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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.



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:

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

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

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

e 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.



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



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.



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:

o0 Fees were assessed based upon impervious areas estimated for each property

o0 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 Coefficients’, 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:

0 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.

! “Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers”, American Society of Civil Engineers, 1969.



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.



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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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

e All fees are determined only by impervious surface of each parcel (except undeveloped
parcel fee).
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e All or most of the data needed is already available.

e Allows for a credit/incentive program to be developed for all impervious surfaces.

e Easy to explain and understand.

e 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

e Once a simple system is adopted, it may be difficult to change to a more refined system.
e 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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Attachmentl

CITY OF NORTHAMPTON

MASSACHUSETTS

' ) EAY PR S DA (D I S ’
.gn sz Counci/i .............................................................................................................................
Upon The recommendation of Councilor Jesse M. Adams, Councilor Paul D. Spector and
Councilor William 1. Dwight

Ordered, that

Whereas, the City of Northampton faces sienificant new expenses 1o maintain pur storm water

drainage systen, and

Whereas, though all of the work is needed and beneficial itis NOT a matter of choice, and
Whereas, the federal gosernment is mandating many improvements, and

Wihereas, in the past. this svstem bas been funded by the general fund,

NOW, THEREFORE BE I'T ORDERED,

The City Council hereby creates a Storm Waier Ad-Hoe Advisory Taskforce as an advisory body to
the City Council. The Taskforce will have the following charge:

--To deliberate in publiic and conform to the principles of Best Practices as referenced in the city's
Jest Practces Final Recommendations,

—~To examine ways in which these costs could be funded, looking at what other communities have
done and our own enferprise fund sysiem.

-~-To recommend the general principies which should cuide the new funding with particuiar focus
on eguity and transparency.

--To offer recommendations about actual formulas that might be employed.

The members of the Storm Water Advisory Taskforce shall be selected by March 15, 2013 and
submitted to the City Council Clerk according to the following method:

Y members seiected by cach City Councilor

-1 member selected b the Chamber of Consmerce

=

-1 member selecied by the Board of Public W orks
- member selected by the Non-Profit Conmmunny

In City Council, March 7, 2013
Rules suspended, passed two readings and enrolied.

Atest: ‘\Wa,/\%}- Mw . Clerk of Council

Approved: David J. Narkewicz, Mayor
A true copy.

Attest: (\r\\oqv-j\ i . WMN . Clerk of Council
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Attachment?

Existing Operation Budget Allocations
Flood Control Personnel (Overtime Storms)
Flood Control O&M
Stormdrain Personnel
Stormdrains O&M
Indirect Costs
Total Allocated O&M

Increase in O&M Budget (due to new
EPA permit)

Monitoring (Outfalls/Drain Manholes)

Engineering Staff

Operations Staff

Billing Clerk

Catch basin cleaning vehicle

Vactor truck

Public education

Energy costs

Total incremental O&M

Infrastructure Investments
Flood Control Pump St.Alts Anal/prelim dsn
North St Drainage
Drainage infrastructure -undefined

Municipal green design/construction
Total Infrastructure Investments

Total Operating Expenses

Debt Service
General Bond (See Below)
Ridgewood Terrace/Crescent St
Barrett St/Utility Study
Mill River Levee - Partial Repair
Anticipated Future Debt (See Below)

Levee Capital Improvements
River Road Retaining Wall
Roberts Meadow Brook
Levee Certification
Total Debt Service

Total Revenue Requirement

FY 2013

$23,000
$32,625
$110,098
$54,050
$0
$219,773

$0

$219,240
$0
$0

$439,013

$99,746

$99,746

$538,759

FY 2014 FY 2015
$23,000 $23,690
$32,625 $33,884

374 $112,928
$54,050 $55,672
$0 $230,000
$221,049 $456,174
- $100,000
- $60,000
- $100,000
- $50,000
- $26,000
- $60,000
- $20,000
- $20,000
$0 $436,000
$200,000

$0
$20,000 $500,000
$0 $30,000
$20,000 $730,000
$241,049 $1,622,174
$94,301 $91,801
$37,700
$160,800
$54,600
. $55.000
$94,301 $399,901
$335,350 $2,022,075

FY 2015-16 Stormwater Expenses

FY 2016

$24,401
$35,194
$116316
$57,342
$240,000
$473,253

$103,000
$61,800
$103,000
$51,500
$26,000
$60,000
$20,600
$20,600
$446,500

$500,000

$30,000
$530,000

$1,449,753

$90,373

$36,758
$156,780
$53,235
$23.625
$390,771

$1,840,524
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Attachment

Exemptions, Credits and Incentives

Thisis 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. Thisis 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 generaly used or
standardized definitions for these terms:

e Exemptions are permanent

e Creditsarerecurring

e Incentivestend to be one-time

As aresult, 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 ther
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 specia 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-residentia 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 residentia
properties.

Categories of Eligible Properties

Different communities use different definitions when discussing which properties are eligible for
rate relief. As arule 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.


enguser
Typewritten Text
Attachment 5


Exemptions

When offered, exemptions of storm water fees are usually granted for the following:
Undevel oped 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 activitiesinclude:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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, regardiess 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 afee 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/fil ebank/documents/27363

South Burlington, VT
http://www.sburlstorm water.com/wp-content/upl oads/downl oads/manual s/credit_manual . pdf

Philadelphia, PA
http://www.phila.gov/water/Storm water/pdfs/SCAA Manual .pdf

Richmond, VA
http://www.richmondgov.com/dpu/Storm water Credits.aspx

Griffin, GA
http://www.cityofgriffin.com/Portal /1/COG%20SWU%20CREDI T%20MANUAL %2003 01 1
1.pdf

Champaign, IL
http://ci.champaign.il.us/departments/public-works/resi dents/stormwater-
management/stormwater-utility-fee/storm water-utility-fee-fag/



http://www.neorsd.org/stormwatercreditmanual.php�
http://www.newtonma.gov/civicax/filebank/documents/27363�
http://www.phila.gov/water/Storm%20water/pdfs/SCAA_Manual.pdf�
http://www.richmondgov.com/dpu/Storm%20waterCredits.aspx�
http://www.cityofgriffin.com/Portals/1/COG%20SWU%20CREDIT%20MANUAL%2003_01_11.pdf�
http://www.cityofgriffin.com/Portals/1/COG%20SWU%20CREDIT%20MANUAL%2003_01_11.pdf�
http://ci.champaign.il.us/departments/public-works/residents/stormwater-management/stormwater-utility-fee/storm%20water-utility-fee-faq/�
http://ci.champaign.il.us/departments/public-works/residents/stormwater-management/stormwater-utility-fee/storm%20water-utility-fee-faq/�

Attachments

Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposed Stormwater Fees by Property Types

City of Northampton

DRAFT

6/19/2013
ERU (Plus
Assessors Undeveloped Hydraulic
Total Area | Impervious Pervious Valuation |Property Tax Fee) Acreage
H H - H 0, 0, 0, 79 479
Small Residential (1-3 Family) 38% 38% 38% 83% 83% 37% %
Large Residential (4+ Unit
Apartments, Condos, Rooming) 5% 12% 4% 12% 10%
Commercial/Industrial 12% 31% 10% 17% 17% 30% 24%
Tax Exempt 11% 13% 11% 13% 11%
Other 35% 6% 37% 8% 8%
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Attachment7

City of Northampton
Sample Annual Stormwater Bill Comparison - City Property Excluded from Billing
(Updated 6/19/2013 Supercedes Previous Summaries)

Property Areas

Fee Methods

. 1
Impervious Area (SF . ERU (Plus
Total Area P (SF) Pervious Area ( A
1 1 Undeveloped | Hydraulic Acreage
(SF) P (SF)
Building Area Other Fee)

Sample Bills Total (SF) Impervious (SF)
Single Family House

Average (5,560 properties) 47,378 3,682 1,901 1,872 43,696

Clark ERU Plus 3,682 $ 110

Felten 3-Hydraulic Acreage (Pervious average with 1 acre cap) 1,901 1,872 17,701 $ 144
Two Family House

Average (892 properties) 18,350 3,916 2,085 1,895 14,438

Clark ERU Plus 3,916 $ 117

Felten 3-Hydraulic Acreage (Pervious average with 1 acre cap) 2,058 1,895 9,393 $ 125
Three Family House

Average (163 properties) 17,252 4,985 2,418 2,585 12,267

Clark ERU Plus 4,985 $ 149

Felten 3-Hydraulic Acreage (Pervious average with 1 acre cap) 2,418 2,585 9,381 $ 149
Undeveloped Land (1 acres) 43,560 - - - 43,560 | $ 1118 129
Undeveloped Land (10 acres) 435,600 - - - 435,600 | $ 110 | $ 129
Undeveloped Land (50 acres) 2,178,000 - - - 2,178,000 | $ 550 | $ 129
Arcadia (1 of 10 parcels) 14,704,497 16,075 - 16,075 14,688,422 | $ 4,110 | $ 461
Grow Food Northampton (Farm) 1,116,878 92 - 92 1,116,786 | $ 223 1§ 130
1-Family Property (19.2 acre lot) 837,581 3,218 2,728 490 834,363 | $ 110 | $ 144
Paradise Copies-21 Conz St 14,514 11,853 5,310 6,543 2,661 ]S 354 1% 292
Coopers, 35 Main St, Forence 21,219 16,550 8,734 7,816 4,669 | $ 4941 420
CVS, 366 King St 93,915 63,734 13,786 49,948 30,1811 $ 1,904 | $ 1,508
Hotel Northampton, 36 King St & 43 Gothic St 79,330 77,835 21,070 56,765 1,495 $ 2325]$ 1,768
221 Pine Street 143,137 79,838 56,472 23,366 63,2991 $ 2,385 ]S 2,195
Clarion Hotel & Conference Center, 23 Atwood Dr 333,827 190,319 64,700 125,619 143,509 | $ 5,686 | $ 4,539
Lia Toyota, 246-280 King St 301,474 233,375 37,821 195,554 68,099 | $ 6,972 ]S 5,230
River Run Condominiums, Damon Rd (Condos) 721,819 242,688 93,281 149,407 479,131 | $ 7,250 ] $ 5,832
L-3 KEO, 50 Prince St 591,416 265,805 92,133 173,672 325,611 1 $ 7,941 ] $ 6,301
Hathaway Farms, Barrett St (207 Apartments) 794,848 380,421 131,762 248,659 414,427 | $ 11,365 ] $ 8,962
Walmart, 180 North King St 510,525 423,020 141,217 281,803 87,5051 $ 12,638 ] $ 9,912
Coca-Cola, 45 Industrial Dr 908,923 756,582 484,200 272,382 152,341 1 $ 22,603 | $ 19,336
Cooley Dickinson Hospital 1,914,472 761,289 167,858 593,431 1,153,182 1 $ 22,7441 $ 17,099
Three County Fairgrounds 1,981,631 842,349 213,225 629,124 1,139,281 | $ 25,165 | $ 19,108
VA Medical Center, 421 North Main St 4,548,200 1,099,758 288,260 811,498 3,448,442 1 $ 32,855 ] $ 24,981
Smith College 7,922,502 2,761,304 n/a n/a 5,161,198 | $ 82,494 | n/a
Totals
Total Small Residential (1-3 Family) 282,632,481 24,779,381 12,800,441 11,978,940 257,853,100 | $ 740,300 | $ 937,437
Total Large Residential (4+ Unit Apartments, Condos, Rooming) 35,982,905 7,785,645 3,032,854 4,752,791 28,197,260 | $ 233,871 $ 202,700
Total Commercial/Industrial 87,164,792 19,751,614 5,525,103 14,226,511 67,413,178 | $ 596,779 | $ 485,973
Total Tax Exempt 80,207,047 8,456,692 2,108,690 6,348,001 71,750,356 | $ 254,202 | $ 213,328
Total Other 258,638,684 3,835,188 268,143 3,567,045 254,803,496 | $ 157,894 | $ 160,504
Grand Total 744,625,910 64,608,520 23,735,232 40,873,288 680,017,391 | $ 1,983,046 | $ 1,999,941

'Estimated areas based on 2005 MassGIS Impervious information and 2012 MassGIS Level 3 parcel data. All properties have been included except City Properties, City

Roadways, and State Roadways.

DRAFT Northampton DPW, 6/19/2013

DRAFT
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Attachmeni8

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 = S2 Million
Total Hydraulic Area for the City = 67,748,688 SF

Total Annual Revenue (S) / 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

Revised 6/20/2013 1


enguser
Typewritten Text
Attachment 8


Hydraulic Building Area: 1,901 SF x 0.95 = 1,806 SF
Hydraulic Other Impervious Area: 1,872 x0.7 =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
Revised 6/20/2013



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



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

Revised 6/20/2013



Attachment9

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)

Revised 6/20/2013
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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=5117
3- Family: 1.35 ERU x $S110 = $149

Sample Bills — Non Residential

Clarion Hotel 190,319 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF =51.7 ERUs
51.7 x $110 = 55,687

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

4.5 xS110 = $495
Revised 6/20/2013



Cooley-Dickinson Hospital

Lia Toyota

Walmart

Paradise Copies

Undeveloped (1 acre)

Undeveloped (50 acres)

Revised 6/20/2013

761,289 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 206.8 ERUs
206.8 x $110 = $22,748

233,375 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 63.4 ERUs
63.4 x $110 = $6,974

423,020 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 114.9 ERUs
114.9x $110= 512,639

