Changes

SU-EFC has made three conclusions from the survey with regards to potential changes to the GIGP 
requirements. First, the current cost-share ratio (90/10) is the most popular across community sizes and 
any reductions to community support will disproportionately discourage small communities. Second, the 
conceptual site plan is the most popular potentially required report – this is to be expected, as conceptual 
site plans are the easiest to complete. Third, participants indicated a strong interest in applying for future 
rounds of GIGP if a funding cap were in place. However, due to the high level of interest from large projects, 
a funding cap would dramatically alter the type of projects receiving funding. 
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VII. Lessons from Other States and Sectors

In addition to results gleaned from qualitative and quantitative analysis of the first round of the Green 
Innovation Grant Program, New York and other states interested in implementing policy or programming 
to support green projects can draw on established best practices from programs with similar goals, 
including those from other states and sectors. To create a list of best practices, SU-EFC researched green 
State Revolving Fund policies and programs in all 50 US states, including how each state planned to 
spend its Green Project Reserve. SU-EFC also looked at business incubators from all sectors, and created 
a summary and case studies with key take-aways that could be applied to programs like GIGP to expand 
services, streamline the application and review process, and improve overall results. This section draws on 
highlights from these documents, all of which can be found in their entirety in the appendices of this report.

Other States

One guidance document created by SU-EFC during the GIGP study process is titled “Green Initiatives 
for State Revolving Fund (SRF) Fund Scoring and Projects by State.” The report highlights the efforts 
and accomplishments of 11 states that are leaders in creative programs and practices for funding green 
innovation in drinking water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure. Methods covered in the report 
include policy changes, new programs, and updates to the State Revolving Funds. Implementation of the 
strategies covered in “SRF Scoring and Projects by State” is quickly becoming a matter of grave importance 
across the United States due to changing climate conditions. A recent report issued by the National Resources 
Defense Council (NRDC) stated that more than 1,100 counties will face increased risks of water shortage by 
mid-century.4  Thus, water efficiency projects, water management plans, and changes related policies will 
be crucial steps towards lessening the impact of the reported shifts in precipitation patterns. 
Broad lessons from the SRF summary

Broad conclusions and best practices from this report are presented in the following paragraphs. For more 
information, please refer to the complete document in the appendices of this report.

Provide state-level incentives for green technology, accompanied by targeted local outreach. Perhaps the 
clearest way to encourage green innovation is to enact policies that demand its use. One such policy tool is a 
resolution. Resolutions are often a good first step in a series of policy changes. While they are less powerful 
than more stringent regulations, they also require less political will to pass. There are many examples of 
resolutions that encourage governing bodies to consider sustainability in their decision making processes. 
While these resolutions generally do not directly encourage green innovation, it is often a favorable side-
effect. 

For example, refer to California’s State Water Resources Control Board Resolution number 2008-0030, 
requiring sustainable water resources management. This resolution asserts that State Water Board staff 
should favor grant applications that include elements of water conservation and low-impact development, 
and also encourages local water boards to promote sustainable water management practices. It is included 
at the end of “Green Initiatives for State Revolving Fund Scoring and Projects by State.”

Make changes to the existing SRF structure to promote environmental innovation

Several states have altered their State Revolving Fund scoring criteria to encourage green technology and 
practices. For example, Colorado awards an additional five points to SRF proposals that include the use of 

4.  NRDC. “Climate Change, Water, and Risk: Current Water Demands Are Not Sustainable”. July 2010. 
     http://www.nrdc.org/globalwarming/watersustainability/files/WaterRisk.pdf. Accessed 10/08/2010
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green wet weather infrastructure. Georgia has a slightly more elaborate system – the state has developed a 
list of “Green Criteria” for SRF projects, and awards anywhere from 1-10 points depending on the number of 
criteria a proposal meets. Georgia’s Green Criteria include increased water and energy efficiency, reduced 
storm water runoff, and pollution prevention or removal, among others. Georgia also awards up to 15 
additional SRF priority points based on the volume or amount of water or electricity conserved. Additional 
examples are provided in the full “Green Initiatives” document. Given the high level of competition for scarce 
but essential SRF funding, these criteria provide a strong incentive for applicants to incorporate green 
components in their projects. This increased demand for green technology, if sustained, will ultimately lead 
to innovations that make it more affordable and easier to implement.

Other states offer incentives in their SRF programs through mechanisms other than the scoring system. For 
instance, smart growth projects in New Jersey’s SRF program qualify for a 25% increase in funding, with a 
0% interest rate on the additional funds. Rate-based incentives may be preferable for some states, as they 
offer a more creative range of options and may be easier to implement than changes to SRF scoring systems.

Innovate through collaboration

Some states spur along the green innovation process through collaborations between state agencies or 
by encouraging collaboration at the local level. For example, GIGP brought together representatives 
from multiple stakeholder organizations to review and rate proposals, as outlined in detail previously in 
this report. Similarly, the Massachusetts Energy Management Pilot for Drinking Water and Wastewater 
Treatment Facilities, which was designed to reduce expenses, energy use, and greenhouse gas emissions 
in the wastewater treatment process, is a joint venture by many state and federal agencies and programs. 

Participants include:
 • The Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs;
 • Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection; 
 • Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources;
 • US Environmental Protection Agency; 
 • Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust; 
 • The Consortium for Energy Efficiency; and, 
 • Other major electric and gas energy efficiency programs
 On a local level, Ohio’s Water Resource Restoration Sponsor Program (WRRSP) requires that wastewater 
treatment facilities and local environmental groups submit a joint application for SRF funding. This 
innovative requirement encourages environmentally sustainable SRF proposals, while also facilitating the 
efficient distribution of state funds to a larger number of actors, including local governments and non-
profit organizations.

Use a standardized scoring system to evaluate green project components.

Whereas green innovation is still a relatively new concept, it is often difficult to compare the overall 
effectiveness of technologies designed to increase energy efficiency, water efficiency, and other 
measurements of sustainability. Likewise, it can be difficult to evaluate the merits of grant proposals 
that use these technologies. One way to simplify the problem is to use a standardized scoring system 
where available. For example, 14 wastewater treatment facilities participating in Massachusetts’ Energy 
Management Pilot program have received “Energy Star Benchmarking” scores from EPA.
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Provide clear instructions and advice on how to get green projects funded.

Often the best assistance a state can provide to SRF and/or grant program applicants is uncomplicated 
guidance on how to navigate the sometimes convoluted institutional framework for stormwater 
management. In Pennsylvania, the American Rivers organization published a guidance document called 
“Funding Green Infrastructure in Pennsylvania.” That document is available at www.AmericanRivers.org/
PennsylvaniaFunding.

Business Incubators

Government regularly draws from practices used in the business world. Performance measurement is 
a key example of a quality control and service evaluation process that originated in the private sector 
but has become commonly used in government organizations of all sizes. Likewise, there are methods 
exemplified by private, public, and nonprofit business incubators specializing in advancing technology that 
are transferable to GIGP and programs like it. 

A business incubator is a program that provides essential business services in an effort to accelerate growth 
and protect the financial and legal stability of start-up businesses. The goal of business incubation is to give 
the necessary support to new entrepreneurial companies until they are ready to thrive without assistance. 
Common services provided by business incubators include access to office space, internet and phone access, 
financial management services, networking assistance, expert advice, and access to potential funders such 
as banks, angel investors, and venture capitalists. In some cases, states may be able to effectively act as an 
incubator for green technologies that will eventually become components in their funded projects. In cases 
where this isn’t feasible, there are still strategies from business incubators that may be transferable to 
existing state programs. Some of these are summarized below, and more detail is provided in the “Lessons 
from Private and Non-Profit Sector Business Incubators” section in the appendices of this report.
Broad lessons from business incubators.

Perform extensive outreach to find and fund the best minds in all sectors and regions. To attract as many 
high-quality applicants as possible, many business incubators perform extensive outreach to private and 
academic innovators to find out what new exemplary technologies are currently in development. Syracuse’s 
CleanTech center, for example, conducts site visits, explores leads from academic and industry partners, 
hosts networking events, and utilizes electronic methods such as email blasts and a green innovation blog. 
These practices could be directly transferred to state environmental agencies.

Start services before technologies are ready for deployment.

To ensure that innovations with high potential do not fall by the wayside due to lack of resources in the very 
early stages of development, many business incubators support the advancement of beneficial technologies 
at every level, not just when they are ready for large-scale implementation. For example, EnterpriseWorks at 
the University of Illinois offers a discounted Affiliate Program for entrepreneurs not yet ready for their full 
incubator services. The Affiliate Program provides counseling from Entrepreneurs-in-Residence, a mailing 
address, Internet access, and conference room usage. A similar program is available for free to students. 

While SRF dollars are not designated to be used for research, states seeking to spur advances in environmental 
technology could provide a range of useful services and/or funds from other sources to innovators in 
various stages of the development process. One potential strategy is to create a mentorship program where 
interested inventors, facilities operators, and local officials are assigned a contact from a state environmental 
conservation organization who can provide guidance on the state’s current technological interest areas and 
guide them through the process of procuring funding.
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Make sure funded projects are “investment ready,” or help them get there.

Using methods similar to banks and lenders, state funding agencies should define what criteria the 
funding body views as those of an investment ready project. Syracuse’s CleanTech Center has developed 
an “Investment Ready Checklist,” included in the appendices of this report, which lists important 
milestones for new green technology firms. The checklist covers areas such as management strategy, the 
development and deployment of a sound business plan, issues related to the scaling-up process, formation 
of strategic partnerships, and other steps that must be taken to make a new technology or project worthy 
of consideration by potential funders. Only after this checklist is complete will the CleanTech Center submit 
technologies in its program to investors. Similarly, state environmental agencies could develop a checklist 
that applicants must complete before they are considered for funding. Implementing such a process would 
improve the overall quality of applications received while also sparing the valuable time of applicants who 
have a project that is not yet - or may never be - deserving of scarce state resources.
 
Use a review process that draws upon many kinds of relevant expertise and knowledge.
The successful creation and promulgation of any innovative technology depends not solely on the hard 
work of researchers and engineers, but on a large number of legal and financial factors that arise in various 
stages of the development and deployment process. In other words, it is not enough just to have a good 
idea for a new technology – one must also be able to secure legal ownership of the idea, create a working 
prototype, scale production up to a level at which the cost is economically viable, and win support of funders 
and the general public. Whereas solving each of these issues requires a specific expertise, those possessing 
said expertise must be brought to the table at the appropriate time to give the idea/technology the best 
chance of succeeding.
One way to manage these hurdles is by using a Stage-Gate review process, which originally came from the 
private sector and was recently employed by the US Department of Energy’s Solar America Initiative PV 
Technology Incubator Program. The Stage-Gate process is essentially a roadmap for bringing new ideas 
from inception to marketplace success. It functions by separating the innovation process into a series of 
activity periods (“Stages”) and decision points (“Gates”). During each stage, a variety of complimentary 
activities take place. For example, stage one might include developing plans for a product prototype along 
with performing market research on the demand for the particular product. At each gate a review board 
determines if the project is ready to proceed to the next stage based on whether it has met specific goals. 
The makeup of the review board differs depending on the previous stage. For example, early gates draw 
input from technical and scientific advisors. As the product or project moves toward implementation, the 
review board includes more legal, intellectual property, financial, and market advisors. 

The Stage-Gate process increases the chance that the innovation will thrive in an open market, thereby 
reducing investment risk. When used properly it also helps to reach efficient resource allocation and ensures 
that all necessary phases of a project are completed before it is introduced to the public. States seeking to 
fund and implement the best green technologies could use a customized Stage-Gate review process as their 
mechanism for deciding which grant proposals receive funding. In this way, the state effectively acts as 
both the incubator and the investor. To implement a Stage-Gate review, a state must utilize resources and 
knowledge from a wide variety of expertise, which in itself increases project quality. While the process is 
onerous for applicants that navigate it completely, it ensures that only the projects that are most likely to 
succeed receive funding. Furthermore, less qualified applicants will proceed beyond early gates, and thus 
will spend fewer resources on a proposal that will ultimately fail. 
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VIII. Conclusion

NYSEFC was faced with myriad challenges in implementing the inaugural round of the Green Innovation 
Grant Program. First, ARRA created a severely contracted window of time in which to plan, design, publicize, 
and award funds. Due to this, NYSEFC had to forego program elements that would have otherwise likely 
been included, such as a numeric scoring system. Second, new ARRA guidance documents concerning 
eligibility and proposal requirements continued to be issued into the proposal period, leading to confusion 
among applicants that was often unfairly viewed as a lack of organization on the part of NYSEFC. Third, 
vague definitions of proposal categories by EPA coupled with applicants’ apparent lack of understanding 
of the meaning of “green infrastructure” led to a large number of applications that either did not qualify 
for funding or were simply subpar. Given all of these hurdles, NYSEFC did an exemplary job of selecting 
high-quality proposals, distributing funding relatively fairly both geographically and demographically, and 
reaching a wide range of populations across the state. GIGP applicants also deserve credit for responding 
admirably to the short turn around and changing guidance.

There are of course areas in which NYSEFC can improve in future rounds of GIGP, and other states seeking 
to implement similar programs can learn valuable lessons here as well. These conclusions are summarized 
below.

 • Provide detailed information to applicants regarding grant eligibility and priority, including scoring 
  criteria, estimates of the competitiveness of the grant, and a clear list of requirements.
 • Find a balance of application requirements that will improve the quality and innovativeness  
   of proposals while not placing an undue burden on small municipalities and counties, 
  which typically have fewer resources.
 • Create an application that is both concise and easy to understand, so that communities of 
  all sizes and various amounts of resources, including both time and money, have the ability
                           to prepare a high-quality proposal.
 • Look to other states’ programs and policies for best practices that can be adopted to help promote 
  innovation in water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure.
 • Where possible, employ strategies used by innovation leaders in other sectors. Provide a wide 
  range of services to creators of new environmental technologies, and call on knowledge 
  and skills from a wide range of experts to ensure that the most promising new technologies   
  receive state funding.
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Appendix A: Survey Report

Report and Analysis on Green Innovation Grant Program
Based on a Survey Administered by the Environmental Finance Center

Evan C. Newell, MPA: Project Manager
November 11th, 2010
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GIGP Survey: Summary of Results

Conclusions
The following conclusions assume that the survey sample was representative of the full population of 
GIGP applicants:

Grant Distribution

1) Larger priority does not need to be given to small communities. Despite expectations, small 
communities did not appear to have difficulty competing across the state for the grant. The size of the 
community was not significantly related to receiving funding for the 234 eligible applicants. 

2) Some NYSDEC regions produced significantly fewer applications than others, specifically Long 
Island (Region 1) and the Adirondacks (Regions 5 and 6). NYSEFC should focus additional outreach in 
these areas in future rounds of GIGP.

3) While the distribution of GIGP applications across NYSDEC regions varied significantly, NYSEFC’s 
allocation of funds did not. Selection for funding varied across NYSDEC Regions without a distinct 
pattern. 

Ease of GIGP Process

1) More information needs to be provided up-front to applicants regarding grant eligibility and 
priority. This information could include scoring criteria, estimation on the number of grants that will 
be distributed, and a clear list of requirements.

2) The NYSEFC should attempt to rewrite the application so that it is shorter and more concise. 
The time spent on the application appears a clear indicator of survey participants offering negative 
comments on the GIGP Process. 8 out of 10 of the participants with notably critical comments spent 
more than 40 hours on the application. Overall, approximately 30% of survey participants took more 
than 40 hours to complete the application.

3) The elimination of the ARRA shovel-ready requirement will appease many applicants, as it was a 
frequent complaint.

4) Many applicants appear to be unsure of the meaning of green infrastructure (GI). SU-EFC advises 
that the state implement a GI outreach and education program prior to the next round of GIGP.

Potential Changes in Future Rounds of GIGP

1) The current cost-share ration (90:10) is the most popular across community sizes and any 
reductions will disproportionately discourage small communities.

2) On balance, the conceptual site plan is the most popular potentially required report – this is to be 
expected, as conceptual site plans are the easiest to complete. 

3) Due to survey design, we cannot conclude that a funding cap is preferred to no cap, but there 
appears to be high interest for NYSEFC to institute a funding cap for GIGP. Small communities prefer a 
proposed $500,000 cap while larger communities prefer a $750,000 cap. 
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GIGP Applicant Overview

The following summary briefly describes the 234 eligible applicants to the Green Innovation Green Pro-
gram (GIGP) in its opening year of 2009-2010. The New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation, 
which awarded the grant, provided the data for this analysis with the exception of community type, which 
was determined by comparing latitude and longitude coordinates of proposed projects to 2000 US census 
tract-level data obtained from http://www.census.gov.

Represented Counties: Applicants came from 54 of New York State’s 62 counties, and included 
proposals from all 8 of the eligible NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Regions. 
The counties with the most applicants were Westchester (20 applications), Onondaga (17 applications), 
and Dutchess (15 applications). Five of the eight counties that did not submit any applications were the 
New York City Boroughs that were ineligible for the grant. The other three counties with no applications 
were Lewis, Seneca, and Wyoming.

Community Type (Urban vs. Rural): The majority of applications, an estimated 67%, came from 
urban areas. The remaining 33% came from rural areas. These figures are estimates because SU-EFC used 
2000 US Census tract-level data for the actual location of each proposed project to determine community 
type, while some projects served populations outside of their respective census tracts. For example, a 
water treatment facility in a census tract with relatively low population density could provide services 
for a larger metropolitan area. As such, SU-EFC’s data is an indicator of community type, not an actual 
measurement.

Size of Populations Served: The population sizes were organized into four ranges for further analysis, 
and their distribution is shown in the table below.

Figure: GIGP Applicants by Size of Population Served 
5,000 or fewer 5,001-25,000 25,001-

100,000
More than 
100,000

Total

Frequency 63 67 60 37 2271

Percent 28% 30% 26% 16% 100

The population sizes served by applicant projects was very diverse, ranging from less than 500 people 
to more than one million. The median population size was approximately 17,500 people. The mean 
population size, at approximately 87,600, was skewed by a small number of applications from very large 
communities.

Funded vs. Not Funded:  Slightly more than one-fifth (21%) of applicants were selected for funding.  
Of the 234 eligible applicants, 49 received funding.
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Amount of Funding Requested: The requested funding was divided into six ranges and their 
distribution is shown below.   

Figure: GIGP Applicants by Funding Requested
$100,000 
or less

$100,001-
200,000

$200,001-
500,000

$500,001 
- 1 
million

$1,000,000-
3 million

Higher 
than 3 
million 

Total

Frequency 19 23 59 42 48 42 2332

Percent 8% 10 25% 18 21 18 100

Funding requests ranged from $8,500 to approximately $14.2 million. The median request was 
approximately $670,000. The mean was larger at approximately $1.6 million due to several projects 
around and over $10 million.

CW/DW SRF Eligibility: The majority (69%) of projects applied through the Clean Water State 
Revolving Fund and 31% applied through for the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund.

Proposal Categories: The most popular green project category in this round of GIGP applications 
was Energy Efficiency, with the EFC designating 40% applicants to that category. Green Wet Weather 
Infrastructure and Water Metering were also popular; they were assigned to 33% and 15 % of applicants 
respectively. Water Efficiency and Environmental Innovation were less popular and were present in 6% of 
the grant applications.

Survey Overview
This summary provides an overview of the Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) survey responses 
including information on the most popular answers to multiple choice questions and average values 
where SU-EFC asked participants to answer using a Likert scale. A more in-depth exploration of the 
information presented here and a comparison to the larger pool of applicants is included in the GIGP 
Survey Analysis section of this report. 

Response Rate:  Out of the 222 applicants contacted, this survey yielded results from 92 participants, a 
response rate of 41.4%. 28.4% of the participants submitted more than one application for funding. 

Introduction to GIGP: Participants most commonly heard about GIGP through the NYSEFC notice of 
availability (22%), from an engineering firm or technical assistant (17%), from a state or NYSEFC official 
(16%), or from the NYSEFC website (9%). The remaining 36% learned about GIGP from another source 
such as the NYSEFC website or webinars, via email or regular mail, the NYSDEC Environmental Notice 
Bulletin, or from another third party listserv or newsletter. No participants reported hearing about GIGP 
from the New York State Register.
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Applicant Prioritization of Evaluation Criteria: The table below shows the mean scores of survey 
participants rating the level of importance for 17 different project criteria. This information tells what 
survey participants perceived to be the most important aspects of their GIGP proposals, and are an 
indicator of what they thought NYSEFC would or should prioritize in allocating GIGP funds in the absence 
of a numerical scoring system.

