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Introduction  

Northampton enjoys a wonderful location; the Connecticut River runs to the east, views of the 
Berkshire foothills to the west and views of the valley and mountains to the south. With all this 
comes exposure to flooding from the Connecticut River and the Mill River west of town. 
When it rains the water runs off the hills on its way to the Connecticut River.  

That means Northampton and its people face the problem of flooding from the west, the hills 
and the Mill River and from the Connecticut River. The city has infrastructure, much of it 
greater than 100 years old, to deal with runoff from storm water and levees to protect it from 
the Mill River and Connecticut River.  

Northampton faces compliance issues from both the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the Army Corp of Engineers to update and upgrade both storm water runoff 
and flood control.  This will require expenditures over several years.  The requirements are 
mandatory, not a matter of choice.  

The Joint Committee of the Department of Public Works (DPW) and the City Council 
appointed an ad hoc committee (taskforce) with members from all Northampton city wards and 
other affected areas to recommend a fair and equitable method to fund storm water and flood 
control mandates.  The committee met nearly weekly for over three months, deliberating in 
publicized meetings.  An audio and video recording http://www.youtube.com/northassocvideo 
of each meeting was published on the internet and linked to the DPW website. 
(http://www.northamptonma.gov/dpw/engineering/floodctrl/).  

The May 2012 report “Storm water and Flood Control System Assessment and Utility Plan” by 
Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) was a useful resource during our discussions. The report 
did an assessment of the city’s storm water and flood control infrastructure and looked at a 
range of budgetary issues including current and future funding allocations and the creation of a 
new utility to fund future work. It also looked at a series of specific drainage and erosion 
problem areas in the City, and projected costs necessary to address each situation.  

The recommendations in the CDM report related to these specific cases were viewed by the 
taskforce as examples of the scope – in planning, implementation and funding of such projects, 
rather than a “to do” list of future city work. In fact, the examples included in the CDM report 
represent only some of the drainage and erosion problems that currently exist.  

The committee is issuing this report to the joint committee with the recommendation that a fee 
is the fairest and most equitable way to pay for the needed expenditures for storm water runoff 
management and flood control.  

Both rain water runoff and flooding impact all residents, it seems fair that everyone share in the 
expense together via a fair and equitable fee.  

The report suggests two possible formulas for determining a fee for residents. The two fees 
recommended were developed by the committee after reviewing formulas used by other  
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communities, ease of implementation, the use of engineering principles and last but not least fees 
the committee feels are truly fair and equitable.  
 
The ad hoc committee on storm water and flood control recommends to the joint committee a 
review of the report by all interested governmental agencies, appropriate and thorough review 
by the public in open meetings and implementation of a fee for storm water management and 
flood control for Northampton.  
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Principles  
Storm water management is a growing challenge for local governments. As a natural resource 
that is increasingly regulated, municipalities must develop approaches that protect and enhance 
how storm water is handled. For Northampton this is complicated by periodic flooding along the 
Connecticut River that forces the city to maintain extensive levees and mechanically pumps 
enormous amounts of runoff into an often swollen current.  

The Ad Hoc Storm Water Taskforce has been told that the city does not have the resources to 
replace aging infrastructure or meet new federal regulations and was asked to “examine ways 
these costs could be funded” with “particular focus and equity and transparency”.  

The taskforce examined a number of alternatives including debt exclusion overrides for capital 
projects, funding the mandated increase in maintenance from the general fund, federal grants, a 
new fee or some combination of these options. The taskforce concluded that only a new utility 
fee would provide a reliable revenue stream.  

Massachusetts state law specifically allows municipalities to create a storm water utility for the 
same reasons it allows utilities for water and sewer systems. It is based on users paying a fee in 
relation to the storm water runoff they generate and can provide a dedicated, stable funding 
source for municipal storm water management.  

A storm water utility that is supported by fees rather than taxes needs to meet legislative criteria. 
First, the overall cost of the program must be reasonably related to the service being provided 
and the funds raised must be segregated for use by the storm water program. Second, the fee 
should be proportional to the property’s contribution to storm water runoff and costs.  

The taskforce agreed that flood control and storm water management shared enough 
infrastructure and personnel to form a single utility and the cost could be spread equitably 
between residential, commercial and tax-exempt properties.  

Many existing storm water utilities are supported by property assessments based on the amount 
of impervious surface (i.e. buildings, pavement, and compacted ground) on a site. Evolving 
technology however has greatly expanded ways to measure runoff giving utilities new tools with 
which to work. The taskforce determined that the best way for this utility to be administered 
fairly and without a great amount of administrative overhead was to determine the average runoff 
for single-family, two-family and three-family homes and develop a fee based on those averages, 
rather than assessing each individual property.  

As detailed below in the two fee structures, the taskforce has agreed to recommend the principles 
that everyone contributes to the storm water runoff and that everyone has an interest in 
maintaining the city’s infrastructure. Every resident and business in Northampton benefits from a 
strong infrastructure and compliance with federal standards, therefore everyone contributes to the 
fee. Members agreed that city properties should not pay a fee as their budget comes from the 
general fund and are paid through property taxes. However, there is a list of proprieties in the 
attachment that will not be included in this fee, which are state or federally owned.  
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A utility that includes credits for improvements that retain or retard runoff gives ratepayers some 
control over cost and a way to positively affect the system. For instance, a residence could 
collect roof runoff in barrels to use for watering their garden, thus preventing runoff into the 
system and saving some money on their utility fee.  

When the taskforce focused on developing a fee structure that was both fair and equitable, it 
could not reach consensus. There are many considerations:  

 Pervious surface, lawns, farmland, forests, conservation land etc., all absorb rain when not 
frozen and yet they all shed measurable amounts of storm water.  

 How much if anything should the city pay for its runoff?  

 The water that runs off a house is much cleaner then water running from a street or parking 
lot and thus easier to manage.  

 The floodwater that periodically threatens life and property is for the most part generated far 
from Northampton, but cost of maintaining flood control infrastructure will be a large part of 
the local storm water budget.  
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Glossary of Terms  
The following words, terms and phases, when used in this report shall have the meanings 
ascribed to them in this section.  

Credit -means a reduction in the amount of a storm water utility fee charge to the owner of a 
particular property for the existence and use of privately owned, maintained and operated onsite 
or offsite storm water management systems or facilities, or continuing provision of services or 
activities that reduce or mitigate the city’s cost of providing storm water management services 
for that particular property.  

Developed land – shall mean a parcel of land in single and separate ownership altered from its 
natural state to include impervious surface area.  

Drainage system – shall mean natural and manmade channels, swales, ditches, swamps, rivers, 
streams, creeks, wetlands, branches, reservoirs, pond, drainage ways, inlets, catch basins, gutters, 
pipes, culverts, bridges, head walls, storm sewers, lakes and other physical works that transfer, 
control, convey or otherwise influence the movement of storm water runoff.  

Dwelling unit – means the individual, private premises contained in any building intended, 
whether occupied or not as the residence for on household regardless of the numbers of 
individuals in the household. A building may contain more than on dwelling unit.  

Improved property – means property altered from its natural state by construction or 
installation of impervious surfaces.  

Impervious surface -means those areas which prevent or impede the infiltration of storm water 
into the soil in the manner in which it entered the soil, in natural conditions, prior to 
development. Common impervious surfaces include, but are not limited to, rooftops, buildings or 
structures, sidewalks, walkways, patio areas, driveways, parking lots, storage areas, compacted 
gravel and soil surfaces, awnings and other fabric or plastic coverings, and other surfaces which 
prevent or impede the natural infiltration of storm water runoff which existed prior to 
development.  

Non-residential property -means improved property that is not residential property as defined 
herein including, but not limited to such property as commercial and office buildings, public 
buildings and structures, industrial and manufacturing buildings, storage buildings and storage 
areas, parking lots, parks, recreation properties, tennis courts, swimming pools, public and 
private schools and universities, research facilities and stations, hospitals and convalescent 
centers, airports, agricultural uses, water and wastewater treatment plants, and any other form of 
use not otherwise mentioned which is not a residential property, and which has private parking 
lots and private drives or roads.  

Residential property -means improved property without regard to form of ownership, 
containing three or fewer dwelling units except as may be modified from time-to-time herein  
by the term "single family". Residential properties shall not include improved property  
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containing structures used primarily for nonresidential purposes (i.e. hotels, motels, retirement 
centers, nursing homes or assisted living homes or properties designated as "mixed use" 
properties by the Board of Assessors.  

 
Storm water -shall mean the runoff from precipitation that travels over natural state or 
developed land surfaces and enters a drainage system.  
 
Storm water management services -mean all services provided by the city which relate to  
the:  

 Transfer, control, conveyance or movement of storm water runoff through the city;  
 Maintenance, repair and replacement of existing storm water management systems and 

facilities;  
 Planning, development, design and construction of additional storm water management 

systems and facilities to meet current and anticipated needs;  
 Regulation of the use of storm water management services, systems and facilities.  
 Compliance with applicable State and Federal storm water management regulations and 

permit requirements. Storm water management services may address the quality of storm 
water runoff as well as the quantity thereof.  

 
Storm water Utility Fee -means the periodic user fee imposed pursuant to this report by the 
City of Northampton for providing storm water management services.  
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Fee Models Considered  
The task force developed a variety of storm water fee models.  Each model attempted to 
distribute costs fairly and equitably amongst the many stakeholders in the City. Ultimately, two 
of the fee models were recommended by the task forces. 

The following is a brief description of the basic elements of the proposed storm water fee 
models:  

• All of the models incorporated impervious surface areas (buildings and pavement) in 
recognition of the major runoff contribution from these types of surfaces.   

• Residential properties were handled in several different ways:  
o Fees were assessed based upon impervious areas estimated for each property  
o Flat fees were assessed for each category of “small” residential properties (one-, 

two-and three-family), based upon an average impervious area determined from 
Geographic Information System (GIS) data; or,  

o Tiered fees were established for each category of “small” residential, adjusted for 
property size (less than 0.5 acres, 0.5 to 1 acre, etc.)  

• In addition to using impervious surface areas, several models incorporated pervious 
surface areas, such as lawns, cropland, wooded areas, etc., recognizing that though the 
runoff from these areas was significantly less than the impervious surfaces, all surfaces, 
including undeveloped land, create runoff.  

• Several models used Runoff Coefficients1, obtained from engineering methods, to adjust 
for different types of surface imperviousness.  Runoff coefficients are greater than 0 and 
less than 1, with the lowest values representing the least impervious surfaces (e.g. 
surfaces with the least runoff) to the maximum values for the most impervious surfaces, 
such as buildings and paved surfaces.   

• Two of the models used an Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) to represent the average 
impervious area of a single family residential property; the ERU could then be applied to 
all other properties to determine the fee. One of the ERU models also included a fee for 
parcels of undeveloped land.  

• Two models included fees for undeveloped properties which were either indexed to one 
of the residential fees, or capped based upon acreage.  

• Several models included municipal properties and right-of-ways (ROW) in the fee 
structure:  

o One of the models included charging the city for its runoff contribution, 
consistent with the other utilities used by the city (water and sewer).  This model 
necessitated that the city’s portion of the storm water utility would be part of the 
general city budget.  

o Several models created a category called “The Commons” which allocated the 
municipal properties and ROW to all fee payers based on either total surface area, 
or proportionately based upon impervious area for each property.  
 

___________________ 
1 “Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers”, American Society of Civil Engineers, 1969.   
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After considerable discussion, a clear majority of the taskforce, 7 members voted for the 
Hydraulic Acreage model as their preferred choice.  Two members voted for the ERU model, 
and two members voted for the Commons model.  In a vote to provide an alternate choice, 8 
members of the task force voted for the ERU Model.    

The task force voted to include the ERU model as the alternate model for 2 primary reasons: The 
relationship (or nexus) between impervious area and storm water impact is relatively easy to 
explain to the public—you pave, you pay. The number of billable ERU’s can be determined by 
limiting the parcel area measurements to impervious area only. Also, it is recommended by the 
task force as an alternate model because it is used by more than 80% of all storm water utilities 
nationwide according to 2009 EPA information  

Preferred Model – Hydraulic Acreage  

The basic concept of the Hydraulic Acreage model is the calculation of storm water runoff 
associated with various types of surfaces.  This model can be referred to as a “refined” model. 
All surfaces, including undeveloped land and farmland, create storm water runoff.  One 
engineering approach to calculating storm water runoff; the Rational Method, uses runoff 
coefficients to estimate the storm water contribution from each area. Table 1 shows runoff 
coefficients for various surfaces has been provided.  Some other municipalities have used 
variations of this method.    

The proposed Hydraulic Acreage model uses three categories of surfaces and associated runoff 
coefficients to calculate site specific fees.   The combination of the three surfaces and runoff 
coefficients serves to create a “hydraulic acreage” for each property, which can be multiplied by 
a rate established by the Board of Public Works and/or City Council.  The storm water fee is 
calculated using the following information:  

1. The portion of the hydraulic acreage associated with buildings is obtained my multiplying 
the building surface area times a runoff coefficient of 0.95.   The building surface area is 
obtained from GIS and/or City of Northampton tax assessor’s database.  Building runoff 
is handled separately from other impervious areas for the following reasons:  

a. The presence of a building implies that people and other assets are present on 
the property and are therefore going to be most impacted by flood control.  

b. Flood control expenditures, at least in the near term, are said to be 
approximately 75% or more of the overall estimated annual costs associated 
with storm water.  

c. Property owners can mitigate the runoff contribution from their building 
through use of rain barrels, dry wells, cisterns, green roofs, etc.  Credits would 
be provided for certain measures implemented by property owners, as 
described in Section 4 of this report.  

 
2. The portion of the hydraulic acreage associated with other (non-building) impervious 

surfaces is obtained by multiplying the surface area times a runoff coefficient of 0.70. 
Surface area measurements for driveways, pavement, and other paved or unpaved 
parking areas are obtained from GIS. The Rational Method runoff coefficient range for 
asphalt and concrete surfaces is 0.70-0.95.     
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A lower runoff coefficient is used as an average in this formula for these impervious 
areas for the following reasons:  

a. Using a reduced runoff coefficients for this type of surface acknowledges that 
certain storm water controls may already be in place for these areas due to 
building code (such as retention ponds).    

b. There are various types of impervious surfaces, including crushed stone or gravel, 
compacted dirt, brick, or stone that may have a lower runoff coefficient than 
concrete or asphalt.  

c. The use of a lower runoff coefficient for non-building impervious surfaces places 
more value on flood control associated with buildings, and less value on storm 
water runoff from other impervious areas, resulting in higher fees for properties 
that are more highly developed with buildings.  

 
3. The portion of the hydraulic acreage associated with pervious surfaces is obtained by 

multiplying the surface area (up to a maximum of 1 acre) times a runoff coefficient of  
0.10. Pervious surfaces include lawns, wooded areas, farms, recreational areas, etc. 
Pervious surfaces generally serve a beneficial function by filtering and infiltrating storm 
water to the subsurface.  However, under heavy rain conditions, pervious surfaces 
become saturated and have reduced capacity to absorb storm water.  The combination of 
the low runoff coefficient and the 1-acre maximum surface area acknowledges that these 
surfaces provide a net benefit under most conditions except for flooding.  

4. A simplified fee model will be used for residential properties.  Average hydraulic 
acreages have been estimated for 1, 2 and 3 family houses using GIS data.  This 
simplification is recommended due to the large number and variability of residential 
properties, and the high cost to obtain detailed information for each property.  

The Hydraulic Acreage model results in residential properties contributing approximately 57% 
of the total fee, with the remaining 43% from commercial, industrial, tax exempt and “other”. By 
comparison, all of the other fee models developed by members of the task force  including the 
ERU model presented below, result in residential properties contributing approximately 49% to 
52% of the total storm water fee.  For reference, residential properties pay approximately 83% of 
the property taxes in the city.  

Based upon our research, the following pros and cons of the Hydraulic Acreage model should be 
considered:  

PROS  

• The Hydraulic Acreage model has been used in other municipalities, though it is not as 
common as the ERU model or other fee structures.   

• The Hydraulic Acreage model attempts to determine more accurately the amount of 
storm water running off each measured surface.  

• Incorporates a simplified fee structure for small residential properties.  
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CONS  

 Requires more refined information than other models due to the use of separate factors 
for buildings, impervious and pervious surfaces.  

 Precise measurement of residential properties, though currently possible, may not be 
worth the effort given their number. As a result, average fees for each category of small 
residential (1, 2 and 3 family) have been developed.  The use of averages, including the 
differentiation between buildings and other impervious surfaces, and the inclusion of 
pervious surfaces, has resulted in 2-family rates being lower than single family rates, 
though the difference is small.  

 May be too complex for citizens to understand.  
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Table 1  
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Alternate Model – Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) Plus Undeveloped Land  

Equivalent Residential Unit or “ERU” means the average impervious square footage of a 
detached single family residential property. This model can be referred to as a “simple” model. It 
sets a fee based solely on impervious area, using the term ERU as a unit of measure. In this 
formula there are 3 categories of property whose owners will be responsible for a storm water 
fee:  

*Residential Parcels:  1, 2, and 3 family homes.  

*All Other Parcels: large residential (4family +), industrial, commercial, tax exempt.  

*Undeveloped Parcels:  land with no impervious surface.  

In Northampton, the average single family house represents 3,679 square feet (sf) of impervious 
surface, two-family homes average 3,916sf and three-family homes average 4,985sf.  The 
residential category includes only these 3 property types, or tiers.  A tiered system for residential 
properties accounts for 2 and 3 family homes with a slightly higher fee for each tier.  Therefore, 
all single family homes represent 1 ERU and would be billed for 1 ERU.     

All other parcels would be billed according to the actual amount of impervious surface on each 
parcel. Parcels with 4 family dwellings and larger and all non-residential properties are then 
charged according to how many ERUs they contain (dividing their impervious surface by the 
area of 1 ERU). Therefore a property in this category in Northampton with 36,790sf of 
impervious surface would pay a fee of 10 x 1 ERU.   

In order that all property owners participate, a fee for undeveloped parcels is included in the 
formula.  This fee has been arbitrarily set at the equivalent of 1 ERU for every 10 acres of 
undeveloped land. Additional acres are prorated. Likewise, undeveloped parcels less than 10 
acres would pay a prorated per acre fee based on 1 ERU.     

At this time, variations of the ERU formula are among the most common methods in determining 
rates assigned to storm water fee payers.  All fees are set on a base unit. Fees are based solely on 
impervious surface (except undeveloped parcel fee). Impervious surface measurements are 
derived from GIS technology.  In terms of description, the ERU method for calculation of a 
storm water fee is defined as “simple” as opposed to “refined”.  

Based upon our research, the following Pros and Cons of the ERU model should be considered:  

PROS  

 All fees are determined only by impervious surface of each parcel (except undeveloped 
parcel fee).  
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 All or most of the data needed is already available.  
 Allows for a credit/incentive program to be developed for all impervious surfaces.  
 Easy to explain and understand.  
 May allow more of the educational focus to be on why a storm water fee is needed and 

how we all contribute to the problem (instead of focusing on the intricacies of a more 
complicated fee structure). 

 
CONS 
 

 Once a simple system is adopted, it may be difficult to change to a more refined system. 
 Uses an arbitrary fee for undeveloped properties. 
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Other Considerations  
 

Credits and Incentives – Implementation of a new municipal storm water fee will be 
controversial, particularly given the current economic climate. In order to build public support 
for a new storm water fee to help alleviate the immediate burden of the new fee on property 
owners and to encourage activities that reduce the impact of storm water discharges on the public 
system, the taskforce recommends creation of a credits and incentives program that could reduce 
the overall fee paid by certain property owners.  

Fee Caps and Floors – The taskforce recommends that the city consider adopting caps on 
annual rate increases for a specified period of time (no increase higher than the rate of inflation 
for the first three years). To ensure that any fee implemented is done so equitably, the taskforce 
also recommends that all property owners pay a minimum fee, even if their participation in a 
credit/exemption program (should the city adopt one), might otherwise completely offset their 
fee. The city may also want to consider a phase-in of the fee over several years – i.e. property 
owners would pay 50 percent of their bill the first year, 75 percent the second year, and 100 
percent the third year.  

Discounts – The city currently offers a means-based discount and a disability discount as part of 
its solid waste management plan. The city may want to consider similar discounts as part of the 
storm water fee program.  

Impact on Revenues – The adoption of any of these policies will have a negative impact on 
revenues generated by the storm water fee. As a result, fee rates would have to be increased to 
offset lost revenues. Before deciding which, if any, of the policies might be adopted, the city may 
want to survey other communities which provide such programs to determine how popular they 
are.  

Impact on Expenditures – The adoption of any of these policies could also increase costs to the 
city, depending on the model adopted, due to potential certification and inspection requirements. 
Some communities have created a “self-policing” application and review process, whereby the 
applicants – either/both residential or commercial—have to submit as part of their (re)permitting 
a series of documents, photos, etc., and third-party evaluations created to meet municipal 
standards. Either way, additional administrative costs would also be involved, but these could be 
offset in whole or in part by permitting fees.  

For additional information on exemptions, credits and incentives, see attachments.  
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Exemptions, Credits and Incentives 
 
This is an overview of some of the issues that communities confront in addressing whether to or 
how to reduce the burden of storm water fees. Generally speaking, most communities the 
taskforce examined offer some sort of relief, but there is a very broad range of options used by 
communities to implement rate reductions. This is a sample, but by no means an exhaustive list, 
of some of the issues and options that are offered by various communities. 
 
Note: Storm water rate relief falls into three general categories which reoccur in numerous 
communities – Exemptions, Credits and Incentives (ECI). The taskforce used the following 
specific definitions for our discussions, but it is unclear if there are any generally used or 
standardized definitions for these terms:  

• Exemptions are permanent 
• Credits are recurring 
• Incentives tend to be one-time 

 
As a result, credits will likely require some sort of certification, while in theory incentives would 
not require regular oversight, but might involve periodic recertification as part of their 
permitting/renewal process. 
 
Definitions 
 
Exemptions – Activities or entities that by definition within the fee structure are not subject to a 
storm water fee. Exemptions are generally given only to municipal and special use lands (i.e. 
agricultural, recreational). 
 
Credits – Recurring reductions in the annual storm water fee rate resulting from proactive 
measures that reduce the burden on the storm water system. Credits would target primarily multi-
unit residential or non-residential properties. 
 
Incentives – One-time tax breaks, cash credits or rebates that encourage infrastructure 
improvements. They would promote the same goals as credits (rate, volume, quality) and would 
focus on creating “green” infrastructure. Incentives would target primarily small residential 
properties. 
 
Categories of Eligible Properties 
 
Different communities use different definitions when discussing which properties are eligible for 
rate relief.  As a rule they look primarily at size, primary use, permeable/impermeable surface 
either by percentage or size of property, or some calculation of runoff rate. How the fee rate is 
structured will impact how ECI eligibility will be defined. 
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Exemptions 
 
When offered, exemptions of storm water fees are usually granted for the following:  

• Undeveloped properties 
• Public streets and roadways 
• Cemeteries 
• Municipally owned properties 
• Septic systems 

 
Credits 
 
Credits are usually offered on a percentage of the annual rate and are most often capped (i.e. 
everyone pays something). Some communities also require a minimum payment, regardless of 
the credits to which a property might be entitled. Credited activities include: 

• Storm water Management Systems (capturing and holding of runoff on-site) – credit is 
given for on-site treatment of runoff from impermeable services – roofs, driveways. 
parking lots – that reduces the burden on the public system. 