11,853 SF Impervious / 3,682 SF = 3.2 ERUs
3.2x$110=5352

43,560 SF Pervious / 435,600 SF = 0.1
0.1x$110=511

2,178,000 SF Pervious / 435,600 SF =5

5x$110 = $550



AttachmentlC

Schools

DPW

City of Northampton DRAFT 6/6/2013
City Properties and City, State and Federal Roadways Excluded From Stormwater Billing
Owner Property Description Parcel ID Total Area (sf) Impervious (sf) Street
Municipal Buildings
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Academy of Music/Pulaski Park 31D-166-001 75,487 39,610 274 MAIN ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF City Hall 31D-163-001 25,405 19,163 210 MAIN ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Florence Community Center 23A-145-001 94,473 57,037 140 PINE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Florence Fire Station 23A-063-001 25,743 20,398 69 MAPLE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Forbes Library 31D-096-001 151,369 87,331 WEST ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF James House 31B-311-001 15,271 9,813 42 GOTHIC ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Lilly Library 17C-278-001 26,880 7,421 19 MEADOW ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Memorial Hall 31D-165-001 23,728 16,036 240 MAIN ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Northampton Fire Station 24B-086-001 82,710 44,468 26 CARLON DR
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Peoples Institute 31B-261-001 29,663 12,608 38 GOTHIC ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Police Department 31B-271-001 15,039 15,039 CENTER ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Police Department 31B-282-001 10,021 9,847 29 CENTER ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Public Works Garage/Transfer Station = 23B-014-001 469,209 314,205 125 LOCUST ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Recreation Department Building/Survival 24C-013-001 42,668 25,612 265 PROSPECT ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Feiker School 30B-022-001 43,383 23,022 221 RIVERSIDE DR
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Forestry Land-Smith School 11 -002-001 7,695,649 65,469 HAYDENVILLE RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Jackson St School 18C-112-001 155,811 51,425 174 JACKSON ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Jackson St School 24A-040-001 5,755 136 BLACKBERRY LANE
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Jackson St School 24A-041-001 135,692 28,586 JACKSON ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Jackson St School 24A-042-001 321,987 149,485 120 JACKSON ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF JFK Middle School 16B-003-001 943,475 372,604 100 BRIDGE RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Leeds School 10B-094-001 203,380 103,683 FLORENCE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Leeds School 11C-059-001 218,248 69,115 FLORENCE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Northampton High School 24C-042-001 1,134,934 398,788 ELM ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Northampton High School 30B-115-001 85,580 8,122 FEDERAL ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Northampton High School 31A-104-001 9,516 7 45 FEDERAL ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Ryan Road School 29 -104-001 811,813 194,058 498 RYAN RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Smith Vocational and Agricultural High S 23B-047-001 3,163,672 584,025 80 LOCUST ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF South St School/Northampton Communii 38B-032-001 49,073 20,193 SOUTH ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Vernon Street School 31A-112-001 54,121 33,328 VERNON ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Bridge Street Cemetery 25C-260-001 817,021 126,258 BRIDGE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Cemetery-DPW 12C-010-001 1,338,809 188,153 NORTH MAPLE ST
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City of Northampton DRAFT 6/6/2013

City Properties and City, State and Federal Roadways Excluded From Stormwater Billing

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Cemetery-DPW 23A-006-001 93,371 20,514 PARK ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 31D-238-001 164,330 16,717 WEST ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 32C-323-001 511,590 34,043 EASTERN AVE
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 38B-003-001 126,014 2,243 WEST ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 38B-053-001 792,722 11,283 TEXAS RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 38C-016-001 428,293 13,371 EARLE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 39A-038-001 49,631 2,179 MOUNT TOM RD

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Flood Control System 39A-069-001 15,843 950 MOUNT TOM RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Landfill 42 -079-001 2,574,966 490,194 GLENDALE RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Landfill 42 -089-001 2,335,164 1,247,248 170 GLENDALE RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Verona St Landfill 17D-071-001 178,056 53 GARFIELD AVE
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Wastewater System 12C-125-001 1,120 <Null> 44 RICK DR
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Wastewater System 36 -198-001 3,330 3 BURTS PIT RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Wastewater System 46 -063-001 112,238 29 MOUNT TOM RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Wastewater System 53 -006-001 8,423 1,575 MOUNT TOM RD

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Wastewater System Treatment Plant/Flo 39A-039-001 713,704 194,472 HOCKANUM RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 06 -060-001 27,506 8,416 HAYDENVILLE RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 10 -006-001 2,443,726 13,511 RESERVOIR RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 10B-059-001 15,130 2,084 6 WATER ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 10B-085-001 40,884 3,431 243 MAIN ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 14 -005-001 3,739,279 862 CHESTERFIELD RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 14 -010-001 1,012,689 413 CHESTERFIELD RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 14 -011-001 5,998,652 3,111 CHESTERFIELD RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 14 -012-001 4,618,510 2,999 CHESTERFIELD RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 15 -001-001 3,105,915 24,490 RESERVOIR RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 22D-001-001 616,697 34,841 88 SPRING ST EXTENSION
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 24D-002-001 62,620 47,693 237 PROSPECT ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 29 -037-001 347,269 7,666 54 CLARK ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Water Department 35 -255-001 25,593 5,373 TURKEY HILL RD
Recreation
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Agnes Fox Playground 24D-120-001 69,522 6,780 STATE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Arcanum Field 12C-019-001 373,901 65,300 NORTH MAPLE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Bridge Street School 32A-063-001 94,191 77,693 BRIDGE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Community Garden 38A-088-001 353,325 20,044 BURST PIT RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Eller brook Field 38A-030-001 673,838 40,359 50 BURST PIT RD
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Halligan-Daley Historical Park 38A-058-001 18,001 <Null> PRINCE ST LOT B1
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Lampron Memorial Park 32A-246-001 50,925 5,206 BRIDGE ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Maines Field 23C-031-001 853,643 112,715 RIVERSIDE DR
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Nagle Walkway 32C-333-001 31,354 10,696 PLEASANT ST
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF Nagle Walkway 32C-335-001 56,927 45,494 160 PLEASANT ST
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NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON RECREATION DEPT.
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

Housing Authority

NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY
NORTHAMPTON HOUSING AUTHORITY

Park/Recreation
Park/Recreation
Park/Recreation
Park/Recreation
Sheldon Field
Trinity Row Park
Veteran's Field
Veteran's Field
Veteran's Field

Florence Heights

Forsander Apartments
Hampshire Heights

McDonald House

Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Northampton Housing Authority
Salvo House & Senior Center
Tobin Manor

PIONEER VALLEY HABITAT FOR HUMANIT Garfield Ave Extension

Conservation

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land

42 -166-001

10D-022-001
16B-041-001
23A-153-001
25C-084-001
23A-109-001
31D-170-001
31D-171-001
31D-173-001

29 -001-001

17C-129-001
18D-038-001
31D-226-001
22B-035-001
22B-105-001
22B-106-001
22B-107-001
23C-046-001
24D-212-001
29 -287-001

30D-016-001
32A-111-001
32A-180-001
38A-049-001
38C-009-001
38C-028-001
39A-075-001
39A-001-001
23A-039-001
17D-083-001

07 -035-001
22 -007-001
34 -002-001
10D-001-001
06 -013-001
20 -003-001

23,911
57,594
52,677
2,474
624,726
23,028
65,629
320,917
17,324

240,804
132,771
436,861
57,786
5,888
6,882
7,992
8,541
27,017
58,848
12,392
74,907
4,545
29,839
72,874
49,600
16,533
98,518
231,896
65,215
3,082

22,310,709
13,387,295
10,965,895
4,823,390
4,296,847
3,956,295

77
2,382
501
<Null>
64,605
418
5,608
38,072
<Null>

108,110
51,622
138,569
39,414
929
1,709
1,493
1,221
1,850
20,819
1,814
1,302
3,103
15,847
1,322
17,563
4,792
50,553
82,489
40,686
<Null>

11,975
217
331,319
484
<Null>
7,536

WESTHAMPTON RD
FLORENCE ST
NORTH MAIN ST
PINE ST
BRIDGE ST
MAIN ST
SOUTH ST

90 WEST ST
FORT HILL TERRACE

FLORENCE RD
HIGH ST
241 JACKSON ST
49 OLD SOUTH ST
18 CORTICELLI ST
145 SPRING ST
151 SPRING ST
163 SPRING ST
28 WILLOW ST
256 STATE ST
36 PENCASAL DR
278 BURST PIT RD
66 MARKET ST
96 BRIDGE ST
23 LAUREL ST
122 GROVE ST
319 SOUTH ST
FRUIT ST

67&81 CONZ ST WALTER SALVO

56 MAPLE ST
GARFIELD AVE LOT G

NORTH FARMS RD
SAW MILL HILL
TURKEY HILL RD
CHESTERFIELD RD
493 HAYDENVILLE RD
CHESTERFIELD RD
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NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

NORTHAMPTON CONSERVATION COMM.

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

NORTHAMPTON CONSERVATION COMM.

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

NORTHAMPTON CONSERVATION COMM.

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

NORTHAMPTON CONSERVATION COMM.

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land

19 -010-001
45 -031-001
03 -022-001
33 -027-001
21 -002-001
02 -014-001
19 -001-001
41 -066-001
15 -019-001
28 -055-001
45 -032-001
24B-042-001
05 -006-001
37 -120-001
36 -336-001
15 -018-001
45 -018-001
05 -054-001
11 -006-001
39 -046-001
29 -484-001
36 -335-001
22 -005-001
29 -550-001
39 -028-001
12C-093-001
13 -051-001
22D-094-001
11 -009-001
30C-048-001
30D-002-001
17B-029-001
45 -038-001
32C-352-001
45 -016-001
32A-252-001
37 -029-001
30A-092-001
39 -018-001
24D-334-001
10D-048-001
38B-316-001

3,889,877
2,290,659
2,253,483
2,103,207
1,984,006
1,743,598
1,681,825
1,689,734
1,396,078
1,385,716
1,159,641
1,130,453
1,108,158
852,291
782,661
700,342
658,575
546,795
497,842
428,354
426,829
419,638
364,985
312,320
288,728
258,036
244,904
222,903
204,637
195,425
185,676
152,382
151,802
139,901
130,103
127,431
117,995
82,485
73,257
67,208
61,559
60,821

110
27,782
<Null>
<Null>
<Null>
<Null>

836

527
<Null>

7,042
2,769
12,490
<Null>
1,806

226

<Null>

7,951
<Null>
<Null>

489

648
36,830

29

98
35,697
1,043
<Null>
<Null>
15

7
<Null>
<Null>
17,842

141
<Null>
<Null>
<Null>

742

355
<Null>

4,404
<Null>

ELWELLS ISLAND
OLD SPRINGFIELD RD
COLES MEADOW RD
RAINBOW RD
SYLVESTER RD
COLES MEADOW RD
DAMON RD

RIDGE VIEW RD
SPRING ST
SYLVESTER RD

OLD SPRINGFIELD RD
BARRETT ST
HAYDENVILLE RD
ICE POND DR
CARDINAL WAY
ROBERTS HILL
CURTIS NOOK RD
KENNEDY RD
BRIDGE RD

POTASH RD
ELLINGTON RD
CARDINAL WAY
SAW MILL HILL
FLORENCE RD

334 HOCKANUM RD

NORTH FARMS RD
HATFIELD LINE

RYAN RD
MORNINGSIDE DR
FLORENCE RD
BURST PIT RD
BRIDGE RD

OLD SPRINGFIELD RD
MONTVIEW AVE
PYNCHON MEADOW RD
POMEROY TERRACE
ICE POND DR
RIVERSIDE DR
HOCKANUM RD
CRESCENT ST

MAIN ST

WEST ST
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NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

NORTHAMPTON CONSERVATION COMM.

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

Parking Commission

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

Miscellaneous

NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF
NORTHAMPTON, CITY OF

Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land
Conservation Land

Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot
Parking Lot

Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot
Vacant Lot

18D-052-001
44 -039-001
39 -055-001
36 -334-001
23C-090-001
29 -414-001
29 -418-001
30B-069-001

32C-024-001
32C-345-001
31D-167-001
31D-246-001
32A-149-001
31D-237-001
31B-308-001
31D-247-001
31D-153-001

49 -003-001

42 -165-001

17C-001-001
42 -167-001

38C-011-001
25A-193-001
38A-066-001
32C-307-001
38C-062-001
10B-112-001
11A-011-001
11A-002-001
24D-100-001
18D-057-001

54,577
44,233
26,090
23,981
22,974
18,103
11,969
11,350

130,747
91,611
61,387
60,846
34,478
31,409
30,768
29,024

3,277

728,340
527,388
229,123
69,131
39,662
35,172
22,651
15,461
7,094
6,274
5,352
4,876
2,255
2,201

2,005
<Null>
15,307

4,532

1,129

164
346
<Null>

124,470
71,322
55,944
49,847
34,478
30,584
26,370
29,024

2,552

33,588
25
200
498
<Null>
1,190
767
2,700
<Null>
0
<Null>
<Null>
578
1,262

DAMON RD
EASTHAMPTON RD
HOCKANUM RD
CARDINAL WAY
RIVERSIDE DR

137 SANDY HILL RD

74 BROOKWOOD DR

RIVERSIDE DR

ARMORY ST
HAMPTON AVE
212 MAIN ST
OLD SOUTH ST
STRONG AVE
OLD SOUTH ST
GOTHIC ST
MASONIC ST
OLD SOUTH ST

238 GLENDALE RD
WESTHAMPTON RD
OAK ST
WESTHAMPTON RD
GROVE ST LOT B5
INDUSTRIAL DR
EARLE ST LOT B4
PLEASANT ST
SOUTH ST
MAIN ST, LEEDS
EVERGREEN RD
EVERGREEN RD
WOODMONT RD
DAMON RD
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Total Area Impervious
Sub Total — City Properties 148,440,104 7,366,260
Sub Total -
City, State, and Federal
Roadways, Sidewalks, and 61,078,350 30,657,418
Right of Ways **
Total Exempt Property 209,518,454 38,023,678
City Total Gross Area 979,625,289 103,285,537

** Includes City roadways, sidewalks, and right of ways,
State roadways and right of ways (portions of Routes 5, 9 & 10),
Federal roadways and right of ways (I-91)

DRAFT 6/6/2013
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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 | or
Phase Il), flooding concerns, water quality issues (including
total maximum daily loads, or TMDLSs) 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.

April 2009

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://lwww.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 (BMPSs) 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



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

EPA 901-F-09-004
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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.

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.

1000 |
800
600
400

200 |

ol
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

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 pa;/ $0.16/month/1,000 square foot (ftz)

(or $1.60 for a 10,000 ft” lot).
Rate per month per
1,000 square feet of
total served area
Category (impervious plus
(impervious percentage range) 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
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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:

+ |dentify 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.



+ 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:

EPA 901-F-09-004
Funding Stormwater Programs

+ 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 149-1.

+ Rhode Island

Chapter 45-610f 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

EPA 901-F-09-004
Funding Stormwater Programs

+ 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/cwpl/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://lwww.state.me.us/dep/blwqg/docstand/stormwater/index.ht
m

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

National Association of Flood and Stormwater Management Agencies.
Guidance for Municipal Stormwater Funding
http://lwww.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://lwww.dem.ri.gov/programs/benviron/water/permits/ripdes/
stwater/index.htm

University of Maryland, Environmental Finance Center.
http://lwww.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://lwww.epa.gov/region1/npdes/stormwater/index.html

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

Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, Water Quality Division
http://lwww.anr.state.vt.us/dec/waterg/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.qgov

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

Attachmentl?