Evaluation Criteria Average Rating of Importance 
(Scale: 1=not at all important, 
5=extremely important)

Project sustainability 4.04
Protection of water quality 4.01
Protection of other environmental resources 3.86
Protection of public health/safety 3.75
Compliance with state and federal regulations 3.64
Reduced energy consumption 3.58
Green infrastructure components 3.58
Attainment of water quality standards 3.42
Transferability of new technology and activities 3.3
Energy efficiency gains 3.28
Other economic benefits generated 3.27
Volume of water conserved, reclaimed or reused 3.24
Use of locally produced materials 2.58
Renewable energy production 2.51
Job creation 2.43
Addressed combined sewer overflows 2.36
Other 2.08

In addition to asking participants to rate the importance of each criteria, SU-EFC also asked participants 
to rank their first, second, and third most prioritized evaluation criteria in a separate question. SU-EFC 
weighted the responses, giving three points to each criterion when it was ranked #1, two points each time 
it was ranked #2, and one point for a #3 ranking. After weighting the responses, the criteria participants 
rated as most important were: 

1) Protection of water quality;
 
2) Reduced energy consumption, and; 

3) Energy efficiency gains and Volume of water conserved, reclaimed, or reused (tie). Compared   
 to the chart above, this means that while many applicants reported high importance    
 for criteria such as project sustainability, protection of other environmental resources, and   
 protection of public health/safety, few included them in their top-three ranked criteria.
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Time Spent on the Application: When asked how time and energy intensive the grant application 
was, 31% of participants admitted to spending more than 40 hours on the GIGP application and 64% of 
grant applicants reported that two or more staff dedicated five or more hours to writing the application.

Contact with NYSEFC: 70% of participants contacted NYSEFC with questions regarding the application 
process. Of those people, 83% chose to call NYSEFC and 82% contacted NYSEFC via phone. 89% of those 
who sought assistance from NYSEFC found the staff to be helpful. 

Evaluation of Application Components and Difficulty: The following table compares survey 
participants’ average ratings of the application checklist and instructions, as well as the overall difficulty 
of the application process.

Evaluation Criteria Average Rating 
(Scale: 1=poor, 5=extremely positive) 

Usefulness of application checklist 3.76
Usefulness of application instructions 3.35
Clarity of application instructions 3.33
Overall difficulty of application process 3.2

Future Interest in GIGP: Overall, 86% of survey participants would consider applying for a GIGP 
grant in the future given no specified changes to the program. The following tables show their interest in 
applying for future GIGP funding given specified potential changes.

Cost-Share Ratios 

Proposed Cost-Share Ratio Average Rating 
(1=not interested, 5=very 
interested)

90/10 (no change) 3.65
80/20 3.25
75/25 2.79
50/50 2.26

Funding Caps

Funding Cap ($) Average Rating 
(1=not interested, 5=very 
interested)

750,000 3.39
500,000 3.22
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Required Reports

Type of Required Report Average Rating 
(1=not interested, 5=very 
interested)

Conceptual Site Plan 3.07
Feasibility Study 2.76
DEC Approved Engineering Report/SWPPP/ 
Equivalent

2.57

Prior Knowledge and Experience

The following tables show survey participants’ reported levels of knowledge and experience with GIGP 
project categories and types of green infrastructure prior to their completion of the GIGP application.

Most Common Level of Experience by Green Project Category

Green Project Category Most Common Level of Experience 
Water Efficiency Little Experience (31%)
Energy Efficiency Some Experience (44%)
Green Wet Weather Infrastructure No experience (37%)

Environmental Innovation Some experience (36%)

Average Knowledge about Specified Types of Green Infrastructure

Types of Green Wet Weather 
Infrastructure

Average Rating of Knowledge 
(1=none, 5=a lot)

Permeable Pavement 2.6
Cisterns and Reuse 2.58
Vegetated Swales 2.55
Rain Gardens 2.53
Biorention 2.32
Green Roofs 2.18
Urban Forestry 2.11
Green Walls 2.03

Opinions on GIGP

In an opinion survey, 70% of participants strongly agreed or agreed that the Green Innovation Grant 
Program is a good use of public funds, and the average response to this question was uncorrelated to 
whether participants did or did not receive GIGP funding.  45% of participants agreed or strongly agreed 
that the GIGP experience has been a positive one (52% for funded participants). 64% of applicants 
agreed or strongly agreed that the GIGP should be repeated for future funding cycles (67% for funded 
participants).
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GIGP Survey Analysis

Comparison of Sample to Population
A comparison between the participants in the survey and the larger pool of GIGP applicants is necessary 
for generalizing findings accurately. If the participants in the survey are not reflective of the actual 
population of applicants, then conclusions reached may not be accurate. To do this analysis, information 
needs to be available on the entire population.

Fortunately, the NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC) provided data regarding the population 
size served by the project, NYSDEC Region, and funding of all 234 eligible applicants. These 234 
applicants will heretofore be referred to as “the population.” In addition, the Environmental Finance 
Center used US Census data to determine whether the community served by each project is located in a 
rural or urban environment. This information allows a comparison to be made between the population 
and sample to determine its representativeness on these characteristics.

The sample of 92 survey participants was distributed similarly to the population for the following 
variables: Population size of the community; Urban or rural location of the project, and; NYSDEC Regions 
1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. This means the percentage of survey participants within each community size, 
urban and rural location, and every eligible NYSDEC Region was not significantly different from its 
equivalent in the population data. This statement only examines one variable at a time and does not 
compare the substance of other criteria such as funding within each group. A comparison of this nature 
will follow. Two examples of comparisons between the survey sample and the full applicant pool are 
shown below.

Figure: Population and Sample Size of Community Served – Applicant Pool vs. Survey Sample
5,000 or less 5,001-25,000 25,001-

100,000
More than 
100,000

Total

2293 GIGP 
Applicants

26.9% 28.6% 25.6% 15.8% 97%

92 Survey 
Participants

24.4% 30.5% 26.8% 18.3% 100%

This first figure shows that the distributions of populations sizes in the survey sample and the full pool of 
applicants are relatively similar. Statistically, there is no significant difference between the two.

Figure: Population and Sample Grant Funding
Funded Not Funded

234 GIGP Applicants 21% 79%
92 Survey Participants 40% 60%

This second figure shows that the sample was not distributed similarly to the population for whether 
the project received funding. In regards to funding, the sample over-represented successful applicants. 
In further analysis, SU-EFC found that this was largely due to a high response rate by funded survey 
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participants from small and medium sized communities (less than 100,000). Funded participants from 
larger communities were not over-represented in the sample.

Grant Distribution
One of the principle objectives of the GIGP survey is to measure how equitably the funds were distributed, 
both geographically across the state and to different types of applicants. The goal was to inform the 
NYSEFC about patterns or trends that emerged in the first cycle of distribution. Additionally, as the 
NYSEFC used a qualitative rather than quantitative approach to scoring proposals in round one of GIGP, an 
analysis of what factors contributed positively or negatively to receiving project funding was performed 
to provide the NYSEFC with a clearer picture of their priorities. Therefore, there are two study questions 
answered in this section:

1. Who received funding?

2. Why might projects have received funding?

Note on analysis methods: In the following analysis all significance tests performed are done accepting 
a 10% chance of error. If the text does not specify, then assume this to be the case. Additionally, the type 
of correlation that the significance test is measuring depends on the variable type. All nominal variables 
that show no rank order use the Pearson Chi-Square test. All ordinal variables such as those using a Likert 
scale showing a rank order use a Spearman correlation. While the specific data used to draw conclusions 
is not in the text, it can be found in Appendix C. 

Who Received Funding?

SU-EFC has identified four central variables to assess how equally the grant was distributed both 
qualitatively and spatially: Population size; Community type (urban or rural); and NYSDEC Region.

Variable 1: Population Size

Figure 1: Percentage of applicants funded and not funded by population size 

The above figure illustrates the percentage of projects receiving funding for four different population 
ranges. The data is based on the 234 eligible GIGP applicants. There is no clear trend in the data 
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suggesting that communities of any given size were more successful than others in earning grant funding. 
Furthermore, the differences across population ranges is not statistically significant. All the data from 
which the charts are based can be found in Appendix B: Cross-Tabulation Tables. 

These findings are counter to expectations that projects serving larger communities would be more 
competitive in earning grant funding, and also contradict comments in the open-ended questions 
suggesting that larger communities were favored. 

Variable 2: Community Type (Urban vs. Rural)

Figure 2: Percentage of applicants funded or not funded by community type

Figure 2, previous page, shows that a higher percentage of the GIGP applicants from rural communities 
were selected to receive funding than from urban communities. Applications from rural communities 
were accepted at a rate of 31% compared to 17% from urban communities. The difference is statistically 
significant. While EFC received more applications from urban communities (151) than rural communities 
(74), it is possible that the quality of applications from rural areas was generally higher. This observation 
could also be caused by another underlying variable – it could be that rural areas had a higher percentage 
of proposals funded because NYSEFC justifiably wanted to spread GIGP funding evenly around the state. 

Variable 3: DEC Region

There is not as clear a trend when comparing project funding across the different NYSDEC regions.  The 
DEC region receiving the highest percentage of applications funded was DEC Region 6 with 33% of the 
proposed projects receiving funded. Apart from DEC Region 2, which was ineligible, the lowest achieving 
regions were 3 and 9 with 15% of the proposals receiving funding. However, these differences are not 
statistically significant. To simplify the data, the NYSDEC regions were further collapsed into broader 
categories with Regions 1-3 categorized as “Downstate,” 4 and 7 as “Eastern and Central NY,” 5-6 as 
“Adirondacks,” and 8-9 as “Western NY.” See Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3: Percentage of applicants funded and not funded by NYS Regions

These charts suggest that projects in the Adirondacks were most likely to be selected for funding, while 
Downstate NY had the lowest ratio of accepted to rejected projects. These findings are not statistically 
significant.

Downstate contained the most applicants with 82 compared to only 29 from the Adirondacks. The 
high participation from Downstate suggests a higher GIGP visibility in this area and more outreach 
could be done to the other areas of New York, particularly from the Adirondacks Region. Participation 
across NYSDEC Regions shows that Region 6 (12 applications), Region 1 (16 applications), and Region 
5 (17 applications) had the least participation. Although Region 6 was a high performer with 33% of 
applications funded, more outreach in future rounds of GIGP could increase participation in this area. 
Greater outreach should be also done in Regions 1 and 5.

Why Might Projects Have Received Funding?

Prior to its analysis of the GIGP survey results, SU-EFC identified three central variables to expected to 
be strongly related to whether projects would or would not have received funding: Time spent on the 
application; Staff assigned to the application; and Previous knowledge/experience of green projects. 
These three variables were found to have varying relationships to the likelihood of receiving funding, 
detailed below.

Variable 1:  Time spent on the application 

The time dedicated to completing the application appears one of the strongest indicators for receiving 
the grant. The time spent on the application was strongly correlated with receiving funding and was 
statistically significant accepting a 10% chance of error. See Figure 6 on the following page.
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Figure 6: Percentage of participants funded and not funded by time spent

As shown above, applicants that spent between 1-20 hours on the application received funding 25% of 
the time, while applicants that spent more than 40 hours received funding 50% of the time. The data is 
based on the 92 survey participants because NYSEFC did not collect this information from applicants.

Variable 2:  Staff assigned to the application 

As expected, proposals that incorporated the efforts of multiple individuals were more likely to receive 
funding.  However, the relationship is not as strong as time spent on the application and is not significant. 
Figure 7 illustrates the results. Once again the data is based on the survey responses.

Figure 7: Percentage of participants funded and not funded by number of staff assigned  

Variable 3:  Previous knowledge/experience of green projects 

Previous experience with the green project categories of water efficiency, energy efficiency, green wet 
weather infrastructure, and environmental innovation was not significantly related to the likelihood of 
receiving GIGP funding. The results also did not show any trends that might suggest a relationship. The 
same results were found with prior knowledge of eight different types of green infrastructure projects. 

The lack of a relationship between the variables could be attributed to poor self-perception of the 
participants (flawed measure), prior experience may not have been self-evident on the application, or the 
NYSEFC may not have given priority to those with more experience. 
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Ease of GIGP Process

Another objective of this survey is to make the GIGP an easier process for applicants in future cycles. 
Three specific concerns were brought up at the start of the survey design: that the application process 
was too demanding in time and resources, specific requirements are too burdensome on certain 
applicants, and potential future requirements will discourage participation of certain applicants. 
Therefore there are three study questions answered in this section: 

 1. Who had the most difficulty with the GIGP Process?

 2. What were the most challenging aspects of the GIGP application process, and to whom?

 3. Who will be interested in future rounds of GIGP given specific potential changes to required          
  reports, cost-share ratio, and funding caps?

Who had the most difficulty with the GIGP Process?

To gauge the degree of satisfaction with the GIGP Process, participants were asked the degree to which 
they agreed or disagreed with the following three statements: “the GIGP was a good use of public funds;” 
“the experience has been positive;” and “the GIGP should be continued for future cycles.”  A statistical 
reliability test showed that the survey participants had a high degree of consistency in answering these 
three questions similarly. Due to their similarity, these three questions were combined to create a 
measure of overall GIGP satisfaction labeled “GIGP perception.” 

By comparing the GIGP perception of participants to their characteristics, one can gain insight into who 
had the most positive and negative perception of the GIGP in its first cycle, which will allow the NYSEFC to 
reach out to these applicants in particular to order to make the process more positive.

“GIGP Perception” variable 1: Population size

The trend in the responses suggests that larger communities had a more negative perception of the GIGP 
process than smaller communities. However, it is known that the survey participants over-represent 
small communities receiving funding and this is a likely explanation of the trend. The difference of GIGP 
perception across different community sizes is not statistically significant.

“GIGP Perception” variable 2:  NYSDEC Region 

The relationship between NYS Region and GIGP perception is less clear. Once again there is no statistically 
significant relationship, but there were noticeable variations across the different NYSDEC regions. SU-
EFC combined the DEC Regions into the four broader categories of Downstate NY, Central & Eastern NY, 
Western NY, and the Adirondack Region. Figure 9 shows the breakdown of GIGP perceptions across those 
regions. 



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       38

Figure 9: Percentage of GIGP perceptions by NYS Regions

From the above figure, it appears that Downstate NY had the most positive perception, while the Adiron-
dack Region had the most negative perception. Interestingly, the Adirondack Region was the most likely to 
receive funding as seen in Figure 3.

There were two comments in the open-ended questions suggesting that a lower percentage of projects 
were given to Western NY. This complaint does not appear to be the case given downstate had the 
lowest acceptance rate in the data of all 232 eligible applicants. Additionally, those participants do not 
appear to be representative of a larger dissatisfaction from Western NY as the region does not have a 
disproportionately large negative perception. 

“GIGP Perception” variable 3: Prior Knowledge/experience with green projects

Prior knowledge or experience with green projects did not have a noticeable relationship to the GIGP 
perception. There was speculation that applicants with more knowledge or experience would find the 
process easier and have a higher GIGP perception, but that was not the case. There was not a statistically 
significant relationship between GIGP perception and green infrastructure knowledge for any of the eight 
types of projects listed. 

Highly critical open-ended comments

Negative comments that criticized the EFC or GIGP process in the open-ended section of the survey were 
marked to track the number of participants that were put off by the grant experience. There was a total of 
18 critical comments made by 10 different participants. Half of the participants only made one negative 
statement, but two made four negative comments, as shown in figure 10 below. 

Figure 10: Comparison of Number of Critical Responses to Participants

Total Critical Statements 20
Total Critical Participants 10
Participants w/ 1 critical comments 5
Participants w/ 2 critical comments 2
Participants w/ 3+ critical comments 3
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Of these 10 participants, most of the negative comments came from projects serving larger communities. 
40% of these participants represent projects serving 25,000 to 100,000 people and 30% represent 
projects serving more than 100,000 people. The two participants with the most frequent negative 
comments also came from the larger sized communities. 

The time spent on the application appears a clear indicator of participants offering negative comments 
of the EFC and GIGP. 80% of the participants with negative comments spent more than 40 hours on the 
application and the other 20% spent between 31-40 hours. 

What did GIGP applicants find most challenging?

The open-ended section of the survey gave participants the opportunity to express and explain the major 
difficulties and challenges of GIGP. The responses to each question were grouped into larger categories 
to give the NYSEFC a broader idea of which areas were most challenging to applicants. In this section, 
three of the open-ended questions that most directly asked applicants about the challenges they faced are 
summarized were analyzed across population size categories. A full listing of all the responses and the 
groupings for all six questions can be found in Appendix C. 

Question 1: “What were the major difficulties, if any, that you experienced in the application process?”  

Responses were categorized into groups as follows: Assistance provided; Meeting requirements; Short 
time frame; Difficulty of application; None, and; Other. The breakdown of categorized responses is shown 
in Figure 11 below, with more details about the categories and analysis following.

    Figure 11: Percentage of responses for open-ended question #1

Assistance provided
The most common response within the category of assistance provided was confusion over the 
requirements for the grant. Many applicants felt that the ARRA requirements were in flux and 
suggested that the NYSEFC should have a firmer grasp on the requirements up front. For example, 
one participant stated:

“Local and County governments were not familiar with all Federal regulations and it seemed like   
           new requirements were being “discovered and added” until the actual project deadline end date”
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Others felt that the guidance could have been clearer and that deadlines should be met not 
extended. Participants also requested more information about grant competitiveness from the 
beginning of the application process and a rating system or scoring rubric for selection criteria.

Meeting requirements
For meeting requirements, ARRA requirements were most frequently cited as the most challenging  

 to meet. These responses did not specify if they were referring to shovel-ready requirements and   
 were therefore tabulated in the requirements category rather than timeframe. However, it should   
 be noted that some of these applicants might be referring solely to the shovel-ready requirement. 

Other responses stated the engineering report was their major difficulty of GIGP. While 
engineering reports were not required, they were included in this category as they may become a 
requirement and are a criterion for grant selection.

Short time frame
The short time frame responses expressed frustration with the shovel ready requirement of 
the January 1st start date. Others felt the entire application process was too rushed, not just 
the implementation of the projects with one participant saying, “time between application and 
acceptance left little time to do our part.”

Difficulty of application
The major difficulty cited when asked about the difficulty of application was the length of the 
application itself. Five of the eight responses in this grouping were directed at the length of the 
application. Others had difficulty with the language. Specifically, one participant was unfamiliar 
with the term “business case.”

No major challenges
Fifteen percent of participants stated that there were no major difficulties in the GIGP process.   

 This finding suggests that many applicants already find the GIGP a successful grant program.

Other
The other category consists of responses that did not directly answer the question.

Analysis
The most common selections were assistance provided (23% of responses), meeting requirements 
(20%), and short time frame (20%). The responses were also compared across different size 
populations to see if larger or smaller communities had similar difficulties with GIGP. The analysis 
found little correlation between the size of population served and the likelihood of citing a specific 
difficulty. From the sample obtained, smaller and larger communities appeared to struggle with 
the same challenges, although it is important to note that the sample over-represents small 
communities that received funding and therefore all conclusions reached with this data may not be 
accurate of the larger population.

Question 2: “What would you like to see changed in the future?” 

The responses to this question were categorized similarly to question 1. Figure 13 shows a breakdown of 
categorized responses, and more detailed information follows it.
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Figure 13: Percentage of responses for open-ended question #2

Different requirements
The most common response within the grouping of “different requirements” was the suggestion to 
eliminate the shovel-ready requirement and have a longer timeline for the project. Seven of the 17 
responses in this grouping referred to changing or eliminating the shovel-ready requirement. 

The other suggestion mentioned more than once was to add a funding cap to the program. Other 
responses were for landscape architects to approve site plans, the elimination of the prevailing 
wage requirement, and the creation of a penalty for applicants that commit to the shovel-ready 
deadline but are unable to meet it.
    
Improved assistance
In improved assistance, the most common response was for a faster review and response of 
applications. One participant suggested:  

“Each recipient should be contacted immediately upon application being received [with] any 
deficiencies noted.”

Participants also expressed a desire for deadlines to be met and to only have one contact with 
the NYSEFC. There were two participants that wanted the grant responsibility shifted to another 
agency. Of these, one received GIGP funding and one did not.

Clearer eligibility
In addition to scoring criteria, applicants also felt they lacked information on their eligibility. 
Eight percent of the responses stated that eligibility requirements need to be made clearer. 
Specifically, they suggested that all the requirements should be listed up-front to applicants or a 
pre-application be created that will eliminate ineligibles. One participant explains:

“Spell out “all the requirements” needed up front, prior to sending in the applications. Be as specific 
as possible what information must be included in the Project Contracts.”

New services
The primary new service that applicants were interested in was a scoring system for project 
priority. Applicants wanted a clearer picture of how likely they were to receive the grant given the 
time and money required to apply for the grant. For example:  
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“A scoring checklist would be very useful. Similar to other funding structures to more easily determine 
the likelihood of funding of this type.”

Singular suggestions include the creation of online application for the grant and to estimate the 
total number of projects that will receive funding.

Improved distribution or availability
Improved distribution or availability received 14% of the responses. The responses were split 
between distribution and availability. Four of the nine responses thought GIGP should have greater 
availability of funds and the other five encouraged changing the current distribution. Distribution 
suggestions consisted of more equal distribution across the state with Western NY feeling 
particularly short-changed and increasing funding to small communities and businesses. 

One response suggested that the GIGP should fund a greater number of total projects by selecting 
smaller projects.

Other
Again, the other category refers to responses that did not directly answer the question.

Analysis
As shown in Figure 13, the groupings with the highest percent of responses were different 
requirements (27%) and improved assistance (24%). These two groupings alone accounted for 
over half of the suggestions.

Analyzing across population size, different requirements is the only group with a statistically 
significant relationship. Larger communities appear more likely than smaller communities to list 
different requirements as their recommendation for the future of the GIGP. 57% of the largest 
size communities (more than 100,000) proposed a changed requirement for future GIGP cycles 
compared to only 8% from the smallest community size (less than 5,000).  