• Storm water Quality Treatment – credit is given for on-site or secondary private 
service provider which improves the environmental quality of storm water before it enters 
the public system. 

• Education Credit – credit is given for public and private schools that educate and inform 
students about the importance of local surface and groundwater resources and how they 
can be protected. 

 
Incentives 
 
Can include tax credits, cash rebates, discounts, etc., related to the following: 

• Rain gardens 
• Green roofs 
• Vegetated filter strips 
• Lawn care pollution reduction 
• Pollution prevention for runoff 
• Pervious pavements 
• Free “green” infrastructure assistance programs 

 
NOTE: Some communities offer these incentives as recurring credits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

Other Issues for Consideration 
 
New or Improved – The Task Force discussed at some length how to treat property owners who 
as a result of either updated planning guidelines or at their own initiative had made 
improvements that would otherwise qualify for ECI fee reductions. Some communities have 
opted to only provide credits for new construction or to properties that require new permitting for 
only those upgrades that go beyond those already required by existing code. The argument is that 
the granting of the permit itself sufficiently compensates the property owner for the additional 
costs associated with the updated standards.  
 
Other communities have adopted an approach that rewards any infrastructure improvements etc. 
that are in place and comply with the city’s ECI standards, regardless of when or why they were 
made. In this case it’s an equity issue (i.e. any remediation initiative that an entity might 
undertake that reduces the burden on the public storm water system should be acknowledged). 
 
Further, should a property owner, who, as part of an upgrade that does not necessitate new 
permitting but opts to do exactly or less than what is required by statute, receive preferential 
treatment? 
 
It can also be argued, depending on the credit system a city might adopt, that the benefit of 
granting a permit is a one-time benefit. Participation in a storm water control program has 
potentially recurring benefits (i.e. economic or systemic). The reduction of the burden on the 
public system extends over years. 
 
What’s the Right System? – As mentioned above, the type and complexity of the ECI programs 
offered by other communities is extremely broad and deciding what, if any programs the city 
may provide will require careful consideration. The type of fee structure adopted will help shape 
what ECI models are considered. In addition, determining what the goals of the ECI program are 
will play an important role. Is it intended simply to increase public support for the new fee? 
Generate a spirit of community by boosting public participation? Make meaningful reductions on 
either the quantitative and/or qualitative impact of runoff on the public storm water management 
system? 
 
Resources 
 
The taskforce looked at numerous fee credit plans in preparing this report. Probably the most 
comprehensive is the “Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District Storm Water Fee Credit Manual.” 
It seems unlikely that the community developed this plan without expert assistance. Should the 
city opt to go with a fee credit plan that is this comprehensive, we would almost certainly have to 
go to the private sector, or adopt a program similar to one that’s already in place elsewhere. 
Conversely, the program in place in Newton, MA, requires only one page. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District Storm water Fee Credit Manual 
http://www.neorsd.org/stormwatercreditmanual.php 
 
 
Newton, MA 
http://www.newtonma.gov/civicax/filebank/documents/27363 
 
South Burlington, VT 
http://www.sburlstorm water.com/wp-content/uploads/downloads/manuals/credit_manual.pdf 
 
Philadelphia, PA 
http://www.phila.gov/water/Storm water/pdfs/SCAA_Manual.pdf 
 
Richmond, VA 
http://www.richmondgov.com/dpu/Storm waterCredits.aspx 
 
Griffin, GA 
http://www.cityofgriffin.com/Portals/1/COG%20SWU%20CREDIT%20MANUAL%2003_01_1
1.pdf 
 
Champaign, IL 
http://ci.champaign.il.us/departments/public-works/residents/stormwater-
management/stormwater-utility-fee/storm water-utility-fee-faq/ 
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Hydraulic Acreage 

Proposed Stormwater Fee Billing Structure – Sample Calculations 

The Hydraulic Acreage model uses three categories of surfaces and associated runoff 

coefficients to calculate the fees for each property. The combination of the three surfaces and 

runoff coefficients serves to create a “hydraulic acreage” for each property, which is then 

multiplied by a rate to calculate the fee for each property. The hydraulic area used for customer 

bills will consist of:  

1) Building footprint area multiplied by a runoff coefficient of 0.95 

2) Other (non‐building) impervious surface area multiplied by a runoff coefficient of 0.7 

3) Pervious surface for each property multiplied by a runoff coefficient of 0.1 

 
Fees for residential properties are calculated using average building, other impervious and 
pervious areas for 1, 2 and 3 family houses and calculating hydraulic area and fees based on 
these averages. 
 
Fees for larger residential properties and non‐residential properties are calculated using actual 
building, other impervious and pervious areas for each property.  
 
The pervious area portion of the hydraulic acreage for each property is a maximum of 1 acre. 
 

Total Annual Revenue = $2 Million  

Total Hydraulic Area for the City = 67,748,688 SF 

Total Annual Revenue ($) / Total Hydraulic Area (SF) = rate per square foot 

$2,000,000 / 67,748,688 SF = $0.02952 / SF 

 

Sample Bills – Residential 

Single‐Family 

Average Building Area = 1,901 SF 

Average Other Impervious Area (non‐building) = 1,872 SF 

Average Pervious Area (after 1 acre cap applied) = 17,701 
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Hydraulic Building Area: 1,901 SF x 0.95 = 1,806 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  1,872 x 0.7 = 1,310 SF 

  Average Hydraulic Pervious Area: 17,701 x 0.1 = 1,770 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 1,806 + 1,310 + 1,770 = 4,886 SF 

  Total Fee = 4,886 SF x 0.02952 = $144 

2‐ Family 

Average Building Area = 2,058 SF 

Average Other Impervious Area (non‐building) = 1,895 SF 

Average Pervious Area (after 1 acre cap applied) = 9,393 

Hydraulic Building Area: 2,058 SF x 0.95 = 1,955 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  1,895 x 0.7 = 1,327 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 9,393 x 0.1 = 939 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 1,955 + 1,327 + 939 = 4,221 SF 

  Total Fee = 4,221 SF x 0.02952 = $125 

3‐ Family 

Average Building Area = 2,418 SF 

Average Other Impervious Area (non‐building) = 2,585 SF 

Average Pervious Area (after 1 acre cap applied) = 9,381 

Hydraulic Building Area: 2,418 SF x 0.95 = 2,297 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  2,585 x 0.7 = 1,810 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 9,381 x 0.1 = 938 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 2,297 + 1,810 + 938 = 5,045 SF 

  Total Fee = 5,045 SF x 0.02952 = $149 
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Sample Bills – Non‐Residential 

Clarion Hotel 

  Hydraulic Building Area: 64,700 SF x 0.95 = 61,465 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  125,619 x 0.7 = 87,933 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 143,509 SF (max 1 acre) = 43,560 x 0.1 = 4,356 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 61,465 + 87,933 + 4,356 = 153,754 SF 

  Total Fee = 153,754 SF x 0.02952 = $4,539 

Coopers Corner 

Hydraulic Building Area: 8,734 SF x 0.95 = 8,297 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  7,816 x 0.7 = 5,471 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 4,669 SF x 0.1 = 467 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 8,297 + 5,471 + 467 = 14,235 SF 

  Total Fee = 14,235 SF x 0.02952 = $420 

Cooley‐Dickinson Hospital 

Hydraulic Building Area: 167,858 SF x 0.95 = 159,465 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  593,431 x 0.7 = 415,402 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 1,153,182 SF (max 1 acre) = 43,560 x 0.1 = 4,356 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 159,465 + 415,402 + 4,356 = 579,223 SF 

  Total Fee = 579,223 SF x 0.02952 = $17,099 

Lia Toyota 

Hydraulic Building Area: 37,821 SF x 0.95 = 35,930 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  195,554 x 0.7 = 136,888 SF 



Revised 6/20/2013       4 

 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 68,099 SF (max 1 acre) = 43,560 x 0.1 = 4,356 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 35,930 + 136,888 + 4,356 = 177,174 SF 

  Total Fee = 177,174 SF x 0.02952 = $5,230 

Walmart 

Hydraulic Building Area: 141,217 SF x 0.95 = 134,156 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  281,803 x 0.7 = 197,262 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 87,505 SF (max 1 acre) = 43,560 x 0.1 = 4,356 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 134,156 + 197,262 + 4,356 = 335,774 SF 

  Total Fee = 335,774 SF x 0.02952 = $9,912 

Paradise Copies 

Hydraulic Building Area: 5,310 SF x 0.95 = 5,045 SF 

Hydraulic Other Impervious Area:  6,543 x 0.7 = 4,580 SF 

  Hydraulic Pervious Area: 2,661 SF x 0.1 = 266 SF 

  Total Hydraulic Area: 5,045 + 4,580 + 266 = 9,891 SF 

  Total Fee = 9,891 SF x 0.02952 = $292 
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ERU (Equivalent Residential Unit) Plus Undeveloped Fee 

Proposed Stormwater Fee Billing Structure 

Customer Bills will consist of: 1) ERU based average fees for small residential 2) ERU calculated 

based on impervious area for non‐residential and larger residential 3) Fee for undeveloped and 

lightly developed properties 

Small Residential            Average 
      Units    Impervious (SF)  Impervious (SF)   

Single‐Family     5,560    20,473,955    3,682 

Two‐Family        892    3,492,902    3,916 

Three‐Family        163    812, 524    4,985       

Total      6,615    24,779,381    3,746 

 

Single‐Family Average:  20,473,955 SF / 5,560 = 3,682 SF  

1 Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) = 3,682 SF 

Single‐Family House = 1 ERU 

2‐Family House  3,492,902 / 3,682 = 949 ERUs Total 

      3,916 / 3,682 = 1.06 ERU 

Average 2‐Family = 1.06 ERU 

3‐Family House  812,524 / 3,682 = 221 ERUs Total 

      4,985 / 3,682 = 1.35 ERU 

      Average 3‐Family = 1.35 ERU 

Larger Residential and Non‐Residential properties = 39,829,139 SF Impervious 

39,829,139 / 3,682 = 10,817 ERUs 

Area of Impervious for property / 3,682 = # ERUs 

Total Number of ERU’s: 

5,560 + 949 + 221 + 10,817 = 17,547 ERUs (Total) 
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Calculate the Rate – Fee per ERU 

Assume Total Annual Revenue = $2 Million  

Undeveloped and Lightly Developed Properties = 1,332 Parcels with 2% of the 

impervious area and 35% of the pervious area. Properties have less than 3,682 sf 

impervious area and are not 1‐3 Family houses. 

Assume that fee revenue from pervious area is 10% and undeveloped parcels represent 

35% of the pervious area = 3.5% of total revenue or $70,000 

Total Revenue from undeveloped properties including ERU and pervious charge = 

$29,000 (ERU Fees) + $52,813 (Pervious Fees) = $81,813 or 4% of total revenue 

Revenue from Impervious = 96.5% = $1,930,000 

$1,930,000 / 17,547 ERUs = $110 per ERU   

Fee for 10 acres of undeveloped pervious area = 1 ERU = $110 

Fee for undeveloped properties less than 10 acres = (Pervious Area / 10 Acres) x $110 

 

Sample Bills – Residential 

Single‐Family:    1 ERU x $110 = $110 

2‐ Family:    1.06 ERU x $110 = $117 

3‐ Family:    1.35 ERU x $110 = $149 

 

Sample Bills – Non Residential 

 

Clarion Hotel      190,319 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 51.7 ERUs 

        51.7 x $110 = $5,687 

Coopers Corner    16,550 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 4.5 ERUs 

        4.5 x $110 = $495 
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Cooley‐Dickinson Hospital  761,289 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 206.8 ERUs 

        206.8 x $110 = $22,748 

Lia Toyota      233,375 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 63.4 ERUs 

        63.4 x $110 = $6,974 

Walmart      423,020 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 114.9 ERUs 

        114.9 x $110 = $12,639 

Paradise Copies    11,853 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 3.2 ERUs 

        3.2 x $110 = $352 

Undeveloped (1 acre)   43,560 SF Pervious / 435,600 SF = 0.1 

        0.1 x $110 = $11   

Undeveloped (50 acres)  2,178,000 SF Pervious / 435,600 SF = 5 

        5 x $110 = $550 
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N
, C

ITY O
F

W
ater D

epartm
ent

14 -010-001
1,012,689

            
413

                       
 

C
H

ESTER
FIELD

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
W

ater D
epartm

ent
14 -011-001

5,998,652
            

3,111
                    

 
C

H
ESTER

FIELD
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

W
ater D

epartm
ent

14 -012-001
4,618,510

            
2,999

                    
 

C
H

ESTER
FIELD

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
W

ater D
epartm

ent
15 -001-001

3,105,915
            

24,490
                  

 
R

ESERVO
IR

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
W

ater D
epartm

ent
22D

-001-001
616,697

               
34,841

                  
88

SPR
IN

G
 ST EXTEN

SIO
N

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
W

ater D
epartm

ent
24D

-002-001
62,620

                 
47,693

                  
237

PR
O

SPEC
T ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
W

ater D
epartm

ent
29 -037-001

347,269
               

7,666
                    

54
C

LAR
K ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
W

ater D
epartm

ent
35 -255-001

25,593
                 

5,373
                    

 
TU

R
KEY H

ILL R
D

R
ecreation

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Agnes Fox Playground

24D
-120-001

69,522
                 

6,780
                    

 
STATE ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Arcanum

 Field
12C

-019-001
373,901

               
65,300

                  
 

N
O

RTH
 M

APLE ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

Bridge Street School
32A-063-001

94,191
                 

77,693
                  

 
BR

ID
G

E ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
om

m
unity G

arden
38A-088-001

353,325
               

20,044
                  

 
BU

R
ST PIT R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

Eller brook Field
38A-030-001

673,838
               

40,359
                  

50
BU

R
ST PIT R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

H
alligan-D

aley H
istorical Park

38A-058-001
18,001

                 
<N

ull>
 

PR
IN

C
E ST  LO

T B1
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

Lam
pron M

em
orial Park

32A-246-001
50,925

                 
5,206

                    
 

BR
ID

G
E ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
M

aines Field
23C

-031-001
853,643

               
112,715

                
 

R
IVER

SID
E D

R
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

N
agle W

alkw
ay

32C
-333-001

31,354
                 

10,696
                  

 
PLEASAN

T ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

N
agle W

alkw
ay

32C
-335-001

56,927
                 

45,494
                  

160
PLEASAN

T ST
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N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Park/R

ecreation
42 -166-001

23,911
                  

77
                         

 
W

ESTH
AM

PTO
N

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Park/R

ecreation
10D

-022-001
57,594

                 
2,382

                    
 

FLO
R

EN
C

E ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

Park/R
ecreation

16B-041-001
52,677

                 
501

                       
 

N
O

RTH
 M

AIN
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Park/R

ecreation
23A-153-001

2,474
                   

<N
ull>

 
PIN

E ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 R

EC
R

EATIO
N

 D
EPT.

Sheldon Field
25C

-084-001
624,726

               
64,605

                  
 

BR
ID

G
E ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Trinity R

ow
 Park

23A-109-001
23,028

                 
418

                       
 

M
AIN

 ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

Veteran's Field
31D

-170-001
65,629

                 
5,608

                    
 

SO
U

TH
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
Veteran's Field

31D
-171-001

320,917
               

38,072
                  

90
W

EST ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

Veteran's Field
31D

-173-001
17,324

                 
<N

ull>
 

FO
RT H

ILL TER
R

AC
E

H
ousing A

uthority
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
Florence H

eights
29 -001-001

240,804
               

108,110
                

 
FLO

R
EN

C
E R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
Forsander Apartm

ents
17C

-129-001
132,771

               
51,622

                  
 

H
IG

H
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

H
am

pshire H
eights

18D
-038-001

436,861
               

138,569
                

241
JAC

KSO
N

 ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
M

cD
onald H

ouse
31D

-226-001
57,786

                 
39,414

                  
49

O
LD

 SO
U

TH
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

22B-035-001
5,888

                   
929

                       
18

C
O

RTIC
ELLI ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

22B-105-001
6,882

                   
1,709

                    
145

SPR
IN

G
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

22B-106-001
7,992

                   
1,493

                    
151

SPR
IN

G
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

22B-107-001
8,541

                   
1,221

                    
163

SPR
IN

G
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

23C
-046-001

27,017
                 

1,850
                    

28
W

ILLO
W

 ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
N

ortham
pton H

ousing Authority
24D

-212-001
58,848

                 
20,819

                  
256

STATE ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
N

ortham
pton H

ousing Authority
29 -287-001

12,392
                 

1,814
                    

36
PEN

C
ASAL D

R
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
N

ortham
pton H

ousing Authority
30D

-016-001
74,907

                 
1,302

                    
278

BU
R

ST PIT R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

32A-111-001
4,545

                   
3,103

                    
66

M
AR

KET ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
N

ortham
pton H

ousing Authority
32A-180-001

29,839
                 

15,847
                  

96
BR

ID
G

E ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
N

ortham
pton H

ousing Authority
38A-049-001

72,874
                 

1,322
                    

23
LAU

R
EL ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

38C
-009-001

49,600
                 

17,563
                  

122
G

R
O

VE ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
N

ortham
pton H

ousing Authority
38C

-028-001
16,533

                 
4,792

                    
319

SO
U

TH
 ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

N
ortham

pton H
ousing Authority

39A-075-001
98,518

                 
50,553

                  
 

FR
U

IT ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 H

O
U

SIN
G

 AU
TH

O
R

ITY
Salvo H

ouse & Senior C
enter

39A-001-001
231,896

               
82,489

                  
67&81

C
O

N
Z ST  W

ALTER
 SALVO

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 H
O

U
SIN

G
 AU

TH
O

R
ITY

Tobin M
anor

23A-039-001
65,215

                 
40,686

                  
56

M
APLE ST

PIO
N

EER
 VALLEY H

ABITAT FO
R

 H
U

M
AN

ITYG
arfield Ave Extension

17D
-083-001

3,082
                   

<N
ull>

 
G

AR
FIELD

 AVE LO
T G

C
onservation

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
07 -035-001

22,310,709
          

11,975
                  

 
N

O
RTH

 FAR
M

S R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
22 -007-001

13,387,295
          

217
                       

 
SAW

 M
ILL H

ILL
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

34 -002-001
10,965,895

          
331,319

                
 

TU
R

KEY H
ILL R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

10D
-001-001

4,823,390
            

484
                       

 
C

H
ESTER

FIELD
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

06 -013-001
4,296,847

            
<N

ull>
493

H
AYD

EN
VILLE R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

20 -003-001
3,956,295

            
7,536

                    
 

C
H

ESTER
FIELD

 R
D
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N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
19 -010-001

3,889,877
            

110
                       

 
ELW

ELLS ISLAN
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
45 -031-001

2,290,659
            

27,782
                  

 
O

LD
 SPR

IN
G

FIELD
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 C

O
N

SERVATIO
N

 C
O

M
M

.C
onservation Land

03 -022-001
2,253,483

            
<N

ull>
 

C
O

LES M
EAD

O
W

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
33 -027-001

2,103,207
            

<N
ull>

 
R

AIN
BO

W
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

21 -002-001
1,984,006

            
<N

ull>
 

SYLVESTER
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

02 -014-001
1,743,598

            
<N

ull>
 

C
O

LES M
EAD

O
W

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
19 -001-001

1,681,825
            

836
                       

 
D

AM
O

N
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

41 -066-001
1,589,734

            
527

                       
 

R
ID

G
E VIEW

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
15 -019-001

1,396,078
            

<N
ull>

 
SPR

IN
G

 ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

28 -055-001
1,385,716

            
7,042

                    
 

SYLVESTER
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

45 -032-001
1,159,641

            
2,769

                    
 

O
LD

 SPR
IN

G
FIELD

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
24B-042-001

1,130,453
            

12,490
                  

 
BAR

R
ETT ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
05 -006-001

1,108,158
            

<N
ull>

 
H

AYD
EN

VILLE R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
37 -120-001

852,291
               

1,806
                    

 
IC

E PO
N

D
 D

R
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

36 -336-001
782,661

               
226

                       
 

C
AR

D
IN

AL W
AY

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
15 -018-001

700,342
               

<N
ull>

 
R

O
BERTS H

ILL
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

45 -018-001
658,575

               
7,951

                    
 

C
U

RTIS N
O

O
K R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

05 -054-001
546,795

               
<N

ull>
 

KEN
N

ED
Y R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

11 -006-001
497,842

               
<N

ull>
 

BR
ID

G
E R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

39 -046-001
428,354

               
489

                       
 

PO
TASH

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
29 -484-001

426,829
               

648
                       

 
ELLIN

G
TO

N
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

36 -335-001
419,638

               
36,830

                  
 

C
AR

D
IN

AL W
AY

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
22 -005-001

364,985
               

29
                         

 
SAW

 M
ILL H

ILL
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

29 -550-001
312,320

               
98

                         
 

FLO
R

EN
C

E R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
39 -028-001

288,728
               

35,697
                  

334
H

O
C

KAN
U

M
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

12C
-093-001

258,036
               

1,043
                    

 
N

O
RTH

 FAR
M

S R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
13 -051-001

244,904
               

<N
ull>

 
H

ATFIELD
 LIN

E
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

22D
-094-001

222,903
               

<N
ull>

 
RYAN

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
11 -009-001

204,637
               

15
                         

 
M

O
R

N
IN

G
SID

E D
R

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 C
O

N
SERVATIO

N
 C

O
M

M
.C

onservation Land
30C

-048-001
195,425

               
7

                           
 

FLO
R

EN
C

E R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
30D

-002-001
185,676

               
<N

ull>
 

BU
R

ST PIT R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
17B-029-001

152,382
               

<N
ull>

 
BR

ID
G

E R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
45 -038-001

151,802
               

17,842
                  

 
O

LD
 SPR

IN
G

FIELD
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
 C

O
N

SERVATIO
N

 C
O

M
M

.C
onservation Land

32C
-352-001

139,901
               

141
                       

 
M

O
N

TVIEW
 AVE

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
45 -016-001

130,103
               

<N
ull>

 
PYN

C
H

O
N

 M
EAD

O
W

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
32A-252-001

127,431
               

<N
ull>

 
PO

M
ER

O
Y TER

R
AC

E
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

37 -029-001
117,995

                
<N

ull>
 

IC
E PO

N
D

 D
R

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 C
O

N
SERVATIO

N
 C

O
M

M
.C

onservation Land
30A-092-001

82,485
                 

742
                       

 
R

IVER
SID

E D
R

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
39 -018-001

73,257
                 

355
                       

 
H

O
C

KAN
U

M
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

24D
-334-001

67,208
                 

<N
ull>

 
C

R
ESC

EN
T ST

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
10D

-048-001
61,559

                 
4,404

                    
 

M
AIN

 ST
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

38B-316-001
60,821

                 
<N

ull>
 

W
EST ST
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N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
18D

-052-001
54,577

                 
2,005

                    
 

D
AM

O
N

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

 C
O

N
SERVATIO

N
 C

O
M

M
.C

onservation Land
44 -039-001

44,233
                 

<N
ull>

 
EASTH

AM
PTO

N
 R

D
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

39 -055-001
26,090

                 
15,307

                  
 

H
O

C
KAN

U
M

 R
D

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
36 -334-001

23,981
                 

4,532
                    

 
C

AR
D

IN
AL W

AY
N

O
RTH

AM
PTO

N
, C

ITY O
F

C
onservation Land

23C
-090-001

22,974
                 

1,129
                    

 
R

IVER
SID

E D
R

N
O

RTH
AM

PTO
N

, C
ITY O

F
C

onservation Land
29 -414-001

18,103
                 

164
                       

137
SAN

D
Y H

ILL R
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Executive Summary 
This document is intended to assist local stormwater 
managers to alleviate the significant expense of construction, 
operation and maintenance of a municipal separate storm 
sewer system (MS4). The costs of stormwater programs, 
increased by regulatory requirements (stormwater Phase I or 
Phase II), flooding concerns, water quality issues (including 
total maximum daily loads, or TMDLs) and population 
growth, may be subsidized through a stormwater utility or 
various other methods detailed in this document. 