CITY OF NORTHAMPTON

.. Mayor Mary Clare Higgins .~

City Hall
210 Main Street Room 12
Northampton, MA 01060-3199
(413) 587-1249  Fax: (413) 587-1275
mayor{@northamptonma.gov

March 10, 2011

Ms. Kate Renahan

Office of the Regional Administrator
EPA

5 Post Office Square — Suite 100
Mail Code: ORA01-1

Boston, MA 02109-3912

RE: FINANCIAL CONCERNS: Draft Massachusetts Interstate, Merrimack, and South Coastal
Small MS4 General Permit

Dear Ms. Renahan:

The City of Northampton (City) has reviewed the draft Massachusetts Interstate, Merrimack, and South
Coastal Small MS4 General Permit (Draft Permit) for stormwater. The City has many concerns about the
Draft permit that include financial and technical concerns about the wide ranging program requirements
contained in the Draft Permit. This correspondence details the financial concerns the City has about this
proposed Draft Permit. A separate letter from the City Department of Public Works will be submitted with
technical comments.

To date the City has focused on complying with all requirements of the 2003 National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 1I stormwater permit. This work has included hiring a staff person to
manage the NPDES permit compliance as well as spending in excess of $100,000 annually on programmatic
costs for permit activities including GIS mapping, street sweeping and catch basin cleaning. The City has
also implemented various new programs, inspected a large number of outfalls, established and enforced new
City Ordinances, and provided a wealth of public education information related to stormwater in the
community.,

Knowing that the NPDES permit requirements would be changing, the City proactively commissioned a
$179,000 stormwater system assessment and utility feasibility study with Camp Dresser & McKee (CDM).
This study will present a 20-year capital improvement plan as well as cost estimates to comply with the Draft
permit. This study is anticipated to be completed by the end of this fiscal year. Given the financial burdens
on the City including several consecutive years of reduced state aid, rising City healthcare costs and many
other competing needs such as public safety, school systems and other primary functions of City government
it is clear that funding to complywith the Draft Permit is not available from the City General Fund. Like the
vast majority of communities in Massachusetts, the City has no available revenue to take on new financial
burdens like those required by the Draft Permit. EPA has suggested that communities consider
implementing fee-based utility systems to.raise revenue.tomeet these regulatory requirements, yet less than §

stormwater utilities exist in the state at this time.
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—~With the-completion .of the CDM. report a-public-discussion .will begin.in_this-City. about-the.need.for.a
Stormwater Utility to comply with this new regulatory burden. This public process and discussion about a
new stormwater utility is expected to take several months. If the City decides to move forward with a
stormwater utility, new City Ordinances must be drafted and implemented through City Council. The City
has considered itself being proactive in having the CDM study done now so that a utility can be considered,
all before the approval of new EPA stormwater regulations. However, it is now clearly evident that the EPA
is not providing communities adequate time to find and implement funding mechanisms for this regulatory
mandate.

The Draft Permit requires immediate actions by MS4 communities in year 1. Within 120 days the City must
complete a written Stormwater Management Program that includes many items including a description of
practices to achieve stormwater control to the maximum extent practicable, best management practices and
measurable goals for each BMP. Year | permit requirements also require a complete inventory of all City-
owned facilities, educational campaigns, completion of illicit discharge potential assessment and ranking,
written procedures for locating and removing illicit connections, protocols for fixing illicit connections and
discharges (including funding requirements to complete these construction related activities), impervious
cover estimates for the entire City by sub-watershed, written and implementation of operation and
maintenance procedures for public works facilities and vehicle maintenance facilities including all vehicles
to be stored under cover or within a contained area (requiring additional capital expenditures to provide
mandatory improvements), and other requirements.

The City understands that the cost for Northampton to comply with this Draft Permit is estimated to be
$300,000 to $450,000 per year based on estimates provided by the U.S. EPA and other Massachusetts
communities including Leominster and Shrewsbury at the Public Meeting on March 9th.

Without allowing communities adequate time to determine how to fund a program of this enormity the EPA
is setting this program up for failure and putting most communities in a position for immediate non-
compliance. The City suggests that the EPA strongly consider the practical aspects of how communities are
expected to fund a program like this and what a reasonable time frame would be to implement this funding
program. Lastly, EPA should understand that communities are currently determining budgets for the next
Fiscal Year and enacting a regulation of this magnitude now means that no community will have time to
determine cost implications and to budget appropriately (assuming a funding source is even available.)

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft Permit.

Sincgrely,

MARY GLARE HIGG
Mayor

CC:  Senator John Kerry
Senator Scoft Brown
Representative Richard Neal, 2" Congressional District
State Scnator Stanley Rosenberg
State Representative Peter Kocot

Edward S. Huntley, P.E. Director of Public Works




CITY OF NORTHAMPTON, MASSACHUSETTS
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
125 Locust Strect
Northampton, MA (1660

413-587-1570
Fax 413-587-1576
Edward S. Huntley, P.E.

Director

March 11, 2011

Ms. Kate Renahan

Office of the Regional Administrator
5 Post Office Square — Suite 100
Mail Code: ORAO1-1

Boston, Massachusetts, 02109-3912

Subject: Comments on the Draft Massachusetts Interstate, Merrimack,
and South Coastal Small MS4 General Permit

Dear Ms. Renahan:

The City of Northampton (City) has reviewed the Draft Massachusetts Interstate, Merrimack, and South
Coastal Small MS4 General Permit (Draft Permit) for stormwater management and offers the following
technical comments. City Mayor Clare Higgins has submitted comments about the financial
requirements of the draft permit in a separate correspondence.

To date, the City of Northampton has made considerable progress toward meeting and exceeding the
requirements of the 2003 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase 11
stormwater permit. As part of this effort, the City has expended both significant funds and considerable
time and effort. As indicated on the 2010 MS4 Annual Report, approximately $24,000 is spent annually
on programmatic costs related to the stormwater permit, along with an additional $20,000 for catch
basin cleaning and $33,000 for street sweeping. Currently, if additional staff time (GIS, City Engineer,
Planning Department, Health Department, and other workers) and equipment costs for permit related
activities are factored in, the City expends well over $100,000 per year on compliance costs. The City
has implemented various new programs, inspected a large percentage of outfalls, established and
enforced new City ordinances, and provided a wealth of public education information related to
stormwater to the community. Currently, the City and Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) are
conducting a master planning study of the drainage system to plan improvements over the next 20 years.
While the City has demonstrated a clear and proactive interest in protecting its natural resources through
stormwater mitigation and proactive land use planning since the 2003 permit was issued, we are
concerned that the new Draft Permit does not recognize and build upon those efforts. Furthermore, the
Draft Permit, as presently written, imposes requirements that are beyond the means of the City both in
terms of financial and staffing resources. The following items present significant challenges to our
community and are not deemed feasible for guaranteed compliance, even with significant effort:

Pg.1/3, K \Stormwater ProgramiMS54 Stormwater Management Prograrm\EPAD3.08.11 doc



Catch Basin Inspection and Cleaning: Based on experience with drainage system operations and
maintenance, cleaning every catch basin in the City at a specified interval is more realistic than having
crews inspect catch basins to measure sediment depths. Communities should have the option of setting
up cleaning on a regular schedule rather than performing inspections. Additional guidance and
assistance is also necessary to help communities and private contractors find feasible ways to disposc of
the catch basin material in accordance with all requirements.

Floor Drain Inspections: Identifying and determining the outlet of every floor drain in every municipal
building within one year of the effective date of the permit is an unrealistic requirement. In older cities
like Northampton, plumbing plans are not available for many municipal buildings, and dye testing
would be required to understand the plumbing configuration and outlet location of every floor drain.
Communities should be required to inspect a certain percentage of municipal buildings each year during
the permit cycle, in order to have more time to comply with this requirement.

The costs to maintain compliance with the Draft permit may require spending 3 to 4 times the current
budget or approximately $300,000 to $450,000 per year for the City of Northampton. It has become very
difficult to use Section 319 grant funding for any projects in NPDES MS4 regulated areas and we are
not aware of any other funding source for stormwater related projects. The lack of any funding
assistance puts the entire burden on local communities and we request that the EPA consider
establishing a grant program for innovative MS4 stormwater initiatives so that communities are
encouraged and supported to try new things.

The City of Northampton has a strong record of compliance with the 2003 stormwater permit. We are
amenable to continuing our progress toward significant receiving water quality improvements, but the
Draft Permit does not adequately recognize our efforts to date or provide a feasible means of achieving
full compliance in the future. We hope the regulatory agencies give serious consideration to the
comments provided by municipalities who have intimate, hands-on knowledge of the feasibility of
implementation of all of the Draft Permit’s requirements.

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. Please contact me at 413-587-1570 x4307 if you
have any questions or would like to discuss these comments further.

Pg 3/3



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

February 9, 2012

Engineering/ Planning Division
Geotechnical and Water Resources Branch

Mr. James R. Laurila, P.E.

City Engineer

Department of Public Works

125 Locust Street

Northampton, Massachusetts 01060

Dear Mr. Laurila:

The periodic inspection (PI) of the Federally constructed Connecticut River Right Bank -
Northampton, MA, Flood Damage Reduction (FDR) System was conducted on
December 9, 2010 and January 14, 2011. The city of Northampton is responsible for operating
and maintaining the FDR.

This PI is an element of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety
Program, the primary objective of which is to assure that levee systems are reliable and do not
present unacceptable risks to the public, property, or the environment. Two important principles
that guide our program are the shared responsibility among partners at all levels for levee safety
and the need for continuous and periodic inspections and assessments.

With the assistance of appropriations from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA), these PIs were introduced nationally to supplement the annual routine
inspection program. The PI examines a full complement of structural, electro-mechanical,
geotechnical, and hydrological factors, that potentially affect the integrity and functionality of
the FDR. The general scope of this effort consists of a three step process of compiling data in a
pre-inspection packet, performing the inspection utilizing a multidisciplinary team, and
developing a final report. This particular inspection was conducted by Architect Engineering
(AE) firms under contract with USACE. Their preliminary findings were discussed with
members of the City on August 26, 2011. Enclosed is the final report, which is also being
distributed to the Department of Homeland Security Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA).

You will note in the report that the FDR is evaluated on the basis of several general
criteria (e.g. floodwalls, levee embankments) and associated items (e.g. concrete surfaces,
rutting). Each of these items is rated “acceptable”, “minimally acceptable”, or “unacceptable”.
At the end of the report the system as a whole is similarly rated. This FDR system has an overall

rating of minimally acceptable.

Printed on @ Recycled Paper
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The minimally acceptable rating means that deficiencies were identified that require attention,
none of which would prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood
event. However, if these deficiencies are not addressed within the indicated timeframe, the
project could fail to operate as intended. Systems rated minimally acceptable are considered
“Active” in the Rehabilitation Inspection Program (RIP) and eligible for Public Law (PL) 84-99
post flood damage rehabilitation assistance from the USACE.

The deficiencies pertaining to the FDR are briefly summarized in the proceeding
paragraphs. Note that remedial action deadlines are assigned to the deficiencies. These
deadlines must be met to assure that the project remains “Active” in the RIP. Please note that
the deficiencies are described very succinctly. The City must review the report in its entirety to
gain a proper appreciation of the required work effort in order to formulate a realistic labor and
cost schedule. :

Levee Embankments: Remove all excess vegetation on and within 15-ft. of all dikes and
maintain to proper standard thereafter in accordance with ETL 1110-2-571. In particular, assure
that root systems are removed within areas where the dike ties into high ground. Restore areas
damaged by borrowing animals, adopt a control program to minimize future activity, and keep
pace in the repair of subsequent damaged areas. Address all encroachments summarized on page
33 of the Inspection Report to assure that levee access and integrity are no longer compromised.
Remove pavement from the frame slots of the stop-log structure at Route 5 and replace all
missing components. Remove graffiti from the B&M Railroad stop-log walls so that a more
detailed visual inspection of the wall can be undertaken. Repair the eroded area along the dike
crest between Sta. 0+30 and 1+30. Repair the eroded area on the top of the dike at the
intersection of Venturers Field Road at Sta. 15+20. Assess and repair the four-foot diameter hole
located adjacent to the dike toe near Sta. 4+00. Monitor small depressions on the dike crest near
the farm access road at Sta. 6+15 and on the dike landside toe near Sta. 8+50. Repair major tire
ruts caused by ATVs or mower equipment along the dike’s landside slope between Sta. 42+80
and 44+10. Video inspect the toe drain system and re-inspect at five-year intervals. Clear the
vegetation obscuring the eleven crushed stone relief drains and inspect them every 90 days in
accordance with the O&M Manual.

Remediation Schedule: All of the above items should be addressed by January 2014 and status
reports on each item should be included in the semi-annual reports due each February and
August.

Floodwalls: Repair the spalled section of floodwall on the counter-fort near Sta. 38+37.
Remove graffiti from the concrete surface between Sta. 38+30 and 39+00 so that a more detailed
visual inspection can be undertaken. Monitor the slight vertical movement of the wall near
Stations 37+00, 37+20, and 38+57, and create a log documenting any changes. Monitor
cracking on the counter-fort near Sta. 38+50. Repair the deteriorated horizontal construction
joint on the riverside floodwall between Sta. 38+30 and 39+00.

Remediation Schedule: All of the above items should be addressed by January 2014 and status
reports (including monitoring results) on each item should be included in the semi-annual reports
due each February and August.




Interior Drainage System: Remove accumulated sediment in the manhole connecting the toe-
drain to the 24-in. sewer line located near Sta. 4+75. Repair the gate house structure housing the
24-in. sewer line at Sta. 2+70. Request a complete report of the video survey of the 24-in. sewer
line conducted during July 2008. Conduct a video survey of the 12-in. sewer line passing under
the dike near Sta. 44+95. Clean, paint, and lubricate, the 24-in. sluice gate in the gate house at
Sta. 2+70. Investigate if the 12-in. sewer line under the levee near Sta. 44+95 (Route 5) is still
required; if not develop a formal abandonment plan. If it is still required, repair the 12-in. sluice
gate and locate the missing manhole on the dike slope.

Remediation Schedule: Address the above items by January 2014 and provide status reports on
each item in the semi-annual reports due each February and August.