Question 3: “Do you have any comments on where/how the NYSEFC can be more helpful?”  

The answers to this question were combined into groupings of additional assistance, policy changes, 
new services, already satisfied, and other. The most common response for this question is additional 
assistance, which is logical given the frame of the question that gears answers toward the NYSEFC. The 
second most commonly mentioned grouping was a tie between policy changes and already satisfied. See 
Figure 16 on the following page.
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Figure 16: Percentage of responses for Question 3

The individual responses within these larger categories mirror those of open-ended question 2 that were 
previously discussed and will not be explained in greater detail here. They can be viewed individually in 
Appendix B. 

A few example responses include:

“The Pre-App should be a streamlined project summary and proposed budget comprising only a few pages.”

“Better clarification of how projects will be rated so we will know ahead of time if our projects have a 
chance.”

“Tell program officers to give direct answers and not refer people back to the instructions.”
“NYSEC staff were the best part of the program. They were very helpful.”

Rounds of GIGP Potential Changes in Future Rounds of GIGP

There are three potential requirement changes that the NYSEFC is considering to alter for future cycles of 
GIGP: required reports, cost-share ratio, and funding cap. Applicants were asked to anticipate their future 
interest in GIGP after these changes took place, rating their interest on a Likert scale from no interest 
to high interest. These categories were later condensed into three groups with the middle two groups 
being combined into a category of “somewhat interested.” In the following section, the interest levels of 
different sized communities are examined with each potential change to GIGP.

Variable 1: Required Reports

There are three different types of required reports being considered by the NYSEFC and include a DEC 
approved engineering report, a feasibility study, or a conceptual site plan. Overall, the conceptual site plan 
is the most popular with a mean score of 3.07 on the Likert scale of 1-4. While the engineering report was 
least popular with a score of 2.57 and the feasibility study was in the middle with 2.76.  

Looking across the population sizes of the community, the results are similar. Participants typically 
displayed the most interest in the conceptual site plan. However, the smallest population category 
(under 5,000 people) showed a higher interest in the feasibility study than the conceptual site plan. The 
difference is not very large with 33% stating interest in the feasibility study and 31% for the conceptual 
site plan. Figure 17 below illustrates the level of interest for each of community size.
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Variable 2: Cost-Share Ratio

Potential changes to the cost-share of GIGP could be to lower it’s current maximum ratio of 90% grant 
funding and 10% local share to potential 80/20, 75/25, or 50/50 ratios. Applicants were asked to rate 
their level of interest in GIGP if the current ratio was maintained or if each of these new ratios was made 
the maximum. The level of interest was measured using the same Likert scale described above.

The results show that applicants will have the most interest in future GIGP cycles if the current 90/10 
ratio is maintained. The interest level scored a mean score on the 1-4 Likert scale of 3.65. Interest in 
future GIGP rounds consistently decreased as local cost share rose, scoring 3.25 with 80/20 ratio, 2.79 
with 75/25 ratio, and finally to 2.26 with a 50/50 ratio.

Compared to earlier analysis of potential required reports, population size appears to be more strongly 
related to the cost-share ratio variable, as illustrated in Figure 18 below. The 90/10 ratio is the most 
popular for all the categories for population size and the 50/50 ratio is the least popular for all categories. 
Another more consistent finding is that the largest communities (Over 100,000) have a greater interest in 
future GIGP cycles than the smallest communities (under 5,000) for every cost-share ratio.

In regards to statistical significance of the relationship between population size and cost-share ratio, 
only the cost-share ratio of 80/20 was found to be significant although the 75/25 ratio was on the cusp 
of significance. These findings suggest that in the 90/10 ratio most applicants regardless of population 
size express interest in GIGP, but as the ratio drops to 80/20 and 75/25 larger communities show more 
interest than small ones. When the ratio reaches 50/50 most participants show little to no interest. The 
implication is that dropping the ratios will discourage applicants of all population sizes, but smaller 
communities will be more greatly discouraged. These findings are also reflected in Figure 18.

Variable 3: Funding Cap

In the first cycle of GIGP, there was no funding cap. On the survey, applicants were questioned about their 
interest in GIGP if a cap of $500,000 or $750,000 per project was implemented. More participants showed 
interest in GIGP with the $750 thousand cap than with the $500 thousand cap. The mean score on the 
Likert scale of 1-4 was 3.39 for the $750 thousand cap and 3.22 for the $500 thousand cap. The response 
does not show that sizable of a difference between the two caps suggesting a fairly similar interest level in 
both.

Looking across the population size, the preference for a $750 thousand cap is not unanimous. The 
participants for communities under 5,000 people express a greater interest in GIGP with the $500 
thousand cap. According to responses from the survey, community size has a statistically significant 
relationship with the amount of funding requested with smaller communities requesting less and larger 
communities more. The preference for the smaller cap from smaller communities is therefore likely due 
to the fact that they are in general requesting less money.  
Yet, the preference for the $500 thousand cap is only greater with participants from the smallest 
population community. Participants from communities of 5,001 to 25,000 people express an equal 
interest in GIGP with both caps in place. Meanwhile, participants from community sizes greater than 
25,000 show a greater interest in the $750 thousand cap. This interest in the larger cap is likely due to the 
previously described relationship with community size and funding requested. Larger communities want 
a larger cap, because they are in general proposing more expensive projects. Refer to Figure 19.
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Sub-Appendix 1: Key Variables Analyzed

Independent variables represent traits that may have an effect on the outcome of an action; in this 
case a proposal for GIGP funding. Loosely speaking, one could think of an independent variable as a 
“cause.”

Dependent variables represent outcomes resulting from changes in the independent variables. For 
instance, was the GIGP proposal funded or not? Will the applicant likely re-apply for GIGP funding? 
What is the applicant’s opinion of GIGP? Loosely speaking, one could think of a dependent variable as an 
“effect.”

The table below lists the independent and dependent variables identified by SU-EFC that are analyzed in 
this study.

Independent Variables Dependent Variables
Funded Funded
Not funded Not funded
Organization classification Evaluation criteria emphasis
Range of grant money Assistance from EFC
County Clarity of application process
DEC region Re-apply for GIGP
Population size Included Green Project categories
Urban vs. Rural Opinion of GIGP
Clean Water SRF
Drinking Water SRF
Percent match
Outside funding
Types of green infrastructure included
Included top three criteria
Time/Energy investment in application
Assistance from EFC
Prior GI knowledge
Prior GI experience
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Sub-Appendix 2: Open-Ended Responses

Open-Ended Questions and Verbatim Responses

1. What were the major difficulties, if any, that you experienced in the application process?

• Much of the funding was for stormwater problems. I have water quality issues in multiple water 
systems. You need more funding for water quality.

• Slowness of other agencies
• We needed to hire an engineering firm and the information we needed to provide was not made 

totally clear. For example, the firm told us we did not need to go through the SEQRA review before 
we received the grant, and then we found out that we did. Then the deadline for project selection 
was delayed significantly so I could not go ahead with other work because we were waiting for a 
decision on this grand, which we did not get.

• Going through the application process for the first time.
• Contractor meeting minimum labor requirements.
• The reports at the end of each draw were very demanding for certain items, such as mileage, etc.
• Time between application and acceptance left little time to do our part.
• Terminology was a problem. The application uses the term “business case.” Wasn’t sure what they 

meant. Submitted our feasibility study. There seem to be some redundancy is the questions. The 
uniqueness of our project also made some questions hard to answer. This can be a problem with 
innovative projects.

• Inconsistency of tracking submitted information by EFC
• The administering agency was not aware of the requirements associated with the grant. therefore, 

we all had to learn as we went along which made complying with requirements VERY difficult. 
New issues kept coming up which were VERY difficult to respond to after the project began.

• Lack of Technical support and clear direction regarding the application from EFC. Also the delays 
in the review and selection process made it impossible to keep shovel ready projects form going 
ahead before funding was available. If EFC wants Shovel ready projects they need to keep their 
projected schedule for review and award announcements.

• Hydro Power is not seen as green
• Application process was not difficult, but meeting the post-award demands to finalize the contract 

ultimately proved fruitless.
• Excessive and repetitive paperwork
• Understanding of how the projects would be rated for funding
• Obtaining quality cost estimates.
• The town does not have experience in grant applications, which makes it difficult. This was made 

possible by working with our engineer that is working on our water district project.
• Obtaining SEQR determination, getting approval for Engineering Report
• Meeting dates specified in the contract
• Meeting timelines set by EFC and meeting all of the regulatory requirements.
• Paying engineers for doing the application and not receiving a grant.
• Lack of information about the competitiveness of the grants. We had a significant investment of 
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money for studies in preparation of the grants only to realize that less than 2% of the applications 
would be funded.

• The time & detail required for the application.
• They make you have all permits, all contracts executed ($100s of thousand of dollars spent) before 

you are awarded the contract. They reduced the award size and did not tell me (on a conference 
call to finalize the project)

• There really wasn’t any difficulties.
• All the new ARRA requirements and the “shovel ready” deadline made it very confusing and frantic 

trying to ensure all “new” requirements were included in all of the contract documentation. Local 
and County governments were not familiar with all Federal regulations and it seemed like new 
requirements were being “discovered and added” until the actual project deadline end date.

• The engineering report requirement lead to a bit of a rushed design that slightly delayed the 
construction schedule. Having more time to work on the design would have been more efficient for 
us in the long run.

• Time frame short from when program was announced to when applications were due
• I did not have any major difficulties.
• Vague instructions and minimal assistance from EFC staff
• Time involved meant not working on other issues.
• The overall length of the GIGP grant application was very difficult for local municipalities to 

complete in a timely manner. A funding cap for projects would have been extremely helpful in 
assisting the municipality during the budget preparation process.

• Special Federal Requirements, difficulty integrating with energy contracting process
• It’s a very detailed, time-consuming application

2. What would you like to see changed in the future?

• More water quality, simpler process.
• Each recipient should be contacted immediately upon application being received and any 

deficiencies noted. There should also be some penalty for applicants that stretch the truth on 
shovel readiness. Funds seem to be initially available to a larger number of applicants and were re-
shuffled after further review. Consider having on-line submission as well.

• Review priorities to those closer to ours
• Stick to the project award schedule
• The program was oversubscribed and severely underfunded resulting in wasted application 

efforts.
• An actual focus to put people to work promptly and provide environmental/energy benefits 

quickly.
• A quicker response time between app & acceptance.
• Maybe a pre-application, then an application if the project will be considered for funding. The 

application required 3 yrs of audit reports, other funding source agreements, engineering reports 
and permits. All of these had to be resent when developing the contract.

• Faster review and response
• Having one contact at EFC versus several.
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• ALL requirements associated with a grant should be accurately summarized upfront before the 
project starts so we know what we need to obtain, maintain and report. The administering agency 
should be empowered with and experienced with these requirements.

• I would like to see the grant portion of this funding program shifted to the NYSDEC to manage.
• Include hydro power as a source of green/renewable electricity
• N/A - with any luck, I won’t have to deal with EFC in the future, at least not in this job.
• One single contact person
• More defined outline of project rating
• Shovel ready is tough
• Have a webinar or local seminar
• A scoring checklist would be very useful. Similar to other funding structures to more easily 

determine the likelihood of funding of this type.
• Faster response on notice of acceptance of grant
• Streamlined application process with all reports, study’s, etc going directly through EFC. 

Landscape Architects should be allowed to stamp plans as well as Engineers.
• Focus on small business
• Information on the likely number of awards to me made statewide. Also the number of awards 

likely to be made to organizations other than governments
• The time & detail required for the application.
• Give the RFP for the environmental work to DEC. EFC is incompetent to the highest degree because 

they are they are bureaucratic to a disgusting degree
• Spell out “all the requirements” needed up front, prior to sending in the applications. Be as specific 

as possible what information must be included in the Project Contracts. Give enough lead time 
to research requirements so as to prevent issuing “last minute contract addendums” which were 
needed to add “newly discovered” info into Contracts let for bid.

• Projected selection based on draft designs and reports to be finalized if/when funded. We would 
not have been able to proceed without GIGP funding, so it was a cost risk to contract for the 
engineering report prior to an announcement and it rushed the process a bit.

• EFC should follow their own deadlines - for example, grant award notices were supposed to be 
made in July 2009 but were not issued until October 1, 2009. This made meeting the December 31 
contract deadline very difficult.

• If they could distribute the money around more. There were a lot of request and I know it is not 
an easy process, but If some of the larger request received a little less some of the smaller request 
could be filled. Just a suggestion.

• There needs to be separate requirements with regard to requirements for purchase only projects. 
I have a sign that sits outside our facility. I suppose we could carry it in the back of the truck as we 
inspect sewer lines.

• Awards should be evenly distributed throughout the state.
• Greater grant availability - we have a valuable project that did not receive funding
• If you have a specific project type in mind, offer that...those willing will participate.
• Funding cap in place. This should come in the form of different funding amounts depending on 

the project categories. This program should not be limited to “shovel ready” projects. Many, many 
municipalities will be reluctant to start a project unless there is some funding assistance tied to 



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       49

the project.
• Reduction in Buy American, DBE, and other special requirements
• It would be good to do a short-form to weed out deal-breakers, and do a second round with more 

detailed application

3. Are there categories for green innovative water projects that were not covered by the 
program that should be in the future?

• Water quality. I have water systems with high radiologicals. The number of homes can’t afford the 
work however the money for clean water is limited.

• Yes
• Don’t know
• Airport Deicing-stormwater management in water basins affecting public drinking water and 

aquatic toxicity.
• Hydro dams.
• Not necessarily.
• No
• Riparian buffers, stormwater planter boxes, recycling greenhouse water
• N/A
• Not sure.
• Yes upgrading to septic systems.
• We got another grant for energy efficiency, so we may want to look at alternative ways to deal with 

water and waste water.
• Disposable solid recycling related to ready mix concrete
• Were any of the projects truly innovative?
• Don’t do it again if EFC is involved.
• Evidently.
• Urban focused projects- specifically for storm water retention projects

4. Were there any specific sections of the application that were especially confusing or 
difficult? If so, which one(s)?

• I had to have engineers do it.
• No (10 responses)
• There wasn’t one specific section that was confusing or difficult.
• Not necessarily.
• Firm completed the application.
• The major difficulty was not understanding that everything had to be bid in order to get a contract. 

Plus if you bid something it had to be bid according to ARRA rules. If not, you had a problem. It was 
not made clear what date you could have bid something that did not have to follow ARRA rules.

• Reporting and monitoring ARRA, Davis Bacon and MBE/WBE during construction has been 
the most confusing, difficult and time consuming. This needs to be streamlined and covered 
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thoroughly in the beginning of the process.
• It was more of a difficulty trying to figure out which project category and who was eligible to reply 

than to fill out the sections of the application.
• Yes, the action to detail & specific cost (not estimates) required prior to any award.
• The difficulty was with EFC. They made us spend $300,000 without any guarantee that we would 

get the contract signed. Hey keep adding requirements, foolish papers to sign, information which 
was only tangential to the project.

• Part I - This section was very vague in describing the actual information that was required to 
be added to the Contract Documents. Specific verbiage was suddenly required to be in the bid 
documents. The ARRA info and certifications were especially confusing trying figure out what was 
needed in the Project documents?

• It is hard to say, all that happened a year ago. the big item is that the SHPO review changed 
midstream during the application cycle and we had to re-do it.

• If I did not understand I would just call for assistance.
• A detailed description and schedule indicating how the applicant will complete all necessary 

environmental and State Historic Preservation Office reviews required for the proposed project in 
time to meet the January 1, 2010 deadline referred to above.

• Detailed project schedule, including construction start and end dates.
• There was a lot of redundancy with the application. Ask the questions that you need answers too. 

Way too many sections. Also limit the narrative to 3 or 4 pages. If someone can’t get their point 
across or describe the project in a few pages- then the project isn’t ready for GIGP funding.

• Contracting process should be simplified.

5. From your perspective, what did the Green Innovation Grant Program accomplish?
 

• Better quality sewer systems, energy efficient with a high degree of drinking water savings
• Funding for large communities
• Provided funding to innovative projects that will reduce energy consumption thru green measures.
• Hard to determine
• Not much
• A significant waste of pubic resources including over $6,000 in professional consultant fees plus 

several hundred man-hours for the extensive application process.
• Without the program we would not have been able to do the project.
• Moved time line for our improvement.
• Nothing for us.
• We were able to have work down that we could not have even considered without the grant.
• We will save on energy consumption and sludge hauling.
• For us, it has allowed the completion of a project that can be duplicated across NYS that benefits 

farmers and the environment. For others it has allowed people to their jobs, or created jobs while 
improving the infrastructure in communities. Buying American increased the cost of the projects. 
This needs to be weighed against the number of jobs created and projects constructed.

• Allowed the community to be proactive in green innovation and sustainability.
• Significant water conservation for our institution using very basic, proven plumbing upgrades.
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• Very little to not much as far as Erie County and the far Western end of the state since we did not 
receive our fair share of project funding.

• I have not seen any accomplishments. Unsure
• Frustrated the hell out of me and many others and may ultimately cost me my job (a mixed 

blessing actually).
• Allowed the Village of Greenwood Lake the ability to implement a green stormwater project that 

can be a model for other communities and projects.
• From our perspective we thought we had several strong applications but received no funding so 

we accomplished nothing.
• Provided monies for a project that had the potential to not move forward.
• It was a good first step, which helped to bring about more discussions of sustainable projects.
• It allowed projects to be completed that there otherwise may not have been funding for and 

allowed for new products to be utilized.
• Public municipality funding.
• The amount of time spent by Town workers for such a small grant is ridiculous.
• We got funding for a very good project to build wetlands. It was only through our perseverance
• It showed a commitment from the State and Federal Government to innovated green/wet weather 

solutions. This commitment is important to get these solutions of the ground.
• It did allow us to upgrade our lighting equipment to a more “energy efficient” fixture and reduce 

our energy consumption in the future, saving the taxpayers money.
• The Program is successful in helping to kick-start and promote alternative energy technologies.
• The GIGP has been excellent. We have benefited exactly as hoped. We have better and more 

sustainable stormwater management practiced in our downtown and we are now better able to 
protect the Erie Canal.

• We installed some meters and learned more about federally-funded grant programs
• Unfortunately, I did not receive a grant, but there were many applicants that did who will benefit 

greatly for well needed projects. I am grateful they are having the program again this year and I am 
looking forward to submitting my project again.

• I think this program gave communities the opportunity to complete some worthwhile projects in a 
timely manner.

• Awareness of its application to existing and future public projects
• Unknown! Once a municipality wasn’t funded we have not been kept in the loop.
• Funded an innovative green project to save energy, reduce fossil fuel use.

6.  Do you have any comments on where/how the NYSEFC can be more helpful?

• The EFC is great!!!! Harry Nelson, Fred Testa, etc, etc, etc...
• funding to assist basic infrastructure improvements
• Consider establishing a pre-application process to screen out projects with no likelihood of 

funding to prevent waste of public resources. The Pre-App should be a streamlined project 
summary and proposed budget comprising only a few pages.

• NYSEC staff were the best part of the program. They were very helpful.
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• EFC contact personnel were good.
• No - very helpful. (3 responses)
• Getting the clarification of rules. Less paper. Two many people trying to interpret the rules at 

the same time during conference calling. Need to deal with each person’s specialty one at a time. 
Interpretation of the rules were different on any given day.

• I think GIGP grants should be broken into groups by municipality size. It’s difficult for a small local 
government to write a grant application comparable to a larger municipality that has engineers 
and legal staff.

• M/WBE process.
• NYSEFC needs to be given the regulatory requirements well in advance of a grant application 

process so they can educated applicants.
• Stick to revolving loans and let someone else manage the grant program.
• Hire more staff.
• Other components of the project that were included in the design but not funded by GIGP; energy 

efficient lighting and an upgrade to the municipal buildings septic system.
• Better clarification of how projects will be rated so we will know ahead of time if our projects have 

a chance. Instead of spending the manpower on applications that go no where. This is even more 
critical if addition reports and plans were to be required in the future.

• Repository for documents needs to be fine tuned and satisfying all ARRA requirements was 
challenging and very time consuming.

• They are very professional and want to help. It is a pleasure to work with them.
• The approval process was too long which almost caused our project to miss the deadline.
• Estimated cost need to be acceptable to get approval of a grant, open bidding can be provided 

following grant approval.
• They should not be allowed to run the program. They are so excessive and scared and AR that it is 

beyond help. I have written proposal for 30 years and this one is the most horrible one I have ever 
been involved with. The EFC people, who are of good heart, blamed the EPA. If that is true they all 
should be changed. I have never been so disgusted in my life. I wrote you to call me to discuss this 
and as you haven’t, so you too really don’t care about this but are just doing a “job”

• Provide the “specific verbiage” for MWBE- EEO requirements, Davis-Bacon requirements and any 
other necessary certifications (i.e.: Buy American) that are required in the Contracts to qualify for 
the GIGP monies.

• EFC and DOH seemed very fragmented in the way they administered this program. no one at EFC 
appeared to have a comprehensive or concise understanding of what was happening with the 
GIGP or could provide clear guidance in some cases. Plus, it seemed that EFC kept changing and/
or reinterpreting the GIGP requirements.