Stormwater management can be costly, but it is a good 
investment. There are new stormwater management 
techniques, referred to as low impact development (LID), that 
infiltrate, evapotranspire and reuse stormwater, thereby, 
preventing polluted runoff from happening. This helps to 
reduce the high costs of cleaning up the water quality 
impairments from the polluted runoff. Additional benefits from 
these techniques include increased ground water recharge, 
flood control, and healthy aquatic ecosystems through 
maintenance of base flow for streams. LID techniques need 
to be sited and designed carefully, and used in conjunction 
with traditional stormwater management techniques. 

This fact sheet includes information on various stormwater 
funding mechanisms and types of stormwater utilities; it also 
describes how to create a stormwater utility and provides a 
list of resources. 

New England Case Studies 
More than 800 communities or districts across the country 
have adopted a stormwater utility to help fund the costs of 
stormwater programs, including the costs of regulatory 
compliance, planning, maintenance, capital improvements, 
and repair or replacement of infrastructure. Examples of 
utilities from two New England cities are discussed below. 

South Burlington, Vermont 
http://www.sburlstormwater.com 

The South Burlington Stormwater Utility is the first of its kind 
in Vermont. Six streams in and around South Burlington are 
impaired from stormwater, resulting in water pollution, 
erosion, flooding, and unstable streambanks. The utility was 
established in 2006 to help mitigate the increasingly complex 
issues associated with stormwater management, including 
failing septic systems in older developments and phosphorus 
runoff polluting Lake Champlain, which is the primary source 
of drinking water for the Burlington area. 

 

 

 

The municipal Stormwater Services Division administers the 
utility, which pays for system maintenance, capital project 
construction, enforcement, and customer outreach and 
assistance. 

 
An example of a capital project construction (a gravel wetland) 
that was paid for by the stormwater utility in South Burlington, 

Vermont. 

User fees are based on the amount of impervious area on a 
property. The monthly fee per equivalent residential unit 
(ERU) was set using a scientific process. This process 
determined that a typical single-family home in South 
Burlington had 2,700 square feet of impervious surface. A 
single-family home is assessed a fee of $4.50 per month, 
whereas duplexes and triplexes are assessed fees of $2.25 
and $1.50 per month, respectively. All other properties are 
assessed a fee depending on the amount of impervious 
surface. The utility funds a comprehensive program bringing 
in more than $1 million annually. 

 

 

Cities in New England with Stormwater Utilities 

 Chicopee, Massachusetts 
 Lewiston, Maine 
 Newton, Massachusetts 
 Reading, Massachusetts 
 South Burlington, Vermont 

(as of December 2008) 
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Newton, Massachusetts 
http://www.ci.newton.ma.us/dpw/engin/stormwater.htm 

A Stormwater Drain Fee was established in 2006. The utility 
enables the city to manage and upgrade stormwater 
infrastructure, protect nearby natural waterbodies (e.g., 
Charles River and Crystal Lake), provide technical 
assistance with stormwater management issues, and provide 
educational programs for residents and schools. 

User fees are based on a flat rate. Residential properties are 
assessed a fee of $6.25 per quarter, and all other properties 
are assessed a fee of $37.50 per quarter. The Board of 
Aldermen debated using a different fee structure but found 
that the program’s operating costs would triple if the city had 
to determine the rates on the basis of individual lot sizes. 

 
Two hydraulically connected bioretention cells paid for by the 

stormwater utility on Hammond Pond in Newton, Massachusetts 

Stormwater Funding Mechanisms 
The most common funding options for municipal stormwater 
programs are discussed below. 

Service Fees (including stormwater utilities) 
Some communities include stormwater management costs 
within their water or sanitary sewer system budgets, often 
basing fees on metered water flow. However, a property’s 
metered water flow usually bears no relationship to the 
stormwater runoff it generates. For example, the stormwater 
runoff from the impervious area of a shopping center’s 
buildings and parking lots is significant, but its use of 
metered water is relatively small. 

Stormwater fees, which are typically based on property type 
or area, provide for regulatory compliance and operation and 
maintenance costs, and are charged to both tax-paying and 
tax-exempt properties. The average quarterly fee for a 
single-family home is $11, though some communities charge 
as little as $2 or as much as $40 per quarter to a single-
family home. 

Property Taxes/General Fund 
Many communities fund stormwater management through 
property taxes paid into their general funds, but in the 
competition for general fund dollars, stormwater 
management improvements are typically considered low 
priority unless the municipality is reacting to a recent major 
storm or regulatory action. This system is also not equitable, 
because the basis for determining property taxes, assessed 
property value, is irrelevant to the cost of stormwater 
management for that property. Additionally, tax-exempt 
properties, such as governmental properties, schools, 
colleges, and universities, do not support any of the cost of 
stormwater management, even though many of them are 
major contributors of stormwater runoff. 

Special Assessment Districts or Regional Funding 
Mechanisms 
If a stormwater construction project benefits only a portion of 
a municipality, it can be funded by fees assessed only to 
those properties within that area, which is called a special 
assessment district. Separate stormwater utility districts can 
also be formed within a town or by bringing several towns 
together to form a district. 

There might be some cases where regional or multiple-
jurisdictional funding mechanisms would be useful. For 
example, if an impaired stream has a fairly small watershed, 
spanning parts of several municipalities, costs of stormwater 
implementation could be shared among the municipalities 
and the funding could be managed by an existing regional 
authority such as a soil and water conservation district. 
Funding could involve fees, as well as credits, for existing 
best management practices (BMPs) or retrofits. The 
regulatory authority could choose to issue conditions or a 
general permit for discharges in the watershed, especially if a 
watershed stormwater management plan has been prepared 
(with specific nonstructural and structural BMPs). Parcel 
owners, developers or permittees could be required to fulfill 
their requirements by implementing the watershed plan. 

System Development Charges (SDCs) 
SDCs (also known as connection fees or tie-in charges) are 
one-time fees commonly charged to new customers 
connecting to a water or sanitary sewer system. In this way, 
new customers buy into the existing infrastructure, and/or the  
infrastructure expansion necessary to serve them. The 
amount of the new customer’s SDC is typically based on an 
estimated water demand of the new customer. Municipalities 
could develop stormwater SDCs tied to the area of the 
customer’s property. 

Grants and Low-Interest Loans 
Stormwater management grants might be available for 
various types of projects on a state-by-state basis. Clean 
Water or Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) dollars 
could be used to fund development of a utility or related 
capital projects. State environmental programs could 
consider working with the legislature to set up a pool of funds 
for towns to help set up districts, which could then be repaid 
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once the fees are established. Connecticut directed its 
Department of Environmental Protection to use $1 million of 
state grant funds that the legislature provided for wastewater 
facility construction to be used by three communities to 
develop stormwater utilities as pilot programs. The Maine 
Department of Environmental Protection has provided a 
small amount of grant money, to be matched by the 
community, to help establish stormwater utility districts. 
Stormwater projects that are not required as part of a 
National Pollution Discharge elimination system (NPDES) 
permit can be funded through the Clean Water Act section 
319 nonpoint source grant program administered by states. 

Types of Stormwater Utilities 
There are three basic methods that stormwater utilities use to 
calculate service fees. These are sometimes modified slightly 
to meet unique billing requirements. Impervious area is the 
most important factor influencing stormwater runoff and is 
therefore a major element in each method. 

Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) 
The ERU method (also known as the Equivalent Service Unit 
(ESU) method) is used by more than 80 percent of all 
stormwater utilities. It bills an amount proportional to the 
impervious area on a parcel, regardless of the parcel’s total 
area. It is therefore based on the effect of a typical single-
family residential (SFR) home’s impervious area footprint.  A 
representative sample of SFR parcels is reviewed to 
determine the impervious area of a typical SFR parcel. This 
amount is called one ERU. In most cases, all SFRs up to a 
defined maximum total area are billed a flat rate for one 
ERU. In some cases, several tiers of SFR flat rates are 
established on the basis of an analysis of SFR parcels within 
defined total area groups. A tiered SFR flat rate approach 
improves the equitability of the bills sent to homeowners. The 
impervious areas of non-SFR parcels are usually individually 
measured. Each non-SFR impervious area is divided by the 
impervious area of a typical SFR parcel to determine the 
number of ERUs to be billed to the parcel. 

Advantages 
The relationship (or nexus) between impervious area and 
stormwater impact is relatively easy to explain to the 
public—you pave, you pay. The number of billable ERUs 
can be determined by limiting the parcel area review to 
impervious area only. Because pervious area analysis is 
not required, this approach requires the least amount of 
time to determine the total number of billing units. 

Disadvantages 
Because the potential effect of stormwater runoff from 
the pervious area of a parcel is not reviewed, this 
method is sometimes considered to be less equitable 
than the Intensity of Development (ID) or Equivalent 
Hydraulic Area (EHA) methods (discussed below) 
because runoff-related expenses are recovered from a 

smaller area base. This method could still be used to 
charge a fee to all parcels - pervious as well as 
impervious - to cover expenses, such as administration 
and regulatory compliance unrelated to impervious area. 

 

 

Intensity of Development (ID) 
This stormwater cost allocation system is based on the 
percentage of impervious area relative to an entire parcel’s 
size. All parcels, including vacant/undeveloped parcels, are 
charged a fee. For developed parcels, fees are based on 
their intensity of development, which is defined as the 
percentage of impervious area of the parcel. Vacant or 
undeveloped parcels contribute to runoff and are assigned a 
lower fee. Rates are calculated for several ID categories and 
are billed at a sliding scale, as shown in the table below. For 
example, an SFR parcel, which is categorized as moderate 
development, would pay $0.16/month/1,000 square foot (ft2) 
(or $1.60 for a 10,000 ft2 lot). 

Category 
(impervious percentage range) 

Rate per month per 
1,000 square feet of 

total served area 
(impervious plus 

pervious) 
Vacant/Undeveloped (0%) $0.08 
Light development (1% to 20%) $0.12 
Moderate development (21% to 40%)  $0.16 
Heavy development (41% to 70%) $0.24 
Very heavy development (71% to 100%) $0.32 

 

What is a stormwater utility? 
A stormwater utility, operating much like an electric or 
water utility, may collect fees related to the control and 
treatment of stormwater that can be used to fund  a 
municipal stormwater management program. 

Number of Stormwater Utilities
Created over time in the U.S. 
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Advantages 
The ID method accounts for stormwater from the 
pervious portion of parcels. Therefore, it can be more 
equitable than the ERU method. If a parcel’s impervious 
area is increased slightly because of minor construction 
modification, it probably would not be bounced up into 
the next higher ID category. This reduces the time 
required for staff to maintain the billable unit master file. 

Disadvantages 
The ID categories are broad, and parcels are not billed in 
direct proportion to their relative stormwater discharges. 
This method can be more difficult to implement than the 
ERU method because parcel pervious and impervious 
areas need to be reviewed. It is also more complicated to 
explain to customers than the ERU method. This method 
might also discourage urban infill and inadvertently 
encourage sprawl. 

Equivalent Hydraulic Area (EHA) 
Parcels are billed on the basis of the stormwater runoff 
generated by their impervious and pervious areas, charging 
impervious area a much higher rate than the pervious area. 

Advantages 
The EHA method accounts for flow from the pervious 
portion of parcels. Therefore, it might be more equitable 
than the ERU method. Like the ID method, it accounts 
for undeveloped/vacant parcels and allows them to be 
billed, but it is fairer than the ID method because parcels 
are billed on the basis of individual measurements of 
pervious and impervious areas. 

Disadvantages 
Because pervious area analysis is required in addition to 
impervious area, this approach requires more time to 
determine the total number of billing units. It is also more 
complicated to explain to customers than the ERU 
method. 

These are three basic methods that utilities can use to 
calculate fees, but it is becoming clear that municipalities will 
need to be creative to find what will work for their community. 
In San Mateo County in California vehicle registration fees 
were increased to address stormwater pollution issues 
associated with vehicles and transportation infrastructure. 

Creating a Stormwater Utility 
The following are the typical steps involved in creating a 
stormwater utility. 

Develop a Feasibility Study 
The first step is to develop a study that provides the 
community with enough information to decide if implementing 
the utility is sensible. The feasibility study will typically 
address preliminary revenue requirements (usually from 

current stormwater budgets) and assess the billing area to 
determine the SFR billing rate, the service fee method to use 
and credits to provide, the preliminary rate charge for each 
ERU, and the responsible party for billing. 

Create a Billing System 
If the municipality decides after the feasibility study to 
develop a stormwater utility, it will then collect user and 
parcel area data (such as ownership and impervious area for 
each parcel) and develop a system to bill property owners. 
The two most common stormwater billing systems are (1) 
adding a stormwater utility fee onto an existing water/sewer 
fee bill, or, (2) non-ad valorem assessments. Approximately 
80 percent of stormwater utilities use the first approach 
because it is inexpensive and simple to add on to the existing 
billing system. 

 
An example of a public meeting. 

Roll Out a Public Information Program 
A strong public education program is critical throughout the 
stormwater utility development process. Many people are 
unaware of the increasing cost of stormwater management 
and the options to fund it. A well-funded stormwater program 
can help reduce flooding, improve drought conditions, create 
better fishing and recreation, and improve water quality. An 
organized public information and education effort, which 
typically involves the following components, is essential to 
the success of a stormwater utility: 

 Identify key users and groups. Two potential groups to 
target include (1) properties that generate a significant 
amount of runoff and often receive high stormwater bills 
(i.e., shopping malls) and (2) tax-exempt properties (i.e., 
schools and churches) that do not contribute property 
taxes into the general fund (which has traditionally been 
the source of stormwater management funding). 

 Establish an advisory committee. Include a cross-
section of the community including representation from 
universities, businesses, non-profit organizations, 
churches, developers, and shopping center owners. 

 Create a stormwater utility website. The website should 
post appropriate progress documents and develop a 
frequently asked questions page. 
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 Prepare pamphlets and presentations. Prepare a 
brochure and an electronic presentation describing the 
need for the stormwater utility, the rate method, and the 
projected rates. 

 Meet with key user groups and the media. Give 
presentations to civic groups and the media, and schedule 
one-on-one meetings with customers projected to receive 
the highest bills. 

 Distribute information before the initial billing. The 
stormwater utility brochure should be sent to all customers 
before billing. Include the customer’s actual projected bill, 
if possible. 

Adopt an Ordinance 
An ordinance will provide legal authority for establishing the 
utility. An example stormwater utility ordinance from Maine is 
at 
http://www.maine.gov/spo/landuse/docs/publications.ht
m 

Provide Credits/Exemptions 
Credits or exemptions built into the ordinance can be used to 
provide incentives for certain practices or relief from utility 
fees to certain types of land uses. Credits should be clearly 
described and can include installation of approved BMPs 
such as retention/detention basins, rainspout disconnections 
or porous pavers, and educational programs for residents, 
businesses and municipal employees. Municipalities that 
calculate the utility using impervious area could offer an 
exemption to undeveloped (100 percent pervious) land. 

Implement the Utility 
The first utility bill is the most important because many 
customers do not focus on the new stormwater fee until they 
actually receive their first bill. The municipality should notify 
customers of their estimated fee several months before 
billing begins. It should create a telephone hot line, e-mail 
service and website to address questions and concerns. In 
addition, the municipality should be prepared to address 
legal challenges to its stormwater fee. The municipality 
should be prepared to develop a process to update the billing 
unit data for an existing customer or to enter the data for a 
new customer. 

Barriers to Creating a Stormwater 
Utility 
There are typically two barriers to creating a stormwater 
utility: legal and political. 

Legal Barriers 
In EPA Region 1, all states provide legal authority to 
establish stormwater utilities. A summary of the current or 
proposed legal authority within EPA Region 1 states is 
presented below: 

 

 Connecticut 
In 2007, the Connecticut General Assembly authorized 
three towns (New Haven, New London, and Norwalk) to 
conduct pilot studies to explore the feasibility and 
framework of stormwater utilities. 

 Maine 
Stormwater utilities are authorized in the Maine 
Constitution, Article VIII, and Title 30-A Maine Revised 
Statutes Annotated §3001. 

 Massachusetts 
MGL Chapter 83, Section 1 was amended in 2006 to 
include the ability to establish stormwater utilities. 

 New Hampshire 
Manchester was given special authority to form a utility in 
2007. All municipalities were given the authority to 
establish a stormwater utility in 2008 under amendments 
to RSA 149-I. 

 Rhode Island 
Chapter 45-61of the Rhode Island Stormwater 
Management and Utility District Act of 2002. 

 Vermont 
In 2003, 24 V.S.A. Section 3501(6) gave cities the ability 
to establish sewage disposal charges for treatment and 
disposal of stormwater. Also, 24 V.S.A. 1264 and 4407 
have been amended to encourage the formation of 
utilities. 

Political Barriers 
It usually takes at least one champion, often the mayor or 
another senior local official, to create a stormwater utility, 
especially in the face of local political opposition. A public 
information program is needed to visually present the 
inadequacies of the community’s current stormwater 
management program and the benefits from stormwater 
utilities in other communities to garner public support and 
offset opposition to the fee. It is important to explain the 
benefit of implementing a stormwater utility to the press, 
because opposition from local news outlets sometimes can 
turn public opinion against the utility, often by using 
inaccurate terms such as a rain tax. When clearly informed of 
the financial and environmental benefits (such as improved 
flood control, fishing, recreation, and enhancement of future 
drinking water supplies through increased recharge) of a 
stormwater utility, the community will be more likely to 
support its implementation. 

Additional Resources 
This fact sheet is one of a series of four prepared by EPA Region 1. 
The others are listed below and are available on the EPA Region 1 
website. http://www.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater 

 

http://www.maine.gov/spo/landuse/docs/publications.htm
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 Managing Stormwater with Low Impact Development Practices: 
Addressing Barriers to LID 

 Incorporating Low Impact Development Into Municipal 
Stormwater Programs 

 Restoring Impaired Waters: Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) and Municipal Stormwater Programs 

 
Charles River Watershed Association. Assessment of Stormwater 

Financing Mechanisms in New England 
http://www.crwa.org/projects/stormwater/swutility.html 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection. The 2004 
Connecticut Stormwater Quality Manual 
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2721&q=325704 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Stormwater 
Management. 
http://www.ct.gov/dep/stormwater 

Green Infrastructure Approaches to Managing Wet Weather with Clean 
Water State Revolving Funds 
http://www.epa.gov/OWM/cwfinance/cwsrf/green_if.pdf 

Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis. An Internet Guide to 
Financing Stormwater Management 
http://stormwaterfinance.urbancenter.iupui.edu 

Maine Department of Environmental Protection. Bureau of Land and 
Water Quality 
http://www.state.me.us/dep/blwq/docstand/stormwater/index.ht
m 

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection. Water, 
Wastewater and Wetlands 
http://www.mass.gov/dep/water/wastewater/stormwat.htm 

National Association of Flood and Stormwater Management Agencies. 
Guidance for Municipal Stormwater Funding 
http://www.nafsma.org 

Natural Resources Defense Council. Funding and Gaining Support for 
Stormwater Programs 
http://www.nrdc.org/water/pollution/storm/chap4.asp 

New England Environmental Finance Center. Stormwater Utility Fees: 
Considerations and Options 
http://efc.muskie.usm.maine.edu/docs/StormwaterUtilityFeeRep
ort.pdf 

Pioneer Valley Commission. How to Create a Stormwater Utility 
http://www.pvpc.org/resources/landuse/storm_util.pdf 

Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management. Office of 
Water Resources 
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/benviron/water/permits/ripdes/
stwater/index.htm 

University of Maryland, Environmental Finance Center.  
http://www.efc.umd.edu 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Watershed Academy. 
Catalog of Federal Funding Sources for Watershed Protection 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/fedfund 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Watershed Academy. 
NPDES Permits in New England 
http://www.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater/administration.ht
ml 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Watershed Academy. 
NPDES Storm Water Program 
http://www.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater/index.html 

 
 

Vermont Agency of Natural Resources. The Vermont Stormwater 
Management Manual 
http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterq/stormwater/docs/sw_man
ual-vol1.pdf 

Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, Water Quality Division 
http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterq/stormwater.htm 

Contacts 
EPA New England—Thelma Murphy 

murphy.thelma@epa.gov 
617-918-1615 

Rob Adler 
adler.robert@epa.gov 
617- 918-1396 

Connecticut—Nisha Patel 
nisha.patel@ct.gov 

Maine—David Ladd  
David.Ladd@Maine.gov 

Massachusetts—Fred Civian 
Frederick.Civian@state.ma.us 

New Hampshire—Eric Williams 
eric.williams@des.nh.gov 

Rhode Island—Margarita Chatterton 
margarita.chatterton@dem.ri.gov 

Vermont—James Pease 
jim.pease@state.vt.us 

 

 

NOTE: This document is not law or regulation; it 
provides recommendations and explanations that 
MS4s can consider in determining how to comply with 
requirements of the Clean Water Act and National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit 
requirements. 

General Disclaimer:  References in this fact sheet to 
any non-federal product, service, or enterprise do not 
constitute an endorsement or recommendation by the 
EPA. 
Information Disclaimer:  The information provided in 
this fact sheet is only intended to be general summary 
information to the public.  It is not intended to take the 
place of written laws, regulations, permits, or EPA 
policies. 
Website Endorsement Disclaimer:  This fact sheet 
provides links to non-EPA websites which contain 
additional information that may be useful or interesting 
and are consistent with the intended purpose of this 
fact sheet.  References in these websites to any 
specific commercial product, process, service, 
manufacturer, or company does not constitute its 
endorsement or recommendation by the EPA. The 
EPA is not responsible for the contents of non-EPA 
websites, and cannot attest to the accuracy of these 
websites. 

http://www.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterq/stormwater/docs/sw_manual-vol1.pdf
http://www.state.me.us/dep/blwq/docstand/stormwater/index.htm
http://efc.muskie.usm.maine.edu/docs/StormwaterUtilityFeeReport.pdf
http://www.dem.ri.gov/programs/benviron/water/permits/ripdes/stwater/index.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater/administration.html
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                                                Storm Water Task Force Committee 
 
 

 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, March 7, 2013  

 7:00 pm – 9:00 pm 
Hearing Room 18, City Hall 

210 Main Street, Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Emory Ford, Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, John Shenette, Megan 
Murphy Wolf, Norma Roche, Rick Clarke, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felton 
Members absent: James Dostal 
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane Board of Public Works Chairman; Jim Laurila, City Engineer; Ned 
Huntley, Director of Public Works;  Doug McDonald Stormwater Coordinator;  Fred Zimnoch, resident 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Emory Ford. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings 
will be posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Committee Member Introduction 
 

Each member briefly described their background and appointment to the Task Force. 
 