Pump Station: Maintain an updated version of the O&M Manual in the pump station and assure
all equipment is maintained according to applicable standards. Consider replacing the gasoline
engines with natural gas fired units. Evaluate the condition of the gravity conduit sump pump
motor and install an automatic float system. Consider Installing automated sump pumps in the
basement and heating basement areas to reduce humidity and protect the equipment. Replace the
operating floor and wet-well ventilation fans to meet current standards. Consider upgrading the
station with centralized controls and equipment to monitor all critical parameters. Reseal
exterior precast joints. Repair interior and exterior brickwork. Strip and re-paint interior walls.
Clean and re-grout pipe bases and re-paint the stair column and stringer bases where corroded
after the groundwater intrusion issue has been resolved. Repair/replace broken glass blocks.
Test and certify the crane. Replace the manually operated trash racks. Consider replacing the
aging electrical equipment. Consider undertaking an arc flash study. Consider installing
lightning protection. Remove corrosion from all pipes and once cleaned inspect and replace any
section with significant material loss.

Remediation Schedule: All of the non-optional items should be addressed by January 2014 and
status reports on each item included in the semi-annual reports due each February and August.

Data Gaps: Address the data gaps listed on page 35 of the inspection report. Note that the
recommendation to evaluate the system’s current freeboard availability is at the discretion of the
City, however, this information would be required for a FEMA accreditation review.

Remediation Schedule: All of the non-optional data gaps should be resolved by January 2014.
Status reports should be included in the semi-annual reports due each February and August.

As noted above, failure to correct the items in the inspection report within the indicated
timeframe could lead to the system being rated “Unacceptable”, potentially leading to the FDR
being placed in an “Inactive” status and therefore ineligible for PL 84-99 assistance until such
~ time that the deficiencies have been corrected by the City and subsequently accepted by USACE.

The importance of submitting semi-annual reports and incorporating within them the
maintenance progress summaries requested above cannot be overemphasized. We will use the
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rei)c;rts in part to gage the progress of your O&M efforts and the information provided may
weigh heavily on the future status of the FDR.

I am pleased to report that the system should perform as intended; however, the longer
the identified items go unresolved the greater the risk to public safety. Throughout the inspection
your staff demonstrated a strong knowledge of the system and a willingness to maintain the
project to the original intended standards.

I wish to thank your staff for their cooperation during the inspection. If you have any
questions concerning the inspection, or other matters pertaining to the FDR please call me at
(978) 318-8722 or Scott Michalak, Chief, Geotechnical/Water Resources Branch, at
(978) 318-8350.

Sincerely,
.

H. Farrell McMillan, P.E.
Chief, Engineering/Planning Division
Levee Safety Officer

Enclosure



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
696 VIRGINIA ROAD
CONCORD, MASSACHUSETTS 01742-2751

February 9, 2012

Engineering/ Planning Division
Geotechnical and Water Resources Branch

Mr. Ned Huntley, P.E.

Director of Public Works
Department of Public Works

125 Locust Street

Northampton, Massachusetts 01060

Dear Mr. Huntley:

The Periodic Inspection (PI) of the Federally constructed Mill River Left Bank - Mill
River Diversion, Smith College - Northampton, MA, Flood Damage Reduction (FDR) System
was conducted on December 10, 2010 and January 14, 2011. The city of Northampton is
responsible for operating and maintaining the FDR.

This PI is an element of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety
Program, the primary objective of which is to assure that levee systems are reliable and do not
present unacceptable risks to the public, property, or the environment. Two important principles
that guide our program are the shared responsibility among partners at all levels for levee safety
and the need for continuous and periodic inspections and assessments.

With the assistance of appropriations from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009 (ARRA), these PIs were introduced nationally to supplement the annual routine
inspection program. The PI examines a full complement of structural, electro-mechanical,
geotechnical and hydrological factors that potentially affect the integrity and functionality of the
FDR. The general scope of this effort consists of a three step process of compiling data in a pre-
inspection packet, performing the inspection utilizing a multidisciplinary team, and developing a
final report. This particular inspection was conducted by Architect Engineering (AE) firms
under contract with USACE. Their preliminary findings were discussed with members of the
City on August 26, 2011. Enclosed is the final report, which is also being distributed to the
Department of Homeland Security Federal Emergency Management Agency.

You will note in the report that the FDR is evaluated on the basis of several general
criteria (e.g. floodwalls, levee embankments) and associated items (e.g. concrete surfaces,
rutting). Each of these items is rated “acceptable™. “minimally acceptable™. or “unacceptable™.
At the end of the report the system as a whole is similarly rated. This FDR system has an overall
rating of minimally acceptable. The minimally acceptable rating means that deficiencies were
identified that require attention, none of which would prevent the system from performing as
intended during the next flood event. However, if these deficiencies are not addressed within the
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indicated timeframe, the project could fail to operate as intended. Systems rated minimally
acceptable are considered “Active” in the Rehabilitation Inspection Program (RIP) and eligible
for Public Law (PL) 84-99 post flood damage rehabilitation assistance from the USACE.

The deficiencies pertaining to the FDR are briefly summarized in the proceeding
paragraphs. Note that remedial action deadlines are assigned to the deficiencies. These
deadlines must be met to assure that the project remains “Active” in the RIP. Please note that
the deficiencies are described very succinctly. The City must review the report in its entirety to
gain a proper appreciation of the required work effort in order to formulate a realistic labor and
cost schedule.

Levee Embankments: Remove all excess vegetation on and within 15-ft. of all dikes and
maintain to proper standard thereafter in accordance with ETL 1110-2-571. Restore areas
damaged by borrowing animals, and adopt a control program to minimize future activity, and
keep pace in the repair of subsequent damaged areas. Address all encroachments including
utility poles and a fire hydrant on the diversion dike to assure that levee access and integrity are
not compromised. Repair the eroded area along the toe of the diversion dike between Sta. 18+30
and 19+30. Repair the sod cover on the Smith College dike, landside slope between Sta. 4+20
and 5+40 and the diversion dike between Sta. 18+50 and 20+00. Restore the displaced riprap on
the diversion dike at Sta. 18+70 (done). Clean all toe-drain manholes at 90-day intervals. Video
inspect the toe drain system and re-inspect at five-year intervals. Inspect the stop-logs and
associated hardware for the West Street closure structure. Replace all damaged components.

Remediation Schedule: All of the above items should be addressed by January 2014 and status
reports on each item should be included in the semi-annual reports due each February and
August.

Floodwalls: Remove all excess vegetation on and within 15-ft. of the floodwall and maintain to
proper standard thereafter in accordance with ETL 1110-2-571. Relocate the shed and sand/salt
pile away from the floodwall at Sta. 14+80. Repair a spalled area near Sta. 38+37. Remove or
modify the wood rail associated with the Rail Trail to provide access along the floodwall. Repair
spalled areas along the floodwall at Sta. 12+70, 13+05, 15+55 and 15+30. Replace the missing
joint filler at Sta. 16+10 and other locations as necessary. Locate/confirm the outlet for the toe-
drain system and inspect at 90-day intervals. Video inspect the toe drain system and re-inspect at
five-year intervals.

Remediation Schedule: All of the above items should be addressed by January 2014 and status
reports (including monitoring results) on each item should be included in the semi-annual reports
due each February and August.

Interior Drainage System: Submit hydraulic plans for the West Street Pump Station. Repair the
deteriorated concrete along the edge of the two flap valves at the West Street Bridge. Investigate
the shut flap-gate associated with the 24-in. storm sewer at the West Street Bridge to determine if
and how it should be permanently closed. Also, submit plans for the permanent closure of the
8-in. storm sewer at the Smith College power plant. Submit the report for the 20-in. storm sewer
inspection recently completed and undertake similar inspections for the 12-in. sewer below the
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Smith College Dike, the 10-in. sanitary sewer below the West Street closure structure, and the
storm sewer below the floodwall near the Smith College power plant.

Remediation Schedule: Address the above items by January 2013 and provide status reports on
each item in the semi-annual reports are due each February and August.

West Street Pump Station: Provide an operating protocol for the pump station as an addendum
to the O&M Manual and maintain a copy in the station. Evaluate the consequences of a loss of
pump power and use this information determine if the engine/fuel type, sizing and capacity, are
compatible with the level of risk. Consider improving the physical security at the pump station
by installing fencing or by other means. Repair the cracked masonry block wall and stabilize the
sill plate at the gable ends. Remove corrosion on the discharge pipe. Consider providing
lightning protection, performing an arc flash study, and providing emergency lighting.

Remediation Schedule: All of the non-optional items should be addressed by January 2013 and
status reports on each item included in the semi-annual reports are due each February and
August.

Flood Damage Reduction Channels: Remove tree limbs from the banks of the diversion canal
and continue to remove any additional debris at 90-day intervals. Remove brush and trees from
riprapped embankments upstream and downstream of the Route 10 drop structure. Restore the
displaced riprap on the diversion canal near Sta. 2+00 and downstream of the drop structure.
Inspect the portion of the diversion canal between Sta. 33+00 and 109+00 that was not accessible
during the inspection. Investigate the meandering section of the diversion canal between Sta.
56+00 and 78+00 to determine if adequate hydrologic capacity is available. Remove logs and
other woody debris from within the channel at Sta. 32+80. Remove shoaling at the locations
specified on page 36 of the Inspection Report. Monitor the island/shoal immediately
downstream of the West Street Bridge; if the shoal’s size increases, it may become a significant
flow restriction. Investigate the South Street Bridge masonry wall as a possible encroachment.
Perform a detailed underwater inspection of the drop structure to observe the drain slots and
confirm that the under-slab drainage system is still functional. Conduct a detailed underwater
inspection of the Oxbow Bridge and evaluate repair and replacement alternatives. Consider
removing the trees and brush from the crest of the Bridle Path Bridge closure structure to
facilitate access. Evaluate the degree to which woody growth on the side slopes of the overflow
section at Bridle Path restricts flow; remove the vegetation if the restriction is significant.

Remediation Schedule: All of the non-optional items should be addressed by January 2014 and
status reports on each item included in the semi-annual reports are due each February and
August.

Data Gaps: Address the data gaps listed on page 37 of the Inspection Report.

Remediation Schedule: Document and resolve all items by January 2013.

As noted above, failure to correct the items in the Inspection Report within the indicated
timeframe could lead to the system being rated "Unacceptable”, potentially leading to the FDR
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being placed in an “Inactive” status and therefore ineligible for PL. 84-99 assistance until such
time that the deficiencies have been corrected by the City and subsequently accepted by USACE.

The importance of submitting semi-annual reports and incorporating within them
maintenance progress summaries requested above cannot be overemphasized. We will use the
reports in part to gage the progress of your O&M efforts and the information provided may
weigh heavily on the future status of the FDR.

I am pleased to report that the system should perform as intended; however, the longer
the identified items go unresolved the greater the risk to public safety. Throughout the
inspection your staff demonstrated a strong knowledge of the system and a willingness to
maintain the project to the original intended standards.

I wish to thank your staff for their cooperation during the inspection. If you have any
questions concerning the inspection, or other matters pertaining to the FDR please call me at
(978) 318-8722 or Scott Michalak, Chief, Geotechnical/Water Resources Branch, at
(978) 318-8350.

Sincerely,

Y Dl il —

H. Farrell McMillan, P.E.
Chief, Engineering/Planning Division
Levee Safety Officer

Enclosure
Copy Furnished:

Mr. James R. Laurila, P.E.

City Engineer

Department of Public Works

125 Locust Street

Northampton, Massachusetts 01060
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Statement of David Teece, member of the ad-hoc commiittee on storm water and flood
control expense.

The charge to the committee will be part of the report, so | do not think you need to
repeat it.

Beginning of statement:

I am a graduate.of Williston Academy-and have lived in Florence for 38 years. | have
been a journeyman plumber for 34 years and a master plumber for 22 years. | have
owned Northampton Plumbing Supply for 27 years. My wife Kathy and-I-have been

married for 34 years and have three adult children.

YOU AND ME AND RAIN ON THE ROOF

It started with a call to serve on a task force to talk about storm water and flood control.
At this time there was no final charge yet from the Northampton City Council. Meeting
with a group of interested citizens for a task force discussion normally would-raise a red
flag for me because of the fear of meandering conversations and lack of clarity to an
end-result. Usually | take a cynical view of what or whose end goals are to be the final
“objective.” Unfortunately; suchfears-and-cynicism-often-lead-to-a-negative-start-with-
negative-energy, and | quickly found myself in this mindset during the first few meetings.

The charge was not initially presented and the timeline for due diligence not realistically
set. There was an initial sidetracking.of any progress towards a common end. Since
we were a task force with no history this was not surprising, but-was very frustrating to
‘me and other members of the task force. My frustration left me in disagreement with
many ideas. These frustrations hindered me from seeing progress towards our goals as

. they developed.

As the group matured, | noticed the lack of ego from others in the-meetings and quickly
realized that once I, too, checked my ego at the door, all ego ceased to exist during the
meetings. There was talk of common area, common use, and common good. There
was also talk of facts, figures, pervious and impervious surface, runoff coefficients,
budgets, non-profits, and tax exempt status. It was a tsunami of critical information.

Upon firstreviewing what the cost of this “rain tax” would be to my business, research
was directed at how this would affect profit as | manage over 200,000 sq. ft. of building
and more than 6 acres of land and or paved parking. How would this “rain tax” be
funded through business activities?

The charge was that the funds needed should be raised using a formula that was
transparent, fair, and equitable. | was-all for all of these parameters unless | had to pay
for them. Then our field trip to the flood control pumping station, and the magnitude of
what we have to deal with in real time, became clear to me. Once the task force
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became focused on formulas and methodology, our efforts became more fiuid and our
group prospered.

There are many parts of our presentation that will make some citizens unhappy.
Unfortunately, the process has just started.. The City Council will need help as they
struggle with our methodology and the reasoning behind our recommendations. Our
reasoning, however, is sound and thorough. We did a job and we reached consensus.
While consensus is not always perfect it aims to be fair.

We will demand caps, oversight, and accountability on this additional fee for both
ourselves and our fellow residents. These are technical terms and they are all in our
report. For the task force our “demands” should be spoken of as recommendations or
wishes. We wish that education on these issues becomes the highest priority. We wish
there are some credits extended for storm management to increase education in this
area. We wish that the common area is connected to the common good for the good of
all. No person is an island. We are all far from that.

No business can survive without the common good. No employees or customers will be
able to get to work, to bank, to shop, or to eat at restaurants without this good. Our
public safety personnel will not be able to help anyone as they also will be stranded.
Storm-water, and-the rain-you and-l-have-on-ourroofs; is all part of it.

There are EPA rules, laws, and budgets to deal with. There are financial struggles that
will create hardship for many families, residents, and property owners. There is also the
catastrophic failure of our infrastructure that will happen if we are not prepared. We
need to raise money to pay for these preventative measures.