• None that I can think of.
• NYSEFC needs to sort out what applies to a project and what does not apply prior to asking the 

applicant to supply information that is irrelevant to the project.
• They are very helpful, although the red tape is unbelievable.
• Keep the EFC website up to date. We check it often for funding announcements etc.
• Yes, we would appreciate feedback on the application- criteria, scores and rankings.
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Coded Open-Ended Questions 

Question #1: What were the major difficulties, if any, that you experienced in the application 
process?

Answered: 47
Skipped: 33

Category #1: Assistance

Response Frequency
Poor application instruction/guidance 4
Poor knowledge of requirements 4
Too many delayed deadlines 2
Vague 2
Did not provide enough information about grant 
competitiveness

1

No rating system 1
Lack of technical support 1
Slowness of other agencies 1
Poor tracking of application status 1

Total comments: 17

Category #2: Requirements
Response Frequency

Meeting federal (ARRA) requirements 3
Expense of meeting requirements 2
Providing an engineering report 2
SEQR determination 1
Figuring out the federal (ARRA) requirements 1
Lack of a funding cap 1
No incentive to meet post-award demands 1
Reports at the end of each draw 1
Obtaining cost estimates 1
Purchase orders required prior to approval 1
Meeting minimum labor requirements 1
Cost of meeting feasibility design 1

Total comments: 15
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Category #3: Time Frame

Response Frequency
Did not have enough time 10
Application took too long 5
Did not have enough time for quality application 1

Total comments: 15

Category #4: Application

Response Frequency
Too many details/length 5
Redundancy 1
Difficult terminology without explanation 1
Vague 1

Total comments: 8

Category #5: Local Knowledge

Response Frequency
Lack of experience on grant writing 1
First experience with GIGP 1

Total comments: 2

Category #6: None

Response Frequency
No complaints/challenges 11

Total comments: 10

Category #7: Other

Response Frequency
Getting the grant 2
No hydropower projects 1
More water quality projects 1
NA 1
See other responses 1

Total comments: 6
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Question #2: What would you like to see changed in the future?

Answered: 44
Skipped: 36

Category #1: Improved Assistance

Response Frequency
Faster review and response of applications 3
Meet internal deadlines 3
One contact 2
Change grant responsibility to NYSDEC 2
Greater knowledge on requirements 1
Quicker communication of app. deficiencies 1
Better grant availability notification 1
Streamline process within EFC 1
Wrong contact 1

Total comments: 15

Category #2: Requirements

Response Frequency
Eliminate shovel-ready requirement 4
Longer timeline for application 3
Add a funding cap 2
Eliminate prevailing wage requirement 1
Shorter application 1
Minimize Buy American requirements 1
Minimize “special” requirements 1
Create separate requirements for purchase projects 1
Allow landscape architects to approve plans 1
Do not require level of completion prior to acceptance 1
Create penalty for those that do not meet shovel ready 1

Total comments: 17



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       56

Category #3: Determining Eligibility
 

Response Frequency
List of all requirements up-front 3
Create a pre-application or preliminary round to 
eliminate ineligible projects

2

Total comments: 5

Category #4: New Services

Response Frequency
Provide a scoring checklist/project rating 3
Allow online submissions 1
Project who will be selected prior to announcement 1
Provide estimates of total number of projects funded 1
Provide estimate of funded projects by applicant  type 1
Offer a webinar or local seminar 1

Total comments: 8

Category #5: Grant Distribution & Availability

Response Frequency
Greater “availability” of funding 4
Even distribution throughout state 2
Even distribution within counties by applicant type 1
Greater availability to small towns 1
Select more small projects 1
Focus on small business 1

Total comments: 9

Category #6: Project Types

Response Frequency
Offer suggestions of desired projects 1
Include hydropower as eligible project 1
Fund more water quality projects 1

Total comments: 3
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Category #7: Nothing

Response Frequency
Nothing 1

Total Comments: 1

Category #8: Other

Response Frequency
Unsure 1
Yes 1
NA 1
Priorities closer to ours 1
Emphasis to put people to work quickly 1

Total comments: 5

Question #3: Are there categories for green innovative water projects that were not covered 
by the program that should be in the future?

Answered: 21
Skipped: 59

Category #1: Suggested GIGP categories

Response Frequency
Alternative water and wastewater treatment 2
Disposable solid recycling 1
Septic system upgrades 1
Recycling greenhouse water 1
Airport deicing 1
Automated meter reading 1
Stormwater management in water basins 1
Hydrodams 1
Riparian buffers 1
Planter boxes 1
Water quality for runoff in parks 1

Total comments: 10
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Category #2: New focus

Response Frequency
Stormwater retention focus 1
Urban focus 1
Water quality focus 1
More innovative projects 1

Total comments: 4

Category #3: No

Response Frequency
No 5

Total comments: 10

Category #4: Other

Not sure 3
N/A 2
Don’t do it again 1
No innovative projects included 1
Yes 1

Total comments: 8

Question #4: Were there any specific sections of the application that were especially 
confusing or difficult? If so, which one(s)?

Answered: 31
Skipped: 49

Category #1: Challenging sections

Part 1 1
Determining project category 1

Total comments: 2
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Category #2: Challenging requirements

Response Frequency
Reporting & monitoring ARRA requirements 3
Contracting/bidding process 2
Detailing project schedule 2
Cost estimates 1
Changes to SHPO review 1

Total comments: 9
 
Category #3: General difficulties

Response Frequency
Too long 2
Redundancy in application 2
Vague instruction 1

Total comments: 5

 
Category #4: None

Response Frequency
No 16

Total comments: 16 

 
Category #5: Other

Did not fill out forms 4
NA 1
Not one particular section 1
No way to calculate project’s economic impact 1

Total comments: 7
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Question #5: From your perspective, what did the Green Innovation Grant Program 
accomplish?

Answered: 38
Skipped: 42

Category #1: Successful Project

Response Frequency
Successful Project 3
Project will save municipal money 3
Funded projects that would not have been possible 3
Promoted energy efficiency 1
Improved stormwater management 1
Promoted water conservation 1
Installed water meters 1
Created sewer system improvements 1
Helped build wetlands 1
Green roof 1
Learned about federally funded grants 1

Total comments: 17

Category #2: Community Gain

Response Frequency
Model for larger community 4
Funded innovative green projects 3
Good first step (awareness) 3
Environmental benefit 1
Job creation 1
Lower energy costs 1
Savings will save taxpayers money 1
Showed federal commitment to green wet weather infra. 1

Total comments: 15
Category #3: Criticisms

Response Frequency
Nothing for us 2
Not much 2
Not much for Erie County or Western New York 2
Funded large projects 1
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Significant waste of public resources 1
Application took too much time 1
Grant not large enough 1
Frustration 1
Only large communities received funding 1

Total comments: 12
Category #4: Other

Response Frequency
Not sure 5
Moved timeline 1

Total comments: 6

Question #6: Do you have any comments on where/how the NYSEFC can be more helpful?

Answered: 31
Skipped: 49

Category #1: Additional Assistance

Response Frequency
Improve knowledge on requirements 3
One contact 2
Lessen the red tape 1
Keep website up to date 1
Hire more staff 1
More assistance in M/WBE process 1
Help meeting ARRA requirements 1
More feedback 1
Shorten approval process 1
Provide clear answers to questions 1
Correct Contact 1

Total comments: 14
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Category #2: Policy Changes

Shift responsibility of GIGP to other agency 2
Create a funding cap 1
Create multiple grant pools by community size 1
Expand eligible projects 1
Less fragmentation between EFC and DOH 1
More funding to basic infrastructure improvements 1
Bidding after grant acceptance 1
Provide specific ARRA verbiage 1

Total comments: 9

Category #3: New Services

Create a scoring system 3
Keep website up-to-date 1
Create a better repository for documents 1
Create a pre-application 1
Sort projects early on and only request relevant info 1

Total comments: 7

Category #4: Satisfied

Response Frequency
Already helpful 8
EFC best part of grant experience 1

Total comments: 9

Category #5: Other

Response Frequency
None 5

Total comments: 5
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Critical Responses 
 
Extremely negative comments that criticized the EFC or GIGP process were marked to track the number 
of participants that were put off by this grant experience.

Comparison of Number of Flagged Responses to Responders

Total Flagged Statements 20
Total Flagged Participants 10
Participants w/ 1 flagged comments 5
Participants w/ 2 flagged comments 2
Participants w/ 3+ flagged comments 3

Break-Down by Question

Question Number Number of attacking responses
1 4
2 5
3 2
4 2
5 4
6 3
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Sub-Appendix 3: Cross-Tabulation Tables

GIGP Funding 
Table #1: Applicants funded and not funded by population size
 

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 
100,000

Projects Funded 17 13 10 9
Percent Funded 27% 19% 17% 24%

Projects Not-
funded

46 54 50 28

Percent Not-
funded

73% 81% 83% 76%

Percent of 
Applicants

28% 30% 26% 16%

Spearman 
Correlation

-.050 Significance .454

Table #2: Applicants funded and not funded by community type (urban or rural)
 

Urban Rural
Projects Funded 26 23

Percent 17% 31%
Projects Not-funded 125 51
Percent Not-Funded 83% 69%

Pearson Chi-
Square

5.602 Significance .018

Table #3: Applicants funded and not funded by NYSDEC Region

Downstate Central & 
Eastern NY

Adirondacks 
Region

Western NY

Projects Funded 12 15 9 13

Percent 15% 24% 31% 22%
Projects Not-

funded
70 48 20 47

Percent 85% 76% 69% 78%

Pearson 
Chi-Square

4.087 Significance .252
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Table #4: Participants funded and not funded by applicant type

City, town, 
or village

County Other 
Government

Other

Projects Funded 30 8 2 4

Percent 60% 67% 40% 50%
Projects Not-

funded
20 4 3 4

Percent 40% 33% 60% 50%

Pearson 
Chi-Square

1.320 Significance .724

Table #5: Participants funded and not funded by time spent

1-20 hours 21-40 hours More than 40 
hours

Projects Funded 6 6 12

Percent 24% 37% 50%
Projects Not-funded 19 10 12

Percent 76% 63% 50%

Spearman 
Correlation

.231 Significance .061

Table #6: Participants funded and not funded by staff assigned

1 person 2 people More 2 people
Projects Funded 6 10 10

Percent 32% 40% 34%
Projects Not-funded 13 15 13

Percent 68% 60% 66%

Spearman 
Correlation

.231 Significance .061
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Table #12: Participants funded and not funded by time spent on the application

1-20 hours 21-40 
hours

More than 
40 hours

Projects 
Funded

6 6 12

Percent 24% 38% 50%
Projects Not-

funded
19 10 12

Percent 76% 63% 50%

Spearman 
Correlation

.234 Significance .061

\
Table #13: Participants funded and not funded by number of staff assigned

1 person 2 people More than 2 
people

Projects 
Funded

6 10 10

Percent 32% 40% 43%
Projects Not-

funded
13 15 13

Percent 68% 60% 57%

Spearman 
Correlation

.094 Significance .448

GIGP Perception 

Table #14: GIGP Perception by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 25,000 25,001 to 
100,000

More than 
100,000

Positive 11 9 9 5
Percent 73% 64% 53% 56%
Neutral 2 2 2 0
Percent 13% 14% 12% 0%

Negative 2 3 6 4
Percent 13% 21% 35% 44%

Spearman 
Correlation

.199 Significance .145
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Table #15: GIGP Perception by NYSDEC Region

Downstate Central & 
Eastern NY

Adirondacks 
Region

Western NY

Positive 16 3 5 9
Percent 67% 50% 56% %
Neutral 2 2 1 2
Percent 8% 33% 11% 0%
Negative 6 1 3 4
Percent 25% 17% 33% 44%

Pearson 
Chi-Square

3.034 Significance .805

Table #16: GIGP Perception by applicant type

City, town, 
or village

County Other 
Government

Other

Positive 42 4 2 4
Percent 65% 50% 50% 57%
Neutral 5 1 1 0
Percent 13% 12% 25% 0%

Negative 8 3 1 3
Percent 22% 38% 25% 43%

Pearson 
Chi-Square

3.134 Significance .791
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Table #17: Future interest with cost-share 90/10 by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 11 19 18 11
Percent 73% 90% 82% 92%

Somewhat 
Interested

2 1 2 0

Percent 13% 5% 9% 0%
Not interested 2 1 2 1

Percent 13% 5% 9% 8%

Spearman Correlation .099 Significance .414

Table #18: Future interest with cost-share 80/20 by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 3 13 11 10
Percent 23% 62% 50% 77%

Somewhat 
Interested

8 7 9 1

Percent 62% 33% 41% 8%
Not interested 2 1 2 1

Percent 15% 5% 9% 15%

Spearman 
Correlation

.215 Significance .076

Table #19: Future interest with cost-share 75/25 by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 3 9 8 6
Percent 21% 43% 36% 46%

Somewhat 
Interested

5 12 10 5

Percent 36% 47% 55% 39%
Not interested 6 2 2 2

Percent 43% 10% 9% 15%
Spearman 

Correlation
.188 Significance .120

Future Interest in GIGP 
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Table #20: Future interest with cost-share 50/50 by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 3 5 4 4
Percent 21% 38% 19% 36%

Somewhat 
Interested

4 8 13 3

Percent 29% 38% 62% 27%
Not interested 7 8 4 4

Percent 50% 24% 19% 36%

Spearman Correlation .145 Significance .241

Table #21: Future interest with required engineering report by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 4 9 3 5
Percent 25% 43% 14% 42%

Somewhat 
Interested

6 8 14 4

Percent 37.5% 38% 67% 33%
Not interested 6 4 4 3

Percent 37.5% 19% 19% 25%

Spearman 
Correlation 

.054 Significance .655

Table #22: Future interest with required conceptual site plan by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 5 9 12 6
Percent 31% 43% 57% 50%

Somewhat 
Interested

9 9 8 4

Percent 56% 43% 38% 33%
Not interested 2 3 1 2

Percent 13% 14% 5% 17%

Spearman Correlation .146 Significance .227
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Table #23: Future interest with required feasibility study by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 5 6 6 3
Percent 33% 29% 30% 25%

Somewhat 
Interested

8 10 12 6

Percent 53% 47% 60% 50%
Not interested 2 5 2 3

Percent 13% 24% 10% 25%

Spearman Correlation -.047 Significance .705

Table #24: Future interest with required feasibility study by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 
100,000

Interested 5 6 6 3
Percent 33% 29% 30% 25%

Somewhat 
Interested

8 10 12 6

Percent 53% 47% 60% 50%
Not interested 2 5 2 3

Percent 13% 24% 10% 25%

Spearman Correlation -.047 Significance .705

Table #25: Future interest with 500K funding cap by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 10 11 12 7
Percent 77% 55% 55% 58%

Somewhat 
Interested

3 5 8 4

Percent 23% 25% 36% 33%
Not interested 0 4 2 1

Percent 0% 20% 9% 8%

Spearman Correlation -.100 Significance .421
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Table #26: Future interest with required feasibility study by population size

5,000 or 
less

5,001 to 
25,000

25,001 to 
100,000

More than 100,000

Interested 10 11 14 8
Percent 67% 55% 63% 67%

Somewhat 
Interested

4 6 7 3

Percent 27% 30% 32% 25%
Not interested 1 3 1 1

Percent 7% 15% 5% 8%

Spearman Correlation .029 Significance .812

Footnotes:
1 GIGP Applicant data has 7 missing values for size of population served. Percents are calculated for valid 
percent.

2 GIGP Applicant data has 1 applicant without information on funding requested. Percents are calculated by 
valid percent.

3 This total reflects missing population size data for 5 eligible applicants
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Appendix B: Survey

Page 1 of 11 

Survey for Clean Water & Drinking Water  
Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) Applicants 

 
Survey conducted by Environmental Finance Center at Syracuse University 

 
Program conducted by NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation 

 
Statement of Informed Consent 

Federal guidelines and regulations require that we share with you, the survey participant, the following 
information: 

o The Environmental Finance Center is requesting that you participate in research. The purpose of this 
research is to inform and improve future rounds of the Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP). These 
improvements could be advantageous for you and your community. 

o Participation in this study involves you filling out a short survey about your opinions on the GIGP 
application and implementation processes, your prior knowledge of GIGP elements, and how potential 
changes to the program would affect your interest in applying for future rounds of GIGP funding. We 
expect this survey will take roughly 10—20 minutes to complete. The Environmental Finance Center 
will compile responses from all the survey participants, analyze the results, and present a summary 
report to the Environmental Facilities Corporation. Your identity and personal information will not be 
collected. In the event that your identity can be identified from your responses, it will not be shared 
with the Environmental Facilities Corporation or any other outside agency.  

o Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may refuse to take part in the research or 
withdraw at any time without penalty. 

o If you have any questions, feel free to contact Evan Newell at the Environmental Finance Center at 
enewell@syracusecoe.org or by calling 315-443-0292. 

Please check this box before continuing to the survey: 
 I have read this statement and agree to participate in the survey. 
 

Please continue to the survey  
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Page 2 of 11 

Survey for Clean Water & Drinking Water  
Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) Applicants 

Survey conducted by Environmental Finance Center at Syracuse University 

 
Program conducted by NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation 

 
Welcome!  Thank you for participating in this survey, your responses are highly valuable and will help to improve the 
Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP).  Please be aware that your responses are entirely voluntary and will be kept 
anonymous.  All responses will be compiled and submitted to the Environmental Facilities Corporation (NYSEFC) in a 
single report. Individual identities of participants will not be shared with the EFC. If you have any questions about this 
process, please contact Evan Newell at the Environmental Finance Center by emailing enewell@syracusecoe.org or  
calling (315) 443-0292. 
 
Note: If you completed the survey online, you do not need to fill out this paper copy. Please recycle. 
 
Please answer every question as completely as possible. When you are finished, please return the survey to the 
Environmental Finance Center in the envelope provided. Postage has been paid in advance. 
 
 

 
 

Preliminary Question: 
Did you submit more than one application for GIGP funding? 

 No 
 Yes 
If you answered yes, please complete the survey on behalf of ONE of your submitted applications. If one 
of your applications was selected for GIGP funding, choose that one. Otherwise, it does not matter which 
application you choose. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Please continue to the next page  
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Page 3 of 11 

Section 1: Background Information  
This section will help the NYSEFC identify what types of organizations applied for funding. 

1. How would you classify your organization that applied for the GIGP? (Please check one) 
 City, town or village government agency 
 County government agency 
 Other regional government agency 
 Private business 
 Non-governmental organization 
 Joint application (please specify_________________) 
 Other (please specify _________________) 

 
2. Approximately what range of grant money did you request? (Please check one) 

 $1,000-50,000 
 $50,001-100,000 
 $100,001-200,000  
 $200,001-500,000 
 $500,001-1,000,000 
 $1,000,001-3,000,000 
 $3,000,001 and higher 

 
3. In which county or counties of New York would your proposed project take place? (Check all that apply) 

 Albany 
 Allegany 
 Bronx 
 Broome 
 Cattaraugus 
 Cayuga 
 Chautauqua 
 Chemung 
 Chenango 
 Clinton 
 Columbia 
 Cortland 
 Delaware 
 Dutchess 
 Erie 
 Essex 
 Franklin 
 Fulton 
 Genesee 
 Greene 
 Hamilton 

 Herkimer 
 Jefferson 
 Kings 
 Lewis 
 Livingston 
 Madison 
 Monroe 
 Montgomery 
 Nassau 
 New York 
 Niagara 
 Oneida 
 Onondaga 
 Ontario 
 Orange 
 Orleans 
 Oswego 
 Otsego 
 Putnam 
 Queens 
 Rensselaer 

 Richmond 
 Rockland 
 Saratoga 
 Schenectady 
 Schoharie 
 Schuyler 
 Seneca 
 St Lawrence 
 Steuben 
 Suffolk 
 Sullivan 
 Tioga 
 Tompkins 
 Ulster 
 Warren 
 Washington 
 Wayne 
 Westchester 
 Wyoming 
 Yates 
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Page 4 of 11 

4. How would you best describe the size of the population served by this project? (Please check one) 
 Less than 1,000 
 1,000 to 5,000 
 5,000 to 25,000 
 25,000 to 100,000 
 100,000 to 500,000 
 More than 500,000 

 
5. Which State Revolving Fund (SRF) program(s), if any, was your project eligible for? (Please check all that apply) 

 Clean Water SRF  
 Drinking Water SRF  
 Neither  

 
6. What percentage of total project costs would be paid by the applying organization? I.e. What was your proposed 

“percent match?” (Please check one) 
 0-9% 
 10-15% 
 16-30% 
 31-50% 
 More than 50% 

 
7. Did you try to leverage GIGP project funding from other sources? (Please check one) 

 Yes 
 No 

 7a. If yes, were you successful in acquiring funding from other sources? (Please check one) 
 Yes 
 No 

 
8. What types of green infrastructure, if any, did your proposed project include? (Select all that apply): 

 Green roofs 
 Permeable pavement 
 Rain gardens 
 Vegetated swales 
 Cisterns and reuse (rain barrels) 
 Green walls 
 Water pillows 
 Urban forestry 
 Bioretention 
 Other (Please Specify) ______________________________________________ 
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Page 5 of 11 

9. How did you first find out about the Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP)? (Please select one) 
 NYSEFC Notice of Availability 
 NYSEFC webinar/webcast 
 NYSEFC website 
 Contacted by NYSEFC via email 
 Contacted by NYSEFC via regular mail 
 NYSDEC Environmental Notice Bulletin 
 NYS Register 
 From a state or NYSEFC official 
 From an engineering firm or technical assistant 
 From another listserv or newsletter 
 Other (Please Specify) ______________________________________________ 

 
10. How much emphasis did your project place on each of the following evaluation criteria? Please rate each 

criterion on its importance in your project. (Please check one for each criterion) 

 No Importance High Importance  

Evaluation Criteria 1 2 3 4 5 Unsure 

a.  Job Creation       

b.  Generation of Other Economic Benefits        

c.  Protection of Public Health/Safety       

d.  Protection of Water Quality       

e.  Protection of Other Environmental Resources       

f.  Renewable Energy Production       

g.  Reduced Energy Consumption       

h.  Energy Efficiency Gains       

i.  Attainment of Water Quality Standards       

j.  Volume of Water Conserved, Reclaimed, or Reused       

k.  Green Infrastructure Components       

l.  Addressed Combined Sewer Overflows       

m.  Compliance with State and Federal Regulations       

n.  Project Sustainability       

o.  Transferability of New Technology and Activities       

p.  Use of Locally Produced Materials       

q.  Other (Specify) _____________________________       

 <SurveyID> 
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Page 6 of 11 

11. From choices a—q in question 10, what were the top three evaluation criteria that you emphasized in your GIGP 
application? Please rank your top three criterion by writing the letters of your choice in the corresponding fields 
below. 