5. Election of Committee Chair  

 
Committee decided to elect a Chairman at the end of the meeting. 

 
6. Reading of the Charge to the Committee 
 

The Charge of the Committee was read aloud and discussed. The question was asked who the Task Force 
reports to and Terry Culhane explained that the Task Force will make recommendations to the Joint 
Committee of the City Council and Board of Public Works. The committee agreed that the charge should 
be broadened to include both the stormwater system and the flood control system and that the charge 
should include a timeline for the Task Force to complete their work. Emory Ford will discuss making these 
changes to the Charge with City Councilor Paul Spector. 

 
7. Discussion of the Committee Operating Procedures  

 
Discussion moved to the end of the meeting. 
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8. Presentation by Terry Culhane, BPW 

Terry Culhane made a presentation to the Task Force which was titled “Flood Control and Stormwater 
Infrastructure Challenges”.  Terry presented the following information and general discussion occurred 
through-out his presentation. 

• The City’s flood control system and its condition was described. Army Corps of Engineers 
mandated assessments and improvements were discussed. 

• The City’s stormwater drainage system and its condition was described. Pending EPA permit 
requirements and the associated increase in operating costs were reviewed. The need to replace 
aging drainage system was also reviewed. 

• Areas within the City that have brook and erosion problems that threaten public and/or private 
property were reviewed. 

• Preliminary budget estimates were discussed from FY2013 through 2016. Ways to meet the 
City’s revenue needs were reviewed including the General Fund, Over-rides, a new fee or a 
combination of funding sources. 

• Fee structures, rate methods, and possible credit systems were introduced. 
• The presentation will be posted on the Public Works website. See 

http://www.northamptonma.gov/dpw/engineering/floodctrl/ 
 

9. Discussion of Presentation 
 

There was some discussion about the budget numbers presented.  It was discussed by the Task Force 
that they were not charged with developing a specific budget but responsible with determining an 
equitable way to meet the City revenue needs to meet its obligations for flood control and stormwater 
systems.  It was also discussed that the City would require an annual budget on the order of $2 million 
to meet the obligations as presented by Terry Culhane. The Task Force discussed that a new source of 
revenue would be needed and that the General Fund would be unable to fund these City obligations. 
There was discussion about various fee systems and the need to consider making credits available.  It 
was suggested and discussed that the Task Force should consider the cost of stormwater management 
off of City streets and that each property owner should pay for a portion of these costs. 
 

10. Election of Committee Chair and Committee Operating Procedures 
 
The Task Force elected Emory Ford Chairman and Dan Felton Vice-Chairman. The Task Force 
discussed the need for meeting minutes. Jim Laurila agreed to take minutes for Task Force review.  
Approved Task Force minutes will be posted on the DPW web site. The Task Force agreed that a 
public comment period would be provided at each meeting. The Task Force also requested that web-
site with other applicable resources should be established.  The Task Force agreed to follow the Best 
Practices that were developed by the City.  The need for public meetings in the City to discuss Task 
Force progress was discussed.  
 

The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, March 14, 2013  

 5:30 pm – 7:30 pm 
Community Meeting Room, Northampton Police Department 

29 Center Street, Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Emory Ford, Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, John Shenette, Megan Murphy Wolf, 
Norma Roche, Rick Clarke, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten 
Members absent: James Dostal 
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Ned Huntley, P.E. Director of Public Works;  Doug 
McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator 
City Councilor Attendees: Marianne LaBarge, Paul Spector 
Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Emory Ford. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Approval of Minutes of March 7, 2013 
 

Who is on the Task Force: There was some confusion expressed by Task Force members in regard to who is on the 
Task Force and if any votes are taken, who is empowered to vote.  At the first meeting both Task Force members 
and others were sitting at the table. It was discussed that consideration should be given to only having Task Force 
members at the table.  The option of different name plates for people not on the Task Force, but are integral to the 
Task Force discussions, was mentioned.  Councilor Spector suggested an informal arrangement where others are 
allowed to sit at the table might be appropriate. 
 
Email distribution of Task Force information: It was noted that the Draft Meeting Minutes and other Task Force 
related information had been distributed by email to some people not on the Task Force.  There was discussion about 
who should be receiving Task Force information.  Staff mentioned that some Task Force information had been sent 
to some City Council members and Board of Public Works members.  It was noted that all Meeting Agendas and 
Minutes, as well as technical resources available for the Task Force were being posted on the DPW web-site so that 
the public would have access to this information.  For future meetings a sign-in sheet will be available for the public 
to sign and provide an email address.   Staff will send Task Force information by email to anyone that requests it. 
 
Changes to Draft Meeting Minutes: On a motion made and seconded edits to the meeting minutes were made and 
approved.  Staff will make the approved changes and prepare final minutes. 
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5. Public Comments (At several points during the Meeting) 
 
Councilor Spector offered suggestions to the Task Force.  He suggested: 

• arranging the room such that all Task Force members are facing the public 
•  not placing a time limit during public comment  
• allowing the public to ask questions 
• Task Force members should review state ethics laws related to public committees 
• The Task Force should try and conclude by May 1st. 

 
Councilor Spector also stated that the Task Force recommendations would be made to the Joint Committee of the 
City Council and Board of Public Works.  He said that community outreach would be done by the BPW and the City 
Council as it related to the Task Force recommendations.     
 
Ward 3 Resident Fred Zimnoch read from a prepared statement and submitted the document to the Task Force.  He 
expressed concern about the City’s flood control system if it is not maintained and is downgraded by FEMA.  He is 
also concerned about rapidly escalating rates for a stormwater utility that were shown in the CDM Report. Other 
details are contained in the submitted document. 
 
Mike Kirby stated that there are real problem issues and hazards with the levee systems, such as large trees growing 
in some locations.  He also stated that the proposed budget discussed at the last meeting is opaque since it did not 
have any descriptive narrative. 
 
Councilor LaBarge expressed concern about more costs and fees that residents will have to pay.  She asked how 
other towns are dealing with these mandates.  She also asked what will happen to rates in 5 and 10 years if a new 
utility is established. 

 
6. Presentation of Approaches Taken by Comparable Towns and Cities  
 

This item was tabled due to time limitations. 
 
7. Discussion of the Presentation 

 
This item was tabled due to time limitations. 

 
8. Public Outreach Plans 
 

This item was tabled due to time limitations. 
 
9. Discussion of the Path Forward 

 
Overall Schedule: Some concerns were expressed about the suggested Task Force completion date of May 1, 
since some feel that this will be too fast and rushed.  It was discussed that it is more important to do a thorough 
evaluation and make sound recommendations to the City.  It was stated that EPA may be delaying issuing and 
implementing the new stormwater MS4 permit and that may buy the City some time. 
 
Proposed Budget: There were a number of questions about the budget numbers presented by Terry Culhane at 
the last meeting.   Concern was expressed about how an equitable fee system could be derived at if the overall 
budget was not clearly understood.  Staff offered to spend time going through the budget on a line by line basis.  
Staff also stated that it was expected that they would need to produce sample bills based on the budget for 
whatever types of fee structures the Task Force decides to explore.  Several Task Force members wanted to see a 
longer term budget plan, maybe for a 10-year planning period. 
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CDM Report: During the discussion about the budget there were several questions about how the capital projects 
would be fit into the future budget and rate structure.  Also, the CDM report depicted a rapidly rising rate if all 
the projects they described were undertaken.  Staff replied that the flood control related projects described in the 
CDM report were the projects that were a priority.  The large capital plan laid out in the CDM report for problem 
drainage areas in the City is not being considered by Public Works for implementation.  The drainage projects 
being considered are related to flood control, street drainage reconstruction, like North Street, and for stream 
erosion projects as described by Terry Culhane in the first task meeting.  The Task Force requested more 
information about the CDM report and how the Public Works Department is using that information in planning.  
This will be discussed at the next Task Force meeting.    
 
Funding of Flood Control and Stormwater: There was discussion about paying for large, flood control projects 
using a Proposition 2 ½ override ballot question.  A new utility could be used to fund stormwater system costs.  
Statements were made that the EPA may be backing off on the requirements and implementation dates for 
stormwater management issues. Using an override for flood control and the thought that EPA was delaying their 
requirements might provide more time for the City to fully determine if a utility is needed and what form it 
might take. The prospect of grants and other regulatory relief was also discussed by Task Force members. There 
were questions about why the City was exploring a new utility when there are only a few of these in existence in 
MA. It was explained that a fee system was more equitable to homeowners than using an override question or 
monies from the General Fund, since a fee would be paid by everyone including non-profit organizations that do 
not pay real estate taxes.  The fee would also have some basis on impervious area on properties so the size of a 
bill is based on impacts to the stormwater system rather the real estate value of a property. 

 
10. Review of Action Items 

 
Action items considered for the next meeting included a summary of other stormwater utilities, an update on the 
CDM report, a 10-year budget scenario, and more about enterprise funds.  Several task force members requested 
data about acreage of impervious surfaces, numbers of residential lots and other Northampton statistics. 

 
11. Next Meeting Date and Time 

 
The next meeting was scheduled for April 4th at 5:30 p.m. at a location to be determined. 

 
12. New Business 

 
No new business items were introduced. 

13. Adjourn 
 

The meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, April 4, 2013  

 5:30 pm – 7:30 pm 
Hearing Room 18, City Hall 

210 Main Street, Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Rick Clarke, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan 
Felten, James Dostal 
Members absent: John Shenette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Emory Ford, Norma Roche (resigned from the Task Force) 
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Ned Huntley, P.E. Director of Public Works;  Doug 
McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator 
City Councilor Attendees: Marianne LaBarge 
Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Dan Felten Vice-Chair. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from March 14, 2013 Meeting  
 

On a motion made and seconded the draft meeting minutes were approved.  
 
5. Public Comments (At several points during the Meeting) 

 
Resident Paul Walker said they he’s has read articles where it was found that the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) overstepped their authority in implementing programs under their Clean Water Act Authority.  He believes 
that it is premature for the City to be considering paying for programs to comply with questionable EPA 
requirements.   He said the City needs help from its congressmen to fight the over-reaching of EPA.  Dan Felten 
pointed out that while the pending EPA stormwater permit is part of the task force discussion it is the requirements 
of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) for improvements to the flood control system that is a major part of the 
revenue discussion. Chris Hellman stated the charge of the task force is narrow and about meeting the City’s 
financial obligations for stormwater and flood control in an equitable manner. Mr. Walker asked what the program 
expenses will be in the future.  Mr. Felten said that the Task Force would be recommending to the City Council on 
an equitable way to set the fees but not what the actual revenue and fee would be. Councilor LaBarge expressed 
concern about the costs of the program and what the future public process would be.  Bob Reckman indicated that 
the Task Force was to determine a formula for billing and that the actual budget was not relevant to the Task Force 
discussion.  Mr. Felten indicated that the revenue needs were discussed in the first Task Force Meeting and 
mentioned the possibility of a cap on bills or revenues.  Resident Fred Zimnoch asked if the CDM report was being 
relied on to determine future revenue needs and was told that the CDM report is not being used as a basis for future 
financial planning. Alex Ghiselin agreed that a formula is to be developed and that future budgets would be reviewed 
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by the Mayor and City Council. Jim Laurila indicated that a preliminary budget of about $2 million per year was 
discussed in the first meeting.  Rick Clark stated that he did not want the Task Force to get bogged down on non-
Task Force issues and that when the task force work is complete the members are free as residents to be engaged in 
the future public process with the City Council.  Mr. Zimnoch asked of the Task Force deliverable was to calculate a 
formula to split up the $2 million into bills.  Mr. Felten said yes and the samples of bills would be produced for 
various formula options.   
 
David Teece said that he felt that the Task Force had not addressed the three key items in the charge.  He said the 3rd 
part of the charge was related to a recommendation for a fee formula.  The first part of the charge was to examine 
ways to fund program costs and what other communities have done.  The second part of the charge was to look at the 
new funding in a transparent and equitable way.  The third part is to look at actual formulas that could be considered.  
He said the task force should focus on the first part of the charge and proceed in order as described.  Dan Felten 
stated that in prior meetings there were discussions about the possible use of general fund money and proposition 2 
½ overrides, as well as the possibility of a new fee.  The City Council could consider the use of overrides – but the 
task force needs to determine what a fee structure would be, if the City Council determined that a fee system should 
be used. Mr. Felten added that on the agenda for tonight was a presentation by Jim Laurila about the experiences of 
other communities with fee-based systems. 
 

6. Reading of the Final Council Charge to the Committee 
 

This final council charge to the Committee was read aloud.   
 
7. Presentation By James Laurila, City Engineer – Stormwater Utilities in other Communities 

 
Jim Laurila provided an overview of the number and history stormwater utilities across the country.  Stormwater 
utilities have been in-place since the 1970’s.  Proliferation of utilities across the country can be tied to the flooding 
effects of Hurricane Andrew and Midwest flooding in 1992.  Another jump in the formation of stormwater utilities 
was connected with the new National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater rule in 2003.  
After Hurricane Katrina in 2005, further increases in stormwater utilities can be seen as the ACOE increased 
requirements for flood control maintenance and certification.  Before focusing on New England area utilities, Mr. 
Laurila said that reviewing what other communities have done is driven by the unique circumstances in each 
community, such as regulatory drivers, political drivers, revenue needs, data management factors and the overall 
schedule for a community to meet a new revenue obligation.  An overview was provided for stormwater utilities in 
Reading, MA; Newton, MA; Chicopee, MA; Fall River, MA; Westfield, MA, South Burlington, VT; and Lewiston, 
ME.    The population of each City, the reason for the utility, the year the utility was started, the fee structure, and 
the approximate budget was discussed for each community. 
    

8. Discussion of the Presentation 
 

At the completion of the presentation Terry Culhane asked to return to Mr. Teece’s comments about needing to 
address the Task Force charge in a systematic way.  He explained that the Board of Public Works thought that a fee 
system would be best way to meet the City’s financial obligations for flood control and stormwater.  He said these 
costs should be a shared expense and that using general fund tax revenue is not equitable and is a poor distribution 
between residential and commercial property and that non-profits do not contribute at all to stormwater/flood control 
facilities since they do not pay real estate taxes.  Churches, Smith College, Cooley-Dickinson Hospital for example 
do not contribute at all.   He said about 25% of the City does not contribute to the General Fund.  A new fee system 
would make everyone contribute to these systems. Mr. Felten asked the Task Force what is the most equitable way 
to pay for these obligations, a fee, override or another idea?   Rick Clark stated that the list of non-profits 
organizations in the City may not be that long and can the City ask them to pay a Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) 
so that they would contribute to the costs of flood control and stormwater.   Mr. Teece suggested that the Task Force 
could recommend to the City Council that non-profits should pay a fee and that everyone should pay a fee.  Alex 
Ghiselin said that Smith College has a long history of being unwilling to pay the City any kind of PILOT.  He feels 
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that Smith would need to pay a fee like they pay for water and sewer use. He added that the residential population 
pays more now than non-profits and the commercial property owners for the cost of stormwater and flood control 
facilities. (At this time attention was brought to a table that was handed out entitled “Northampton Impervious Area 
& Gross Area by Property Types). Bob Reckman stated that 30% of the impervious area in the City was City rights 
of way.  Jim Dostal asked if the City needed to pay a fee.  Chris Hellman said that the City departments do pay water 
and sewer bills and to be consistent it might make sense for the City to pay a stormwater fee if enacted. He added 
that every property should pay.   Mr. Teece made a motion that: “We ask that every property owner participate in 
whatever our formula is” . Mr. Hellman seconded the motion and the motion passed by a vote of 6-1, with Bob 
Reckman opposed and the meeting chair not voting. Mr. Reckman voted no because he was unsure at this time if the 
City should receive a bill and pay a fee. After the vote Mr. Felten asked if a fee should be based on impervious area 
or property value.  Jim Laurila stated that he thought the basis of the Massachusetts General Law that allows fee to 
be charged states that the fee should be a fee for service and not be based on property value.  For example, a fee 
could be based on the gross area of a lot or impervious area on a lot.  Flat fees that are charged by some utilities may 
be based on an average of impervious area for a certain class of property, such as residential. 
 
Resident Mike Kirby commented that there will be a need for incentives and credits if a fee system is used. Mr. 
Ghiselin agreed that credits are a needed to change behavior and reduce a property’s impact on the stormwater 
system. Mr. Teece said for new development the Planning Board requires stormwater mitigation systems and asked 
if these owners with new system should pay the same fee as others. He added that a credit would be a good way for 
social reasons so that people would have  an alternative way to take action other than  just  paying the fee. Jim 
Laurila stated that the Task Force should think about whether a stormwater system that is built to comply with a 
Planning Board should be eligible for a credit. Mr. Culhane stated that he thought it might be appropriate for a credit 
to be issued to an owner that built a stormwater system as part of a regulatory requirement. Mr. Felten reminded the 
Task Force members that the flood control cost obligations were the greatest part of the budget needs and that any 
credits for stormwater system should be considered in that light.  He added that the Task Force may not have time to 
develop all the details of what a credit system would look like.  Mr. Culhane suggested that the Task Force consider 
a cap or limit on the amount of credits to be issued and that the details could be worked out later.  Ruth McGrath 
suggested that the credits in Westfield be reviewed. 
 
Bob Reckman suggested that Task Force members come up with actual formulas for fees to be discussed at the next 
Task Force meeting. Jim Laurila offered to distribute to all task force members sample fee formulas that they 
develop.  
 
Mr. Ghiselin asked if the Task Force reached consensus about anything?  There was discussion about the earlier 
motion made and approved.  A re-vote was made to add clarity to the earlier vote.  The motion: “Every property 
owner, including the City, would participate” was made and seconded and agreed to by a vote or 6-1. 

 
9. Plans to encourage outside participation in the Committee’s work 

 
Resident Paul Walker suggested publication of in the newspaper of a question to the community to get their opinion 
about funding options.  Mr. Felten said it was a good idea to get public input on the work of the Task Force. Ms. 
McGrath said sending fee formula suggestions to Mr. Laurila for discussion at the next meeting was a good idea and 
added that maybe the fee options could be discussed in the newspaper.  Mr. Clark added that showing actual bills for 
the various formulas and getting that information to the public would be a good idea.  Mr. Teece said that the 
businesses that will be getting a large bill should be given advance warning about their future bills. Mr. Hellman 
added that the Task Force should not be afraid of a formula that would result in sending a large bill to a large 
company that can afford to pay for the service.  Mr. Teece said transparency in any bill is needed and that another 
way of educating the public would be to use an insert in current water and sewer bills or some other similar outreach 
means.  
 
There was a general discussion about gross area factors and impervious area factors and how they might be applied.  
There is some common good issues to be considered related to public ways.   It was discussed that if every property 
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is to receive a bill, gross area will need to be a factor.  It was also discussed that pervious surfaces are part of 
stormwater solution because there is less run-off from these areas.  A discussion of possibly using a tiered rate 
system for residential units was discussed as a means to be more equitable given the diversity in the size and 
configuration of residential properties.  The available lot data was discussed and the cost of determining specific 
impervious area for every property was discussed. 

 
10. Action Item Review 

 
The meeting was summarized that the Task Force had examined ways to meet funding requirements; that a review 
and discussion had occurred regarding the approach used by other communities to meet funding needs; that as a 
general principle every property owner should participate, including the City; that impervious area and total property 
area are factors to be considered for a fee formula; and that credits should be considered. 

 
11. New Business 

 
Bob Reckman suggested that the Task Force meet to get a tour of the Hockanum Road flood control pump 
station. The next meeting was scheduled for April 18th at 5:30 p.m. at a location to be determined. 

 
12. Adjourn 

 
No new business items were introduced. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, April 18, 2013  

 5:30 pm – 7:30 pm 
JFK Middle School – Community Room 

100 Bridge Road,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, 
James Dostal, Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf 
Members absent: Rick Clarke 
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Ned Huntley, P.E. Director of Public Works;  Doug 
McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator 
City Councilor Attendees: None 
Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Emory Ford, Chair. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 4, 2013 Meeting  
 

On a motion made and seconded the draft meeting minutes were approved.  
 
5. Public Comments (At this point and at several points during the Meeting) 

 
Resident Paul Walker said that the stormwater regulations are an unfunded mandate from the federal government 
and said the requirements have been found to be totally illegal. He said several Cities and towns in different states 
are appealing the decision about the regulations and that Northampton should too. He said that asking residents 
about an override and now a rain tax is not right and a better solution is needed. He also said that he thought this 
meeting was going to be at City Hall based on statements at the last meeting. Dan Felten replied that the comments 
are appreciated and that the Army Corps of Engineers flood control mandates are much larger financial obligations 
than the pending EPA stormwater regulations.  He said one focus of the task force is to determine how to equitably 
calculate a fee if the City decides to use a fee system.  He encouraged Mr. Walker to bring his specific concerns to 
the City Council as the process progresses.  Resident Fred Zimnoch said he had reviewed the tables of impervious 
and gross areas for the City and asked how impervious area on a parcel is calculated.  He also asked about the 
accuracy of this measurement and indicated that there is a large variation in parcel sizes across the city and this can 
impact the fairness of a fee system.  He suggested that a histogram be developed to group parcels by size and look at 
how many parcels in each group.  That information would help in determining breakpoints for a tiered fee system. 
Bob Reckman said that several of the fee proposal to be discuss later in the meeting have tiered systems.  Resident 
Mike Kirby said that lawyers may become involved in this is the fee if implemented by a City Council decision and 
not by the voters.  This could be viewed as a way to go around the public. Resident Mitch Bolotin asked about the 
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rules for the public to speak.  Mr. Felten stated that the Task Force would be accepting comments through-out the 
meeting and that one of the primary focuses of the Task Force is to determine an equitable way to set stormwater 
fees.  David Teece stated that the algorithm was only one part in the four parts of the task force change.  Suzanne 
Beck introduced herself as a resident and as the Executive Director of the Chamber of Commerce. She stated that the 
membership of the Chamber of Commerce is interested in the work of the Task Force and that the Chamber could be 
a valuable source of feedback and input on the fee proposals.  She said the Chamber does not question the need to 
invest in public infrastructure and has seen the need first hand on projects like the redevelopment of the Three 
County Fairgrounds.  She said that poor infrastructure adversely impacts residents and businesses. She said that the 
principal that the shared responsibility for public streets and sidewalks is a good one.  She stressed the need for 
public education about the work of the Task Force.  She said this issue is not on anyone’s radar, yet this will impact 
every property-owner. A thoughtful plan for education is needed and she offered the Chambers help.  Mr. Felten said 
that the Task Force realizes the importance of public education and stated that it is also the responsibility of the City 
Council and Board of Public Works to get the word out about the issues. 
 

6. Reading of the Final Council Charge to the Committee 
 

Dan Felten read the final council charge to the Committee.  He added that he believed that the Task Force had 
considered ways to meet the cost obligations of the City, had reviewed the approaches taken by other communities 
and decided that a working on an equitable funding formula was where the Task Force is currently.  He stated that 
several draft fee proposals were to be discussed at this meeting. 