What we are recommending is not a “rain tax” or fee. It is a common betterment for the
common good. | will watch, ask questions, and demand oversight. | do believe that it
needs to be supported for our collective benefit and | will support it.

Ood £, Tocce

¢/7/rs
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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, Daviddce, John Shenette, Megan
Murphy Wolf, Norma Roche, Rick Clarke, Robert ReegkmRuth McGrath, Dan Felton
Members absent:James Dostal
Other Attendees: Terry Culhane Board of Public Works Chairman; Lirila, City Engineer; Ned
Huntley, Director of Public Works; Doug McDonaltb8nwater Coordinator; Fred Zimnoch, resident
2. Meeting Called to Order
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Enkanyl.
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

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

4. Committee Member Introduction
Each member briefly described their backgroundapmbintment to the Task Force.

5. Election of Committee Chair
Committee decided to elect a Chairman at the enldeoimeeting.

6. Reading of the Charge to the Committee
The Charge of the Committee was read aloud andisisd. The question was asked who the Task Force
reports to and Terry Culhane explained that th& Fasce will make recommendations to the Joint
Committee of the City Council and Board of Publioftks. The committee agreed that the charge should
be broadened to include both the stormwater syatathe flood control system and that the charge
should include a timeline for the Task Force to ptate their work. Emory Ford will discuss makingsle
changes to the Charge with City Councilor Paul 8pec

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 Rangeh was titled “Flood Control and Stormwater
Infrastructure Challenges”. Terry presented thiewng information and general discussion occurred
through-out his presentation.

» The City’s flood control system and its conditioasmdescribed. Army Corps of Engineers
mandated assessments and improvements were didcusse

» The City’s stormwater drainage system and its domdivas described. Pending EPA permit
requirements and the associated increase in opg&ists were reviewed. The need to replace
aging drainage system was also reviewed.

* Areas within the City that have brook and erosioobfems that threaten public and/or private
property were reviewed.

» Preliminary budget estimates were discussed fror20E8 through 2016. Ways to meet the
City’s revenue needs were reviewed including thagga Fund, Over-rides, a new fee or a
combination of funding sources.

» Fee structures, rate methods, and possible crestéras were introduced.

* The presentation will be posted on the Public Wevkbsite. See
http://www.northamptonma.gov/dpw/engineering/flowtic

9. Discussion of Presentation

There was some discussion about the budget numlessnted. It was discussed by the Task Force
that they were not charged with developing a spebiidget but responsible with determining an
equitable way to meet the City revenue needs td itseebligations for flood control and stormwater
systems. It was also discussed that the City wmddire an annual budget on the order of $2 millio
to meet the obligations as presented by Terry G@h@he Task Force discussed that a new source of
revenue would be needed and that the General Fonltlwe unable to fund these City obligations.
There was discussion about various fee systemghanteed to consider making credits available. It
was suggested and discussed that the Task Foraklsiomsider the cost of stormwater management
off of City streets and that each property own&uth pay for a portion of these costs.

10. Election of Committee Chair and Committee OperatingProcedures

The Task Force elected Emory Ford Chairman andf2¢ton Vice-Chairman. The Task Force
discussed the need for meeting minutes. Jim Laagtaed to take minutes for Task Force review.
Approved Task Force minutes will be posted on tR¥\Dweb site. The Task Force agreed that a
public comment period would be provided at eachtmgeThe Task Force also requested that web-
site with other applicable resources should bebisteed. The Task Force agreed to follow the Best
Practices that were developed by the City. Thel i@epublic 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 Departmat
29 Center Street, Northampton, MA

Members present: Emory Ford, Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Daviddce, John Shenette, Megan Murphy Wolf,
Norma Roche, Rick Clarke, Robert Reckman, Ruth MtiGrDan Felten

Members absent:James Dostal

City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Ned Huntie¥;,. Director of Public Works; Doug
McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator

City Councilor Attendees: Marianne LaBarge, Paul Spector

Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet

Meeting Called to Order
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Enkamgl.
Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lvé
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Approval of Minutes of March 7, 2013

Who ison the Task Force: There was some confusion expressed by Task Foeogbars in regard to who is on the
Task Force and if any votes are taken, who is erapesivto vote. At the first meeting both Task Fareambers
and others were sitting at the table. It was disedghat consideration should be given to onlyrigViask Force
members at the table. The option of different natates for people not on the Task Force, butrategral to the
Task Force discussions, was mentioned. Counclect®r suggested an informal arrangement wheresoéne
allowed to sit at the table might be appropriate.

Email distribution of Task Force information: It was noted that the Draft Meeting Minutes andeoffiask Force
related information had been distributed by entagdme people not on the Task Force. There wass$iln about
who should be receiving Task Force informatiorafiSnhentioned that some Task Force information leeh sent
to some City Council members and Board of Publick%anembers. It was noted that all Meeting Ageradab
Minutes, as well as technical resources availaifl¢hie Task Force were being posted on the DPWsitelso that
the public would have access to this informatiéior future meetings a sign-in sheet will be avaddbr the public
to sign and provide an email address. Staffsetld Task Force information by email to anyone thaiiests it.

Changes to Draft Meeting Minutes: On a motion made and seconded edits to the memiimgtes were made and
approved. Staff will make the approved changesprepare final minutes.
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5. Public Comments (At several points during the Meetig)

Councilor Spector offered suggestions to the Taskd= He suggested:
e arranging the room such that all Task Force memdnerfacing the public
e not placing a time limit during public comment
« allowing the public to ask questions
e Task Force members should review state ethics dalated to public committees
« The Task Force should try and conclude by M3y 1

Councilor Spector also stated that the Task Fa@cemmendations would be made to the Joint Comnuftéee
City Council and Board of Public Works. He saidttbommunity outreach would be done by the BPWthadCity
Council as it related to the Task Force recommeonsit

Ward 3 Resident Fred Zimnoch read from a prepaedraent and submitted the document to the TasteFdde
expressed concern about the City’'s flood contretey if it is not maintained and is downgraded ByWA. He is
also concerned about rapidly escalating rates sdornwater utility that were shown in the CDM RepQ®ther
details are contained in the submitted document.

Mike Kirby stated that there are real problem issaied hazards with the levee systems, such astlaegegrowing
in some locations. He also stated that the prapbadget discussed at the last meeting is opagae #idid not
have any descriptive narrative.

Councilor LaBarge expressed concern about mors emst fees that residents will have to pay. Skedakow
other towns are dealing with these mandates. BSbeasked what will happen to rates in 5 and 10syga new
utility is established.
6. Presentation of Approaches Taken by Comparable Towsand 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 suggestkdrdrce completion date of May 1,
since some feel that this will be too fast and eashit was discussed that it is more importamtd@ thorough
evaluation and make sound recommendations to tiye Giwas stated that EPA may be delaying issaing
implementing the new stormwater MS4 permit and thay buy the City some time.
Proposed Budget: There were a number of questions about the budgabers presented by Terry Culhane at
the last meeting. Concern was expressed abouthaquitable fee system could be derived at ibtrezall
budget was not clearly understood. Staff offeceggend time going through the budget on a linerigybasis.
Staff also stated that it was expected that theyldvneed to produce sample bills based on the liddge

whatever types of fee structures the Task Forcildeto explore. Several Task Force members waatsée a
longer term budget plan, maybe for a 10-year plagpieriod.
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CDM Report: During the discussion about the budget there weveral questions about how the capital projects
would be fit into the future budget and rate stuuet Also, the CDM report depicted a rapidly rggiate if all

the projects they described were undertaken. &tpffed that the flood control related projectsatéed in the
CDM report were the projects that were a prioritihe large capital plan laid out in the CDM redortproblem
drainage areas in the City is not being considbreBublic Works for implementation. The drainagejgcts

being considered are related to flood control gstdeainage reconstruction, like North Street, fimdstream
erosion projects as described by Terry Culhankerfitst task meeting. The Task Force requested mo
information about the CDM report and how the Puldfforks Department is using that information in pling.

This will be discussed at the next Task Force mgeti

Funding of Flood Control and Stormwater: There was discussion about paying for large, flomatrol projects
using a Proposition 2 %2 override ballot questidmew utility could be used to fund stormwater systcosts.
Statements were made that the EPA may be backirandhe requirements and implementation dates for
stormwater management issues. Using an overridibofmat control and the thought that EPA was delgytimeir
requirements might provide more time for the Cityiully determine if a utility is needed and whatrh it
might take. The prospect of grants and other régujaelief was also discussed by Task Force memf@drere
were questions about why the City was exploring@wa atility when there are only a few of these iis&nce in
MA. It was explained that a fee system was moretalle to homeowners than using an override questio
monies from the General Fund, since a fee woulgai@ by everyone including non-profit organizatiohat do
not pay real estate taxes. The fee would also bawes basis on impervious area on properties ssizheof a
bill is based on impacts to the stormwater systatimer the real estate value of a property.

10. Review of Action Items
Action items considered for the next meeting ineldid summary of other stormwater utilities, an tpda the
CDM report, a 10-year budget scenario, and moretadaterprise funds. Several task force membepsasted
data about acreage of impervious surfaces, nunabeesidential lots and other Northampton statistic

11. Next Meeting Date and Time
The next meeting was scheduled for Apfilat 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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, Riclae, Robert Reckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan
Felten, James Dostal

Members absent:John Shenette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Emory Ford, NmRoche (resigned from the Task Force)
City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Ned Huntie¥;,. Director of Public Works; Doug
McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator

City Councilor Attendees: Marianne LaBarge

Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet

Meeting Called to Order

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by DelteR Vice-Chair.

. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lve
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from March 14, P13 Meeting
On a motion made and seconded the draft meetingtesmwere approved.
Public Comments (At several points during the Meetig)

Resident Paul Walker said they he’s has read estighere it was found that the Environmental Ptimedgency
(EPA) overstepped their authority in implementimggrams under their Clean Water Act Authority. lhtdieves
that it is premature for the City to be considenqyaying for programs to comply with questionableAEP
requirements. He said the City needs help frgmadngressmen to fight the over-reaching of EPAN Belten
pointed out that while the pending EPA stormwatamyt is part of the task force discussion it is thquirements
of the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) for improvertseto the flood control system that is a majot pathe
revenue discussion. Chris Hellman stated the chafrtfee task force is narrow and about meetingditg's
financial obligations for stormwater and flood aohin an equitable manner. Mr. Walker asked whatgrogram
expenses will be in the future. Mr. Felten samt the Task Force would be recommending to the Catyncil on
an equitable way to set the fees but not what ¢theahrevenue and fee would be. Councilor LaBargeessed
concern about the costs of the program and whdtuthee public process would be. Bob Reckman iaidid that
the Task Force was to determine a formula forfgliind that the actual budget was not relevartgd aisk Force
discussion. Mr. Felten indicated that the revemersds were discussed in the first Task Force Mgeaial
mentioned the possibility of a cap on bills or newes. Resident Fred Zimnoch asked if the CDM ttepas being
relied on to determine future revenue needs andaléishat the CDM report is not being used asssbfr future
financial planning. Alex Ghiselin agreed that anfata is to be developed and that future budgetddvoe reviewed
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by the Mayor and City Council. Jim Laurila indicdtinat a preliminary budget of about $2 million pear was
discussed in the first meeting. Rick Clark stdteat he did not want the Task Force to get boggeendon non-
Task Force issues and that when the task force isatmplete the members are free as residents émfpaged in
the future public process with the City Council.r.Mimnoch asked of the Task Force deliverable twaslculate a
formula to split up the $2 million into bills. MEelten said yes and the samples of bills woulgreluced for
various formula options.

David Teece said that he felt that the Task Foezkrfot addressed the three key items in the chaigesaid the '3
part of the charge was related to a recommendéiioa fee formula. The first part of the chargessi@ examine
ways to fund program costs and what other comnesitave done. The second part of the charge waskat the
new funding in a transparent and equitable waye fhird part is to look at actual formulas thatlddoe considered.
He said the task force should focus on the first plathe charge and proceed in order as describeh Felten
stated that in prior meetings there were discussadrout the possible use of general fund moneyewpbsition 2
% overrides, as well as the possibility of a neg f&@he City Council could consider the use of ades — but the
task force needs to determine what a fee strugtordd be, if the City Council determined that a $gstem should
be used. Mr. Felten added that on the agenda fagttbwas a presentation by Jim Laurila about ttpedences of
other communities with fee-based systems.

Reading of the Final Council Charge to the Committe
This final council charge to the Committee was refadid.
Presentation By James Laurila, City Engineer — Stanwater Utilities in other Communities

Jim Laurila provided an overview of the number aiglory stormwater utilities across the countryorSwater
utilities have been in-place since the 1970’s.liferation of utilities across the country can etto the flooding
effects of Hurricane Andrew and Midwest floodingli®a92. Another jump in the formation of stormwaiélities
was connected with the new National Pollutant Désghk Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater rul2003.
After Hurricane Katrina in 2005, further increagestormwater utilities can be seen as the ACOEeased
requirements for flood control maintenance andifaeation. Before focusing on New England areditigs, Mr.
Laurila said that reviewing what other communitiese done is driven by the unique circumstancesdh
community, such as regulatory drivers, politicaldrs, revenue needs, data management factorharavérall
schedule for a community to meet a new revenueatitin. An overview was provided for stormwatelitigs in
Reading, MA; Newton, MA; Chicopee, MA; Fall RivéMA; Westfield, MA, South Burlington, VT; and Lewist,
ME. The population of each City, the reasontlfier utility, the year the utility was started, fiee structure, and
the approximate budget was discussed for each caoitynu

Discussion of the Presentation

At the completion of the presentation Terry Culhasked to return to Mr. Teece’s comments aboutinged
address the Task Force charge in a systematic Wayexplained that the Board of Public Works thdubht a fee
system would be best way to meet the City’s finalhabligations for flood control and stormwatere Bhid these
costs should be a shared expense and that usiegafjfumd tax revenue is not equitable and is a pgatribution
between residential and commercial property andrtba-profits do not contribute at all to stormwé&teod control
facilities since they do not pay real estate taxesurches, Smith College, Cooley-Dickinson Hodgaaexample
do not contribute at all. He said about 25% ef@ity does not contribute to the General Funchei fee system
would make everyone contribute to these systemsF®lten asked the Task Force what is the mostazaiway
to pay for these obligations, a fee, override ather idea? Rick Clark stated that the list afi-4poofits
organizations in the City may not be that long aad the City ask them to pay a Payment in Lieua{es (PILOT)
so that they would contribute to the costs of fleodtrol and stormwater. Mr. Teece suggestedtkieaT ask Force
could recommend to the City Council that non-peofibhould pay a fee and that everyone should pag.aAlex
Ghiselin said that Smith College has a long histifrigeing unwilling to pay the City any kind of RIT. He feels
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that Smith would need to pay a fee like they payfater and sewer use. He added that the resitipopalation
pays more now than non-profits and the commerc@pgrty owners for the cost of stormwater and floodtrol
facilities. (At this time attention was broughtadable that was handed out entitled “Northamptopdrvious Area
& Gross Area by Property Types). Bob Reckman stdtati30% of the impervious area in the City waty @ghts
of way. Jim Dostal asked if the City needed to @dge. Chris Hellman said that the City departsmelo pay water
and sewer bills and to be consistent it might nekese for the City to pay a stormwater fee if esthdtle added
that every property should pay. Mr. Teece madwton that: “We ask that every property owner ipgrate in
whatever our formula is” . Mr. Hellman seconded ith@tion and the motion passed by a vote of 6-1h Bitb
Reckman opposed and the meeting chair not votimgRdckman voted no because he was unsure aintfgisftthe
City should receive a bill and pay a fee. After tioge Mr. Felten asked if a fee should be basednpervious area
or property value. Jim Laurila stated that he tifauhe basis of the Massachusetts General Lavatloats fee to
be charged states that the fee should be a fesfoice and not be based on property value. Fample, a fee
could be based on the gross area of a lot or inqes\area on a lot. Flat fees that are chargesbbe utilities may
be based on an average of impervious area fortaitetass of property, such as residential.