 
1st criterion: ____ 

2nd criterion: ____ 

3rd criterion:  ____ 
 

Section 2: Evaluation of the Application Process & Implementation 
This section will help the NYSEFC improve the grant application process. 
 

1. How much time did the GIGP application take to complete? (Please check one) 
 1-10 hours 
 11-20 hours 
 21-30 hours 
 31-40 hours 
 More than 40 hours 
 I don’t know 

2. How many staff dedicated 5 or more hours to writing your application? (Please check one) 
 1 person 
 2 people 
 3 people 
 4 people 
 More than 4 people 
 I don’t know 

3. Did you contact NYSEFC with questions about the application process? 
 No  
 Yes  

 3a.    If yes, what method did you use to contact NYSEFC? (Check all that apply) 
 Phone 
 Email 
 Mail 
 Other (Please specify) ______________________ 

  3b.   If yes, did you find the assistance provided by NYSEFC staff helpful in completing the application? 
 Yes 
 No 

If no, please explain why not: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Please rate the clarity of the application instructions: (Please check one response)  
    1 2 3 4 5  
               Not at all clear        Extremely easy to understand 
 

5. Please rate the usefulness of the application instructions to complete the application: (Please check one) 
    1 2 3 4 5  
             Not at all useful        Extremely useful 
 

6. Please rate the usefulness of the application checklist to completing the application: (Please check one) 
    1 2 3 4 5  
             Not at all useful        Extremely useful 
 

7. Please rate the difficulty of the entire application process: (Please check one response) 
    1 2 3 4 5  
          Not at all difficult        Extremely difficult 

 
8. Given your experience with the application process, would you consider applying for a GIGP grant in the future? 

 Yes 
 No 
If no, please explain why not: 
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Section 3: Interest Levels in Future Green Innovative Grant Programs 
This section will help the NYSEFC gauge applicant interest in 2011 GIGP funding given potential changes it 
may make to the program and its application process. Potential changes considered here relate to cost-
share ratios, funding caps, and required reports. 

3a: Cost-Share Ratios 

The minimum cost-share ratio for GIGP funds in 2010 was 90/10 (grant/local). Rate your level of interest in applying for 
2011 GIGP funds given the following potential changes to the cost-share ratio. (Please check one for each ratio) 

Minimum Cost-Share Ratio 
Not at all 

interested 
Somewhat 
interested 

Moderately 
Interested Very interested Unsure 

1. 90/10 (I.e. no change)      

2. 80/20      

3. 75/25:      

4. 50/50      
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3b: Funding Caps 
NYSEFC is considering a per-project cap for the 2011 round of GIGP funding. This cap would set the maximum amount of 
grant money that NYSEFC could allocate to any one project. Please rate your level of interest in applying for 2011 GIGP 
funds given the following potential funding caps. (Please check one response for each funding cap) 

Funding Cap 
Not at all 

interested 
Somewhat 
interested 

Moderately 
Interested Very interested Unsure 

1. $500,000      

2. $750,000      

3. $1,000,000      

 
3c: Required Reports 
To increase the quality of the proposals it receives, NYSEFC is considering requiring certain reports or plans in the 2011 
round of GIGP applications. Three types of reports currently under consideration are: 

• DEC Approved Engineering Report, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), or the equivalent: The 
specific report type required here would depend on the type of project proposed. These reports must be 
generated by a Professional Engineer licensed in the state of New York.  The engineering report/SWPPP/ 
equivalent must include detailed descriptions of the project, its outcomes, metrics and compliance with 
applicable requirements.  

• Conceptual Site Plan: A conceptual site plan includes drawings and general explanations of the project’s major 
features. 

• Feasibility Study: A feasibility study is an evaluation or analysis of the potential impact and difficulty of a 
proposed project. Common components of a feasibility study include: site constraints, environmental issues, 
economic, legal, technological, operational, and schedule feasibility.  

Please rate your level of interest in applying for 2011 GIGP funding if the following reports are required. (Please check 
one response for each type of report) 

Required Report Type 
Not at all 

interested 
Somewhat 
interested 

Moderately 
Interested Very interested Unsure 

1. DEC Approved Engineering 
Report/SWPPP/Equivalent 

     

2. Conceptual Site Plan      

3. Feasibility Study      
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Section 4: Prior Experience with Green Innovation 
This section will help inform the NYSEFC on how knowledgeable the applicants were about the Green 
Project Categories included in the Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP). 
 

1. Which Green Project categories were included in your proposed project? (Please check all that apply) 
 Water Efficiency 
 Energy Efficiency 
 Green Wet Weather Infrastructure  
 Environmental Innovation 

 
2. For each and every category below, please mark the level of experience you had prior to the start of 

the GIGP application process. (Please check one response for each category) 

 
No  

Experience 
Little 

Experience 
Some 

Experience 
A Lot of 

Experience 

Water Efficiency:     

Energy Efficiency :     

Green Wet Weather Infrastructure:      

Environmental Innovation:     

 
3. Please provide details about your prior experience, if any: 

___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
4. Please rate your knowledge of the following types of green wet weather infrastructure. (Please check one 

response for each type) 

 
No  

Knowledge 
Little 

Knowledge 
Some 

Knowledge 
A Lot of 

Knowledge 

Green Roofs:     

Permeable Pavement:     

Vegetated Swales:     

Cisterns and Stormwater Reuse:      

Rain Gardens:     

Green Walls:     

Urban Forestry:     

Bioretention:     
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Section 5: Implementation Feedback  
This section will help the NYSEFC improve the implementation phase of the GIGP funding process. 
 

1. Was your project selected for GIGP funding? 
 Yes 
 No 

 If you answered “No,” please skip questions 2—7 and move on to Section 6.   
 

2. After receiving the grant, how frequently have you or your organization been in contact with NYSEFC? 
 No contact 
 Infrequent contact 
 Frequent contact 
 Very frequent contact 
 Don’t know/unsure 

 
3. To what degree were these interactions useful? 

 Not useful or no interaction 
 Somewhat useful 
 Useful 
 Very useful 
 Don’t know/unsure 

 
4. How difficult was it to meet the shovel-ready requirement of a January 1st start date? (Please check one) 

    1 2 3 4 5  
          Not at all difficult        Extremely difficult 

 
Please rate how much you Agree/Disagree with the following statements  

 
5. The Green Infrastructure Grant Program (GIGP) is a good use of public funds. (Please check one response) 

    1 2 3 4 5  6 
          Strongly Agree         Strongly Disagree 
 

6. The GIGP experience has been a positive one. (Please check one response) 
    1 2 3 4 5  6 
          Strongly Agree         Strongly Disagree 
 

7. The GIGP should be repeated for future funding cycles. (Please check one response) 
    1 2 3 4 5  6 
          Strongly Agree         Strongly Disagree  
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Section 6: Open Ended Questions 
This is the last section. Please feel free to submit additional pages if you need extra space for your response. 

1. What were the major difficulties, if any, that you experienced in the application process? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. What would you like to see changed in the future? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Are there categories for green innovative water projects not covered by GIGP that should be in the future? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Were there specific sections of the application that were especially confusing or difficult? If so, which one(s)? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. From your perspective, what did the Green Innovation Grant Program accomplish? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Do you have any comments on where/how the EFC can be more helpful? 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Thank you very much for completing the survey. Please return it to the Environmental Finance Center in the provided 
envelope. Postage has been paid in advance. 
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Appendix C: Spatial and Demographic Analysis

Introduction
The following analysis is based on data collected by NYSEFC through the Green Innovation Grant Program 
(GIGP) application process in conjunction with tract-level data from the 2000 US Census. There were 294 
GIGP applicants, 234 of which were deemed eligible for the program. Of those, 49 proposals were selected 
to receive funding. This report makes observations about each of these groups – applicants, eligible, and 
funded – as appropriate. The relevant group in each section of this report is indicated in parentheses in 
each section title.

SU-EFC used Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to map the locations of the 234 GIGP applications 
and the 49 projects that were funded through the program. SU-EFC then compared these locations to 
other major variables including GIGP project category, population size, and amount of funding requested 
looking for spatial trends. This document includes maps and tables that illustrate SU-EFC’s observations, 
as well as descriptions of any apparent trends.

In addition, SU-EFC considered demographic features such as poverty and race to assess whether GIGP 
funds were distributed in a just and equitable way.
Note: Percentages in tables may not total 100% due to rounding.

Summary of Findings

For the reader’s convenience, a summary of findings is presented below.

• Applications to GIGP appear to be clustered in Central and Downstate New York;

• Energy Efficiency (EE) and Water Efficiency (WE) were the most popular project categories 
selected by applicants;

• Overall, funded projects appear to be distributed evenly throughout the state;

• After NYSEFC categorized the GIGP proposals, Water Efficiency (WE), Water Meters (WM), and 
Environmental Innovation (EI), projects appear to be clustered toward the eastern side of the 
state;

• Based on the dollar value and population size served, funded projects are distributed evenly 
across the state; and

• While areas with high poverty rates or high minority populations were less likely to apply for 
GIGP funding, NYSEFC was equitable in its distribution of funds.
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Geographic Distribution of Project Proposals

Projects Categorized by Applicants (294 Applicants)

On the GIGP application, applicants were required to place their proposed projects into four categories: 
Energy Efficiency, Environmental Innovation (EI), Green Wet Weather Infrastructure (GWWI), and Water 
Efficiency. The application allowed applicants to select more than one category. Table 1 below shows the 
number of projects placed into GIGP categories by applicants. The 440 category selections represent all 
294 GIGP applications. The categories applicants chose most frequently were Energy Efficiency and Water 
Efficiency. 

Table 1:  Number of Projects Placed into GIGP Categories by Applicants

GIGP Category Projects
Energy Efficiency 153
Water Efficiency 112
Green Wet Weather Infrastructure 89
Environmental Innovation 86
Total 440

Map 1-4 show the geographic distribution of each category, as selected by applicants, across New York 
State. 

                  
 Map 1:  Energy Efficiency                            Map 2:  Environmental Innovation 
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Map 3:  Green Wet Weather Infrastructure                       Map 4:  Water Efficiency

Projects Categorized by NYSEFC (234 Eligible)

Due to federal regulations on the appropriation of funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act (ARRA), which comprised the sole source of GIGP funding, NYSEFC had to place each of the 234 
eligible applications into single categories. This meant evaluating each proposal and choosing the GIGP 
category that it fit best into, even in cases where applicants themselves selected more than one category. 

A large number of proposals for water meter installations and updates led NYSEFC to create a special 
Water Meter Category in addition to the existing four categories. Table 2, below, shows the number of 
projects placed into each category by NYSEFC.

Table 2:  Number of Projects Placed into GIGP Categories by NYSEFC

GIGP Category Projects
Energy Efficiency 94
Green Wet Weather Infrastructure 75
Water Meters 36
Water Efficiency 15
Environmental Innovation 13
Total 2331

Table 3 below shows a comparison of project categorization by GIGP applicants and NYSEFC’s review 
team. While a reduction in the total in each category was expected, the highest reduction was seen in 
Water Efficiency. This is largely explained by projects being transferred from Water Efficiency to the 
Water Meters category, as the new category was created. The second highest reduction was seen in 
Environmental Innovation, and was due to a large number of proposals categorized by applicants as EI 
that were really for the installation of existing green infrastructure technology. This also explains the 
relatively small reduction in GWWI proposals.



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       86

Table 3: Comparison of Applicant Categorization vs. NYSEFC Categorization of Projects

GIGP Category # of Projects as 
Categorized by 

Applicants

# of Projects as 
Categorized by 

NYSEFC

Energy Efficiency 153 94
Environmental Innovation 86 13
Green Wet Weather Infrastructure 89 75
Water Efficiency 112 15
Water Meter n/a 36
Total 440 2332

The eligible projects and their categories as chosen by NYSEFC were placed on a map to determine if 
there were any trends (see Map 5 below). Notice that most of the proposals were concentrated in the 
downstate and Central New York areas. Additionally, of the NYSEFC’s 13 EI projects, none came from the 
northeastern part of the state. 

Map 5: 234 Eligible Projects by EFC Category
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Distribution of Funded Projects (49 Funded)

Map 6, below, shows the geographic distribution of the 49 projects chosen to receive GIGP funding. Table 
4 shows a breakdown of the 49 funded projects by GIGP category. Overall, the projects selected for GIGP 
funding were more evenly distributed throughout the state than the project proposals were (see Map 5). 

The clearest evidence of this is the reduced density in central and downstate regions from Map 5 to Map 
6. Although 49 projects is too few to draw significant statistical conclusions, a cursory visual look at the 
geographic distribution of funded proposals shows an interesting pattern: While EI and GWWI projects 
appear to be evenly distributed throughout the state, the remaining project categories are clustered 
toward the east. SU-EFC was unable to ascertain why the projects were distributed this way, but it may 
have to do with differing infrastructure needs around various regions of the state.

Map 6:  49 Projects that Received GIGP funding

Table 4: 49 Funded Projects by Category

GIGP Category # of Funded Projects 
as Categorized by 

NYSEFC

Energy Efficiency 20
Green Wet Weather Infrastructure 13

Water Meters 7
Water Efficiency 5

Environmental Innovation 4
Total 49
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The Spatial Pattern of Population Size Served (49 Funded)

Map 7, below, shows the geographic distribution of funded projects and the size of the population that 
each project serves, as reported by the applicants to NYSEFC. Each dot on the map indicates the location 
of a funded project, with the color of the dot signifying the number of people the project serves. Notice 
that in addition to funded projects being evenly distributed around the state, the population sizes they 
serve appear to be evenly distributed as well. In other words, the GIGP projects that serve the most 
people are not clustered in any one area. Further down the page, Table 5 provides a breakdown of the 
number of funded projects in each population size range. 

Map 7: Population Size Served of 49 Funded Projects

Table 5: Number of Funded Projects in Each Population Range

Population Size # of Funded Projects % of Total
< 5,000 17 34.7%

5,000 – 10,000 6 12.2%
10,000 – 50,000 15 30.6%

50,000 – 100,000 2 4.1%
        >100,000 9 18.4%

Total 49 100%
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The Spatial Pattern of Recommended Funding Amounts (49 Funded)

The geographic distribution of the 49 funded GIGP projects along with their recommended funding 
amounts are shown on Map 8, below. The funding amount is divided into 5 ranges, defined in the map 
legend. Each dot on the map indicates the location of a funded project, with the color of the dot signifying 
the dollar amount NYSEFC recommended it receive. There is no discernible pattern, meaning that the 
high-dollar projects do not appear to be clustered in any one area. Table 6 provides a breakdown of the 
number of projects in each funding amount range.

Map 8: EFC Recommend Funding of 49 Funded Projects

Table 6: Number of Funded Projects in Each Funding Amount Range

Funding Amount # of Funded Projects % of Total
< $200,000 12 24.5%

$200,000 - $300,000 9 18.4%
$300,000 - $500,000 10 20.4%

$500,000 - $1,000,000 9 18.4%
> $1,000,000 9 18.4%

Total 49 100%



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       90

Demographic Feature of Projects Proposals (234 Eligible and 49 Funded)

Poverty
The following maps illustrate the distribution of GIGP applicants and funded projects as they relate to 
income distributions around New York State. SU-EFC used US Census tract-level data to create a map 
illustrating the percentage of families living below the federally defined poverty level in each tract. Lighter 
color represents lower percentages of families living below the poverty line, and darker colors represent 
higher poverty rates, as defined in the map legend. Map 11 shows all of New York State, and maps 11-15 
show detailed views of Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Albany, and Long Island, urban areas where census 
tracts are too small to see on the large map. New York City is not shown because it was not eligible for 
GIGP funding. 

In general, there was no apparent trend toward project applications coming from especially affluent or 
poor areas. Projects from urban areas were more likely to be in highly impoverished census tracts than 
were projects in other parts of the state, but this is likely due to the fact that areas with high population 
densities tend to contain hot spots of concentrated poverty. Additionally, there was no apparent bias 
towards funding projects from affluent or poor communities. The poverty ranges that received the most 
funding were 5%-9.99% and 10%-14.99%, as detailed in Table 7 following the maps.

Map 10: GIGP Projects and Poverty Rates
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Map 11: Buffalo Detailed Poverty Map

Map 12: Rochester Detailed Poverty Map
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Map 13: Syracuse Detailed Poverty Map

Map 14: Albany Detailed Poverty Map
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Map 15: Long Island Detailed Poverty Map

Table 7:  Eligible GIGP Proposals and Funded Projects at Each Poverty Level

Eligible Proposals (229)3 Funded Projects (49)
% Pop in 
Poverty

Number of 
Projects

% of Total Number of Projects % of Total

< 5% 52 22.7% 5 10.2%
5%-9.99% 79 34.5% 18 36.7%

10%-14.99% 37 16.2% 16 32.7%
15%-24.99% 34 14.9% 7 14.3%

>25% 27 11.7% 3 6.1%
Total 229 100% 49 100%

Race 
NYSEFC was concerned with making sure GIGP funds were distributed equitably, and an important 
demographic feature to consider is race and ethnicity. SU-EFC again used US Census data, this time using 
“white” and “non-white” as indicators of racial and ethnic traits. On the following maps, lighter colors 
represent lower percentages of non-white residents in each census tract. 

Table 8 shows a breakdown of proposals and funded projects by % non-white. Analysis of these figures 
shows that proposals were more likely to come from areas with lower minority populations. Funded 
projects were distributed similarly. While this may indicate a need for outreach and facilitation in areas 
with high minority populations, it also indicates that NYSEFC distributed GIG funds relatively equitably.
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Appendix D: National SRF Summary

Green Initiatives for State Revolving Fund (SRF) Scoring 
and Projects by State

Introduction
This document highlights the accomplishments of 11 states that are striving to encourage innovation 
in wastewater, drinking water, and stormwater infrastructure through their State Revolving Funds and 
other water resource management programs. This document has been prepared for the New York State 
Environmental Facilities Corporation (NYSEFC), and its purpose is to provide an overview of methods for 
encouraging water infrastructure innovation in New York State. Some of these methods include policy 
changes, new programs, and updates to the State Revolving Funds (SRF) and Green Innovation Grant 
Program (GIGP). This is not a “how-to” guide, nor does it address potential hurdles to implementing these 
methods in New York. This is meant as a guidance document to help the state identify possible ways to 
encourage more innovation.

Note that New York is already a national leader in enacting policies and programs to spur innovation in 
water and wastewater infrastructure. The state’s SRF program offers a great deal of principle forgiveness, 
and GIGP provides additional grant funding for municipalities and counties pursuing projects that 
increase energy and/or water efficiency, utilize green infrastructure, or serve as demonstration projects 
for new advances in green technology.

It should be noted that all 50 states received funding from The American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009 (ARRA) to finance high priority water infrastructure projects that qualified for Clean Water 
or Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) programs. States were mandated to spend at least 20% 
of ARRA SRF funds on green projects, including green infrastructure, energy or water efficiency, and 
environmentally innovative activities. This pool of money was referred to as the Green Project Reserve 
(GPR). The states highlighted below have taken an innovative approach to the distribution of these funds 
or have exceeded the minimum allocation for green projects.

The 38 states that are not mentioned in this report have not taken steps towards increasing efficiency 
or sustainability in their water resource management programs. Hopefully, New York and the 11 states 
that have will act as leaders and have a significant impact by increasing sustainability on water practices 
throughout the country. A recent report released by the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC) 
found that more than 1,100 counties will face higher risks of water shortage by mid-century.  Water 
management and climate change adaptation plans will be crucial step towards lessening the impact of 
the proposed shifts in precipitation patterns. Furthermore, practices and innovative ideas similar to those 
presented by the following 11 states are imperative, as water resources become more scarce, practices 
such as increasing water efficiency and recycling and rainwater harvesting will transition from voluntary 
to mandatory.  