 
7. Task Force Deadline – May 31, 2013  

 
Mr. Felten said that he and Emory Ford had been informed that the City Council/Board of Public Works Conference 
Committee decided that the Task Force work should be completed by May 31, 2013.  Mr. Teece said establishing a 
new deadline several weeks into the Task Force work was disrespectful to the Task Force and out of order.  He 
added that it was also not following any sense of best practices and was not transparent.  He asked who informed the 
Task Force of this new deadline and how was the decision made.  Mr. Felten said that he and Mr. Ford had received 
an email from Jim Laurila about the new deadline date.  Jim Laurila confirmed that at the recent (April 10) 
Conference Committee meeting they had decided that the Task Force recommendation would be needed by the end 
of May to provide the time necessary for the City Council and subcommittees to work on the flood 
control/stormwater ordinance issues though the summer.  An important factor is the October deadline for the City to 
notify the state that they will be starting a new enterprise fund which may also have an impact on the City tax rate.  
Resident Mitch Bolotin said that many investors in Northampton properties and business have no idea about the 
work of the Task Force.  He questioned if the Task Force wanted input from these people? Would it help the Task 
Force make a more informed decision? Mr. Reckman said the Task Force was open to ideas for getting the word out 
to the public.  He thought after the Task Force recommendations were made to the City Council that the press 
coverage would increase. Ms. McGrath added that the Task Force meetings were being recorded and posted on the 
internet and that the City web-site had all the meeting minutes and other information related to the Task Force work.  
At the request of the Task Force, Jim Laurila described the process after the Task Force work is complete.  
Recommendations will be sent to the City Council/Board of Public Works Conference Committee.  From there the 
City Council and the various subcommittees will work with the recommendations and consider and ordinance. 
Subcommittees may include the finance committee; ordinance committee; and the economic development, housing, 
and land use committee with the final subcommittee referral to be determined by the City Council. Mr. Ford 
suggested that if the May 31st deadline was an issue for the Task Force members they could consider resigning, or 
tell the City Council that the charge can not be completed in that time frame.  Mr. Teece said that forcing a decision 
by the Task Force seven weeks into the work is inappropriate and it looks like the Council is trying to ram-rod this 
fee through. Mr. Shennette said that the Task Force work needs to be cohesive, consistent, and comprehensive and 
that May 31st does not provide time to do the job thoroughly.  Resident Alan Sharpe told the Task Force to tell the 
City Council that the deadline cannot be met and that the citizens have a right to due process.  He added that any 
decision of the Task Force will fail and the City will have to live with the liability of that failure.  He said that 
decisions that negatively impact property values are unconstitutional.   He thinks that the City Council will accept all 
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recommendations of the Task Force and that the City will suffer in the long run.  He added that the Task Force work 
is unfair to residents and they have a right to be heard.  Mr. Dostal said he agreed with many of the comments made 
tonight. He added that the Task Force needs to decide what an equitable fee structure would be if the City Council 
decides to do a new fee. He said based on his experience the City Council would have at least three public hearings 
about this issue when the Task Force is done. Mr. Felten added that the Task Force could provide multiple 
alternatives for the City Council to consider.  Mr. Hellman said that there was nothing wrong with multiple options.  
He said that he expects the Task Force recommendations to carry some weight.  He mentioned that at an earlier 
meeting the Task Force was told that the deadline was May 1st, so May 31st provides more time.  He felt that the 
development of fee models could be done in this time-frame and that fee proposals were on the agenda for 
discussion tonight.   He added that the deadline was arrived at logically by working back from the October date to 
notify the state about a new enterprise fund.  He added that the Board of Public Works has had many public 
meetings and public presentations about the issues surrounding flood control and stormwater issues and he would 
not apologize for the fact that the public turn-out for those presentations was low.  
 
Mr. Ford made a motion to accept the May 31st deadline.  Mr. Dostal asked if this meant the date to complete written 
recommendations and was told yes.  Ms. McGrath asked what if the work was not done.  Mr. Felten said the 
committee would submit whatever work they had completed. Six votes in favor with Mr. Teece voting no and Mr. 
Ghiselin and Mr. Shennette abstaining.   Upon further discussion Mr. Ford withdrew his original motion.   Mr. 
Hellman followed with a motion for the Task Force to use May 31 as a target for completion and that if by May 14th 
the Task Force needs more time then they will ask the City Council for more time.  On a vote of 9-1 the motion 
passed, with Mr. Teece opposed.  
    

8. Presentation of Stormwater Utility Fee examples by SWTFC members and 
9. Discussion of Examples 
 

Terry Culhane’s proposed fee structure was distributed to the Task Force and the public.  Mr. Culhane walked 
through his fee proposal and how fees would be calculated. Mr. Hellman asked about undeveloped land and the fact 
that it may be basically pervious.  Mr. Culhane replied that all properties would get a bill as part of their contribution 
to paying for the “common” impervious across the City.  Mr. Ghiselin asked why there were tiers of residential fees 
and what about lots greater than 5 acres in size. Mr. Culhane replied that lots greater than 5 acres in size would be 
calculated individually.  Mr. Ghiselin said that the City encourages open space preservation and that the cost seems 
like a lot for open space.  Resident Konstantine Sierros said that for new development that results in greater than one 
acre of disturbance needs to get approval from the City and the permit requires that runoff be addressed.  He asked 
why the fees were being considered.  Mr. Culhane described the City’s obligations to maintain the flood control and 
stormwater drainage systems.   He added that regulatory rules apply to the discharge of stormwater to rivers and 
streams.  Mr. Teece said Mr. Culhane’s proposal is a great first look at a possible framework.  He added that there 
was not time to explore all the details of each proposal tonight.  Mr. Dostal added that the City planning office 
requires stormwater mitigation for new developments and that it is a factor that could be considered in fee structures.  
Mr. Felten stated that the majority of funding needed is for flood control systems and that the stormwater issue is a 
smaller part of the funding need. He said that the concept of credits was discussed in previous meetings. He asked 
Mr. Culhane if his proposal included any credits. Mr. Culhane briefly described his thoughts on credits (refer to the 
handout). 
 
Bob Reckman’s proposed fee structure was distributed to the Task Force and the public.  Mr. Reckman provided an 
overview of his fee proposed fee structure.  He indicated that his approach was similar to Mr. Culhane proposal with 
residential bills being based on tiered system and all properties contributing to the common expense of public 
infrastructure.  He spoke about the importance of getting the word out about the work of the Task Force. He 
mentioned that a tour of the Hockanum Road Pump Station was scheduled for Monday April 22 at 4 p.m.  He briefly 
discussed having fees set by an elected body (the City Council).  Mr. Ghiselin stated that a predictable source of 
revenue is needed to pay for bonds and City financial obligations.  Mr. Reckman said that perhaps the City Council 
would set the fee based on a Board of Public Works (BPW) recommendation.  He added that another option would 
be for the City Council to set the fee for 5 years and then fee setting would be done by the BPW.  
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Ruth McGrath’s  proposed fee structure was distributed to the Task Force and the public. Ms. McGrath described her 
fee proposal and said it was based on what the City of Westfield had implemented.  She indicated that all the details 
had not been worked out yet, but added that she favored credits, and assistance for low income residents.  Mr. Felten 
mentioned that Westfield has a cap on commercial bills and that Ms. McGrath’s did not mention a cap.  Without a 
cap Mr. Felten said that the Veterans Affairs Medicical Center would get bill of about $50,000.  Mr. Teece said that 
more work needed to be done in order to illustrate what the $0.05 per square foot of impervious area would mean for 
various properties.  Mr. Laurila offered to work with Ms. McGrath to determine some example bills for properties of 
various sizes.    
 
Dan Felten’s proposed fee structure was distributed to the Task Force and the public.  Mr. Felten provided an 
overview of his proposed fee structure.  The fee structure included payment by the City for bills, with bill payment 
coming from general fund revenue.  Mr. Felten proposes to use runoff coefficients for impervious and pervious 
surfaces in order to calculate bills. He also said that his fee is based on a parcel by parcel determination of 
impervious area.  Mr. Felten discussed the concept of the “commons” and that the Task Force should consider how 
this is best defined.  Mr. Reckman said he thought the “commons” should include sidewalks, roads, buildings and 
parking lots owned by the City.   Mr. Ghiselin agreed the City should pay although many Cities exempt City roads. 
He added that General Fund revenue only comes from taxpayers and that a fee system spreads the cost across all 
properties in the City. Mr. Reckman requested that a side by side comparison of the fee structures be prepared before 
the next meeting.   

 
10. Action Item Review 

 
Mr. Laurila agreed to prepare a side by side comparison of fee structures for Task Force use. 

 
11. New Business 

 
The next meeting was scheduled for April 25th at 5:30 p.m. at a location to be determined. 

 
12. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, April 25, 2013  

 5:30 pm – 7:30 pm 
Public Works Board Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, 
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Rick Clark, James Dostal 
Members absent: None. 
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator 
City Councilor Attendees: Marianne Labarge 
Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Emory Ford, Chair. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Public Comment 
 

Resident Fred Zimnoch questioned why some of the City data did not match data on Wikipedia.  Resident Mitch 
Bolotin asked when would a new system be effective?  Mr. Ghiselin said that any new fee system would require Cit 
Council approval.  Councilor Labarge said that the Task Force recommendation would be issued to the Conference 
Committee and then on to the City Council. She said she expected there to be a public process at the Board of Public 
Works and at the City Council.  Mr. Bolotin asked if there was an estimated budget.  Mr. Laurila said that a budget 
of about $2 million per year had been discussed. Mr. Bolotin said that he wanted to see fee proposals.  Mr. Felten 
indicated that specific fee proposals would be discussed tonight. Mr. Teece asked if there was a deadline to submit 
fee proposals.  Mr. Hellman said he thought more models could be anticipated.  Mr. Teece added that is new models 
keep coming in it may make it more difficult for the Task Force to complete their work by May 31.  Mr. Reckman 
said it’s an evolving process and there may be more ideas. Mr. Bolotin asked who could submit a fee model and how 
it should be submitted.  Mr. Ford said any new models could be submitted to the Task Force directly or to Jim 
Laurila.   

 
5. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 18th Meeting 

 
On a motion made and seconded the draft meeting minutes were approved.  
 

6. Review of visit to pump station 
 

On April 22nd there was a tour of the Hockanum Road flood control pump station that was given by Public Works 
Director Ned Huntley.  Mr. Clark said it’s amazing that the pump station still works and that it’s well taken care of.  

 

 

 



 

Page 2 of 3 
Storm Water Advisory Task Force, Minutes of April 25, 2013 

 

Mr. Felten asked if the consequences of the engines failing was discussed. Mr. Reckman said not specifically. Mr. 
Shennette asked what would happen if the pump station does not work. What is the timeframe for flooding and what 
would be impacts be. Mr. Dostal said that the equipment in the flood control station is 70 years old and that it has 
been well maintained.  He said that the engines are so old that replacement parts are no longer available.  He said the 
station needs rehabilitating.  If the station fails water could flood up to Pleasant Street and Pearl Street, with many 
millions of dollars worth of property damage resulting.  Mr. Hellman asked if full or partial replacement of the 
station is needed.  Mr. Ghiselin asked what if the pumps didn’t start the first or second time. Mr. Teece added that it 
would be catastrophic with $100’s of millions in damage and that it’s a very high risk. Mr. Hellman said the cost of 
rehabilitation and full station replacement needs to be considered and that a new station could cost $15-$20 million 
to replace.   

 
7. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members    
8. Discussion by committee of new algorithms 
 

Rick Clark proposed a new model based on the equivalent residential unit (ERU) method.  Sample calculations were 
distributed. Jim Laurila said that the ERU method is based on impervious area and that CDM had recommended this 
method for determining fees.  Mr. Felten asked the task force what is the fairness standard that should be 
considered? Mr. Reckman asked if agricultural and conservation areas should get a bill? Mr. Dostal questioned if it 
made sense for land not protected by the levees to pay a bill. Mr. Felten asked if the levees did not exist how much 
land would be under water? Mr. Dostal said that elevation 121 is the Connecticut River highest flood level. Mr. 
Ghiselin asked what the cost would be to determine the impervious area for every property in the City as proposed in 
the Felten method.  Mr. Laurila said the cost would be on the order of about $100,000. Mr. Hellman said there is an 
elegance to the Felten Method and that data management considerations are important.  Mr. Dostal said that lot size 
could be used and that could be used. Mr. Teece said the City assessor has building size information that should be 
available.   
 

9. Report from Jim Laurila on Test Case Bills from the Proposed Fee Algorithms 
 

Mr. Laurila distributed a sheet of “discussion factors” for each of the proposed methods, a summary table that 
compared sample bills using each proposed fee method, and sample bill calculation pages for each method.  These 
handouts were discussed.   

 
10. Discussion by Committee of test case bills 

 
General discussion about whether the City should receive stormwater bills ensued.  Mr. Felten indicated that the City 
pays other utility bills now and it may be the most equitable if the City pays any new stormwater fees. Mr. Ghiselin 
said that we all benefit from City roads and said it might be ok to exempt City roads from fee calculations.  Mr. 
Hellman said that he had just completed a summary of credits and exemptions to fees that would be distributed to the 
Task Force to read.   He thought that it might make sense to exempt property that is not protected by levees and that 
conservation lands might also be exempt from fees. Mr. Clarke stated he has been reviewing various credit manuals 
used in other communities.  He said streets are part of stormwater conveyance but that not all streets have catch 
basins. He indicated have some problems with the concept of the commons fee.  He said that he thought that the City 
should not pay a stormwater fee out of the general fund.  Ms. Murphy expressed an interest in considering if there 
should be a cap on the overall fee or other types of caps.  She asked if properties outside the levees were subject to 
MS4 permit requirements.  Mr. Reckman said he was not supportive of the Felten method. He said exemptions for 
conservation lands should be considered. He added that he liked the idea of the ‘commons” fee.  Mr. Laurila 
suggested that the Task Force may want to consider the information in Table 1 from the New England 
Environmental Finance Center which discusses options for the various fee setting factors.   Mr. Teece inquired if it 
was up to the Task Force to determine exemptions.  Mr. Hellman said that exemptions should be considered since 
they will impact fee setting.  Mr. Ghiselin said he liked the Felten method, it is fact based and detailed in fee setting.  
Mr. Felten suggested that the Task Force needs to resolve if a “commons” fee should be used and if the City should 
receive a bill.   He added that the issue of cap alternatives needs to be discussed in more detail. Bob Reckman made 
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a motion that the City not get stormwater bills.  The motion was seconded by Ruth McGrath.  Ms. McGrath 
expressed concern about City overhead costs if the City does receive bills and that it might be more cost-effective 
overall if the City does not bill itself.  Mr. Dostal agreed that administrative fees would end up being included in the 
bills issued to the residents. Mr. Hellman agreed that there was no need to bill the City.  On a vote of 8-2 the motion 
passed.  Mr. Felten and Mr. Teece were opposed and Mr. Ford abstained from the vote.  Mr. Ghiselin said he wanted 
to see the impact of the bills now that the City will not be billed.  Mr. Felten said that all the fees would go up 
proportionally.  Mr. Teece made a motion to exclude all non-profit organizations from any new stormwater fees. Mr. 
Ghiselin seconded the motion.  Mr. Teece said that at an earlier task force meeting a vote was taken to bill everyone 
including the City and the vote just taken reversed that decision.  For this reason he wanted to have a discussion 
about an exclusion for non-profits. Mr. Ghiselin said he opposes an exemption for non-profits and that the City is a 
unique situation. He added that specific exemptions might be considered but that a blanket exemption was not 
appropriate.  Mr. Reckman said he was open to considering credits but he was not in favor of exempting non-profits.  
Ms. McGrath, Mr. Shennette and Mr. Clark all agreed that case by case credits or exemptions could be considered 
but they did not favor a blanket exemption.  The vote to exempt non-profits unanimously failed.    
 

 
11. Discussion of Path Forward 
12. Action Item Review 
13. New Business 

 
Items for discussion at the next meeting include whether to include a “commons” fee, issues and options with 
possible caps, and further discussion of fee algorithms.  
 

14. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting was scheduled for May 2nd at 5:30 p.m. at a location to be determined. 

 
15. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, May 2, 2013  

 5:30 pm – 7:30 pm 
City Hall – Hearing Room 18 

210 Main Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, 
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Rick Clark, James Dostal 
Members absent:  
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator, Ned 
Huntley, Director of Public Works, Wayne Feiden, Director of  the Office of Planning and Sustainability 
Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Emory Ford, Chair. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Public Comment 
 

Resident Fred Zimnoch said he compared various tables distributed at past meetings and found some discrepancies 
in the numbers.  Resident David Herships said Philadelphia and other cities have allowed various credits for things 
such as permeable pavers and that the task force should consider credits like those.  Mr. Felten responded that the 
task force will discuss these as part of any fee structure. Resident Jack Fortier said he was former City Finance 
Director, former Chair of the Board of Public Works, and chief financial officer at Hampshire College and that he 
has been closely following the work of the task force.  He said he understands the need for a new revenue source but 
that he is concerned about equity. He said the implementation of a new fee system will feel like a tax and that it will 
be a condition of the property that you own.  He said that there is some appeal to the concept of the “commons” 
since no one wants to see the City under flood waters. Everyone is responsible for protection of the City. A fee 
structure will bring some relief to residential tax payers and that sharing the cost burden equitably is very important.   
He suggested that the task force carefully consider fee limitations by exclusions and suggested that latitude of the fee 
recommendations will be important so that the debate about the fee system can continue after the task force work is 
done.  Resident Mike Kirby said the largest violator of green infrastructure is the City and he urged that the City be 
required to pay the fees as an educational and equity issue.  He said that it is not right to exclude properties from 
property beyond the dike, such as the fairgrounds, since stormwater costs apply to those properties.     

 
5. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 25th Meeting 

 
Approval of the minutes was postponed since they were not yet prepared. 
 

6. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
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Mr. Hellman asked what the format for the recommendation of a fee algorithm was going to look like?  What is the 
recommendation to contain? Will there be dissenting opinion(s)? Mr. Ford said that at the meeting tonight caps, 
exclusions, and credits were to be discussed and that opinions about these would be considered.  He said there may 
not be one single recommendation.  Mr. Dostal said that a discussion about the flood plain was also an important 
topic tonight.   A new fee method was proposed by Rick Clark.  He proposed using an equivalent residential unit 
(ERU) method.  Sample calculations were distributed for the Clark ERU method.  Mr. Felten described some of the 
features of his approach to fee calculations.  Mr. Reckman said all models except for the McGrath method uses some 
form of “commons” fee.  Mr. Clark said the ERU does not include a “commons” fee and that it would be helpful to 
see a comparison of the various fee methods. Mr. Felten discussed possible sources of data for fee calculations 
including GIS and assessors data. He suggested that the largest square footage of impervious area for a residential 
property is the building footprint and that data is available at the assessors office.  He said that GIS could be used to 
determine the impervious area of parking lots.  Mr. Ghiselin said that there is a problem with the commons fee and 
that it should be borne equally by the population and that it should be split evenly.  Mr. Felten asked how that could 
be done with various property types like Cooley-Dickinson Hospital and a residential property? Mr. Clark said the 
majority of the fee could be parcel specific. Mr. Felten discussed some of the contents of a matrix he prepared and 
distributed entitled “Fair and Equitable Matrix”.  Mr. Culhane said that the City currently uses one billing rate for all 
water customers and one billing rate for all sewer customers. Residents and commercial customers are evenly 
charged.  He suggested that this would make sense for a new stormwater fee.   

 
 
7. Report from Jim Laurila – DPW – Discussion of potential impacts of exclusions and credits  

 
Mr. Laurila distributed two summary spreadsheets.  These showed Proposed Fee Structures and Sample Bill 
Comparisons.  One table had no exemptions to the fee and the other included certain land exemptions, such that the 
Task Force could see the impact of exemptions on the remaining fee payers.  A third table detailed which properties 
were assumed to be exempt from the fee. 
 

8. Report from Northampton planning department 
 

A presentation was made by Wayne Feiden, Director of Planning and Sustainability.  A summary table entitled 
“Stormwater Utility and Open Space” was distributed.  Mr. Feiden described the contents of the summary and 
offered his opinion about categories of land that he felt should be exempt from proposed stormwater fees.  A general 
discussion was held about runoff from the categories of property that Mr. Feiden discussed in terms of stormwater 
runoff and contributions to flooding.  Mr. Teece questioned if a certain type of property is exempt from the fee could 
another property owner use that basis to dispute their bill?  Mr. Ford described that the Felten method relied on 
runoff factors and that if those factors are applied to a large conservation area that amount of runoff could be 
determined and that it would create a lot of runoff.  The amount could be as much as a parking lot and that the 
physical facts need to be considered. Mr. Feiden said that conservation and other areas do not require any services.  
Mr. Ghiselin said that they did not – but that buildings and developments at lower elevations or near wetland areas 
require flood protection. Mr. Felten added that since very property contributes runoff to a watershed every property 
should contribute to the fee system.  Mr. Dostal asked what is considered the flood plain and what about properties 
on Island Road or in the area of the Fairgrounds which are not protected by flood control.  Should these properties be 
exempt from a fee since they receive no flood control protection? Mr. Feiden discussed the differences between the 
more “flashy” floods that would occur along the Mill River versus the larger more slow moving floods that would 
occur along the Connecticut River.   Mr. Clark said doesn’t everyone benefit from flood control protection? 
 

9. Discussion by committee on credits and exemptions 
 

Mr. Dostal said he wanted to discuss ideas for credits and exemptions.  Mr. Hellman distributed a document he 
prepared entitled “Stormwater Fee Credits/Incentives”.  Mr. Hellman presented information on various credits and 
exemptions used by Newton, MA, South Burlington, VT, Philadelphia, PA, Richmond, VA, Griffin, GA, and 
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Champaign, IL.  Mr. Hellman offered to do more research on the integration of credits and exemptions in to the 
various plans, the value of these and impacts on revenue needs. 

 
10. Discussion of the inclusion of “the commons” 

 
Ms. McGrath said she does not agree with the idea of the “commons” fee and that her proposed method does not use 
it.  Mr. Felten said that the fee needs to include a baseline charge for a shared responsibility for flood control and 
common stormwater expenses.  Mr. Ford said that if the Task Force cannot agree on a “commons” fee that this lack 
of consensus could be communicated to the City Council.  Mr. Reckman is also concerned about the “commons” fee 
and if it’s not included where will the money come from for the City to pay for this responsibility?  Ms. Murphy 
suggested that some residents could say that if the City does not get a bill why should the residents pay a “commons” 
fee? Mr. Clark said the fee would be simpler if the commons was not included in the calculations.  Mr. Felten 
suggested that possible exemptions could total up to the amount of a “commons” fee. Ms. Murphy said that 
properties should not be exempt from everything and that bills should not be allowed to be reduced to zero. Mr. 
Felten said that the “commons’ fee could be for all properties and that it can not be split for residential, commercial 
and open space categories, etc.  Mr. Clark asked if the fees could be determined with out a “commons” fee? Don’t 
separate the “commons” fee out – but it would be spread out within other fee calculations.  Mr. Shennette said it is a 
factor in the fee setting formula and what do you call it?  