Resident Mike Kirby commented that there will beesed for incentives and credits if a fee systeosed. Mr.
Ghiselin agreed that credits are a needed to chaelyevior and reduce a property’s impact on thersiater
system. Mr. Teece said for new development therftbgrBoard requires stormwater mitigation systend asked
if these owners with new system should pay the damas others. He added that a credit would k®od way for
social reasons so that people would have an alieenway to take action other than just payimgfee. Jim
Laurila stated that the Task Force should thinkualdiether a stormwater system that is built to glgrwith a
Planning Board should be eligible for a credit. Bulhane stated that he thought it might be apjeitafor a credit
to be issued to an owner that built a stormwatstesy as part of a regulatory requirement. Mr. Freléaninded the
Task Force members that the flood control cosigaltibns were the greatest part of the budget needshat any
credits for stormwater system should be considerdidat light. He added that the Task Force mayhawe time to
develop all the details of what a credit system idook like. Mr. Culhane suggested that the Tekce consider
a cap or limit on the amount of credits to be issaled that the details could be worked out laRuth McGrath
suggested that the credits in Westfield be reviewed

Bob Reckman suggested that Task Force members wonvéh actual formulas for fees to be discusseti@next
Task Force meeting. Jim Laurila offered to disttébto all task force members sample fee formulasttiey
develop.

Mr. Ghiselin asked if the Task Force reached cosnigeabout anything? There was discussion abowttier
motion made and approved. A re-vote was madedakulity to the earlier vote. The motion: “Evemoperty
owner, including the City, would participate” wasde and seconded and agreed to by a vote or 6-1.

Plans to encourage outside participation in the Comittee’s work

Resident Paul Walker suggested publication of énrtbwspaper of a question to the community tolgst bpinion
about funding options. Mr. Felten said it was adjaea to get public input on the work of the Taskce. Ms.
McGrath said sending fee formula suggestions tolMurila for discussion at the next meeting wasadgidea and
added that maybe the fee options could be discusded newspaper. Mr. Clark added that showirigadills for
the various formulas and getting that informationte public would be a good idea. Mr. Teece Haatlthe
businesses that will be getting a large bill shdaddyiven advance warning about their future bils. Hellman
added that the Task Force should not be afraidfofraula that would result in sending a large tull large
company that can afford to pay for the service. Mrece said transparency in any bill is neededlaaidanother
way of educating the public would be to use anrinsecurrent water and sewer bills or some otlimilar outreach
means.

There was a general discussion about gross areadamnd impervious area factors and how they niighapplied.
There is some common good issues to be considelaed to public ways. It was discussed thatéfrg property
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is to receive a bill, gross area will need to bactor. It was also discussed that pervious sadare part of
stormwater solution because there is less runroffifthese areas. A discussion of possibly usitieyed rate
system for residential units was discussed as asneabe more equitable given the diversity indize and
configuration of residential properties. The aahbié lot data was discussed and the cost of detargnspecific
impervious area for every property was discussed.

10. Action Item Review
The meeting was summarized that the Task Forcekaalined ways to meet funding requirements; thavigw
and discussion had occurred regarding the appraseth by other communities to meet funding needd;ah a
general principle every property owner should pgrtite, including the City; that impervious ared amtal property
area are factors to be considered for a fee fornamld that credits should be considered.

11. New Business

Bob Reckman suggested that the Task Force meet @ tgur of the Hockanum Road flood control pump
station. The next meeting was scheduled for A@fl 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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, RolReckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten,
James Dostal, Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megaphuolf

Members absent:Rick Clarke

City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Ned Huntie¥,. Director of Public Works; Doug
McDonald, Stormwater Coordinator

City Councilor Attendees: None

Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet

Meeting Called to Order
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Enkangl, Chair.
. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lve
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 4, 2A.3 Meeting
On a motion made and seconded the draft meetingtesmwere approved.
Public Comments (At this point and at several poirg during the Meeting)

Resident Paul Walker said that the stormwater ediguils are an unfunded mandate from the federadrgovent
and said the requirements have been found to aliytdtlegal. He said several Cities and townsiiiffiedlent states
are appealing the decision about the regulatiodgfaat Northampton should too. He said that askasglents
about an override and now a rain tax is not rigitt @ better solution is needed. He also said thaltdught this
meeting was going to be at City Hall based on statgs at the last meeting. Dan Felten repliedttteatomments
are appreciated and that the Army Corps of Enginéeod control mandates are much larger finaraiibations
than the pending EPA stormwater regulations. Ha@e focus of the task force is to determine howquitably
calculate a fee if the City decides to use a fatesy. He encouraged Mr. Walker to bring his sjpecifncerns to
the City Council as the process progresses. Radited Zimnoch said he had reviewed the tablespérvious
and gross areas for the City and asked how impas\aoea on a parcel is calculated. He also adkaat the
accuracy of this measurement and indicated that ikea large variation in parcel sizes acros<ityeand this can
impact the fairness of a fee system. He suggélttd histogram be developed to group parcel$zeyand look at
how many parcels in each group. That informatioub help in determining breakpoints for a tiered §ystem.
Bob Reckman said that several of the fee propodaé tdiscuss later in the meeting have tiered systeResident
Mike Kirby said that lawyers may become involvedtis is the fee if implemented by a City Counatision and
not by the voters. This could be viewed as a wayotaround the public. Resident Mitch Bolotin askéout the
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rules for the public to speak. Mr. Felten stateat the Task Force would be accepting commentsigirout the
meeting and that one of the primary focuses offdmk Force is to determine an equitable way tateemwater
fees. David Teece stated that the algorithm wasame part in the four parts of the task forcerde Suzanne
Beck introduced herself as a resident and as teeuive Director of the Chamber of Commerce. Shgedtthat the
membership of the Chamber of Commerce is interaatédte work of the Task Force and that the Charsbald be
a valuable source of feedback and input on th@feposals. She said the Chamber does not quékgameed to
invest in public infrastructure and has seen trer#st hand on projects like the redevelopmenhefThree
County Fairgrounds. She said that poor infrastmecadversely impacts residents and businessesaghthat the
principal that the shared responsibility for pulsiceets and sidewalks is a good one. She stréssexted for
public education about the work of the Task ForSee said this issue is not on anyone’s radathygivill impact
every property-owner. A thoughtful plan for eduoatis needed and she offered the Chambers helpFéiten said
that the Task Force realizes the importance ofip@olucation and stated that it is also the respoityg of the City
Council and Board of Public Works to get the wout @bout the issues.

Reading of the Final Council Charge to the Committe

Dan Felten read the final council charge to the @ittee. He added that he believed that the Tas&eHoad
considered ways to meet the cost obligations o0ty had reviewed the approaches taken by othemaunities
and decided that a working on an equitable funéingula was where the Task Force is currently. stéged that
several draft fee proposals were to be discussttdsateeting.

Task Force Deadline — May 31, 2013

Mr. Felten said that he and Emory Ford had beeaniméd that the City Council/Board of Public Worksrierence
Committee decided that the Task Force work shoalddmpleted by May 31, 2013. Mr. Teece said estabb a
new deadline several weeks into the Task Force waskdisrespectful to the Task Force and out afroréie
added that it was also not following any senseest practices and was not transparent. He askednidrmed the
Task Force of this new deadline and how was thesidecmade. Mr. Felten said that he and Mr. Fad freceived
an email from Jim Laurila about the new deadlineddim Laurila confirmed that at the recent (Aff)
Conference Committee meeting they had decidedltieaf ask Force recommendation would be neededebgri
of May to provide the time necessary for the Cibu@cil and subcommittees to work on the flood
control/stormwater ordinance issues though the seimmn important factor is the October deadlinetfe City to
notify the state that they will be starting a navegprise fund which may also have an impact orCiftie tax rate.
Resident Mitch Bolotin said that many investordiorthampton properties and business have no ideat de
work of the Task Force. He questioned if the Tlgice wanted input from these people? Would it tiedpTask
Force make a more informed decision? Mr. Reckmahtba Task Force was open to ideas for gettingvbie out
to the public. He thought after the Task Forcemmendations were made to the City Council thaptiess
coverage would increase. Ms. McGrath added that #s& Force meetings were being recorded and postéae
internet and that the City web-site had all the tingeminutes and other information related to tlasKk Force work.
At the request of the Task Force, Jim Laurila descrthe process after the Task Force work is cetapl
Recommendations will be sent to the City Councifiibof Public Works Conference Committee. Fromethibe
City Council and the various subcommittees will waiith the recommendations and consider and ordiman
Subcommittees may include the finance committedginance committee; and the economic developmensihg,
and land use committee with the final subcommitégerral to be determined by the City Council. Hord
suggested that if the May 3tleadline was an issue for the Task Force membeyscould consider resigning, or
tell the City Council that the charge can not bmpleted in that time frame. Mr. Teece said thatifay a decision
by the Task Force seven weeks into the work ispragriate and it looks like the Council is tryirggriam-rod this
fee through. Mr. Shennette said that the Task Fera& needs to be cohesive, consistent, and corapsie and
that May 31' does not provide time to do the job thoroughlyesi@ent Alan Sharpe told the Task Force to tell the
City Council that the deadline cannot be met aiadl tie citizens have a right to due process. Heddthat any
decision of the Task Force will fail and the Citillvaave to live with the liability of that failure He said that
decisions that negatively impact property valuesuarconstitutional. He thinks that the City Caundl accept all
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recommendations of the Task Force and that thev@itguffer in the long run. He added that thesK#&orce work
is unfair to residents and they have a right thiéa&rd. Mr. Dostal said he agreed with many ofcthraments made
tonight. He added that the Task Force needs taldednat an equitable fee structure would be ifGg Council
decides to do a new fee. He said based on hisiexperthe City Council would have at least threblipthearings
about this issue when the Task Force is done. BlteRr added that the Task Force could provide plalti
alternatives for the City Council to consider. Miellman said that there was nothing wrong withtiplé options.
He said that he expects the Task Force recommendat carry some weight. He mentioned that agaalier
meeting the Task Force was told that the deadlim®May ', so May 3% provides more time. He felt that the
development of fee models could be done in thigdirame and that fee proposals were on the agemnda f
discussion tonight. He added that the deadlireavaved at logically by working back from the Ologér date to
notify the state about a new enterprise fund. ¢tked that the Board of Public Works has had mayipu
meetings and public presentations about the issuresunding flood control and stormwater issueslaaould
not apologize for the fact that the public turn-fartthose presentations was low.

Mr. Ford made a motion to accept the May' @8&adline. Mr. Dostal asked if this meant the datsomplete written
recommendations and was told yes. Ms. McGrathcaeket if the work was not done. Mr. Felten shiel t
committee would submit whatever work they had catga. Six votes in favor with Mr. Teece voting mal dMr.
Ghiselin and Mr. Shennette abstaining. Upon frrttiscussion Mr. Ford withdrew his original motioMr.
Hellman followed with a motion for the Task Foreeuse May 31 as a target for completion and thay i¥lay 14"
the Task Force needs more time then they will bslkQity Council for more time. On a vote of 9-# thotion
passed, with Mr. Teece opposed.

Presentation of Stormwater Utility Fee examples bWTFC members and
Discussion of Examples

Terry Culhane’s proposed fee structure was disieidbto the Task Force and the public. Mr. Culhaatked
through his fee proposal and how fees would beutatied. Mr. Hellman asked about undeveloped lantitha fact
that it may be basically pervious. Mr. Culhandiszpthat all properties would get a bill as pdrtheir contribution
to paying for the “common” impervious across thegyCiMr. Ghiselin asked why there were tiers ofdestial fees
and what about lots greater than 5 acres in sizeCMlhane replied that lots greater than 5 agresizie would be
calculated individually. Mr. Ghiselin said thaetRity encourages open space preservation anththabst seems
like a lot for open space. Resident KonstantireerSs said that for new development that resultgéater than one
acre of disturbance needs to get approval fronCibyeand the permit requires that runoff be addedssHe asked
why the fees were being considered. Mr. Culhaserileed the City’s obligations to maintain the fliocontrol and
stormwater drainage systems. He added that negylailes apply to the discharge of stormwatetvters and
streams. Mr. Teece said Mr. Culhane’s proposalgeeat first look at a possible framework. Heeatithat there
was not time to explore all the details of eactppsal tonight. Mr. Dostal added that the City piag office
requires stormwater mitigation for new developmemtd that it is a factor that could be considerefé structures.
Mr. Felten stated that the majority of funding negds for flood control systems and that the stoatewissue is a
smaller part of the funding need. He said thatctirecept of credits was discussed in previous mgetide asked
Mr. Culhane if his proposal included any credits. Rulhane briefly described his thoughts on ceefliéfer to the
handout).