California

At present, California does not include specific sustainability criteria in the creation of their SRF 
priority funding list. Current prioritization of funding is based on each project’s ‘Readiness to 
Proceed,’ however in 2008 the state adopted a resolution that all projects should be sustainable. 
This resolution asserts that State Water Board staff must assign priority to grant applications that 
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include climate-related and low-impact development projects. It also encourages Regional Water 
Boards to promote water conservation and sustainable water management strategies among 
the dischargers they oversee. While the document does not explicitly encourage innovation, 
advancements in technologies and processes are often by-products of similar government policies.

Colorado

Colorado gives priority to SRF projects that utilize green infrastructure and other sustainability 
measures by awarding them an additional 5 points in the priority ranking system. As a reference 
for comparison, Colorado awards up to 40 points to proposals based on financial need, up to 20 
points to projects when the affected waterway poses a human health risk, and two points for 
source water protection.

Georgia

Georgia awards additional points for SRF projects that meet one or more of its defined “Green 
Criteria.” Projects earn more points for meeting multiple criteria, as laid out below: 

• Meets 3 or more green criteria – maximum 10 points 

• Meets 1-2 green criteria – maximum 5 points 

• 

Georgia’s Green Criteria include: increased water efficiency; reduced storm water runoff; recycle/
reuse of water; increased energy efficiency, production/use of clean energy; establishment/
restoration of wetlands; pollution prevention/removal) 

Georgia also awards additional points for “Green Benefit,” judged by amounts of water or energy 
conserved and/or the degree of increased water or energy efficiency. Point allocations are as follows:

• High volume benefit – maximum 15 points 

• Moderate volume benefit – maximum 10 points 

• Low volume benefit – maximum 5 points 

Indiana

The Indiana Finance Authority (IFA) runs a Sustainable Infrastructure/Green Initiatives (SI/GI) 
incentive program. This program offers two incentives for green projects: Up to a 0.5% interest 
rate discount over the entire loan to help offset SI/GI component costs, and improved ranking on 
the SRF Priority List(s).

The IFA defines sustainable infrastructure as a capital improvement project that encompasses the 
following principles: 

• reduce/minimize the use of non-renewable resources,  

• reduce/minimize impacts on the environment,  

• protect the natural ecosystem and environment, and 

• use renewable resources in a sustainable manner. 

For more information refer to the SI/GI Resource document and the SI/GI Checklist at, http://www.
in.gov/ifa/srf/2381.htm.



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       96

Massachusetts

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has launched an exciting new pilot program, the 
Massachusetts Energy Management Pilot for Drinking Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities, 
in an effort to reduce the amount of energy used to treat wastewater, reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by 20% and to reduce expenses. This pilot project is a joint venture by the Executive 
Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs (EOEEA), Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MassDEP), USEPA, Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (MA DOER), 
Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust, the Consortium for Energy Efficiency, and other major 
electric and gas energy efficiency programs.  

Currently, there are 14 pilot sites and the average energy savings for each facility is 34%. As 
part of the program, each wastewater facility has received an EPA “Energy Star Benchmarking” 
energy performance score. The State Revolving Loan Fund is using ARRA funds to finance 21 
“Green Infrastructure” drinking water and wastewater projects, including the original 14 pilot 
sites and an additional seven identified “green” sites. For the 21 sites, a projected total savings 
of over $5 million worth of energy will be achieved annually through energy efficiency and on-
site clean energy power generation. Over 29 million kilowatts are estimated to be saved annually 
through project implementation, equivalent to powering 3,450 average sized homes. A reduction 
of approximately 22,000 tons of carbon dioxide emissions will result annually from these green 
infrastructure investments.

As the specific goals and methodologies for Smart Growth planning and implementation are 
developed and institutionalized, the SRF program will incorporate them into its planning guidance. 
A new rating criterion with a point value of up to 22 points has been made available for projects 
that promote the Commonwealth’s goals of energy efficiency and incorporation of renewable 
energy components at wastewater facilities.   

For more information, see http://www.epa.gov/water/eparecovery/docs/ARRA_Mass_
EnergyCasyStudy_low-res%2010-28-09.pdf

 Minnesota

In an effort to promote smart growth through its infrastructure funding policies, Minnesota 
completes an engineering evaluation before deciding whether to sewer an area in an effort to 
avoid replacing failing septic systems with centralized treatment unless necessary.

New Hampshire
New Hampshire awards additional points for the implementation of green infrastructure in the 
priority ranking system for SRF. New Hampshire uses the following formula:

Total Score= (A+B+C+D+E+F+G)

   A = Existing violations of drinking water standards

B = Existing deficiencies in the supply or storage of drinking water

C = Existing deficiencies in treatment or design

D= The project addresses needs identified on the DES capacity development list

E = Project includes green infrastructure, water efficiency, or energy efficiency 

F = Affordability (ratio of annual water rate vs. medium household income)

G = Consolidation of one or more public water systems
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 New Jersey 
Similar to other states, New Jersey revised its SRF ranking system to incentivize smart growth 
proposals such as; improvements to existing infrastructure systems, investments in transit 
hub areas, and projects located in municipalities that have established and implemented state-
approved sustainability plans. Projects located in or for the benefit of municipalities where 
sustainable community strategies have been developed and master plans and/or ordinances 
adopted will be awarded an additional 100 priority points. Sustainability strategies/ordinances 
must include, but are not limited to, the following: a plan to reduce water consumption and 
increase water efficiency and re-use; policies that require consideration of green design in 
municipal construction projects, and; green infrastructure projects such as green roofs, green 
streets, tree filters, rain gardens, rain barrels, and porous pavement.

New Jersey also incentivizes smart growth projects by increasing qualifying loan amounts by 25% 
and offering a 0% interest rate on the additional funds. In an effort to encourage development in 
urban areas, the Environmental Financing Program (EIFP) through the New Jersey Department 
of Environmental Protecting, offers a low-rate loan, 1.05%, for qualifying Smart Growth projects. 
Under a regular EIFP loan, 50% of the loan is from zero interest State Revolving Funds and 50% is 
funded through a market-rate New Jersey Environmental Infrastructure Trust loan (50/50 split). 
By combining the funds, program participants’ loans are half the market rate. Smart Growth loans 
receive 75% of project costs from zero-interest State Revolving Funds and 25% from a market-rate 
New Jersey Environmental Infrastructure Trust loan (75/25 split). This results in a loan that is one 
quarter the market rate. 

The FFY2009 Priority System reflects New Jersey’s priorities to encourage sustainable growth 
in communities by incorporating consistent criteria for the protection of natural resources and 
implementation of smart growth and green design principles.

  Smart Growth Initiatives and the Financing Program

        The Smart Growth Initiative focuses the NJ Department of Environmental Protection and   
   all other agencies of New Jersey State government on three central objectives:

• Make developed areas healthier, more appealing places – with cleaner air, 
cleaner water, and more parks and open space; 

• Reduce the rate at which forests, open space, farmland and other undeveloped 
areas are being lost to development; and,

• Promote and accelerate development in urban and suburban areas or other 
growth areas identified through sound planning.

Ohio

Ohio EPA (OEPA) has developed an innovative program that combines conventional sewers and 
wastewater treatment with nonstructural projects that can do more together to protect water 
quality. This program, the Water Resource Restoration Sponsor Program (WRRSP), addresses the 
fact that nonpoint pollution problems are often the greatest sources of water quality impairment 
and that it is increasingly difficult for local communities and non-profit groups to repay CWSRF 
loans for stream protection and restoration. The WRRSP enables wastewater treatment facilities 
to “sponsor” green infrastructure or restoration projects as part of a single, integrated loan 
application. OEPA offers communities very low interest rates on loans for wastewater treatment 
plant improvements on the condition that the communities also sponsor projects that protect 
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or restore water resources. This partnership between wastewater treatment facilities and local 
environmental groups is an innovative approach to the distribution of SRF funds. 

Oregon

In lieu of awarding additional priority points for green or sustainable projects, Oregon has 
dedicated $8.8 million dollars to fund the Green Project Reserve (GPR). The GPR will solely fund 
projects that address green infrastructure, water or energy efficiency improvements or other 
environmentally innovative activities. For example, three water efficiency irrigation projects have 
been funded by the GPR that will significantly reduce the amount of water loss in the delivery 
systems. An estimated total of 54 cubic feet per second of water will be returned to nearby streams 
to improve water quality.

Pennsylvania

As a result of an influx of funding for Pennsylvania’s Green Project Reserve, in July 2009, state 
funding agency PENNVEST awarded dozens of green projects with water quality goals. One such 
project was a $1.2 million grant for Friends of the Pittsburgh Urban Forests to plant trees and 
permeable pavers to reduce polluted stormwater runoff from parking lots into the City’s combined 
sewer overflows. PENNVEST has administered the SRF in Pennsylvania since 1989 but it took 20 
years and the formation of the Green Project Reserve to deliver funds to projects focused on using 
green infrastructure.  

Liz Garland from the American Rivers organization wrote the guidance document titled “Funding 
Green Infrastructure in Pennsylvania.” This document provides practical information on navigating 
the institutional framework for stormwater management in the state and concludes with these four 
recommendations:

1.) Foster a collaborative relationship and consistent approach amongst stormwater management 
planning, regulation, and funding institutions to promote and advance the adoption and 
implementation of green practices.

2.) Establish principles for investment in green solutions for stormwater management for 
all funding sources that will guide funders and applicants toward natural infrastructure 
alternatives. 

3.) Diversify funding sources for Pennsylvania’s water infrastructure needs to maximize the 
benefits of green practices instead of, or in conjunction with, traditional hard infrastructure. 

4.) Improve outreach so that those responsible for local implementation of stormwater 
management practices know where to find technical and financial resources that support 
sustainable green practices.

For more information: www.AmericanRivers.org/PennsylvaniaFunding 
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Conclusions

The following is a list of ideas and recommendations for New York, drawn from the information about 
other states’ programs detailed previously in the document.

• New York should consider adopting sustainability resolutions for water infrastructure projects 
at the state level and encouraging them at the local level as well. While resolutions may not 
directly push innovation, they often open channels for innovation in the future;

• New York could increase the prevalence of environmental innovations in SRF projects by 
awarding points on the priority list to proposals that include green infrastructure and/or other 
sustainability criteria. Similarly, New York could reward SRF proposals that include green 
innovations by increasing award amounts, reducing interest rates to cover green component 
costs, or other financial incentives;

• New York could look to the model created by Massachusetts’ Energy Management Pilot 
for Drinking Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities for lessons, including using EPA’s 
EnergyStar Benchmarking scoring system in its current program between NYSEFC and the 
New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). This will help 
identify the sites most in need of technology updates and help spur innovation;

• New York could increase the cost sharing ratio from (50/50) to (75/25) similar to new Jersey’s 
Smart Growth loans. This aids small communities by providing 75% of the funds at 0% interest 
and 25% at a market rate.

• It would be beneficial to investigate potential partnerships that would yield mutual benefits 
similar to Ohio’s Water Resource Restoration Sponsor Program (WRRSP). This program 
requires that wastewater treatment facilities and local environmental groups submit a joint 
application for SRF funding. This program is an innovative approach to efficient distribution of 
funds.

• New York should adopt measures to increase water efficiency, similar to Oregon’s water 
irrigation projects that will return up to 54 cubic feet of water per second to nearby streams, 
thus improving water quality.

• Relevant parties should author guidance documents on how to navigate the institutional 
framework for stormwater management, similar to the “Funding Green Infrastructure in 
Pennsylvania” document.  

• New York should offer direct incentives for the use of green technology and should engage local 
stakeholders and environmental groups to engage in “greening” efforts in their community, 
such as planting trees or rain gardens.
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Appendix E: Business Incubators
Lessons from Private and Non-Profit Sector Business Incubators

Goals of this document
• To provide an overview of what business incubators are and how they work;
• To present an array of case studies of successful business incubators;
• To review via case studies a variety of selection processes and criteria used by business incubators  

  to choose which clients they serve;
• To provide examples of program benchmarks used to measure the progress of business incubation  

  participants;
• To identify aspects of the business incubation programs and their selection processes that could   

  be successfully transferred to NYSEFC’s Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) to improve  
  the quality of innovative projects funded by GIGP.

About business incubators
A business incubator is a program sponsored by a for-profit or not-for-profit organization – typically a 
government entity, economic development agency, or academic institution – that provides essential busi-
ness services in an effort to accelerate growth and protect the financial and legal stability of start-up busi-
nesses. The goal of business incubation is to give the necessary support to new entrepreneurial compa-
nies until they are ready to thrive without assistance. Common services provided by business incubators 
include: 

• Access to physical space, often shared, to conduct business operations;
• Internet and phone access, administrative services such as fax, copier;
• Assistance with accounting and financial management;
• Legal assistance;
• Access to potential funders such as banks, grantors, and venture or angel investors;
• Advisory boards;
• “Soft skills” training such as business etiquette and presentation skills; and
• Assistance networking with potential partners and stakeholders.

Unlike some other business support programs such as Small Business Development Centers, incubators 
are selective about which fledgling businesses to support. They implement extensive application and 
review processes to narrow the field of prospective new businesses to only those that are most likely to 
succeed after the incubation period. In most cases, incubation programs require that a qualified applicant 
have a feasible business idea and a sound business plan. Other criteria vary from program to program. 
Some cater to a specific industry sector such as technology or “green” businesses, but most offer support 
to clients from a variety of sectors. 

After an applicant has been accepted to a business incubator, they enter a structured program designed to 
help them get their product or service to market. Business incubation programs typically include a series 
of milestones or benchmarks related to investment readiness, investment levels, staffing, and revenue, as 
appropriate. Once a business has reached all of its benchmarks it “graduates” from the program. An aver-
age incubator client spends 33 months in its program,  and as of 2008, 87% of business incubation gradu-
ates are still in business.  
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Overview of Key Take-Aways
Below is a condensed list of the most valuable lessons to be learned from the business incubator case 
studies included in the following pages. These take-aways could be implemented in GIGP to increase the 
quality of proposals, improve the application selection process, and support innovations in water infra-
structure that have the greatest positive impact on New York State.

Key Take-Aways:

• Use innovation for the greater public good in addition to creating successful businesses;
• Align the goals of business incubators and other innovation programs with the mission and   
  needs of the sponsoring organization;
• Perform extensive outreach to find the best innovators in all sectors;
• Clearly define entrance criteria and what success is in easily understandable terms;
• Make sure funded projects are “investment ready,” or help them get there;
• Support new technologies and entrepreneurs at every stage – start before they are ready for   
  inclusion in the program, and even include students if possible;
• Assemble a review panel that gathers all the knowledge necessary to make sound decisions,   
  including echnical, legal, and financial experts;
• A Stage-Gate process helps clarify the often-chaotic innovation process, draws upon varied   
  expertise, and speeds up the path from idea to launch while reducing investment risk; 
• Draw on expertise of local businesspeople as mentors, especially those who have achieved 
  success through the innovation or incubation program.

Case Studies

The CleanTech Center – Syracuse, New York  - (315) 474-0910  
www.thecleantechcenter.com

Located in Syracuse’s Tech Garden facility, the CleanTech Center aids in the development and commercial-
ization of clean energy technologies such as:  renewable energy; alternative fuels; system integration and 
smart grid technologies; transportation; and building and construction technologies. The CleanTech cen-
ter is primarily funded by the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). 

Through collaboration with government agencies, academic and industry leaders, financial institutions, 
angel and venture investors, service providers, and utilities, the CleanTech Center facilitates the inception, 
planning, and financing of early-stage businesses. The center also helps identify resources to assist in the 
development of prototypes, testing, licensing, and other key steps in the creation of new clean energy 
products. In addition to providing its own resources, the CleanTech center serves as a clearinghouse of 
information for other government and foundational funding opportunities.  

The CleanTech Center’s flagship program is its NYSERDA-funded Green Innovation Program, which 
provides strategic support for advancements in grid-related technologies. The Center accepts applica-
tions on a rolling basis. To attract as many high-quality applicants as possible, the CleanTech Center does 
extensive outreach to academic and private innovators to find out what new meritorious technologies are 
currently in development. Outreach methods include site visits, leads from academic and industry part-
ners, hosting events, and electronic methods such as email blasts and a green innovation blog. 
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The CleanTech Center reviews each application on its technical merit and the soundness and feasibility of 
its business concept. An application review panel is assembled to measure all aspects of the proposal that 
could lead to its ultimate success or failure. The application review team consists of scientists from rel-
evant fields, attorneys specializing in business and intellectual property law, funding and finance experts, 
and members from the CleanTech Center’s staff.  

Once an applicant company has been accepted to the Green Innovation Program, a team of advisors 
guides it through a customized incubation and acceleration process to get it to “investment ready” status. 
To aid in this process, the Center uses its Investment Ready Certification Checklist, developed for 
NYSERDA by CleanTech Center Executive Director Linda Dickerson Hartsock, to clarify important 
milestones for new green technology firms. Only after the investment ready certification process is com-
pleted does the CleanTech Center present the new business to potential funders. Depending on the type of 
project, the Center connects the new business with government funding agencies, loan guarantors, 
venture capital firms, and/or angel investors.

Key Take-Aways:

• Perform extensive outreach to find the best innovators in all sectors;
• Assemble a review panel that gathers all the knowledge necessary to make a sound decision,   
  including technical, legal, and finance experts; and
• Make sure funded projects are “investment ready,” or help them get there.

The Solar America Initiative (SAI) PV Technology Incubator Program – Golden, Colorado
www1.eere.energy.gov/solar/solar_america/

Until its conclusion in 2009, the SAI PV Technology Incubator Program was a National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL)-sponsored program with a goal to shorten the time it takes to get innovative solar 
energy technologies from the design and prototype stage to full-scale market production. Funded by the 
US Department of Energy (DoE), this program differed from other business incubators referenced in 
this document in that it provided funding for research and development as well as other services. Also, 
in addition to successful small businesses, the end products of the SAI program were energy technology 
advancements that benefit the greater public good. The SAI program accepted new entrants every 9-12 
months. SAI also had very clearly defined criteria for both entrance and exit from the incubation program. 
The minimum criterion for entrance into the program was a functional and innovative PV cell process, 
device, or module. Program graduation was achieved upon the production of prototype units capable of 
producing at least 3 megawatts of energy per year. According to 2007 figures, the average program par-
ticipant received $3 million over an 18-month period.  

SAI delivered half of the funding up front, then committed the remaining funds after the participating 
business successfully completed a Stage-Gate review. The Stage-Gate process is essentially a roadmap 
for bringing new products and ideas from the inception point to fruition in the marketplace. Stage-Gate, 
which is used by an estimated 70-85% of leading US companies , functions by separating the innovation 
process into a series of activity periods (“Stages”) and decision points (“Gates”). During each stage, a va-
riety of parallel yet complimentary activities take place. Note, for example, that there is no “research and 
development” or “marketing” stage – performing these actions in parallel when possible speeds up the 
product development process. At each gate, a review board evaluates whether the goals of the previous 
stage have been met, and either allows the project to move forward or returns it to the previous stage. 
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The makeup of the review board differs depending on the previous stage. For example, the discovery and 
R&D gates draw input from technical and scientific advisors. As the product/services move toward 
commercialization, the review board includes more legal, intellectual property, financial, and market 
advisors. This process increases the chance that a new technology will thrive in the open market, thereby 
reducing investment risk. When used properly, it also avoids duplication of work, helps to efficiently 
allocate resources, and ensures that all necessary phases of a project are completed before it is 
introduced to the public.  

Sample Stage-Gate Roadmap 
 

Key Take-Aways:

• Use innovation for the greater public good in addition to creating successful businesses;
• Clearly define entrance criteria and what success is in easily understandable terms; and
• Using a Stage-Gate process helps clarify the often chaotic innovation process, draws upon 
  varied expertise, and speeds up the path from idea to launch while reducing 
  investment risk.

EnterpriseWorks – University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign (UIUC)  -  (217) 333-8324 
www.researchpark.illinois.edu/facilities/enterpriseworks/

EnterpriseWorks is located in the Research Park at the University of Illinois’ main campus in Champaign 
and features a 43,000 sq. ft. space, complete with chemistry labs, fully furnished office space, conference 
and presentation rooms, and server co-location facilities. EnterpriseWorks is a technology-focused busi-
ness incubator designed to transform innovative ideas into useful products that “enrich human lives, spur 
economic development and support the University’s academic mission.” 

One aspect that sets EnterpriseWorks apart from other business incubators is its Entrepreneur-in-Resi-
dence Program. The organization hires local entrepreneurs who have successfully commercialized tech-
nologies to act as mentors at no cost to member businesses. These entrepreneurs provide advice on every 
stage of business incubation. A majority of these entrepreneurs currently serve as board members or 
executives for local venture capital firms, and some even got their start as EnterpriseWorks clients.  These 
traits make these Entrepreneurs-in-Residence especially qualified advisors and facilitators for companies 
during the incubation process.

EnterpriseWorks also offers an Affiliate Program for entrepreneurs, inventors, and companies not yet 
ready for incubation. The Affiliate Program fills basic needs such as a mailing address, Internet access, 
conference room usage, and advice from Entrepreneurs-in-Residence at a deeply reduced cost of just 
$100 per month. This pre-incubation service gives a chance to innovators who may have otherwise never 
had a chance to get started. Affiliation with EnterpriseWorks and the University of Illinois also gives clout 
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to nascent organizations which raises investor confidence and helps these emerging companies gain sup-
port in the early stages of business development.