 
11. Discussion on “caps” 

 
The concept of various types of caps was introduced and discussed.  Possible caps include: cap for a fee paid by a 
property owner, a cap on the rate used to calculate fees, a cap on the overall system budget.  Mr. Ford asked if 
someone could research information about caps. Mr. Hellman offered to look into this.  Mr. Felten said that caps 
were used in Westfield and that ultimately a cap did not work because it resulted in inadequate funding for the City’s 
needs.  He added that a transitional type of cap might be an option.  Mr. Clark asked if the estimated $2 million per 
year budget would change. Mr. Culhane said that the budget was accurate but that one wildcard would be the extent 
of improvements or replacement of the Hockanum road flood control pump station.  Mr. Teece said that the state of 
the economy will impact the budget as time goes on.   
 

12. Action Item Review 
13. New Business 

 
Mr. Hellman offered to do more research on credits and exemptions. Mr. Ford said the Task Force has only a limited 
time to complete its work.  Mr. Shennette expressed concern about the Task Force being able to complete the work 
by May 31st.  Mr. Teece agreed with Mr. Shennette and that the deadline could not be met.  Ms. Murphy said she 
wanted to keep the deadline and provide the City Council the information they need.  Mr. Felten agree with Mr. 
Teece and Mr. Shennette about the concern of limited time and added that ideally consensus should be arrived at but 
that it may be necessary to provide the City Council with more than one option. Mr. Dostal agreed and said that they 
multiple options could be provided and that the Council will have all of the work done by the Task Force as they 
move forward.  Recommendations could include information about exemptions and how to raise the fee.  Mr. Clark 
said the work is important and that the Task Force needs to go through the information being considered and see 
where they are at the end of the month.  Mr. Reckman said there may not be enough time but by the deadline the task 
Force should provide whatever decisions it can to the Council. Mr. Ghiselin said he agreed with Mr. Clark and that 
he still did not understand all the basic fee setting concepts and that maybe an option or two could be recommended 
to the Council.  Ms. McGrath agreed and said all the fee factors are on the table and that they have until the end of 
May to provide ideas and recommendations to the Joint Committee.  Mr. Shenette asked if there was any harm in 
asking for more time?  Mr. Hellman agreed with Mr. Ghiselin and Mr. Reckman that there were still questions about 
fundamental issues, but that progress has been made, and that usable results are apparent. He wants to meet the 
deadline and provide usable information to the Council.  Mr. Ghiselin said based on his experience on the Council 
they will not deliberate about fee structure options after the task force is done and that they would refer to the Public 
Works Department to determine the fee structure details if the details are not provided.  Ms. Murphy questioned 
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what needed to be done to get to the end? Mr. Clark said it was like what Mr. Hellman had asked which was what 
will be turned over to the Council? Should an extension be requested or should something be provided by May 31st? 
Mr. Felten said there are several proposals and a good starting point.  There are still issues that need to be worked 
out including “commons” fee, caps and exemptions.  He said it’s important to focus on a fair and equitable structure.  
Mr. Ford said the Council meets tonight and on May 16 and then their next meeting will be in June. The Task Force 
is obligated after May 16th to update the Council on the status of the work. Mr. Clark asked if Councilor Spector 
should be invited to the next meeting.  Mr. Dostal added that the next Joint Committee meeting is May 13th.  Mr. 
Teece said that the Task Force needs to develop a clear, concise and consistent recommendation. He added that if 
there is confusion about the Task Force conclusions the public will not understand it. He agreed with Mr. Ghiselin 
that the fee structure determination will become a DPW issue if the Task Force does not reach a clear conclusion.  
He said determining a fair and equitable structure is a struggle and that there are many factors to consider, such as 
caps and exemptions.  He said the deadline was incorrectly given. Ms Murphy said she felt that her expectation was 
that the work could be done in the time frame given.   Mr. Reckman said the final report could include individual 
concerns.  Mr. Clark said the task force was asked to prepare a fair and transparent system and that if they do not 
achieve that goal if one cannot be arrived at.   Mr. Felten said that the Task Force report may not be perfect and that 
maybe it ends up being more of a status of work completed.  
 
Mr. Reckman offered to prepare information about possible definitions for the “commons” for discussion at the next 
meeting.  Possible factors include gross areas and impervious areas of City land.    
 

14. Public Comments 
 
Resident Mike Kirby said that members or former members of the Board of Public works should bow out of any 
votes regarding exempting the City, because it is a conflict of interest.   He said everyone should read the CDM 
report because it describes millions of dollars in capital projects and that the $2 million budget is not reflected in that 
report.  Mr. Teece asked if the CDM report was being used by DPW for planning.  Mr. Laurila said that the DPW is 
not referring to the CDM report for establishing budgets. Resident Fred Zimnoch expressed concern about the task 
force finishing too fast and he wants to make sure that any fees are fair and equitable.    
 

15. Setting the Next Meeting date 
 
The next meeting was scheduled for May 9nd at 5:00 p.m. at a location to be determined. 

 
16. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, May 9, 2013  

 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
Public Works Conference Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, 
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Rick Clark, James Dostal 
Members absent: None.  
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator, Ned 
Huntley, Director of Public Works 
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair. 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by Emory Ford, Chair. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Public Comment 
 

Councilor Paul Spector thanked the Task Force for all the work completed to date. He said it would be helpful if the 
Task Force took a formal vote on whether or not an enterprise is recommended.  He said a recommendation will be 
useful even if all the details cannot be worked out by the Task Force.   He said that if the Task Force can make a 
detailed recommendation that it would be fantastic.  Mr. Dostal said the task force can work on a recommended plan 
but that ultimately it will be up to the City Council to enact any plan and that several public hearings will be needed.  
Ms. McGrath added that it may be necessary to recommend two plans to encompass all the work that’s been done.   
Mr. Hellman said the final recommendation should include a narrative describing the Task Force process and the 
issues that were considered and that any unresolved issues should be described. Mr. Ford asked Mr. Spector that the 
Task Force be provided with information about what format the City Council wants the recommendation to be in.  
Mr. Spector said it’s up to the task force to decide what the format should be but that he felt the idea of a narrative 
was good. Mr. Spector said he would ask the Joint Committee at their next meeting if they had ideas about the 
format for recommendations.  

 
5. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 25th Meeting and May 2, 2013 meeting 

 
Approval of the minutes was postponed since they were not yet prepared. 
 

6. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
 

No new fee algorithms were presented.  
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7. Format for Committee Report to the City Council and DPW Joint Committee  
This was discussed under Item 4. 
 
 

8. Report from Northampton planning department 
 

The planning department was not present at the meeting and had not been invited to follow-up on their presentation 
from the previous meeting. 
 

9. Discussion by committee on credits and exemptions 
 

Mr. Hellman presented information about stormwater credits and incentives based on research he completed and was 
described in his handout.  Mr. Ghiselin asked a question about monitoring and maintenance of private stormwater 
systems that are constructed. Mr. Laurila said that projects that disturb more than one acre of land are required to 
apply for a City stormwater permit and that the permit requires that a stormwater operation and maintenance 
agreement be prepared which dictates the needed inspection and operation and maintenance requirements. Mr. 
Reckman said that a modest credit for residents would be a good idea.  He also suggested that certain “big projects” 
could apply for substantial credits.   Non-residential properties could apply for a 20-25% reduction in their fee.  He 
suggested that credits would be for what has been done and incentives would be for forward looking things.   Mr. 
Hellman added that credits would be ongoing and incentives would be one time.  Mr. Teece asked how developed and 
undeveloped property would be defined?  Mr. Hellman said more research would be needed to determine that.  Mr. 
Dostal suggested that the City planning office should have definitions that could be used and suggested that Mr. 
Hellman contact that office.   Mr. Felten said that credits and exemptions need to be considered carefully because the 
these will reduce the overall revenue raised and that more money would need to be raised by property owners that will 
be fee-paying.  He added that incentives and credits could be developed down the road.  Ms. Murphy said that credits 
should be limited to the portion of fees that are related to EPA and drain infrastructure issues and not for flood 
control.  She added that creating credits won’t help with the funding issue.  Mr. Hellman said that an option would be 
to establish a floor for the lowest bill and that no bill could be reduced to zero.  Ms. McGrath agreed with credits for 
residential properties and added that residents should be able to do something to improve stormwater and reduce their 
bill.  She added that a floor would be good idea.  Mr. Hellman offered to look at incentives and credits in more detail.  
Mr. Ford requested that Mr. Hellman be prepared to discuss his findings at the next meeting.  Mr. Ghiselin asked how 
far back credits should go.  For example, Cooley-Dickinson constructed stormwater improvements a few years ago, 
would they be eligible for a credit?  Mr. Hellman said it was not clear about past actions.  Mr. Shennette suggested 
that there should be no credits issued for past actions.  Mr. Clark said that one type of credit offered by some utilities 
is a free distribution of rain barrels and that this was a good, visible benefit for residents.  Mr. Dostal said that the City 
offers low cost rainbarrels now.   Mr. Ghiselin added that projects that build systems to meet the building code or 
planning department requirements should not get a credit.  Mr. Clark said property owners can always do more than 
what’s required by codes and permits.     
 

10. Discussion of the inclusion of “the commons” in fee structure 
 
Three handouts were distributed related to possible definition of the “commons”.  One was entitled “The Commons-
Definition Possibilities’; and the other two handouts were tables that provided a detailed breakdown of City 
Properties and Roadways and the other detailed State and Federal properties.   Mr. Reckman proposed a fee system 
where the City would pay the “commons” fee using General Fund money.  Mr. Felten said that the Task Force had 
previously voted against the City paying.  He added that fundamentally city money comes from property owners and 
that using the general fund relies on property taxes to pay the bills as Mr. Reckman is suggesting.  Mr. Reckman said 
that people may ask about the $400,000 in general fund money that is used now for stormwater related expenses.  
Mr. Clark suggested that the City Council should be asked what will happen to the $400,000.  Ms. McGrath added 
that the City will decide what happens to the money in the general fund and that she does not believe in charging a 
“commons” fee.   Mr. Teece said that Mr. Reckman’s comments are confusing the issue and that what happens to the 
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$400,000 will be a good discussion for the City Council not the Task Force.  He said the task force should stick to 
the $2million revenue goal plus an amount for possible caps and credits. 
 
Mr. Shennette expressed concern about the lack of public awareness of the task force work and the decisions that 
they are working on.  Mr. Ford said that determining a fair and equitable fee structure is an important part of the 
Task Force charge. He said the citizen acceptance is beyond the control of the Task Force and he is also frustrated 
about the lack of outreach. Ms. Murphy said that the appointment of the Task Force, which is composed of City 
residents, is the first step in public outreach. She added that the City Council and Board of Public Works will need to 
do more outreach as the process proceeds.   Mr. Ghiselin agreed with Mr. Shennette and added that more unanimity 
in any Task Force recommendations is important, otherwise the recommendation will not be as effective.  Mr. Dostal 
said he expects some dissent among the members. Mr. Hellman agreed with Mr. Ghiselin and said he does not want 
a lot of dissent and hopes that a program can generally be agreed on.  He said options could be presented with the 
force of recommendation.  Mr. Ford said the Task Force will decide how much dissent there will be at the end. Ms. 
Murphy said she is hoping for an agreement on one of the plans and a basic construct of the key issues.  Mr. 
Reckman said that the public process is important and that the Chamber of Commerce has offered to help with 
public education and to help people anticipate the new program.  Mr. Clark said that the Task Force seems to agree 
that the is a need to build a new fund to pay for these problems.  He added that the Task Force is part of the public 
education process and that he want see consensus on at least two plans.  
 
Ms. McGrath asked if she is the only plan not charging for the “commons”. She offered to change her opinion on 
this matter.  Mr. Laurila said that the Clark Method does not use a “commons” fee. Mr. Felten said that there are 
several principles that need to be decided including whether there should be a “commons” fee or not.  Should there 
be a simple flat fee? A tiered fee? He said the Task Force needs to build a structure for a fee system without looking 
at the detailed numbers and then evaluate how to make the final fee system fair. Mr. Clark said exempting the 
“commons” simplifies fee setting.   Mr. Culhane said he was working on a new fee proposal for this meeting but was 
not ready to present it yet.  He said if municipal property is exempt then there should be no municipal shared 
expense.  Fees can be fairly determined without the “commons” fee.  The “commons” is a philosophical construct 
and is unnecessary.  Mr. Felten said the commons could be used to develop the floor for a fee system. Ms. Murphy 
said that it could be possible to use a fee with a portion related to the EPA permit and another portion that would be 
an infrastructure fee.  Mr. Felten said this could be a good idea and that the EPA related budget is about 20% and it 
could be useful to determine credits and their value.     
   

 
11. Discussion on “caps” 

 
Ms. McGrath asked if the discussion of caps would also include a discussion of a floor, or bottom fee value. Mr. 
Ford indicated that both could be discussed.  Mr. Clark said he did not favor an overall cap for revenue which is 
estimated to be about $2 million.  Mr. Hellman said one possibility would be to cap the amount of any increase in 
the rate for a 3 or 5 year period.  Mr. Felten said that caps help ease the implementation of the system in the first few 
years, this could help with public acceptance, and ease the roll-out. Mr. Teece said Westford and Reading both 
decided to cap revenue only to find out that they undershot their actual needs.  He said the system costs should not 
be underestimated in order to get a new fee system accepted by the public.  The budgets need to be realistic.   
 
Mr. Dostal said that it is important to understand what the impacts of caps would be on an enterprise fund.  There 
was discussion about the amount of general fund money that is spent on stormwater and flood control expense 
currently.  At the first meeting in March, Terry Culhane presented actual and proposed budgets for these expense.  
Mr. Ford indicated that earlier in the meeting Mr. Spector had requested that the Task Force vote on whether the 
City should use an enterprise fund to meet funding requirements for stormwater and flood control.  Is an anterprise 
fund a fair and equitable way to raise the needed funds?  Mr. Felten indicated that he needed to check the minutes 
but he recalled that a discussion of various funding mechanisms had been discussed and the task force had settled on 
a fee system as the most viable means.  Mr. Clark asked if the City would need to hire more staff to comply with 
forthcoming regulatory requirements.  Mr. Laurila said additional staff would be needed and those costs were 
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reflected in the budget table previously presented by Mr. Culhane.  Mr. Culhane added that the General Fund 
allowance is not sufficient for the required staffing needs.  Mr. Ghiselin added that the General Fund is also 
inequitable.   
 

12. Action Item Review 
 
Mr. Ford said that additional discussion was needed on commons, exclusions, credits and caps.  Mr. Hellman said he 
supported a tiered system for residential fees. Mr. Clark said he likes the idea of caps but needs to make a decision 
based on how much and what the impact is on revenues.  He suggested that limiting the budget increases each year 
may be one option.  (At this point Mr. Laurila distributed and updated table of all proposed fee structures and sample 
bill amounts.)  Mr. Ghiselin said he like the tiers and also lot size as fee factors.   Mr. Laurila spoke for a few 
minutes about the use of runoff factors in fee setting.  He said that he had worked with Mr. Culhane during the week  
with a new fee proposal based on tiered system for residential properties and the use of runoff coefficients for 
pervious and impervious land.  He said one reason that the new fee structure was not presented was that the fees 
generated using runoff coefficients resulted in fees being higher for undeveloped land and that under this scenario 
using runoff coefficients impervious land only accounted for 37% of the revenue needs.  He added that the EPA 
(Guidance for Municipal Stormwater Funding) has indicated that fees that rely on runoff coefficients may need to be 
adjusted if a community wants a higher percentage of revenue coming from developed land.  For example, DPW 
research has found where several communities have split revenues with 80% coming from impervious land and 20% 
coming from pervious land.  EPA has documented that this split has been used and that other splits or adjustment can 
be made. Mr. Laurila added that an ERU fee like Mr. Clarks relies on 100% of revenue from impervious surface.  
 
Mr. Teece said that getting at the possible use of a commons fee was important. Mr. Ghiselin said he wanted to 
know what factors could be agreed on in the next meeting.  Mr. Teece said some of the factors to be discussed 
include the use of an enterprise fund, caps and floors on fee among others.  Mr. Shennette suggested that the Task 
Force members review Table 1 that was distributed by Mr. Laurila at the March 13th meeting which describes the 
various fee setting factors.  Mr. Felten suggested that Table 1 be posted as a google document so that each Task 
Force member could include their thoughts about the factors.  Mr. Shennette offered to post Table 1 on google. 

 
13. New Business 

 
There was a brief discussion led by Mr. Ford regarding a public comment at the last meeting about a possible 
conflict of interest by having former and current Board of Public Works members voting on decisions related to a 
proposed fee structure.  It was generally discussed that there was no conflict of interest by having these appointed  
members of the task force vote on task force matters.  
 

14. Public Comments 
 
Mr. Clark asked Mr. Zimnoch for specifics about an upcoming public presentation by the Army Corps of Engineers 
about the City’s levee system. Mr. Zimnoch said the representatives of the Army Corps would be presenting 
information about the City’s flood control system on Wednesday May 29th at 7 p.m. at the Bridge Street School.  He 
said all are invited to attend.     

 
15. Setting the Next Meeting date 

 
The next meeting was scheduled for May 16th at 5:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room 

 
16. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, May 16, 2013  

 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
Public Works Conference Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, 
Emory Ford, John Shennette,  Rick Clark, James Dostal 
Members absent: Megan Murphy Wolf  
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator, Ned 
Huntley, Director of Public Works 
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair. 

 
2.  Meeting Called to Order    
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by Emory Ford, Chair. 
 
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. 

 
4. Public Comment 
 

Resident Fred Zimnoch questioned how an enterprise fee system would work as related to possible credits that have 
been discussed.  He added that the task force charge of determining a fair fee is important.  He said he calculated his 
tax contribution through real estate tax to pay for the $2.5 million proposition 2 ½ override that is proposed and 
compared that to his stormwater fee as proposed  under the various fee structures and found that in some cases his 
fee would be more than his tax bill. Lastly, he questioned why state and federal land should be excluded from a 
“commons” definition.  

 
5. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 25th Meeting, May 2, 2013, and May 9, 2013 meetings 

 
Mr. Dostal indicated he had minor scrivener’s errors to tell Mr. Laurila.  The minutes were approved from the April 
25th and May 2nd meetings.  Approval of the Minutes from the May 9th meeting was postponed since they were not 
yet prepared. 
 

6. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
 

Mr. Reckman introduced a new fee algorithm that he has been working on with Mr. Culhane. A summary table was 
distributed along with a sample fee calculation sheet.  Mr. Reckman indicated that the bill would consist of a shared 
commons fee and an impervious area fee.  The shared commons fee was based on a commons area of 20% which 
includes City, State and Federal Roadways, rights-of ways and sidewalks.  He said that this method was devised to 
give a break to undeveloped land and agricultural land and place most of the financial burden on developed 
impervious surface.  The proposed model has a tiered system for residential fees for categories of 1-3 family homes 
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with lot sizes in groups: 1/2 acre, between ½ acre and 1 acres, between 1 acre and 3 acres. Mr. Ford asked why Mr. 
Reckman had changed his mind and now endorses a method that uses a commons fee.  Mr. Reckman said that he 
was trying to balance the value of a bill for undeveloped property and developed property.  He said that large 
commercial properties with a lot of blacktop are the worst and create the most runoff and that under the new method 
impervious land accounts for 80% of the revenue requirements. Mr. Dostal asked what about the case for a 40-50 
acre parcel in preservation.  Mr. Reckman said they would just pay the commons fee. He added that credits and 
exemptions still need consideration, but that the model does build in consideration for undeveloped land.  Ms. 
McGrath asked if the Office of Planning and Sustainability proposed changes to UR-B and UR-C districts had been 
considered and would more densely developed lots impact the proposal. Mr. Reckman said that the commons fee 
was a good idea since it allows a way to bill for things that we all benefit from in our city.  The commons fee in this 
new model is 20% of total revenue needed and the cost is shared equally. He said having the City pay for the 
commons fee using General Fund money is a bad idea because only tax payers contribute to the General Fund.   Mr. 
Culhane said that the 20/80 revenue split is based on the commons area as Mr. Reckman had defined.   He indicated 
that other towns have also used a 20/80 split because it works and the fees come out in an acceptable manner, where 
everyone makes a contribution. He suggested that exemptions may not be needed if the commons fee is modest.  Mr. 
Dostal questioned the need to raise more revenue to account for possible credits.  Mr. Clark suggests another 20-
25%.  Mr. Reckman indicated that 5-10% is his preference.  Mr. Dostal said he wanted to hear a report from Mr. 
Hellman about credits. Ms. McGrath asked if the commons fee was included in the residential bills. Mr. Reckman 
said it was and that the commons fee totaled $400,000 and that if the City paid the commons fee each fee would go 
down.  Mr. Clark asked if the commons portion only is what the City would pay?  Mr. Reckman said yes. Mr. Felten 
said he thought that a vote had been taken that the City would not pay stormwater fees.  Mr. Laurila stated he 
believed that such a vote was taken and reflected in the meeting minutes.  Mr. Ford asked Mr. Reckman what caused 
him to change his proposed method.  Mr. Reckman said it’s a complicated problem and that he looked at many 
methods. He added that logic says the City should pay but that very few cities do pay. There are many factors that 
need to be balanced.  Mr. Felten said the commons fee was one of the original ideas brought to the table for 
discussion.  He added that he has trouble with the distinction between the common interest and site specific interests. 
It’s all common interest.  All infrastructure is common.  He said the motivation of capturing undeveloped land fairly 
in a fee is good but that the framing of the argument could make it hard for people to understand.  Mr. Reckman said 
it’s like schools that benefit some property owners but not all – although taxes from all tax payers contribute to 
schools and the that we all collectively benefit from this.  Mr. Ghiselin said that the commons makes sense if you 
can bill it right.  He said you could subtract the City from the equation and raise the money needed. Mr. Clark asked 
if there would be vote on the commons. Mr. Ford said that there was a worksheet for consensus building where votes 
would be taken on various factors. The members agreed that this would be discussed under items 10 and 11. 
 

7. Format for Committee Report to the City Council and DPW Joint Committee  
 
This was discussed under Item 4. 

 
8. Report from Northampton Public Works 
 

No specific report had been requested and none was provided. 
 

9. Discussion by committee on credits and exemptions 
 

Mr. Hellman handed out a document he had prepared (dated May 16th) that described exemptions, credits and 
incentives. He said that he had offered to look in more detail at budget implications in other communities related to 
these items but that very little financial data was readily available.  Mr. Hellman then proceeded to review the 
contents of his research document.  Mr. Dostal asked if public works staff could provide links to information from 
the planning department and DPW about stormwater management requirements.  Mr. McDonald said this 
information is available on the City’s website and that it can be made available to the Task Force members. Mr. 
Clark asked if stormwater improvements are required by permit or approval if those systems should be eligible for a 
credit.  Mr. Hellman said that if an improvement has residual benefits that can be inspected and documented it could 
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be eligible for a credit.  Consideration needs to be given to a cut-off for credits. Mr. Ghiselin said that a property 
owner needs to apply for a credit and prove the long term benefit and reduction in stormwater. The benefit would 
need to be proven by an inspection each year.  Mr. Dostal said that Cooley-Dickinson made significant stormwater 
improvements and should be eligible for a credit.  Mr. Ghiselin agreed.  Mr. Hellman suggested that there might be a 
5-year credit cycle. Ms. McGrath said that disability and/or senior credits should be considered. Mr. Hellman said 
that the transfer station permit program used a means-based discount program which could be considered.  Mr. 
Teece said he is 100 percent in favor of credits but that credits may bump up and conflict with caps and exemptions 
and that those things need to be accounted for.  Mr. Clark agreed it is important to hit revenue needs and that he 
wants significant incentives of all sizes to improve the function of the system.  He would like to see visible results 
and a city-wide effort to improve stormwater systems. Mr. Shennette said he found a credit manual for North East 
Ohio.  He said that a new fee could be implemented and that a system of credits could be worked out in the future.  
 