Bob Reckman’s proposed fee structure was distribidieéhe Task Force and the public. Mr. Reckmavipled an
overview of his fee proposed fee structure. Hécated that his approach was similar to Mr. Culhpraposal with
residential bills being based on tiered systemadhgroperties contributing to the common experfseublic
infrastructure. He spoke about the importanceettirng the word out about the work of the Task Eoide
mentioned that a tour of the Hockanum Road PumtioBtavas scheduled for Monday April 22 at 4 p.me Ibtiefly
discussed having fees set by an elected body (tiigCGuncil). Mr. Ghiselin stated that a predideabource of
revenue is needed to pay for bonds and City firdmtiligations. Mr. Reckman said that perhapsGitg Council
would set the fee based on a Board of Public W(BIN) recommendation. He added that another optimund
be for the City Council to set the fee for 5 yeans then fee setting would be done by the BPW.
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Ruth McGrath’s proposed fee structure was distethiio the Task Force and the public. Ms. McGratbcdbed her
fee proposal and said it was based on what theaCiyestfield had implemented. She indicated #ilathe details
had not been worked out yet, but added that starddwcredits, and assistance for low income resideMr. Felten
mentioned that Westfield has a cap on commerdilaldnd that Ms. McGrath’s did not mention a cajithout a
cap Mr. Felten said that the Veterans Affairs MaitCenter would get bill of about $50,000. Me€Ee said that
more work needed to be done in order to illustvetat the $0.05 per square foot of impervious areal&vmean for
various properties. Mr. Laurila offered to worktivMs. McGrath to determine some example billspiaperties of
various sizes.

Dan Felten’s proposed fee structure was distribtagle Task Force and the public. Mr. Felten jafed an
overview of his proposed fee structure. The feacttire included payment by the City for bills, kvkill payment
coming from general fund revenue. Mr. Felten pegsoto use runoff coefficients for impervious aedvpus
surfaces in order to calculate bills. He also $héd his fee is based on a parcel by parcel detetion of
impervious area. Mr. Felten discussed the conaffbte “commons” and that the Task Force shouldsiciar how
this is best defined. Mr. Reckman said he thotiglht’commons” should include sidewalks, roads,dngs and
parking lots owned by the City. Mr. Ghiselin agplehe City should pay although many Cities exe@ipt roads.
He added that General Fund revenue only comestiimpayers and that a fee system spreads the cossal
properties in the City. Mr. Reckman requested #hsitle by side comparison of the fee structurqeé&eared before
the next meeting.

Action Iltem Review

Mr. Laurila agreed to prepare a side by side comparof fee structures for Task Force use.
New Business

The next meeting was scheduled for April"28 5:30 p.m. at a location to be determined.
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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, RolReckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten,
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Ritdrk, James Dostal

Members absent:None.

City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDdn&tormwater Coordinator

City Councilor Attendees: Marianne Labarge

Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet

Meeting Called to Order
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Enkangl, Chair.
. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lve
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Public Comment

Resident Fred Zimnoch questioned why some of thedaita did not match data on Wikipedia. Residéinth
Bolotin asked when would a new system be effectivMe? Ghiselin said that any new fee system woelguire Cit
Council approval. Councilor Labarge said thatThsk Force recommendation would be issued to tmdeGance
Committee and then on to the City Council. She sh&lexpected there to be a public process atdhsd®f Public
Works and at the City Council. Mr. Bolotin askéthiere was an estimated budget. Mr. Laurila szad a budget
of about $2 million per year had been discussed.Bdlotin said that he wanted to see fee propoddis.Felten
indicated that specific fee proposals would bewdised tonight. Mr. Teece asked if there was a teattl submit
fee proposals. Mr. Hellman said he thought mordetcould be anticipated. Mr. Teece added thagws models
keep coming in it may make it more difficult fortiask Force to complete their work by May 31. Reckman
said it's an evolving process and there may be nawas. Mr. Bolotin asked who could submit a fealel@and how
it should be submitted. Mr. Ford said any new ni®deuld be submitted to the Task Force directlyoalim
Laurila.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 18" Meeting
On a motion made and seconded the draft meetingtesmwere approved.
Review of visit to pump station

On April 22 there was a tour of the Hockanum Road flood copump station that was given by Public Works
Director Ned Huntley. Mr. Clark said it's amazitigat the pump station still works and that it's Miaken care of.
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Mr. Felten asked if the consequences of the endailisg was discussed. Mr. Reckman said not sjzdif. Mr.
Shennette asked what would happen if the pumpatdties not work. What is the timeframe for flogdand what
would be impacts be. Mr. Dostal said that the expeipt in the flood control station is 70 years aid ¢hat it has
been well maintained. He said that the enginesad that replacement parts are no longer édailaHe said the
station needs rehabilitating. If the station faitster could flood up to Pleasant Street and Fategkt, with many
millions of dollars worth of property damage reswgt Mr. Hellman asked if full or partial replacent of the
station is needed. Mr. Ghiselin asked what ifgbeps didn'’t start the first or second time. Mre€e added that it
would be catastrophic with $100’s of millions inndage and that it's a very high risk. Mr. Hellmaidsie cost of
rehabilitation and full station replacement needbd considered and that a new station could dds®$20 million
to replace.

Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commite members
Discussion by committee of new algorithms

Rick Clark proposed a new model based on the elguiteesidential unit (ERU) method. Sample caltiates were
distributed. Jim Laurila said that the ERU methethased on impervious area and that CDM had recowheokthis
method for determining fees. Mr. Felten askeds& force what is the fairness standard that shioel
considered? Mr. Reckman asked if agricultural astservation areas should get a bill? Mr. Dostabktioeed if it
made sense for land not protected by the levepayt@ bill. Mr. Felten asked if the levees did exist how much
land would be under water? Mr. Dostal said thatatien 121 is the Connecticut River highest floeddl. Mr.
Ghiselin asked what the cost would be to deterrtfirdmpervious area for every property in the @isyproposed in
the Felten method. Mr. Laurila said the cost wdagdbn the order of about $100,000. Mr. Hellman #agre is an
elegance to the Felten Method and that data marexgesonsiderations are important. Mr. Dostal sl lot size
could be used and that could be used. Mr. TeedetlsaiCity assessor has building size informatiw should be
available.

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

Mr. Laurila distributed a sheet of “discussion tast for each of the proposed methods, a summatg that
compared sample bills using each proposed fee metimal sample bill calculation pages for each naththese
handouts were discussed.

Discussion by Committee of test case hills

General discussion about whether the City shoudive stormwater bills ensued. Mr. Felten indidateat the City
pays other utility bills now and it may be the meguitable if the City pays any new stormwater fé#s Ghiselin
said that we all benefit from City roads and saitight be ok to exempt City roads from fee caltiates. Mr.
Hellman said that he had just completed a summiacyealits and exemptions to fees that would beibisted to the
Task Force to read. He thought that it might medese to exempt property that is not protectel@ises and that
conservation lands might also be exempt from figiesClarke stated he has been reviewing varioudicreanuals
used in other communities. He said streets ategpatormwater conveyance but that not all streaige catch
basins. He indicated have some problems with theajat of the commons fee. He said that he thotingtitthe City
should not pay a stormwater fee out of the gerfaral. Ms. Murphy expressed an interest in congider there
should be a cap on the overall fee or other typesjs. She asked if properties outside the lewses subject to
MS4 permit requirements. Mr. Reckman said he veasuapportive of the Felten method. He said exesngtfor
conservation lands should be considered. He addgdhe liked the idea of the ‘commons” fee. Mrutika
suggested that the Task Force may want to congidenformation in Table 1 from the New England
Environmental Finance Center which discusses optionthe various fee setting factors. Mr. Teiecgiired if it
was up to the Task Force to determine exemptitrs.Hellman said that exemptions should be considsince
they will impact fee setting. Mr. Ghiselin said Iileed the Felten method, it is fact based andilgtan fee setting.
Mr. Felten suggested that the Task Force needsstive if a “commons” fee should be used and ifGhg should
receive a bill. He added that the issue of ctgrratives needs to be discussed in more detdil.FBrkman made
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a motion that the City not get stormwater billsheTmotion was seconded by Ruth McGrath. Ms. MdGrat
expressed concern about City overhead costs {Tityedoes receive bills and that it might be moosteeffective
overall if the City does not bill itself. Mr. Dadtagreed that administrative fees would end updeicluded in the
bills issued to the residents. Mr. Hellman agrédwed there was no need to bill the City. On a wift®-2 the motion
passed. Mr. Felten and Mr. Teece were opposedlanBord abstained from the vote. Mr. Ghiselindsla¢ wanted
to see the impact of the bills now that the Cit§ wot be billed. Mr. Felten said that all the $agould go up
proportionally. Mr. Teece made a motion to exclateon-profit organizations from any new stormerdees. Mr.
Ghiselin seconded the motion. Mr. Teece saiddhah earlier task force meeting a vote was tasdnillteveryone
including the City and the vote just taken reversed decision. For this reason he wanted to kadiscussion
about an exclusion for non-profits. Mr. Ghiselindshe opposes an exemption for non-profits andtttaCity is a
unigque situation. He added that specific exemptiight be considered but that a blanket exemptiag mot
appropriate. Mr. Reckman said he was open to derisig credits but he was not in favor of exempting-profits.
Ms. McGrath, Mr. Shennette and Mr. Clark all agréest case by case credits or exemptions couldbsidered
but they did not favor a blanket exemption. Th&uwo exempt non-profits unanimously failed.

Discussion of Path Forward
Action Iltem Review
New Business

Items for discussion at the next meeting includetivér to include a “commons” fee, issues and optigith
possible caps, and further discussion of fee dlyos.

Next Meeting
The next meeting was scheduled for M&Ya 5:30 p.m. at a location to be determined.
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, RoldReckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten,
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Ritdrk, James Dostal
Members absent:
City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDdn8&tormwater Coordinator, Ned
Huntley, Director of Public Works, Wayne Feidenydaitor of the Office of Planning and Sustainailit
Other Attendees: See attached sign-in sheet

2. Meeting Called to Order
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Enkangl, Chair.
3. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lve
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

4. Public Comment

Resident Fred Zimnoch said he compared variousgabtributed at past meetings and found someegiancies
in the numbers. Resident David Herships said Biélidia and other cities have allowed various ¢sddr things
such as permeable pavers and that the task foocsédstonsider credits like those. Mr. Felten regfeal that the
task force will discuss these as part of any fagcsire. Resident Jack Fortier said he was fornigrfinance
Director, former Chair of the Board of Public Worksid chief financial officer at Hampshire Colleged that he
has been closely following the work of the taslcéor He said he understands the need for a newuevaurce but
that he is concerned about equity. He said theeémphtation of a new fee system will feel like aaax that it will
be a condition of the property that you own. He $iaat there is some appeal to the concept ofdbemons”
since no one wants to see the City under floodnwakeveryone is responsible for protection of tlity.@G\ fee
structure will bring some relief to residential fa&yers and that sharing the cost burden equitabigry important.
He suggested that the task force carefully consekelimitations by exclusions and suggested tht#ude of the fee
recommendations will be important so that the delbabut the fee system can continue after theftask work is
done. Resident Mike Kirby said the largest vialatbgreen infrastructure is the City and he urtiet the City be
required to pay the fees as an educational andyegsue. He said that it is not right to exclyuleperties from
property beyond the dike, such as the fairgrousidse stormwater costs apply to those properties.

5. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 25" Meeting
Approval of the minutes was postponed since thegwet yet prepared.

6. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commiée members
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Mr. Hellman asked what the format for the recomnagioah of a fee algorithm was going to look like?haVis the
recommendation to contain? Will there be dissenipigion(s)? Mr. Ford said that at the meetinggbhicaps,
exclusions, and credits were to be discussed atdfinions about these would be considered. Hktlsare may
not be one single recommendation. Mr. Dostal #@tla discussion about the flood plain was alswrguortant
topic tonight. A new fee method was proposed ok Rlark. He proposed using an equivalent regideanit
(ERU) method. Sample calculations were distribditedhe Clark ERU method. Mr. Felten describethemf the
features of his approach to fee calculations. Rérckman said all models except for the McGrath ogtthises some
form of “commons” fee. Mr. Clark said the ERU doezt include a “commons” fee and that it would leépful to
see a comparison of the various fee methods. MierFdiscussed possible sources of data for femilzions
including GIS and assessors data. He suggesteththktrgest square footage of impervious area fesidential
property is the building footprint and that dataisilable at the assessors office. He said thatcGuld be used to
determine the impervious area of parking lots. Ghiselin said that there is a problem with the owns fee and
that it should be borne equally by the populatind #hat it should be split evenly. Mr. Felten akkew that could
be done with various property types like CooleyKirison Hospital and a residential property? Mr.riCkaid the
majority of the fee could be parcel specific. Melteén discussed some of the contents of a matrixégared and
distributed entitled “Fair and Equitable Matrixkr. Culhane said that the City currently uses aiflnb rate for all
water customers and one billing rate for all segusmtomers. Residents and commercial customers/andye
charged. He suggested that this would make senserfew stormwater fee.

Report from Jim Laurila — DPW — Discussion of potetial impacts of exclusions and credits

Mr. Laurila distributed two summary spreadshedisese showed Proposed Fee Structures and Sambple Bil
Comparisons. One table had no exemptions to tharid the other included certain land exemptiamnsh ¢hat the
Task Force could see the impact of exemptions emaaining fee payers. A third table detailedoltproperties
were assumed to be exempt from the fee.

Report from Northampton planning department

A presentation was made by Wayne Feiden, Diredt®lanning and Sustainability. A summary tablatkt
“Stormwater Utility and Open Space” was distributddr. Feiden described the contents of the sumraady
offered his opinion about categories of land theafdit should be exempt from proposed stormwates.féA general
discussion was held about runoff from the categooieproperty that Mr. Feiden discussed in termstofmwater
runoff and contributions to flooding. Mr. Teeceegtioned if a certain type of property is exemptrfrthe fee could
another property owner use that basis to dispwie bill? Mr. Ford described that the Felten melthelied on
runoff factors and that if those factors are afgptea large conservation area that amount of fuomfld be
determined and that it would create a lot of rundfhe amount could be as much as a parking lotlzaitdhe
physical facts need to be considered. Mr. Feid@hthat conservation and other areas do not rea@uiyeservices.
Mr. Ghiselin said that they did not — but that dings and developments at lower elevations or wedland areas
require flood protection. Mr. Felten added thatsinery property contributes runoff to a waterseeery property
should contribute to the fee system. Mr. Dostkdsvhat is considered the flood plain and whauabpooperties
on Island Road or in the area of the Fairgroundslhvare not protected by flood control. Shouldstheroperties be
exempt from a fee since they receive no flood admrotection? Mr. Feiden discussed the differermms/een the
more “flashy” floods that would occur along the Miliver versus the larger more slow moving floolisttwould
occur along the Connecticut River. Mr. Clark sdi@sn’t everyone benefit from flood control proieac?