In addition to its reduced-cost Affiliate Program, EnterpriseWorks offers free space and advising to 
student entrepreneurs on a per-semester basis. Admission to this program, called the Student Startup 
Initiative, starts with a competitive proposal process which occurs twice each year. The Student Startup 
Initiative has its own advisory board which is separate from the rest of EnterpriseWorks. Current board 
members include the Chief Technology Officer for an innovative search engine, the President and CEO of 
a research and development firm specializing in plasma-based innovations, and the Technology Platform 
Manager for a company that specializes in self-healing coating materials.

Key Take-Aways:

• Align the goals of business incubators and other innovation program with the mission and   
  needs of the sponsoring organization;
• Draw on expertise of local businesspeople as mentors, especially those who have achieved 
  success through the innovation or incubation program; and
• Support new technologies and entrepreneurs at every stage – start before they are ready for   
  inclusion in the program, and even include students if possible.
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Appendix F: Public Notice (RFP)

1

NOTE:  Below is a revised version of a “Notice of Final Description of Eligible Project 
Categories” that was published in the State Register on March 25, 2009. The current
revision is to extend the application deadline of the program, specifically the last date that
applications will be accepted is extended fromMay 9, 2009 to May 29, 2009.

PUBLIC NOTICE
NEW YORK STATE ENVIRONMENTAL FACILITIES CORPORATION
NOTICE OF DESCRIPTION OF ELIGIBLE PROJECT CATEGORIES

GREEN INNOVATION GRANT PROGRAM (GIGP)

I. BACKGROUND, SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY

The New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC) hereby establishes a new
program designed to preserve and create jobs, promote economic recovery, and invest in
environmental protection and green innovation to provide short and long-term economic benefits.
Funding for the program was authorized by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (ARRA) the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), the federal Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) and is being implemented through the New York State (NYS) Clean Water and
Drinking Water State Revolving Funds (CWSRF and DWSRF, respectively), authorized by NYS
Public Authorities Law sections 1285-j and 1285-m.

This program, called the Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP), is intended to provide
economic stimulus through the provision of funding for eligible green projects, as further
described below. All projects or portions thereof which address green innovation including but
not limited to water and energy efficiency improvements, green wet weather infrastructure and
other environmentally innovative projects or which qualify as a demonstration of new green
innovation will be listed in the CWSRF Intended Use Plan (IUP), Category G, or in the DWSRF
IUP, as authorized. The IUP is a plan which identifies the intended uses of amounts available in
the SRFs including, but not limited to, a list of potentially eligible projects; a description of the
short-term and long-term objectives of the SRFs; information on the types of activities to be
supported, including a description of projects in this category, terms of SRF assistance, eligible
recipients and the criteria and method established for the distribution of funds. EFC will give the
greatest priority to projects that EFC determines are able to initiate construction by June 16,
2009, 120 days following enactment of ARRA.

In order to apply for GIGP funding, the applicant must meet the minimum state and federal
qualifications to participate in the CWSRF or the DWSRF programs. Eligible applicants may
include any county, city, town, village, district corporation, county or town improvement district,
Indian reservation wholly within New York state, any public benefit corporation or public
authority established pursuant to the laws of New York or any agency of New York which is
empowered to construct and operate an eligible GIGP project, or any two of the foregoing which
are acting jointly in connection with an eligible GIGP project. Eligible applicants may also
include any partnership, association, school district, not-for-profit corporation or any other
corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York or any other state
which is empowered to develop a project, or any two or more of the foregoing which are acting
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jointly in connection with a project. Eligible projects must be located in a city, town or village
with a population of less than one million.

II. PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE

This notice describes eligibility requirements for the GIGP, the amount of funding available, the
time period during which EFC will accept applications for funding, and certain other eligibility
criteria and program information.

III. DESCRIPTION OF ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

The GIGP is intended to create and retain jobs, and construct and implement sustainable, green
innovation projects in NYS. Green innovation includes capital projects, technologies and
activities that meet the objectives of environmentally and economically sustainable facilities by
exceeding traditional infrastructure goals associated with basic regulatory requirements for water
quality protection. The broad definition of green innovation established by ARRA and the SRFs
includes technologies and activities that protect water quality and fall in one or more of the
following general project categories:

 Water efficiency, reuse or conservation - projects that deliver equal or better services with
less water.

 Energy efficiency - projects that reduce energy consumption or produce clean energy.
 Green wet weather infrastructure - projects that maintain, restore, or mimic natural

systems to infiltrate, evapotranspirate, or recycle stormwater.
 Environmental innovation - projects that manage water resources to prevent or remove

pollution in an economically sustainable way.

Green innovation project descriptions and examples may be found at
www.nysefc.org/GreenGrants. This link also includes federal guidance on green projects, along
with other relevant information.

Based on the above categories, evaluation of proposed projects, or any portion thereof, shall
include but not be limited to an assessment of the following criteria:

 Economic benefits generated, including job retention and creation.
 Public health and safety.
 Protection of water quality and other environmental resources.
 Demonstrated readiness to commence construction by no later than January 1, 2010.
 Green energy production or reduction in energy consumption.
 Regional distribution of projects.
 Volume of water conserved, reclaimed, reused or for which pollution has been prevented

or removed.
 Attainment of water quality goals and standards.
 Sustainability of the project, meaning the capacity for continued financial stability,

environmental benefits, and the efficient operation and maintenance of the project
through appropriate management.

 Feasibility of transferring new technology/activities to other NYS water quality issues.
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 Compliance with state and federal laws, rules and regulations.

IV. FUNDING PROPOSAL

This program will be administered by EFC, expanding upon established programs. GIGP will
use funding sources from ARRA and administered under the SRFs to assist in financing and
implementing eligible projects.

EFC reserves the right to fund up to 90% of a project or a portion thereof. Applicants may be
required to identify separate project components for funding consideration. Funding will be
provided to eligible projects only to the extent funds are available.

GIGP will provide funding to eligible applicants to help pay for the implementation costs of
certain projects, or portions thereof. Payments in an amount up to 90% of eligible project costs
may be provided to eligible recipients with GIGP projects that comply with all requirements.
The recipient must contribute at least 10% matching funds under this program, which may
include direct cash funding or documented in-kind services. Payments will be made on an
incurred cost basis, with Disbursement Requests accepted by EFC not more than once every 30
days. Notwithstanding the above, no disbursements will be made (e.g. for eligible planning and
design costs) until project construction contracts have been fully executed, which must occur by
no later than January 1, 2010.

NOTE: Recipients of GIGP funding must document that construction contracts have been fully
executed or construction of the approved project has commenced by no later than January 1,
2010. Failure to document this fact by the stated deadline may disqualify the project from
receiving GIGP funding.

V. AMOUNT OF FUNDING

EFC estimates that a minimum of $35 million in funding will be made available to the GIGP
from the CWSRF. In addition, EFC estimates that a minimum of $3 million in DWSRF funds
may be made available to the GIGP for eligible green innovation projects related to drinking
water supply systems from the DWSRF.

GIGP funding is based on receipt of incurred costs, requiring the recipient to provide copies of
invoices to receive payment. Subsequent proof of payment for incurred costs will be required in
order to continue to receive funding. A complete description of all sources of project funding
must be included with the initial application.

VI. APPLICATION SCHEDULE

EFC will accept Applications for GIGP funding postmarked no later than May 29, 2009.
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Under GIGP, EFC’s administrative responsibilities will include: receiving and reviewing grant
applications; making funding commitments based on a completed GIGP Application, as
determined by EFC; and entering into Funding Agreements directly with recipients for project
implementation. The Funding Agreement will include, among other things, the authorization to
pay for eligible costs associated with all or a portion of an approved GIGP project.

A complete GIGP Application shall, at a minimum, include the following:
 Completed, signed and dated Application Form as prescribed by EFC.
 Detailed project description, rationale for undertaking the project and demonstration of

how the project meets the evaluation criteria.
 Detailed description of the economic benefits of and number of jobs retained or created

by the proposed project.
 A detailed description and schedule indicating how the applicant will complete all

necessary environmental and State Historic Preservation Office reviews required for the
proposed project in time to meet the January 1, 2010 deadline referred to above.

 Detailed project schedule, including construction start and end dates.
 Listing of all other sources of funding being utilized in support of the project .

VII. FUNDING SCHEDULE

EFC anticipates that GIGP Application
materials will be available by March
25, 2009; applications must be
postmarked no later than May 29,
2009.
EFC expects to announce the list of
potentially fundable projects by June
24, 2009. Selected, approved projects
would then enter into Funding
Agreements. Failure to comply with
the Funding Agreement may result in
GIGP funds being reallocated to other
projects. EFC will provide funding for
the GIGP only to the extent monies are
available. Projects must be completed
and funds disbursed by December 31,
2013.

VIII. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS
The GIGP is subject to the requirements of the ARRA, as well as the applicable requirements of
the CWSRF and DWSRF. ARRA imposes new requirements for projects that receive ARRA
funds, including but not limited to the following:

(1) Program Duration

PROPOSED SCHEDULE

GIGP Application Materials
Available 3/25/2009

Postmark Deadline for GIGP
Application 5/29/2009

Target Date for Announcement of
Fundable GIGP Projects 6/24/2009

Deadline for Applicants to Execute
Construction Contracts and/or certify
Start of Project Construction

1/1/2010

Deadline for Project Completion and
Disbursement of All Funds 12/31/2013
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Subject to the availability of funds and the other eligibility criteria set forth in this notice, EFC
anticipates that GIGP projects will be identified by June 24, 2009, project construction must be
commenced or all construction contracts are executed by January 1, 2010, and the project must
be completed and all funds disbursed by December 31, 2013.

(2) Application Deadline
Applications for funding under GIGP must be postmarked by no later than May 29, 2009. EFC
strongly encourages applicants to submit their application to EFC as soon as possible to ensure
compliance with ARRA requirements in order to maximize the chances of receiving funding.
The required GIGP Application may be obtained by downloading it from EFC’s website at
www.nysefc.org/GreenGrants or by contacting EFC at the address specified under Section IX of
this notice.

(3) Application Procedure
The procedures for administering GIGP, including the submission, review and approval of
requests for SRF assistance will be governed by applicable law including the provisions of
ARRA, the CWA, the SDWA, the CWSRF and the DWSRF.

(4) GIGP Grant Recipient Responsibilities
Recipients of grants under the GIGP are “subgrantees” under the federal Clean Water Act and the
Safe Drinking Water Act. “Cross-cutting” Federal Laws and Executive Orders apply to all
subgrantees and projects funded in whole or in part by the GIGP from ARRA monies. Grant
recipients are responsible for complying with all applicable cross-cutting federal authorities. A
listing of these authorities may be found on EFC’s web site at www.nysefc.org/GreenGrants.

(5) DUNS® (Data Universal Numbering System) Numbers
EPA guidance for reporting under ARRA calls for subgrantees to have DUNS numbers for
reporting. Each applicant must provide EFC with a DUNS number in order to receive GIGP
funding. DUNS numbers may be applied for through the following link:
http://fedgov.dnb.com/webform.

(6) Compliance Reporting
As part of the GIGP funding request process, EFC may verify that any applicable permits have
been issued, if required, covering the proposed project.

In order to fulfill federal and state requirements, GIGP participants will be required to submit
detailed reports to EFC in compliance with ARRA and applicable law documenting achievement
of project milestones, financial status, achievement of economic recovery/stimulus goals,
including reporting on number and type of jobs retained or created and other general project
information.

(7) Use of American Iron, Steel, and Manufactured Goods
ARRA requires that all iron, steel and manufactured goods used in the project is to be produced
in the United States. Continuing documentation that this requirement has been met will be the
responsibility of the participant and shall be provided to EFC or its agent upon request. Failure
to meet this requirement will likely disqualify the project/recipient and would require the
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cessation of future payments as well as the recoupment of any GIGP funding paid to the
recipient.

(8) Certification
With respect to funding made available under the GIGP for eligible projects, recipients shall
certify that the project has received the full review and vetting required by state and federal law,
and that the recipient accepts responsibility that the funding is an appropriate use of taxpayer
dollars. Such certification shall include a description of the project, the estimated total cost, and
the amount of GIGP funds to be used. Recipients may not receive GIGP funding from ARRA
funds unless this certification is provided to EFC for posting on EFC’s web site. Further, the
recipient must certify that no other grant funds received from third-parties have been received or
used for any portion of the project funded by the GIGP through EFC with ARRA monies.

(9) Environmental Reviews
The applicant must document that all environmental reviews required by local, state and federal
laws and SRF requirements, including but not limited to the State Environmental Quality Review
Act (SEQRA) and the State Environmental Review Process (SERP), and evaluation by the New
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), under NYS Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law, Section 14.09, have been successfully completed, and that all state, local and
federal permits required to undertake the project have been received.

(10) Prevailing Wage Rate Requirements
All GIGP-funded projects are subject to the applicable provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law and in a manner consistent with other provisions in
ARRA, all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors and subcontractors on GIGP projects
funded directly by or assisted in whole or in part by funding through the GIGP shall be paid
wages at rates not less than those prevailing on projects of a character similar in the locality as
determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with subchapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40,
United States Code.

(11) Restrictions on the Purchase of Land
None of the funds appropriated under ARRA can be used for the purchase of land or easements.

(12) Fixed Price Contracts
To the maximum extent possible, contracts funded under ARRA shall be awarded as fixed price
contracts through the use of competitive procedures.

(13) Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE)
Projects funded under ARRA must comply with the requirements of Minority and Women’s 
Business Enterprises under EPA’s DBE rule (40 CFR 33).

(14) Limit on Funds
ARRA prohibits the use of these funds for any casino or gambling establishment, aquarium, zoo,
golf course or swimming pool.

(15) Signatures
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All application documents requiring the applicant’s signature must contain an original signature.
Photocopy or facsimile signatures will not be accepted.

IX. INFORMATION AVAILABILITY

Any person seeking additional information or application material regarding this program should
contact EFC at:

New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation
Green Innovation Grant Program
Attention: GIGP Project Manager
625 Broadway
Albany, New York 12207-2997
Telephone (800) 882-9721
Fax (518) 486-9248
or
www.nysefc.org/GreenGrants

email: GIGP@nysefc.org
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APPLICATION

GREEN INNOVATION GRANT PROGRAM

Please submit completed application package to:

NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation
Attention: GIGP Project Manager
Green Innovation Grant Program

625 Broadway
Albany, NY 12207-2997

Applications must be postmarked no later than May 29, 2009

GENERAL INFORMATION

PART A - APPLICANT INFORMATION

1. Name of Applicant: ___________________________________________________________________________________

2. Applicant Mailing Address (No. & Street): _________________________________________________________________

City Town Village _________________________ , NY Zip Code: ________________________

County: __________________________________

3. Primary Contact Name: ____________________________________ Contact Title: ______________________________

4. Phone: ( ) _________________________________________

Fax: ( ) _________________________________________

E-mail Address: __________________________________________

5. Primary Contact Mailing Address (if different from applicant):

No & Street: _________________________________________________________________________________________

City Town Village _________________________, NY Zip Code: _____________________________

County: _______________________________________________

6. Federal Employer ID No.: _________________________________

7. DUNS® No.: ___________________________________________

8. Type of Applicant: Municipal Non-Municipal Joint Application

Type: ________________________________________________

9. Legislative Districts of Applicant:

US Congress __________ NY Senate __________ NY Assembly __________

EFC Use:
GIGP NO.
County FIPS Code:
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PART B – PROJECT LOCATION

1. Project Name: ________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Project Location:

No & Street: __________________________________________________________________________________________

City Town Village _________________________________ County of: ____________________________

Zip Code(s): __________________________________________________

3. Coordinates (GPS) For Project Location: Latitude: __________________ Longitude: ___________________________

4. Project Type: Please indicate which State Revolving Fund (SRF) eligibility criteria applies to the project:

Clean Water SRF Drinking Water SRF

5. Population of city, town or village where project is located: ________________________ Source and date: _____________

6. Legislative Districts for Project Location:

US Congress _________ NY Senate __________ NY Assembly___________

PART C – GENERAL INFORMATION

Please submit annual financial reports for the last three fiscal years with the Application

1. Has the applicant entered into or is the applicant contemplating entering into any agreement(s) with any other entity, or acting jointly, in
connection with the project regarding the sharing of responsibility for ownership, construction, payment, use, or operation and maintenance of
the project?

Yes No

If yes, please provide the name of the parties, the term (in years of the agreement) and include a copy of any and all such agreement(s)
with the GIGP Application.

2. a). Has the applicant or any of its officers (if applicable) been the subject of any criminal, civil or bankruptcy proceeding in the last
three (3) years?

Yes No

b). Are there any undischarged or unpaid judgments, liens, or claims against the applicant that are uninsured and would affect the
existence of the entity?

Yes No

c). Is there any pending or threatened litigation against the applicant that will not be covered by insurance and would affect the existence of
the entity?

Yes No

If you answered yes to any of the questions above, please provide a list and description of any outstanding debt, notes, liens or credit
mortgages, or joint sponsorship arrangement associated with the applicant or project. Failure to fully disclose relevant information may
disqualify the applicant from receiving GIGP funding.



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       114

Page 3 of 9

PART D - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

In 20 pages or less, please provide a detailed description of the proposed project. Include a summary statement which demonstrates how the
project will preserve and create jobs, promote economic recovery, provide short and long term economic benefits and invest in environmental
protection through the construction and implementation of green innovation projects as such projects are defined in the Notice.

Check all that apply to the project:

Water efficiency; reuse or conservation

Energy efficiency

Green wet weather infrastructure

Environmental innovation

Also include a business case identifying achievement and substantial benefits for traditional projects that could qualify the project or portion of
the project as a Green Project.

Does the project require a Business Case? Yes No

PART E – PROJECT CRITERIA

In 10 pages or less, clearly and concisely describe how the proposed project and each major component will address the following criteria, as
applicable to the project, quantifying the benefits (gallons, pounds, watts, dollars, etc.) wherever possible:

1. The generation of economic benefits, including the estimated number of jobs directly created and retained by the project
2. The protection of public health and safety
3. The protection of environmental resources and water quality
4. Green energy production or the reduction in energy consumption
5. The attainment of water quality goals and standards
6. The volume of water conserved, reclaimed or reused
7. Compliance with state and federal laws, rules and regulations
8. Project sustainability with reference to its capacity for continued financial stability, environmental benefits and the efficient operation and

maintenance of the project through appropriate management
9. The transferability of new technology or activities
10. Compliance with the requirement that the project will use iron, steel and manufactured goods produced in the United States
11. Compliance with the provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act/ prevailing wage rules
12. Demonstrate readiness to commence construction by no later than January 1, 2010
13. Other project benefits or considerations
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PART F – PROJECT SCHEDULE PROJECT BUDGET PROJECT FUNDING

Project Schedule:

Below please indicate the Project Schedule, showing the actual or anticipated dates for the following milestones for the project or each
major component thereof:

1. Project planning/engineering report completed: _________________________

2. Applicant approval of final project plans and specs: _________________________

3. Award Bids : _______________________________

4. Issue Notice to Proceed: ____________________

5. Construction Commencement Date: ____________________

6. Construction Completion Date: _______________

NOTE: CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE NO LATER THAN JANUARY 1, 2010

Project Budget:
Please provide a detailed breakdown of costs associated with the construction of the green innovation project or portion thereof:

Total Construction Costs: $

Engineering C Engineering Costs (total): $

Planning: $

Design: $

Administrative: $

Equipment: $

Legal: $

Miscellaneous (please specify): $

TOTAL COSTS $

Project Funding:

1. GIGP funds requested: $ __________________

2. 10% match minimum: $ __________________

3. Other funding sources: $ __________________

__________________

__________________

Total Project Funding: $ __________________

Please provide documentation regarding the source of funds from which applicant’s 10% match will be obtained and indicate all other sources of
funding for the project.
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PART G - PROJECT READINESS INFORMATION

1. Engineering Report - Project Plan - Other Project Report

An Engineering Report, a Project Plan or Other Project Report prepared consistent with Ten State Standards must be submitted with the
Application to be considered for funding. In lieu of the Engineering Report, construction plans and specifications must be submitted with the
Application.

Please provide the following contact information for the Consulting Engineer or person(s) responsible for Project Plan or Report:

Firm/Company Name: ________________________________________________________

Contact Name: ________________________________________________________ Title: _______________________

Address (No. & Street): _____________________________________________________________________________________

City/Town: _____________________________________________, NY Zip Code: __________________________

Phone: ________________________ Fax: ______________________ E-mail: _____________________________

2. Environmental Approvals

Compliance with the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR) is necessary for GIGP funding. In addition, projects funded through the GIGP
must comply with the State Environmental Review Process (SERP). Please refer to the State Environmental Review Requirements Guidance
included with the Application.

If the applicant complied with SEQR and classified the project as an Unlisted Action, but did not prepare a Full Environmental Assessment Form
(EAF) and conduct with a coordinated review, please contact EFC at once.

State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) - For each question below, check the
appropriate response (copies of the supporting documentation should be provided along with the Application):

 What is the SEQR classification for the project? Type I Unlisted Type II

If the action was an Unlisted Action, has the applicant: Prepared a Full EAF Yes No

Coordinated the Review Yes No

 Has the environmental review/SEQR process commenced? Yes No N/A

(e.g., has an Environmental Assessment Form been completed?)