10. Review of committee comments on Table 1 “Google Docs: 
11. Discussion of Principles – Commons, Credits, Exclusions, Caps (minimum and maximum), residential, non-

residential, pervious and non-pervious. 
 
Mr. Ford had provided a Worksheet for Consensus Building to the members in advance of the meeting.  A poster 
sized copy of the worksheet was used for discussion purposes and to gauge Task Force members thinking about the 
listed criteria. Attached to the minutes is a copy of the worksheet as it was filled in. Mr. Felten indicated that caps 
could be staged or phased in over a 1, 2, or 3 year time frame.  Mr. Reckman said he was opposed to any caps and 
felt that a recommendation for caps would carry little weight.  Mr. Hellman said caps are acceptable but he preferred 
a phase-out and he also favors a hard minimum charge.  Mr. Clark asked why caps should be phased out.  Mr. 
Hellman said that caps may be arbitrary and not reflect the reality of funding needs for the City. He added that a 
review of the caps over 3 or 5 years would make sense.  Mr. Ghiselin said that what is more relevant is who decides 
on the cap. He said it could be a political decision with the City Council ultimately deciding on any cap or rate.  He 
supports the idea of having the City Council responsible for determining caps.  Ms. McGrath said she favored caps 
for about 5 years and then being phased out.  Mr. Shennette said was not sure about caps without knowing a formula.  
He might favor a maximum increase each year but wants to see more detail. Mr. Shennette objected to the May 31st 
deadline saying it was not enough time to work out the details on things like caps.   Mr. Ford suggested that the 
members continue to fill out the chart and then see where they stand.  Mr. Teece said he would vote for a cap rate 
increase if the Council was responsible for it.  Mr. Ford again encouraged the members to decide on basic principles 
and then move to build a model.  Ms. McGrath offered to remove her model from consideration and that she agreed 
with the new Culhane/Reckman model.  Mr. Clark said that his method and Ms. McGrath’s are similar. Mr. 
Shennette said that Ms. McGrath’s model was based on Westfield’s and that it should be kept in the discussion. Mr. 
Ford agreed that all models should remain at this point.   After the task force supported the concepts of impervious 
area and gross area, with a split vote on the use of the commons- Mr. Felten said these factors would serve as the 
crux of fee setting.  Mr. Ford said that when the chart is complete it could be presented to the City Council as part of 
any recommendation(s) and that the City Council could see that there are some split decisions on some of the 
factors. Mr. Reckman said that the Clark method does not rely on a commons fee. He added that the commons fee 
could be removed from the new Reckman/Culhane model and the additional 20% of revenue needed would have to 
added in a different way.   Mr. Teece added that a recommendation could be framed that the City Council needs to 
decide what to propose on some the factors where the Task Force was split.   The City Council could make those 
decisions and that would be one way to move ahead.  Mr. Clark expressed concern about the deadline and that public 
comment might be reduced if the Task Force deadline was extended.  He wants the City Council to increase the 
amount of education and that if the Task Force needs two more weeks that is less time available for public comments 
when the matter moves forward.  Mr. Felten said the City Council may have a hard time educating the public and it 
would be better if the Task Force recommendations are cleaner.  Mr. Hellman said that recommendations could be 
achieved in two more meetings. He added that meaningful work needs to be done on the recommendations and 
suggested that staff could prepare a summary on the background work of the Task Force.  Mr. Dostal said it was too 
soon to decide if an extension was needed and that two more meetings should be held to assess the status and then 
decide if a request for more time should be made.  Mr. Ford said he could tell Councilor Specter that the May 31st 
deadline is not doable to complete the work.  Mr. Shennette said in a previous meeting there was a vote that was 
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approved that said the status of the work would be determined by May 14 and the Task Force would decide on that 
date whether to request an extension.  Mr. Teece agreed with Mr. Ford to tell the Joint Committee that more time is 
needed and that the October deadline for Council action may turn out not to be as relevant as thought.  Mr. Clark 
asked if an extension should be requested.  Mr. Ford confirmed he would tell Mr. Specter that more time is needed 
and that the Task Force has done due diligence but that there is a lot of work to do.  Mr. Reckman made a motion 
that the City Council be told that the Task Force needs more time.  On a vote of 7-2 the motion passed. Mr. Ghiselin 
and Mr. Reckman were opposed and Mr. Ford abstained.  
 

12. Report Writing – Who Does what? 
 
Mr. Ford stated that he had received an email from Mr. Laurila on May 14, 2013 that summarized the Joint 
Committee’s thoughts about the contents and format of the task force report.   The contents of the email as follows:   

 
 
“Councillor Spector has requested that I send a message to the Task Force in regard to 
the format and content of recommendations.  The City Council-Board of Public Works 
Conference Committee discussed your request for guidance during their meeting 
yesterday. 
 
The Conference Committee indicated that one important element of the Task Force work 
is to vote to recommend or not recommend that a new enterprise fund be implemented as 
the means to meet City stormwater and flood control obligations.  Secondly, they 
requested that the Task Force make recommendation(s) for a fair and equitable fee 
structure.  If the Task Force can agree on one recommendation with details that should 
be presented.  If more than one fee structure is included in the recommendations the 
Conference Committee would appreciate information on pros and cons of the different 
fee structures. As may be appropriate references to fee structures or pieces of fee 
structures in other towns could be mentioned in the final report.  The report should 
include some description of the basis for decision-making so that the Conference 
Committee can best understand how decisions were made.  
 
The final format of the recommendations should be a written document - supplied in hard 
copy and as a pdf document.  
 
The above is based on my notes from yesterdays meeting.  If I have not accurately 
represented the conference committees desires I would ask that this email be elaborated 
on by the committee members.” 
 

 
Mr. Shennette asked if the Joint Committee had discussed the May 31st deadline. Ms. McGrath asked if an extension 
would be requested.  Mr. Ford said the deadline was tight and that the Task Force could vote to request more time.  
Mr. Clark asked if a vote on creating an enterprise fund was part of the Task Force charge.  Mr. Felten said that this 
was not new and that the charge included a language about determining a fair and equitable fee.  Mr. Clark said he 
had an email from Councilor Owen Freeman-Daniels that said an enterprise fund was an option.  Mr. Clark then 
asked if the Task Force was then eliminating other options for funding.  Mr. Dostal said fees could be managed like 
the city ambulance fund or like and enterprise fund.  Mr. Teece read from the Task Force charge stating that funding 
is not a matter of choice and that he said referring back to the charge is important and that any decisions and report 
back to the City Council should be based on the charge.  Mr. Hellman said that Councilor Specter said it would be 
helpful for a vote about an enterprise fund and that if it’s not specifically part of the charge it should be done 
nonetheless.  Mr. Felten said that the first three task force meetings discussed funding options. The Task Force had 
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debated the merits of an override, general funds a new utility etc.  He thought that a specific vote was taken that a 
new utility was needed, but that the meeting minutes should be checked.  He said all methods were discussed and 
that a utility was determined to be the most effective.   Mr. Clark said that he recalls the discussions but does not 
recall a specific vote and asked if the Task Force was deciding on the need for a utility. Mr. Ford and Mr Dostal 
stated that the Task Force will only present recommendations.  Mr. Clark said a vote should be taken.  After some 
discussion about the language for a motion Mr. Hellman moved that “the Task Force Recommend that funding to 
deal with the issue of stormwater includes a fee”. Mr. Dostal seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 7 votes 
for.  Mr. Shennette opposed and Mr. Teece and Mr. Ford abstained.    

 
13. New Business 

 
No new business was discussed.  
 

14. Public Comments 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
15. Setting the Next Meeting date 

 
The next meeting was scheduled for May 23rd at 5:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room 

 
16. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, May 23, 2013  

 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
Public Works Conference Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, Emory Ford, Rick 
Clark, James Dostal, Megan Murphy Wolf 
Members absent: David Teece, John Shennette    
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator, Ned 
Huntley, Director of Public Works 
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair. 

 
The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by Emory Ford, Chair. 

 
2. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website. It was noted that Ms. McGrath needed to leave 
about 15 minutes prior to the end of the meeting and the recording would end at that point. 

 
3. Public Comment 
 

Resident Fred Zimnoch was concerned that all the old fee models have been scratched.  He liked the Felten model 
which was based on the concept of service use and amount of runoff from pervious and impervious surfaces. Mr. 
Reckman said all models are still under consideration.  Mr. Felten added that there is not one model that they all 
agree on. 
 

4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from May 9, 2013, and May 16, 2013 meetings 
 
The minutes were approved for the May 9th and May 16th meetings.  
 

5. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
 

At the start of the meeting two new fee algorithms were distributed.  One was identified as Clark ERU Method #2 
and 
The other was identified as Felten 2.  Also distributed were the following: 
 

• A summary spreadsheet entitled “Sample Annual Stormwater Bill Comparison – City Property Excluded from Billing- 
Updated May 23, 2013).  

• Table entitled “Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposed Stormwater Fees by Property Types” dated May 23, 
2013. 

 
Mr. Clark describes his revised ERU Method.  He said a modification was added that would result in undeveloped 
land being billed, so that all property owners contribute.  He walked through how the bills would be calculated.  He 
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promoted the new ERU method as easy and straightforward. Mr. Reckman noticed that each bill under Clark #2 was 
lower than Clark #1, because all property owners would be billed under the new algorithm. Mr. Ford asked how 
flood control costs were handled in the new method.  Mr. Clark said that the revenue was all in one pot and not 
dedicated to stormwater or flood control.   Mr. Ford asked if there is no distinction in revenue?  Mr. Felten said that 
this was true of all models proposed so far. Mr. Dostal said it is good to keep it all together.  Mr. Clark recommends 
the ERU method as the best and simplest approach to billing, it allows adjustments and it’s transparent. In his 
opinion using a runoff coefficient is not that important. He added that money is need to fix stormwater infrastructure 
and not so much about managing a certain volume of flow.  Mr. Dostal agreed and said that the last substantial work 
on storm drains was done in the Dunphy administration when the City sewers were separated into sanitary sewer and 
storm sewers and that there is a large backlog of stormwater related infrastructure projects.   
 
Mr. Felten described his new algorithm and that the new method was based on impervious area with a minimum fee 
for undeveloped land. Undeveloped land, regardless of size, would pay $108 annually which is the lowest residential 
rate.  
 
Mr. Felten then said that he wanted to have a more philosophical discussion about the stormwater fee and mentioned 
that he had sent an email to the Task Force members on May 21, 2003 (added to the minutes as a public record.)  Mr. 
Felten referred the Task Force to the table “Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposed Stormwater Fees by 
Property Types”.   He pointed out that the table indicates a shifting of cost burden from residential to 
commercial/industrial sectors.  He said the Task Force has been operating under the assumption that impervious area 
is a fundamental driver for determining the fee.  He said that stormwater system maintenance and monitoring and 
EPA compliance is an important factor and that the City is in a crisis now because these things have been ignored 
and not part of the budget historically.  This has led to the need for funding now. Tax exempt properties don’t pay 
for stormwater and flood control systems, and taxes are based on property values.  The need for projects has 
continued to build up and it may be a problem to deal with capital projects with a fee.  He pointed out that residential 
properties pay 83 percent of property tax and for the fee proposals the residential contribution is reduced to about 48-
52 percent.  The change in revenue goes to tax exempt properties.  There are various stakeholders at risk and he 
asked if capital projects should be a city-budget issue or an override issue.  Mr. Dostal said he was on the City 
Capital Improvements Committee for over 20 years and that through the years it was common where less than one-
half of the needed capital projects were actually funded.   He described the competing needs for limited general 
funds including schools, police and fire departments. He added that when Proposition 2 ½ passed the public works 
department was cut in half.  Mr. Felten asked how do those points help come to fair and equitable. Mr. Dostal said 
that all sources of funding need to be considered in terms of fairness. Mr. Ghiselin said that the 
commercial/industrial sector pays 17 percent of property tax and that it is not necessarily equitable.  About 70 
percent of impervious surface is due to commercial/industrial development.  Is it not equitable to ask for 31% 
contribution from commercial/industrial? Mr. Ghiselin added that using Proposition 2 ½ overrides for capital 
projects would be unworkable if used for every capital project. Mr. Felten was concerned that public works may not 
have firm hold on the numbers.  Mr. Ghiselin said that we all have a vested interest in flood control and we all use 
the roads and infrastructure and we’re all in this together.  Mr. Felten agreed and said he is looking at 2 sections: 1) 
EPA driven unfunded mandates – dealing with normal runoff and connected to impervious area and 2) Flood control 
which may have no real relationship to runoff since impervious area is less relevant and is more about property 
protection and property values.  A fee based on property value protection and property values does not make sense. 
Businesses will be upset about a new fee.  Mr. Felten suggested separating out $400-500,000 with a surface area fee 
for EPA related stormwater costs. But that a hard look should be taken at flood control and a large capital project 
like the flood control pump station should be paid for by an over-ride.  He added that he wanted to share his thoughts 
about the unfair shifting of costs and that you could use an alternate fee based on factors for classes of property. 
Mr.Reckman said there are a number of conflicting threads related to fees, impervious surfaces, or combination of 
impervious and pervious land, or look at property values. He asked how would fees get assigned to property value? 
On the whole he said that most proposed fee proposals have a similar split between property types.  What is most 
equitable? Impervious factors or property value or other factors?  Mr. Felten said a new fee will impact property 
value and that it’s a huge impact.  Mr. Reckman said fees need to be fair to residential and to businesses.  Mr. 
Hellman said cost of service is used for water, sewer and electricity bills.  Mr. Laurila said that developing a fee 
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based on property value may not be consistent with the Massachusetts General Laws which require a fee for service 
provided. Mr. Dostal said that industry and homeowners are charged taxes based on the same basis to encourage 
businesses to come to Northampton.  He suggested that businesses and homeowners need to be treated the same.  
Mr. Ghiselin said there is precedent to treat industrial/commercial sector differently.  He said it is ok to change 
property tax rates but the City has chosen not to do so. He said to suggest that flood control is about property value is 
a hard nut.  Mr. Felten said that if there is a flood, businesses stand to lose more.  He added that not many 
communities our size are looking at fees of this magnitude and that asking Smith College to pay an $85,000 bill to 
support a $2 million budget does not make sense.  Mr. Felten then asked about some of the calculated stormwater 
bills and what percentage of a tax bill they might be.   Mr. McDonald was able to provide some tax data for 
discussion.  For example, CVS on King Street paid $33,107 in real estate taxes and their stormwater fee under the 
various proposals would be in the range of $823 to $1,973 ranging from about 2.5%-6%.   Wal-Mart, also on King 
Street, pays about $159,635 in real estate taxes and their stormwater fee would range from $5,248 - $13,097, 
corresponding to a range of 3.3%-8%. Coca-Cola pays about $235,083 in real estate taxes and their stormwater fee 
under the various proposals would be in the range of $9,378-$$23,425, corresponding to 4%-10%.  Lastly, Paradise 
Copies pays about $8,513 in real estate taxes and their stormwater fee would range from $147-$367, or 1.7%-4.3%.  
Mr. Felten added that if we ask for 26% of fees from the commercial/industrial sector under Culhane/Reckman the 
total tax base to that sector would be a lot higher.  Mr. Reckman said this does not include non-profits who would 
have to pay.  Mr. Felten said that businesses would be required to pay 10% over and above their real estate taxes for 
these new fees.  Mr. Ghiselin said that an example is the increase in meals tax that placed an additional tax burden 
on restaurants. But it is justified because the City provides needed police support, clean-up etc.  In this case there are 
other expenses a business should pay for that is a function of their area of impervious surface, so it’s OK to ask them 
to pay for service.  Mr. Hellman added that credits and incentives may help with some reduction in the bills.  Mr. 
Felten said the credits would need to be meaningful.  Mr. Hellman said that in Northeast Ohio some credits were up 
to 100%, but the task force has not assumed credits would be this high, but businesses with larger bills would be able 
to achieve some credits.  Mr. Ford suggested moving to the next agenda item.   

 
6. Response from Paul Spector on Time Extension 
 

Mr. Ford said he had been in contact with Councilor Paul Spector about a possible extension.  Mr. Spector said the 
Task Force could go until June 13th if needed.  Mr. Dostal thought that 2 more meetings might be adequate, but he 
wanted to think about it.  It might be doable if 2 fee proposals are given since it may not be possible to settle on one 
proposal.  Ms. McGrath agreed that maybe two proposals would be possible, although one recommendation would 
be best.  Mr. Ghiselin said that he’s happy to take an extra meeting or make the meetings longer.  He felt that it 
would be a failure of the committee if there are multiple recommendations. Mr. Reckman said that multiple 
recommendations might be ok, but it should be a goal to get to one.  Mr. Clark said he sees both sides of the 
extension, completion sooner will provide more time to the City Council, but if the Task Force takes more time to 
get to one recommendation two weeks is not enough. Mr. Felten said either way, wrap up next week or take more 
time.  Mr. Clark added that he would like to see more about credits in the next couple of weeks. Mr. Hellman said 
that the Northeast Ohio credit manual took time and a lot of money to prepare to the level of detail they did.  Ms. 
Murphy said maybe this can be done with the extension. Mr. Hellman said that Mr. Teece and Mr. Shennette, who 
are both absent, would have argued for more time.  Mr. Felten moved to take the time extension to June 13.  All 
voted in favor except Mr. Clark and Mr. Ford who each abstained.  
 
Mr. Ford said that Mr. Spector told him that he did not want a vote on an enterprise fund system, but that he wanted 
a fair and equitable fee structure worked out.  Mr. Reckman said that a vote had already been taken to use a fee and 
now they needed to figure out the formula.   Mr. Ghiselin said that Mr. Felten had just introduced the idea that flood 
control costs should be paid by the General Fund and not by a new fee. Mr. Felten moved to “separate the EPA 
mandates from flood control”. Ms. Murphy seconded the motion.  Mr. Clark was not in favor of the motion because 
of the need for funding for deferred maintenance and the flood control pump station and that the vote may threaten 
the chance to replace the pump station.  Ms. McGrath questioned how new projects will get dealt with. Mr. Felten 
said the budget is gnawing at him and that the budget could be $2 million or $6 million, etc. and that the cart was 
before the horse.  He said more definitive information about what is planned is required and then it could be figured 
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out how to pay for it.  He said it’s very open ended and he’s worried about that.  Mr. Dostal said in 1940 the flood 
control system was funded 100% by the federal government and turned over to the City. Now the Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE) says that because of all the flooding they are not sure of the levees are high enough and they need 
to be checked.  The City was told to do this. The pump station equipment is over 70 years old and parts can no 
longer be ordered.  He said that flood control should not be separated from the proposed fee system.  He said no one 
has yet determined if the pump station needs updating or complete replacements – but either way money will be 
needed for this and that there is no federal money.  Mr. Ghiselin agreed with Mr. Dostal and he does not support 
separating flood control out separately.  He said public works should be given the money to do what needs to be 
done.  He added it’s a political decision on the budget and the City Council must vote to increase any fee.  A 
predictable stream of money is needed to do the needed work.  Mr. Felten say that there is a need to deal with flood 
control separately. Funding the EPA mandates is easily done, then flood control is more complicated since it’s not 
fundamentally based on runoff.  There is a need for revenue for flood control but how can it be done fair and 
equitably?  The thresholds and ability to pay is important for equitability.  A budget of $500,000 for flow off 
property makes sense for EPA mandates but flood control needs to be dealt with separately.  Mr. Reckman said he 
understands the distinction between stormwater and flood control but wondered if the distinction would be lost on 
the public. He said if you only pay for EPA mandates you may never get to any flood control work.  He said the fee 
is a good way to pay for both.  
 
Mr. Felten said that he’s not saying not to do flood control but to deal with it as 2 parts of a formula within a fee 
structure.  Mr. Ford said that the bills would be divided into one portion for stormwater/EPA mandates and another 
portion for flood control? Mr. Ghiselin asked if they can be separated in the budget.  Ms. McGrath asked if the Task 
Force charge even included flood control? As written it only references stormwater.  Mr. Reckman said Councilor 
Spector was previously asked for a clarification of the charge and indicated that flood control is included. Mr. 
Culhane said that he thought that Mr. Spector had said that flood control should be included but that he could be sent 
an email to confirm this.  Mr. Ford said he wants the charge clarified since it is the official document for the task 
force.   Mr. Felten said getting back to Ms. McGrath’s question that flood control and stormwater can be put in one 
bill but split up.   They could be two parts of the same formulas.  Ms. Murphy asked if each bill would have two 
separate line items. Mr. Felten replied it could be a single fee calculated in two parts.  Mr. Hellman said he has 
concerns about separating out flood control and that funding should be based on three principles: a reliable steady 
source of money, not reliant on taxes, and not reliant on overrides. Mr. Reckman said that Mr. Felten is now 
indicating that it could be a single fee, in two parts, which would address Mr. Hellman’s concerns.  Mr. Ghiselin 
asked if it would shift the funding burden to residential properties? Mr. Felten replied probably. Mr. Dostal said that 
if there is underlying concern about the total budget, the annual budget could be tied to a cost of living adjustment or 
other escalating clause.  A fund could be set up with a stated increase and the escalator could be reviewed and 
changed in the future if needed.  Mr. Reckman asked if a formula for flood control and stormwater would be 
changed year to year based on actual costs?  Mr. Felten said yes – it would just be a formula.  Mr. Dostal suggested a 
process where public works would discuss budgets with the Joint Committee and then ultimately to the City Council 
for a vote, or an automatic escalator could be used.  Mr. Reckman suggested that an escalator for the first 5 years 
could be used.   Mr. Clark agreed with the general approach.  Mr. Culhane commented that the City Council now 
approves all capital projects that require bonding, that the Board of Public Works sets the water and sewer rates and 
that the City Council approves all City budgets. Mr. Clark said that the City Council, as elected officials, could set 
the rates and the timeframe of 3-5 years for an escalator would be good.  He stressed the importance of not starting 
with a low fee and then jumping immediately to a higher fee.  Mr. Hellman said he is in favor of a cap and phase-out 
and that he had concerns about politicians making decisions about rates. He said in the other enterprise funds the 
Board of Public Works looks very hard at the budgets and makes rate decisions based on revenue needs.  He 
suggested that City Council factors in decisions may not be a soundly grounded on this kind of information.  Mr. 
Reckman said he would like to see a 2-part model to consider it further. Mr. Culhane questioned the need for a vote 
about using a model in 2 parts for flood control and stormwater and that such a vote would dismiss other models as 
proposed.  Mr. Ghiselin said it’s ok to consider new models.  Mr. Felten withdrew his earlier motion.  Mr. Clark 
asked if Mr. Felten could prepare another model? Mr. Ford said a new model could be a lot of work and do we think 
it will result in a positive outcome? Mr. Felten said a new model could be prepared for discussion.   
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7. Report from Northampton Public Works 
 

No specific report had been requested and none was provided. 
 

8. Review of Principles Matrix 
9. Individual Member Comments on the Matrix 

 
Mr. Ford distributed a copy of the matrix from the last meeting.  He had highlighted some of the rows in the matrix.  
Lines marked yellow indicated consensus and pink indicated a split vote. Mr. Felten said to move things forward, if 
there is a split vote on a factor, multiple fee proposals could be recommended.  For example, since there is a split 
about using a “commons” component in the fee, one recommendation could be to include a fee with a “commons” 
component. Mr. Ford asked which model should be moved forward?  Ms. McGrath indicated that the 
Culhane/Reckman 2 model had a “commons” component and the “commons” acts like a floor to the fee.  Mr. Felten 
pointed out that the Culhane/Reckman 2 model has a different percentage distribution that property value and tax 
contributions.  He asked if the “commons” would be the floor and that credits would be added on.  Mr. Hellman and 
Mr. Reckman indicated yes.  Mr. Dostal added that the “commons” fee would be paid by all. Mr. Ford said that that 
model would be recommended due to the split vote on the “commons”criteria.  
 
Mr. Ford asked about members thoughts about various caps. Mr. Dostal said the budget could be tied to an escalator 
like 2.5% for 5 years, or to a COLA.  Mr. Felten said that a cap on overall revenue could be established.  Mr. Dostal 
said the public is concerned about this.  Mr. Clark commented that in a previous meeting Mr. Shennette did not like 
an overall cap because what if more money was needed to deal with an unexpected emergency.  Mr. Dostal said that 
you could use language such as any emergency over $75,000 would have to be picked up by the general fund.  Mr. 
Felten said that the ratepayers needed to be protected from unreasonable increases.  He said the current budget of $2 
million is about 2% of the overall City budget of $96 million and that this is a lot of money.  Mr. Ford asked if there 
was consensus on rate increases. The matrix sheet was filled in and there was a consensus that  a cap on the rate 
increase should be used, that a cap on the amount of revenue should be used and that a cap on the maximum bill 
should not be used.   
 

10. Report Writing – Who does what? 
11. Report Writing – Who Does what? 

 
Mr. Ford asked if the committee should write the report. Mr. Clark said it should be.  Mr. Reckman said that every 
member should review the draft report before it is released. Mr. Felten offered to prepare an outline of the 
recommendation report document for the next meeting, so that writing assignments can be discussed.   

 
12. New Business 

 
No new business was discussed.  
 

13. Setting Next Meeting Date 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for May 23rd at 5:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room.  (Note: This 
meeting date was subsequently changed to May 29th at 5:00 p.m. in the Public Works Conference Room.)  

 
14. Public Comments 

 
There were no additional public comments. 

 
15. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, May 29, 2013  

 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
Public Works Conference Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, Rick Clark, James 
Dostal, Megan Murphy Wolf, David Teece, John Shennette   
Members absent: Emory Ford  
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer 
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair. 

 
The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by Dan Felten,  Vice-Chair. Mr. Felten stated that the meeting would 
end by 6:45 p.m. to allow task force members to attend a presentation by the Army Corps of Engineers about the 
City’s flood control system, which was scheduled to start at 7 p.m. at the Bridge Street School.  

 
2. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website.  

 
3. Public Comment 
 

There was no public comment. 
 

4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from May 23, 2013 
 
The minutes were approved for the May 23rd meeting.  
 

5. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
 

Prior to the start of the meeting 2 spreadsheets were distributed by staff as follows: 
• Sample Annual Stormwater Bill Comparisons – updated 5/29/13 
• Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposed Stormwater Fees by Property Types 

 
Mr. Felten handed out a spreadsheet that showed a new fee algorithm he had developed (Felten 3). Mr.Felten 
described the new model which is based on 3 factors for buildings, impervious land, and pervious land.  He selected 
different runoff coefficients for each factor. He said he limited pervious contribution to a maximum of one acre – or 
about $100 in the model. He said that for this new model small residential property would pay 52%, large residential 
10%, commercial/industrial 22% and non-profits would pay 9%. He said that he felt that model was better 
approaching equity and would be the least likely to be legally challenged.  Mr. Reckman said he was concerned that 
this model might be complicated to explain.  Mr. Shennette asked Mr. Laurila about the feasibility of implementing 
this fee structure and whether it would be costly.  Mr. Laurila said that based on the current understanding of the 
proposal that there were no issues that would prevent it from being implemented.  Mr. Felten said that accessing 
assessor’s information for a specific property only took in the range of 10-40 seconds.  Mr. Laurila stated that all the 
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numbers would need to be checked before any of the fee models are implemented.  Mr. Ghiselin asked why the 
Smith College fee was not shown in the spreadsheet.  Mr. Laurila said that the building data needed to calculate the 
fee is not available in the assessors database and that GIS could be used to get the data needed to calculate the Smith 
College fee.  Mr. Clark asked how building impervious area was determined and Mr. Felten replied that assessor 
data could be used for this purpose.  Ms. McGrath asked were large apartments and town houses fit it? Mr. Felten 
said those would be under large residential.  Ms. McGrath asked if single family was just a flat fee and if a shed or 
deck would be counted.  Mr. Felten said the average single family fee would be $138 and that a histogram could be 
used to refine the fee calculations.  Mr. Clark asked if this model was an effort to keep the funding burden on the 
commercial and industrial sectors? Mr. Felten indicated that if the method chosen is close to the tax burden 
percentage it is a benefit.  Residential property accounts for 83% of the total property tax burden. Mr. Clark stated he 
had no problem with a shift that the ERU method would result in – where the commercial/industrial sector would 
pay more of a percentage of the total revenue and that the formula is to determine how to divide up the $2 million 
revenue need.  Mr. Ghiselin said they should focus on equity and comparison of property classes and that the 
revenue budgeted could be less than $2 million.  Mr. Felten said it could a lot more like $6 million. Mr. Dostal said 
$1.5 million may not be enough money.   Mr. Reckman said that the new model puts more value on residential 
property and that makes sense since human life and safety are the most valuable.  
 
Mr. Clark said the ERU method appears to be the best approach.  The ERU philosophy works with common 
ownership and shared responsibility to fix flood control and stormwater systems before problems arise.  This is a 
long term issue that needs to be dealt with now and that using overrides would be a tough sell.  The City Council 
will need to do more public outreach and he thought a $2 million budget is the minimum that should be considered.  
Mr. Dostal agreed with these statements. Mr. Felten said the ERU simplifies residential bills and others are based on 
the impervious surface and rate.  It reflects impervious surface exactly and does not account for cost burdens of large 
impervious area owners, such as sweeping, catch basin cleaning and other costly maintenance activities not 
encountered by residential property owners. He said he is a homeowner and a business owner in the City and this fee 
will be tacked as a financial burden like a tax.  Mr. Shennette referenced an email sent by Mr. Clark which said that 
the majority of cities have used an ERU system.  He asked if there was a way to do a hybrid fee with an ERU for 
residential and some other fee structure for other properties.  Maybe consider the Felten3 model for 
commercial/industrial property.   He said it might be easier to sell the ERU fee since it is used across the country.  
He added that Smith College expends a significant amount of money of sweeping, catch basin cleaning, green roofs 
etc to manage stormwater on their property.  Mr. Felten said that Terry Culhane had considered a model with land 
use factors and that intensity of use factors could be used but that gets more subjective.  Mr. Reckman suggested that 
a 3rd factor could be added to the Culhane/Reckman model.  Mr. Culhane said that the fee philosophy and framework 
being determined by the Task Force could last for decades and by the City for a very long time.   Mr. Clark said this 
is a good point and property values may benefit since the City is investing in infrastructure.   He added it would be a 
good way to improve behavior and responsibility for managing stormwater.  
 
Mr. Reckman suggested that a more elaborate version of the Culhane/Reckman model could be developed that used 
an ERU for residential. Mr. Felten said that might not be much different that his new model.  Mr. Hellman said the 
acceptability of a fee value goes beyond the ability to calculate it.  Homeowner will be looking to see if they are 
paying what their neighbors are paying and that one-family fee is not equal to a 3-family house fee and those types 
of comparisons.  He said that the report writing will be important and that a frequently asked questions fact-sheet on 
major issues is needed and that it would help the City Council and others.   
 
Mr. Dostal said it was most important to have a cap on the fund at a reasonable amount.  He said he had some 
questions into the state about the use of a revolving fund, special revolving fund and enterprise fund for this purpose. 
He said a five year sunset clause is needed and after that time the DPW or City Council would need to determine 
how well the cap is working.  Mr. Culhane asked if the intent of Felten3 to nudge fee results so that property value 
breakdown mirrors the tax rate breakdown by property class? For example, using the Clark method and other 
methods commercial property on King Street pays a higher cost and commercial/industrial would be a higher 
percentage than the property tax breakdown.  Is this what the Task Force intends?  Mr. Dostal said he would not 
support a higher burden on commercial/industrial sectors because the City Council works hard to get businesses to 
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come into the City.  Mr. Felten said it’s not higher by design and that it just came out that way. Mr. Clark said the 
operation and maintenance cost is variable and not always done and that he gets behind the revenue percentage split 
in the Culhane/Reckman model.   Mr. Teece asked if Mr. Ghiselin question about the salability of dollar amount had 
been answered. Mr. Ghiselin added that they should be focused on the bill but the relationship between 
commercial/industrial, no-profits etc is a factor.  Mr. Teece expressed concern about the public perception of a fee 
since a lot of infrastructure is below ground and the fee may be called a rain tax, or fear tax, and that it should be 
thought of as a reality tax.  He said the education piece will be very important.  He added that if the fee calculation 
gets too complex people can’t understand it. Mr. Felten discussed how an ERU system worked as a simplified 
method for residential fees and that the ERU factor is applied to commercial/industrial property.  He said that several 
of the models have math involved to calculate the fee.   
 
Mr. Clark said that he wanted to hear more about credits and that maybe an ERU system with a better set of credits 
for commercial and industrial would be something to consider.   Mr. Hellman said he was against using credits to get 
around higher fees for commercial and industrial property.  He wanted a fee system to be determined absent of 
credits first, and then a credit system could be determined. He said the City Council could decide on no credits and 
the fee structure would need to stand on its own.  Mr. Teece said that the Task Force should be on record as having 
strongly recommended the use of credits. Mr. Clark said the commercial/industrial sector will be very interested in 
credits.  Mr. Shennette said that Smith College would also be interested in credits and the educational components 
for credits. Mr. Ghiselin asked how the runoff factors in Felten3 were determined and if they were in the mid-range 
of published values. Mr. Felten said they were not and described how he selected them.  
 
Mr. Ghiselin asked if the factors could be defended as realistic.  Mr. Felten replied he would.  Ms. Murphy said that 
she could agree with the Felten3 model and that it could be explained to the public. She agreed with Felten3 which 
puts more burden on the residents and that some previous models resulted in insane bills for businesses that would 
have been impossible to budget.   
 
Mr. Felten said that during the previous meeting the Task Force had suggested possibly recommending 2-3 models.  
He reviewed the different approaches and asked if the Task Force wanted to continue with 2-3 models in the 
recommendation or a list of all the  models with a pros and cons list. There was general discussion about how to 
proceed.  Mr. Teece said that if a 3rd model was included it might be considered junk.  Mr. Dostal and Ms. McGrath 
agreed 2 are plenty to recommend. Mr. Clark said one recommended model would be nice.  By vote the Felten3 
model (renamed “hydraulic acreage”) was preferred on a vote with Chris Hellman, Megan Murphy Wolf, Alex 
Ghiselin, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, and John Shennette  in favor.   Favoring other models were Robert Reckman, 
Rick Clark, James Dostal, and  David Teece. Based on another vote the Clark2 method using an ERU was preferred 
as an alternate fee setting method. 

 
6. Response from Paul Spector on Time Extension 
 

This item was not discussed at this meeting. 
 
7. Any Report from DPW – Jim Laurila 
 

No specific report had been requested and none was provided. 
 

8. Review of Principles Matrix 
9. Individual Member Comments on the Matrix 

 
The principles matrix was not discussed at this meeting. 
 

10. Committee Recommendations to Joint Committee – Principles, Fee Formula’s, Concerns, Minority Report 
11. Report Writing – Who Does what? 
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Mr. Felten distributed an outline for “Final Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Stormwater Task Force”.  The outline 
was used to determine writing assignments for the final document. The Task Force discussed having draft section 
distributed for member review prior to the next meeting. At the next meeting comments would be discussed.  

 
12. Path Forward 

 
No new business was discussed.  
 

13. New Business – Reserved for topics the Chair did not reasonably anticipate would be discussed 
 

The next meeting was scheduled for June 13th at 5:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room.   
 
14. Setting Next Meeting Date – Public Comments 

 
There were no additional public comments. 

 
15. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, June 13, 2013  

 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
Public Works Conference Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, Rick Clark, James 
Dostal, Megan Murphy Wolf, David Teece 
Members absent: Emory Ford, John Shennette    
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer, Doug McDonald, Stormwater Manager, Ned Huntley, 
P.E. Director of Public Works 
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair. 

 
The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by Dan Felten, Vice-Chair.  

 
2. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website.  

 
3. Public Comment 
 

Prior to the start of the meeting staff distributed two tables entitled: 
• City Properties and City, State and Federal Roadways Excluded from Stormwater Billing 
• Federal and State Properties 

 
Mr. Culhane said that the Task Force members had voted to exempt City properties from billing.  He asked that the 
Task Force consider reviewing the list of municipal properties and attaching a final list of exempt municipal 
properties to the Task Force Report.  Similarly, he requested that the list of state and federal properties by reviewed 
and a final list attached to the Task Force report.  
 
Mr. Paul Walker from Ward 6A requested copies of letters sent to the City by the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. He also requested copies of all Task Force meeting minutes.   
  

4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from May 29, 2013 
 
The minutes were approved for the May 29th meeting.  
 

5. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
 

The following documents were distributed: 
• Sample Annual Stormwater Bill Comparisons – updated 6/13/13 
• Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposed Stormwater Fees by Property Types –updated 6/13/13 
• Felten3 (Hydraulic Acreage) – Proposed Stormwater Fee Billing Structure – Sample Calculations 
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Mr. Felten described the updated information for the hydraulic acreage billing structure.  Mr. Felten had worked 
earlier in the day with staff to make some modification to the fee structure.  This resulted in some changes to sample 
bills when compared to the fees presented at the last meeting.  Using the hydraulic acreage method the average 
single family home would pay $144 per year; a 2-family would pay $125/year; and a 3-family would pay $150/year. 
Ms. McGrath asked why the 2-family fee dropped below a single family house fee.  Mr. Felten said the change 
occurred when the algorithm was applied to a listing of all residential properties.  Mr. Hellman said someone, such 
as a politician, might apply a fudge factor to increase the 2-family to be higher than a single family home.  He 
noticed that the fee for undeveloped land also increased.  Mr. Clark also questioned why the fee for the 2-family 
property is less.  Mr. McDonald suggested that task force member refer to the sample calculation page that was 
handed out which illustrates how the fees are calculated. Mr. Felten described the need to adjust for very large 
residential properties that skew the average property size.  Ms. McGrath said she did not understand the calculations 
and asked what hydraulic acreage means.  Mr. Felten described the contribution to the amount of surface water run-
off from different surfaces.  Ms. McGrath expressed concern about not being able to explain the fee calculation and 
that the fee is confusing.  Mr. Reckman said he felt the virtue in the Felten3 model is that it is a mathematical model.  
Mr. Hellman said he is also comfortable with the model but said he is committed to preparing a frequently asked 
questions sheet to help explain it.  He added that the final report will need a glossary of terms to make it easier to 
understand.  Mr. Felten said that the glossary should be added to the final report.  Mr. Reckman suggested that 2 
tables be prepared for the final report. One table would be for the 2 recommended fee structures only – and would 
show the sample bills.  The second table would show all the proposed sample fee structures and bills.  Mr. Culhane 
asked Mr. Felten about the background for calculating the fee for undeveloped property.  Mr. Felten described that 
there is a maximum charge based on a one acre area.  Mr. Culhane asked if this was arbitrary and Mr. Felten replied 
that it is.  Mr. Clark said that each model has some degree of arbitrary decision-making and described the ERU 
model and the assumption for billing undeveloped land.  Mr. Teece said that the facts are the facts and can not be 
disputed.  There is some arbitrary decision in preparing a credit program.  Some of the items that are arbitrary could 
be changed by anyone.  Ms. Murphy asked how the bills would increase if the overall budget was increased to 
$3million per year.  Mr. Felten described how the rate would change and the bills would increase. Mr. Dostal said 
that a cap of 2 ½ percent increases could be used. He also suggested s sunset clause for the review of the cap should 
be set at 3 to 5 years.  Mr. Ghiselin said the $2 million is arbitrary and it could be more or less and that the number is 
only being used to define the fee calculations.  Mr. Hellman said the $2 million is based on the Department of Public 
Works research and that the City Council could decide a higher number would be better.  Mr. Clark said for the ERU 
model if the budget was $3 million the bills would increase by 50 percent.  Mr. Felten said the fee increase would 
also be proportional for the hydraulic acreage method. He added that the Task Force should focus on the two 
recommended models and their differences. For example, for undeveloped land the Clark2 model a 50 acre property 
would have a bill of $745 versus a bill of $130 using the hydraulic acreage model.  Mr. Clark said that the ERU 
could use a cap for undeveloped land and the resulting fee for undeveloped land would be smaller and would benefit 
open space goals.  Mr. Felten said all the models have arbitrary assumptions to some degree.   Mr. Clark said that the 
ERU without the fee for undeveloped land does not have that flaw. He added that for a 10 acre undeveloped parcel 
the fee would be equal to a 3-family house fee and if the revenue requirement increases the fee for undeveloped land 
would also be increased. Mr. Felten asked the other members how does it work for each model to be considered fair 
and equitable?  There are arbitrary fees caps and fees that could be applied. What is the basis to support these 
models?  Mr. Hellman said that you may have to give up exactness for simplicity. You have to chose a number and it 
may not be perfect but it’s good.  Mr. Felten said that the hydraulic acreage model is way out ahead of the ERU and 
it’s the model of choice.  The ERU was a distant 2nd vote. He suggested the task force focus on that model. He 
questioned why 2 models were being included in the final report.  Mr. Hellman said that including two models helps 
to tease out the points of contention.  He added that the ERU is commonly used and it got votes. Mr. Ghiselin added 
that they illustrate the strengths and weaknesses of each. Mr. Clark said it was good to show the two recommended 
models as well as all the other models that were discussed.  Mr. Felten said it is important to get these points into the 
narrative.  Mr. Reckman said the report needs to say how much one model was preferred over the other.  He 
suggested adding the actual vote counts into the narrative. Mr. Clark asked if it was relevant to include the column 
with tax information in the fee summary spreadsheet.  Since it is not a fee setting factor it should be removed.  Mr. 
Hellman agreed.    
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6. Any Report from DPW – Jim Laurila 
 

No specific report had been requested and none was provided. 
 
7. Review of Progress of Report Section Drafts by Committee Members 
8. Individual Member Comments on Report 
9. Report Writing – Who does what next 

 
A statement that was prepared by David Teece was distributed. Mr. Felten said that this statement should be 
included in the final report, possibly as a forward to the document.  Prior to the meeting each draft section of the 
final document was distributed to each task force member. The task force members discussed the content of each 
draft section and edits and additions to the document were discussed.  The task force members will work on the 
discussed changes and a revised draft for the next meeting.   Mr. Shenette will review, edit and format the final 
document for distribution to the Joint Committee for their meeting on July 8. 
 

10. Path Forward 
 

This was discussed above. 
 

11. New Business – Reserved for topics the Chair did not reasonably anticipate would be discussed. 
 
No new business was introduced.  

 
12. Setting Next Meeting Date 

 
The next meeting was scheduled for June 20th at 5:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room.   
 

13. Public Comments 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
14. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m. 
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                                                Storm Water Advisory Task Force  
Emory Ford, Chair 

Dan Felten, Vice-Chair 
 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, June 20, 2013  

 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
Public Works Conference Room 

125 Locust Street,  Northampton, MA 
 

1. Members present:  Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, Rick Clark, Megan 
Murphy Wolf, Emory Ford, John Shennette   
Members absent: David Teece, James Dostal  
City Staff Attendees: James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer, Doug McDonald, Stormwater Manager, Ned Huntley, 
P.E. Director of Public Works 
 
The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by Emory Ford, Chair.  

 
2. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting    

 
The meeting was video recorded by North Street Association, Ruth McGrath.  Videos of these meetings will be 
posted on youtube and a link will be placed on the DPW website.  

 
3. Public Comment 
 

Resident Fred Zimnoch made four points.  First, he is concerned about the possible escalating fees as shown in Table 
5.11 of the CDM report. He urged the Task Force to recommend a cap.  Secondly, he retracted his earlier statement 
that the ERU method for his property is more expensive than the proposed Proposition 2 ½ over-ride.  Third, he 
asked that the Task Force include a process for a resident to request an abatement.  Lastly, he said the Felton 
Methods are the best but he found Felton3 to be obscure and wondered why the 2-family rate is less expensive than 
the rate for a single family home.   
 
Resident Paul Walker said he understands the problem but that federal and state issues are not mandates. He said 
taxpayers are being lied to and asked - why is stormwater a mandate?  He said there is an economic downturn and 
it’s not right to be setting new fees. 
  

4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from June 13, 2013 
 
The minutes were approved for the June 13th meeting.  
 

5. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committee members 
 

No new fee algorithms were proposed.  Mr. Laurila indicated that he and Mr. McDonald provided some support to 
Mr. Clark and Mr. Felten as they explored the details of the hydraulic acreage model.  Slightly revised fee 
calculations were provided for the hydraulic acreage model.  Revised sample calculations were provided for the 
Clark2 model and the hydraulic acreage model. The details of the two recommended models were discussed by the 
Task Force.    
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6. Any Report from DPW – Jim Laurila 
 

No specific report had been requested and none was provided. 
 
7. Review of Progress of Report Section Drafts by Committee Members 
8. Individual Member Comments on Report 
9. Report Writing – Who does what next 

 
Ms. McGrath distributed a draft glossary and requested that the members review it and add any other terms as 
appropriate.  Mr. Clark suggested that the draft report be reviewed to determine if other definitions are needed.  He 
also suggested using EPA documents for determining definitions. Mr. Shennette said that he would have a compiled 
final report for all to review before July 8th. The compiled draft will be sent by email and no further Task Force 
meetings will be needed.  All members agreed to review the compiled draft report to be sent by Mr. Shennette and 
let him know if they have any comments. There was discussion about how best to incorporate a reference to the 
CDM report and any implications related to the Task Force work.  The pros and cons of adding an Executive 
Summary to the final report were discussed.  There was discussion about whether a presentation of the report to the 
Joint Committee on July 8th was needed.  Ultimately it was agreed that the final report would be provided to the Joint 
Committee before July 8th and that no formal presentation would be made.  All task force members present indicated 
their intention on attending the July 8th meeting and being able to assist with answering questions that may arise.  
Mr. Ford offered to do a brief introduction at the July 8th meeting.    
 

10. Path Forward 
 

This was discussed above. 
 

11. New Business – Reserved for topics the Chair did not reasonably anticipate would be discussed. 
 
No new business was introduced.  

 
12. Setting Next Meeting Date 

 
No additional task force meetings were scheduled.  The Task Force will meet with the Conference Committee on 
July 8, 2013. 
 

13. Public Comments 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
14. Adjourn 

 
The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 
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