If SEQR review has not been completed, please provide an anticipated completion date: _____________

 Has a lead agency been designated? Yes No N/A

If YES, provide the name of the lead agency: ________________________

 Has a determination of significance been made by the lead agency? Yes No N/A

If YES, check the appropriate response to the following:

Negative Declaration?

Positive Declaration?



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       117

Page 6 of 9

 Has the project been published in the Environmental Notice Bulletin? Yes No

(ENB)? If yes, date _____________________

If No, please provide an anticipated publication date: ___________________________

 Has a SHPO review commenced for the project? Yes No

 Has a SHPO review been completed? Yes No

If SHPO review has not yet been completed, please provide an anticipated completion date: ______________

Note: Please submit all necessary SEQR documents to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) for
Clean Water Projects and to the New York State Department of Health (DOH) for Drinking Water projects. To comply with SERP, all
actions are subject to a review by SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office). SHPO documentation must be submitted to the New
York State Office of Parks and Recreation.

Please submit copies of all the necessary SEQR and SHPO documentation with the GIGP Application.

3. Project Permits and Approvals

Please ensure that your Full EAF list of applicable permits takes into consideration the list of Project Permits & Approvals.
Please check appropriate boxes for the permits and approvals applicable to the project:

Applicable Permits / Approvals
Y
e
s

N
o

N
/
A

If Yes,
Status

Date
Applied

Date
Approved

A. NYS Dept. of Environmental
Conservation (DEC) - Environmental
Permits
1. Water Supply Application
2. Wetlands
3. Water Protection
4. Excavation & Fill
5. State Pollution Discharge Elimination

System (SPDES)
6. Waste Transporter
7. Coastal Erosion Hazard Areas
8. Long Island Wells Program
9. Air Pollution Control
10. Wild, Scenic, & Recreation Rivers
11. Water Quality Certification
12. Flood Plain Management
13. Water Supply Application Permit

B. NYS Office of the State Comptroller
(OSC) Approval for Town & County
Special Improvement Districts

Maximum Cost Authorized: $_____________
C. NYS OSC Approval for Towns in the

Adirondack Park

D. NYS Department of Transportation

E. NYS Department of State
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F. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

G. Railroads Right-of-Way

H. NYS Adirondack Park Agency
I. NYS Agriculture & Markets -
Agricultural District

J. New York City Watershed Protection

K. City/Town/Village Board

L. City/Town/Village Planning Board

M. City/Town/Village Zoning Board

N. City/County Health Department

O. Other Local Agencies

P. NYS Department of Health

R. Other Permits – list here

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 2009 (ARRA) includes a number of cross-cutting requirements that apply to all
projects receiving GIGP funding. A listing of Cross-Cutting Federal Authorities authorized under the ARRA are part of the GIGP
Application Package.

I have reviewed these requirements and, should this project be awarded GIGP funding, I understand I must meet all applicable
requirements.

PART H - CERTIFICATION AS TO TITLE OF PROJECT

Please attach an additional sheet which provides information about land ownership including, if applicable, the status of easements or
permission to use or restore the site.

EFC may request a Certification as to Title of Project prior to execution of a Funding Agreement for awarded projects.

Fee Simple Title Lease/Easement
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Compliance with the MWBE under the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) DBE Rule, Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 33 is a requirement for funding through the GIGP.

Please refer to guidance document Minority & Women’s Business Enterprise – Equal Employment Opportunity Program included in the GIGP
Application Package for your responsibilities under this program.

1. Please provide the designated MWBE Officer’s contact information:

Name of MWBE Officer: ____________________________________________________________________________

MWBE Mailing Address (No & Street): _________________________________________________________________

City Town Village _______________________________ , NY Zip Code: ___________________

Phone: ( ) ___________________________________________ Fax: ( ) _______________________

Email: __________________________________________________

Are you aware that, upon submission of this Application, you are required to comply with Executive Law, Article 15-A with respect to
MWBE?

Yes No

MWBE Participation Goals: ________________ % Minority Business Enterprise Participation

________________ %Women Business Enterprise Participation

EEO Participation Goals: ________________ % Minority Labor Force Participation

________________ %Women Labor Force Participation

EFC supports applicants with MWBE outreach, training, technical assistance and compliance monitoring. Questions related to the
MWBE Program requirements should be raised and resolved early in the application process. For additional information or
assistance, please contact an EFC MWBE Representative at (800) 882-9721 or (518) 402-7396.

PART J - ENFORCEMENT STATUS

 Is the applicant under enforcement (e.g., consent order) to construct the project?

Yes No If Yes, attach a copy of the enforcement instrument.

PART I - MINORITY AND WOMEN BUSINESS ENTERPRISE - EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

PROGRAM (MWBE-EEO)/DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE (DBE)
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PART K - CERTIFICATION

CERTIFICATION: On behalf of the Applicant and in accordance with the Resolution by:

_____________________________________________________________________________
(Governing Body of Municipality or Private Applicant’s Name)

authorizing me to do so, I make Application for the Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) for the project(s) described in this Application.
By the signing of this Application, I certify and agree on behalf of the applicant and its governing body that all of the information contained in
this Application, in other statements and exhibits attached hereto or referenced herein, and in all statements, data and supporting documents
which have heretofore been made or furnished for the purpose of receiving GIGP Assistance for the project(s) described herein, are true,
correct and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief.

I further agree on behalf of the applicant that, if GIGP Assistance is provided for the project(s) described in this Application, the applicant shall
comply with all applicable provisions of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.
and the Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300f, et seq., Chapter 65 of the Laws of 1989, Chapter 413 of the Laws of 1996, 6 NYCRR Part
649, 21 NYCRR Part 2602, 21 NYCRR Part 2604, and 10 NYCRR Part 53 regarding GIGP Assistance.

I further agree that the applicant will comply with the provisions of the Federal Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Rule, Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 33, Minority and Women’s Business Enterprise – Equal Employment Opportunity requirements of Article 15-A of the
New York State Executive Law and other requirements as prescribed by the Environmental Facilities Corporation by providing opportunities
for MBE/WBE participation, and will maintain such records and take such actions necessary to demonstrate such compliance throughout the
construction of the project.

Further, I acknowledge that offering a written instrument knowing that the written instrument contains a false statement or false information,
with the intent to defraud the State or any political subdivision, public authority or public benefit corporation of the State, with the knowledge
or belief that it will be filed with or recorded by the State or any political subdivision, public authority or public benefit corporation of the State,
constitutes a crime under New York State Law.

___________________________________________ _______________________
Signature of Applicant Date

___________________________________________
Title

___________________________________________
Applicant

STATE OF NEW YORK)
) ss.:

COUNTY OF )

On this day of , 20___, before me personally came ______________________, to me known, who, being by me duly sworn,
did depose and say that __________________ is the individual described in and which executed the foregoing instrument, and duly
acknowledged to me that ___________________ signed the same.

_________________________________
Notary Public

March 2009
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NEW YORK STATE ENVIRONMENTAL FACILITIES CORPORATION
GREEN INNOVATION GRANT PROGRAM (GIGP)

APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY BEFORE COMPLETING APPLICATION.

Please read the enclosed Public Notice (Notice) for the New York State Environmental Facilities
Corporation’s Green Innovation Grant Program (GIGP) carefully before completing the 
application.

Questions requiring explanations or summaries should be answered on separate sheet(s) and attached to the
Application.

Part A - Applicant Information

Question 1. Name of Applicant: Provide the name of the applicant, either municipal entity or non-municipal.

Question 2. Applicant’s Mailing Address: Provide the mailing address, zip code, city/town/village, and county of
applicant.

Questions 3-5. Primary Contact Person: Provide the name, title, telephone number, fax number, email address,
mailing address, and zip code for the primary contact person regarding the project.

Question 6. Federal Employer Identification Number: Provide the applicant’s Federal Employer Identification
Number (EIN).

Question 7. DUNS® Number:  Provide the applicant’s Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) Number.  Any 
institution applying for federal grant money must have a DUNS Number. Information regarding the
Dun & Bradstreet DUNS Number is provided at http://fedgov.dnb.com/webform or by calling 866-705-
5711 between 8 am and 5 pm.

Question 8. Type of Applicant: Check whether the applicant is municipal or non-municipal, and indicate if it is a
joint application. If non–municipal, indicate the type such corporation, partnership, association, not for
profit, school, etc. If non-municpal, provide supporting documentation such as partnership agreement,
certificate of incorporation or articles of organization. Non-municipal applicants must complete the W-
9 form, sign, and enter a social security number or Federal Employer Identification Number (EIN). If
two or more applicants are acting jointly in connection with the project, please indicate by checking the
box.

Question 9. Legislative Districts of Applicant: Provide the Legislative Districts of the Applicant.
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Part B - Project Location

Question 1. Project Name: Provide a brief name for the project.

Question 2. Project Location: Identify the project location by providing the county(ies)
and zip code(s). In some instances, the project may be located in more than one county.

Question 3. Provide the Coordinates (GPS): Provide the latitude and longitude (degrees, minutes, and seconds)
where the project is located. This information can be obtained from www.earth.google.com.

Question 4. Project Type: Check a box to indicate the State Revolving Fund (SRF) the project is applying to for
funding. All GIGP funds must be allocated to projects that are eligible for either the Clean Water SRF
or the Drinking Water SRF.

Question 5. Population of City, Town, or Village where Project is located: Provide the population of the city, town or
village where the project is located and the source and date of the information.

Question 6. Legislative District of Project : Provide the Legislative Districts where the project is located. In some
instances, the project location might be in more than one District.

Part C – General Information

Annual financial reports for the last three years must be submitted with the Application. Audited financial reports are
preferred, if available.

Question 1. Please check the box that is applicable. If you answered yes, please attach the requested
information.

Question 2 a-c. Please check the box that is applicable. Explain any “yes” answers on a separate sheet providing a 
listing of any outstanding debt, notes, liens or joint sponsorship arrangements associated with the
applicant or project.

Part D - Project Description

In 20 pages or less, please describe the proposed project in detail. Clearly show how it will preserve and create jobs,
promote economic recovery, provide short and long term economic benefits and invest in environmental protection
through the construction and implementation of green innovation projects as defined in the Notice.

If the project is composed of two or more separate green innovation components that can be funded separately, please
clearly delineate the major components in the project description; e.g., a project may include the installation of solar
panels, a green roof, and the installation of low-flow plumbing fixtures.

Please also see Attachment 7 CWSRF Project Descriptions and Examples for Green Project Reserve and Attachment 8
DWSRF Project Descriptions and Examples for Green Project Reserve or go to www.nysefc.org/GreenGrants.

Projects requiring a Business Case
General project types that are categorically included as green innovation projects include water efficiency, energy
efficiency, green stormwater practices or environmentally innovative projects that meet the SRF eligibility criteria. More
detailed project descriptions and examples are available in Attachment 7 (for CWSRF projects) and Attachment 8 (for
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DWSRF projects) of the EPA guidance (EPA Memo: CWSRF and DWSRF Project Descriptions and Examples for
Green Project Reserve).  EPA requires that a “business case” be submitted for projects which are not categorically
included in the guidance but may also have green innovation benefits. The business case must describe the
achievement of identifiable, substantial, and innovative environmental benefits that are beyond typical State Revolving
Fund requirements to meet regulatory requirements. The documentation for the business case may be a simple memo
but may reference engineering plans or planning documents that make the green innovation benefits of the project
clear.

Check the boxes to indicate that your project falls into one or more of the following categories:
 Water efficiency, reuse or conservation projects that are part of a water or wastewater utility project or

enhance the water or wastewater utility services. Examples include reclamation of stormwater or
wastewater effluent and municipal projects to replace appliances and fixtures with water saving
alternatives.

 Energy efficiency projects that reduce energy consumption, use renewable energy, or produce clean
energy at water or wastewater facilities such as the use of solar power at these facilities, transformation
of sludge into renewable energy, or replacement of pumps with high efficiency models.

 Green wet weather or stormwater management infrastructure designed to maintain, restore, or mimic
natural systems to infiltrate, evapotranspirate, or recycle stormwater. Eligible green infrastructure
projects may be incorporated into water or wastewater facilities design or may be separate projects. A
variety of green stormwater practices are eligible including restoration of natural riparian buffers and
wetlands, green roofs, street tree management that incorporates additional stormwater retention and
“Green Streets” designs that combine natural stormwater management in transportation right-of-ways.

 Environmentally innovative projects that manage water resources to prevent or remove pollution in an
economically sustainable way. For example, decentralized wastewater treatment solutions to existing
deficient or failing septic systems are economically sustainable when they provide treatment for a cluster
of home instead of developing a new sewer system that may be very costly and encourage sprawl.

Part E - Project Criteria

As applicable to the project, in 10 pages or less please describe how the project addresses the criteria listed in the
Application. If the project is composed of two or more separate green innovation components, please clearly delineate
the components in describing how the project addresses the criteria.

Projects will be evaluated based on an assessment of the information submitted under this section. Applicants must
clearly demonstrate that the proposed project meets the applicable criteria. Wherever possible and appropriate,
provide the measurable and quantifiable benefits of the project. For example, provide the number of jobs created or
retained, the amount of energy or water conserved, the amount of pollution prevented, etc.

Part F - Project Schedule - Project Budget - Project Funding

Project Schedule

Question 1. Provide the actual or anticipated date that project Planning or Engineering Report was or will be
completed.

Questions 2-4. Project Plans, Bids Awarded and Notices: Provide the dates or anticipated dates for the
milestones noted in the application.
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Questions 5-6. Project Timing: Provide the proposed construction commencement date and the expected
construction completion date of the project or portion thereof. Project construction must commence no
later than January 1, 2010.

Applicants must demonstrate that project construction will commence no later than January 1, 2010.
Failure to document this timing schedule may disqualify the project from receiving GIGP funding.
“Commencement of Construction” is defined as having all project construction contracts fully 
executed.

Project Budget

The Table is intended to document costs categories that pertain to the project. If actual contract or
agreement amounts are not available, use the most current estimated amounts.

Total Construction Costs: include contractors performing the construction related to the project.
Typical construction contracts include General, Electrical, Plumbing and HVAC. Enter the sum of all
construction contracts as the total construction costs.

Engineering Costs: include preliminary planning, design, construction and inspection related work
performed by the consulting engineer or other consultant. If agreements are not in place, use the
work description and estimated costs.

Administrative Costs: include clerical related work performed by workers employed by the applicant.
Administrative Costs are also referred to as Administrative Force Account.

Equipment Costs: include those costs not already included in Construction Costs to purchase or
lease equipment related to the project construction.

Legal Costs:  include costs performed by the applicant’s attorney in relation to the project.

Miscellaneous Costs: are costs not generally contracted, including photocopying, postage, telephone,
travel, etc.

Project Funding

Question 1. Indicate the total Green Innovation Grant Funds requested, which may represent up to 90% of the
Total Project Costs.

Question 2. Fill in the amount of matching funds (10% minimum) to be provided by the applicant. The 10%
matching funds may include direct cash funding, documented in-kind services, and other funding
sources as indicated in Question 3 below. On a separate sheet, the applicant must identify all sources
of funds from which the 10% match will be obtained. Federal funds may not be used for the 10%
match.

Question 3. Indicate the amount(s) to be provided by all other sources of funding that may be used to support the
project. On a separate sheet, provide documentation regarding the source of these funds.

Total Project Costs represents the GIGP funds requested and the 10% match, plus other sources of
funding necessary to complete the project.



Study of the Green Innovations Grant Program - 2010

       125

Page 5 of 6

Part G - Project Readiness Information

An engineering report, project plan or other project report (final construction plans and specifications in lieu of an
engineering report) prepared consistent with Ten State Standards must be submitted with the GIGP Application. The
Application will be considered incomplete without this documentation.

Question 1. Provide the firm/company, contact name, title, address, phone number, fax number and email address
of the Consulting Engineer or person(s) responsible for the Project Plan or Report.

Question 2. The applicant must comply with both the State Environmental Review Process (SERP) and the State
Environmental Quality Review (SEQR). To meet the requirements of SERP, generally an action must
be treated as Type 1 under SEQR with a Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF), a coordinated
review, and publication in the Environmental Notice Bulletin (ENB) www.dec.ny.gov/enb, or as a Type
II exclusion. The applicant must also conduct a review of the project through the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to Section 14.09 of the NYS Parks, Recreation and Historic
Preservation Law, in order to comply with SERP. SEQR documentation must be submitted to the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) for Clean Water projects and to the New
York State Department of Health (DOH) for Drinking Water projects.

Provide an appropriate response for each of the questions regarding SEQR and SHPO.

Copies of all the supporting documentation must be provided with the GIGP Application. If the
project has been classified as an Unlisted Action and a FEAF with a coordinated review has not been
completed, please contact the GIGP at GIGP@nysefc.org or by calling 800-882-9721. For additional
information, please refer to the State Environmental Review Requirements included with the GIGP
Application Package.

Question 3. Review with the Consulting Engineer or Other Consultant and regulatory agencies known to have
jurisdiction over the project to identify the permits and approvals that are applicable to the project.
Summarize the status of any and all regulatory approvals required to complete the project, and provide
the applicable application and approved dates.

It is a requirement of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 2009 (ARRA) that Cross-Cutting Federal Laws and
Executive Orders apply to all projects funded in whole or in part by the GIGP from ARRA monies. Applicants are
responsible for complying with all applicable cross-cutting federal authorities.

For further information about applicable permitting agencies, regulations and covered activities please refer to the Listing
of Cross-Cutting Federal Authorities for Assistance Subgrants Authorized under the ARRA, which is included with the
GIGP Application; and Attachment II of the State Environmental Review Requirements. You may also contact the GIGP
at GIGP@nysefc.org or go to www.nysefc.org/GreenGrants .

Part H – Certification As To Title of Project Type

Prior to the release of construction funds the applicant must certify that:

1) it holds a valid fee simple title to, or other appropriate estate or interest in, the Project site(s) (including all
necessary easements and rights-of-way) as needed for its undisturbed use and possession during the
construction, operation and maintenance of the Project; or
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2) if a municipality, the applicant has initiated formal condemnation proceedings and has filed an acquisition
map to acquire the necessary property interest in the Project site(s) and has the right of entry to the property.
(Proof that the acquisition map has been filed with the court is required).

Title to or other interest in the project site must be for the useful life of the project. "Useful life" means the applicable
period of probable usefulness for the project as defined in NYS Local Finance Law Section 11.00.

Part I - Minority And Women Business Enterprise – Equal Employment Opportunity Program (MWBE-EEO)/
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)

Applicants that receive funding from the GIGP Program are required to comply with DBE, Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations Part 33 and the New York State Executive Law, Article 15-A with respect to MWBE. Please refer to the
“Minority & Women’s Business Enterprise – Equal Employment Opportunity Program” guidance document in this
application package or at GIGP website www.nysefc/GreenGrants. The minimum program goals for MWBE construction
contract or service contract participation and EEO labor force participation are provided in the guidance.

Provide the name and contact information for the person designated as your project’s MWBE-EEO officer, along with
MWBE-EEO Participation Goals.

If you should have questions or need assistance regarding the MWBE-EEO program requirements, please contact a
MWBE Representative at (800) 882-9721 or (518) 402-7396.

Part J - Enforcement Status

 Please check the box that is applicable.
 If Yes, please provide a copy of the enforcement instrument.

Part K - Certification

The applicant must certify that the information contained in the Application is true to the best of his or her knowledge
and belief. The Certification must be signed, dated and the signature notarized by a Notary Public.

Applications must be postmarked no later than May 29, 2009

Please send the application to:

NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation
Green Innovation Grant Program
Attn: GIGP Project Manager
625 Broadway, 7th Floor
Albany, NY 12207-2997

March 2009
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GREEN INNOVATION GRANT PROGRAM
APPLICATION CHECKLIST

 Application Form: Sign, date and notarize the Application. All
questions must be answered and supporting documents attached.
 Part A - Applicant Information/Contact Information
 Part B – Project Location
 Part C – General Information
 Attach Annual Financial Statements
 Attach explanations, as applicable

 Part D – Project Description
 Attach Detailed Project Description
 Include Business Case, if applicable

 Part E – Project Criteria
 Address applicable criteria and attach details

 Part F – Project Schedule, Project Budget & Project Funding
 Provide documentation of 10% match
 Provide documentation of other sources, as applicable.

 Part G – Project Readiness
 Attach Engineering Report, Project Plan, Project Report
 Document project compliance with SEQR/SERP, as

indicated in application
 Part H – Certification as to Title of Project Type
 Provide information about land ownership, as applicable
 Attach Certification of Title, if available

 Part I – Minority Women Business Enterprise – Equal
Employment Opportunity Program (MWBE-EEO/Disadvantage
Business Enterprise (DBE)
 Review compliance with MWBE-EEO/DBE requirements

 Part J – Enforcement Status
 Attach enforcement instrument, as applicable

 Part K – Certification

 W-9 Form: Attach, as applicable

APPLICATIONS MUST BE POSTMARKED NO LATER THAN MAY 29, 2009

Send the completed Application to:
NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation
Green Innovation Grant Program
Attn: GIGP Project Manager
625 Broadway, 7th Floor
Albany, NY 12207-2997

For assistance, contact GIGP at:
800-882-9721 (within NYS) or
(518) 486-9246
Fax: (518) 486-9248
E-mail: gigp@nysefc.org
www.nysefc.org/greengrants