Discussion by committee on credits and exemptions
Mr. Dostal said he wanted to discuss ideas foritgeahd exemptions. Mr. Hellman distributed a doent he

prepared entitled “Stormwater Fee Credits/IncestivaMr. Hellman presented information on variousdits and
exemptions used by Newton, MA, South Burlington,, Whiladelphia, PA, Richmond, VA, Griffin, GA, and
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11.

12.
13.

Champaign, IL. Mr. Hellman offered to do more wsh on the integration of credits and exemption®ithe
various plans, the value of these and impacts wentge needs.

Discussion of the inclusion of “the commons”

Ms. McGrath said she does not agree with the idi¢faed’commons” fee and that her proposed methaes chot use
it. Mr. Felten said that the fee needs to incladmseline charge for a shared responsibilityléardf control and
common stormwater expenses. Mr. Ford said thhtifTask Force cannot agree on a “commons” fedhimtack
of consensus could be communicated to the City €ibuMr. Reckman is also concerned about the “camsi fee
and if it's not included where will the money cofnem for the City to pay for this responsibilitys. Murphy
suggested that some residents could say that {Titiyedoes not get a bill why should the residgrag a “commons
fee? Mr. Clark said the fee would be simpler if toenmons was not included in the calculations. Rtten
suggested that possible exemptions could totab wipet amount of a “commons” fee. Ms. Murphy sait th
properties should not be exempt from everythingthaati bills should not be allowed to be reducedeim. Mr.
Felten said that the “commons’ fee could be fopadiperties and that it can not be split for resiidd, commercial
and open space categories, etc. Mr. Clark askibe ifiees could be determined with out a “commdeas? Don't
separate the “commons” fee out — but it would reag out within other fee calculations. Mr. Shetesaid it is a
factor in the fee setting formula and what do yall it?

Discussion on “caps”

The concept of various types of caps was introdacetldiscussed. Possible caps include: cap fee adid by a
property owner, a cap on the rate used to calctdat®e a cap on the overall system budget. M Beked if
someone could research information about capsHeliman offered to look into this. Mr. Felten s#dt caps
were used in Westfield and that ultimately a caprdit work because it resulted in inadequate fumnétin the City’'s
needs. He added that a transitional type of cghintie an option. Mr. Clark asked if the estimai@dnillion per
year budget would change. Mr. Culhane said thabtiuget was accurate but that one wildcard woulthbextent
of improvements or replacement of the Hockanum ftwaati control pump station. Mr. Teece said thwt state of
the economy will impact the budget as time goes on.

Action Iltem Review
New Business

Mr. Hellman offered to do more research on crealitd exemptions. Mr. Ford said the Task Force hbsalimited
time to complete its work. Mr. Shennette expressettern about the Task Force being able to compihet work
by May 3. Mr. Teece agreed with Mr. Shennette and that#alline could not be met. Ms. Murphy said she
wanted to keep the deadline and provide the CiynCib the information they need. Mr. Felten agngh Mr.
Teece and Mr. Shennette about the concern of lihtibee and added that ideally consensus shouldrbed at but
that it may be necessary to provide the City Cdumith more than one option. Mr. Dostal agreed aaidl that they
multiple options could be provided and that the @iluwill have all of the work done by the Task Eeras they
move forward. Recommendations could include infition about exemptions and how to raise the fee. Qlark
said the work is important and that the Task Fomeds to go through the information being consilaral see
where they are at the end of the month. Mr. Reckeaad there may not be enough time but by theloieathe task
Force should provide whatever decisions it caméoGouncil. Mr. Ghiselin said he agreed with MraiRland that
he still did not understand all the basic fee sgttioncepts and that maybe an option or two coellkecbommended
to the Council. Ms. McGrath agreed and said &lftéee factors are on the table and that they hatikte end of
May to provide ideas and recommendations to tha&t Z&ommittee. Mr. Shenette asked if there washamn in
asking for more time? Mr. Hellman agreed with Khiselin and Mr. Reckman that there were still goas about
fundamental issues, but that progress has been, madé¢hat usable results are apparent. He wameéd the
deadline and provide usable information to the @durMr. Ghiselin said based on his experiencer@nCouncil
they will not deliberate about fee structure opgialfter the task force is done and that they weefiek to the Public
Works Department to determine the fee structurailddf the details are not provided. Ms. Murphyegtioned
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15.

16.

what needed to be done to get to the end? Mr. Ghikit was like what Mr. Hellman had asked whigs what
will be turned over to the Council? Should an esien be requested or should something be provigieddy 372
Mr. Felten said there are several proposals arabd gtarting point. There are still issues thad® be worked
out including “commons” fee, caps and exemptioAs. said it's important to focus on a fair and egjli¢ structure.
Mr. Ford said the Council meets tonight and on Nl&yand then their next meeting will be in June. Thek Force
is obligated after May 6to update the Council on the status of the work. ®lark asked if Councilor Spector
should be invited to the next meeting. Mr. Dosiddled that the next Joint Committee meeting is W&y Mr.
Teece said that the Task Force needs to devellgag concise and consistent recommendation. Hechtiaat if
there is confusion about the Task Force concludioapublic will not understand it. He agreed with Ghiselin
that the fee structure determination will beconigPaV issue if the Task Force does not reach a claaglusion.
He said determining a fair and equitable structsigestruggle and that there are many factorsnsider, such as
caps and exemptions. He said the deadline wasrautly given. Ms Murphy said she felt that her esfation was
that the work could be done in the time frame givevir. Reckman said the final report could inclucléividual
concerns. Mr. Clark said the task force was astigmtepare a fair and transparent system andfttiegyi do not
achieve that goal if one cannot be arrived at.. Rditen said that the Task Force report may nqtdsfect and that
maybe it ends up being more of a status of workpteted.

Mr. Reckman offered to prepare information abouwsilale definitions for the “commons” for discussmirthe next
meeting. Possible factors include gross areasmpervious areas of City land.

Public Comments

Resident Mike Kirby said that members or former rhers of the Board of Public works should bow ouaiy
votes regarding exempting the City, because itdsrdlict of interest. He said everyone shouladrthe CDM
report because it describes millions of dollarsapital projects and that the $2 million budgetas reflected in that
report. Mr. Teece asked if the CDM report was beised by DPW for planning. Mr. Laurila said ttiee DPW is
not referring to the CDM report for establishingdigets. Resident Fred Zimnoch expressed concerrn #imtask
force finishing too fast and he wants to make shia¢ any fees are fair and equitable.

Setting the Next Meeting date

The next meeting was scheduled for M&Y/& 5:00 p.m. at a location to be determined.

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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, RolReckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten,
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Megan Murphy Wolf, Ritdrk, James Dostal

Members absent:None.

City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDdn8&tormwater Coordinator, Ned
Huntley, Director of Public Works

Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair.

Meeting Called to Order

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

. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lvé
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Public Comment

Councilor Paul Spector thanked the Task Forcelféh@work completed to date. He said it wouldhedpful if the
Task Force took a formal vote on whether or notterprise is recommended. He said a recommemndatiiobe
useful even if all the details cannot be workedlyuthe Task Force. He said that if the Task &@an make a
detailed recommendation that it would be fantadiific. Dostal said the task force can work on a nezended plan
but that ultimately it will be up to the City Couhto enact any plan and that several public hegrinill be needed.
Ms. McGrath added that it may be necessary to rewamd two plans to encompass all the work that's loieme.
Mr. Hellman said the final recommendation shouldude a narrative describing the Task Force proaedghe
issues that were considered and that any unresiseeds should be described. Mr. Ford asked MrctSpthat the
Task Force be provided with information about wioatnat the City Council wants the recommendatiobdan.

Mr. Spector said it's up to the task force to deacichat the format should be but that he felt tleaidf a narrative
was good. Mr. Spector said he would ask the Joom@ittee at their next meeting if they had ideasuaithe
format for recommendations.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 25" Meeting and May 2, 2013 meeting
Approval of the minutes was postponed since thegwet yet prepared.
Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commiéte members

No new fee algorithms were presented.
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10.

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

Report from Northampton planning department

The planning department was not present at theingeahd had not been invited to follow-up on th@iesentation
from the previous meeting.

Discussion by committee on credits and exemptions

Mr. Hellman presented information about stormwatedits and incentives based on research he cordpdeid was
described in his handout. Mr. Ghiselin asked astjole about monitoring and maintenance of privédenswater
systems that are constructed. Mr. Laurila said phajects that disturb more than one acre of lapdequired to
apply for a City stormwater permit and that thengierequires that a stormwater operation and maanee
agreement be prepared which dictates the needpécditisn and operation and maintenance requiremigints.
Reckman said that a modest credit for residentddMoela good idea. He also suggested that cétiajrprojects”
could apply for substantial credits. Non-residriroperties could apply for a 20-25% reductiortieir fee. He
suggested that credits would be for what has beer dnd incentives would be for forward lookinghgs. Mr.
Hellman added that credits would be ongoing andritiges would be one time. Mr. Teece asked hoveldged and
undeveloped property would be defined? Mr. Hellraid more research would be needed to determite k.
Dostal suggested that the City planning office sthdwave definitions that could be used and sugdetbiat Mr.
Hellman contact that office. Mr. Felten said tbegdits and exemptions need to be consideredutiyréecause the
these will reduce the overall revenue raised aatriore money would need to be raised by propevityess that will
be fee-paying. He added that incentives and creditld be developed down the road. Ms. Murphg 8wt credits
should be limited to the portion of fees that alated to EPA and drain infrastructure issues andan flood
control. She added that creating credits won’p lwéth the funding issue. Mr. Hellman said thatogution would be
to establish a floor for the lowest bill and thathill could be reduced to zero. Ms. McGrath agresth credits for
residential properties and added that residentsidio® able to do something to improve stormwanek r@duce their
bill. She added that a floor would be good idk&. Hellman offered to look at incentives and ctedin more detail.
Mr. Ford requested that Mr. Hellman be preparedigouss his findings at the next meeting. Mr. Elinsasked how
far back credits should go. For example, CoolegkDison constructed stormwater improvements a fearg/ago,
would they be eligible for a credit? Mr. Hellmaaidsit was not clear about past actions. Mr. Sk#érrsuggested
that there should be no credits issued for pasiract Mr. Clark said that one type of credit offgby some utilities
is a free distribution of rain barrels and thastivas a good, visible benefit for residents. Mvsfal said that the City
offers low cost rainbarrels now. Mr. Ghiselin addhat projects that build systems to meet thielimgj code or
planning department requirements should not ge¢ditc Mr. Clark said property owners can alwagsnbre than
what'’s required by codes and permits.

Discussion of the inclusion of “the commons” in festructure

Three handouts were distributed related to possiéfimition of the “commons”. One was entitled ‘@f@ommons-
Definition Possibilities’; and the other two hant®were tables that provided a detailed breakddwity
Properties and Roadways and the other detailed &tat Federal properties. Mr. Reckman propoded aystem
where the City would pay the “commons” fee usingqi&@al Fund money. Mr. Felten said that the Taské&bad
previously voted against the City paying. He adied fundamentally city money comes from propessners and
that using the general fund relies on propertysdrepay the bills as Mr. Reckman is suggesting. Réckman said
that people may ask about the $400,000 in genenal fmoney that is used now for stormwater relaigeeses.

Mr. Clark suggested that the City Council shouldabked what will happen to the $400,000. Ms. MtiGealded
that the City will decide what happens to the moimethe general fund and that she does not belieeharging a
“commons” fee. Mr. Teece said that Mr. Reckmai@mments are confusing the issue and that whatemspo the
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$400,000 will be a good discussion for the City @alnot the Task Force. He said the task fora@ukhstick to
the $2million revenue goal plus an amount for gdestaps and credits.

Mr. Shennette expressed concern about the lackldicpawareness of the task force work and thesitats that
they are working on. Mr. Ford said that determjnénfair and equitable fee structure is an impanant of the
Task Force charge. He said the citizen acceptanoeyiond the control of the Task Force and hesis fabistrated
about the lack of outreach. Ms. Murphy said thatdppointment of the Task Force, which is compasecity
residents, is the first step in public outreache &tided that the City Council and Board of Publiark® will need to
do more outreach as the process proceeds. MseBhagreed with Mr. Shennette and added that moa@imity
in any Task Force recommendations is importangretise the recommendation will not be as effectivir. Dostal
said he expects some dissent among the memberkldiiman agreed with Mr. Ghiselin and said he doatswant
a lot of dissent and hopes that a program can giynée agreed on. He said options could be ptedenith the
force of recommendation. Mr. Ford said the TaskcEavill decide how much dissent there will beleg énd. Ms.
Murphy said she is hoping for an agreement on drnieeoplans and a basic construct of the key issivirs
Reckman said that the public process is importadtthat the Chamber of Commerce has offered towitp
public education and to help people anticipatenthe program. Mr. Clark said that the Task Foraaseto agree
that the is a need to build a new fund to paytiese problems. He added that the Task Forcetiftre public
education process and that he want see consenstidaast two plans.

Ms. McGrath asked if she is the only plan not chiydor the “commons”. She offered to change heniop on
this matter. Mr. Laurila said that the Clark Meathdoes not use a “commons” fee. Mr. Felten saitlttiexe are
several principles that need to be decided inclydihether there should be a “commons” fee or $#tould there
be a simple flat fee? A tiered fee? He said thé&k Fasce needs to build a structure for a fee systéhout looking
at the detailed numbers and then evaluate how ke itiee final fee system fair. Mr. Clark said exeimgthe
“commons” simplifies fee setting. Mr. Culhanedshe was working on a new fee proposal for thistmgdout was
not ready to present it yet. He said if municipadperty is exempt then there should be no muriisipared
expense. Fees can be fairly determined withoutdbeamons” fee. The “commons” is a philosophicahstruct
and is unnecessary. Mr. Felten said the commomisl @ used to develop the floor for a fee systdsi. Murphy
said that it could be possible to use a fee wiplordion related to the EPA permit and another parthat would be
an infrastructure fee. Mr. Felten said this cduda good idea and that the EPA related budgéioist®20% and it
could be useful to determine credits and their@alu

Discussion on “caps”

Ms. McGrath asked if the discussion of caps woigd anclude a discussion of a floor, or bottom ¥e&ie. Mr.
Ford indicated that both could be discussed. NarkCsaid he did not favor an overall cap for ravemvhich is
estimated to be about $2 million. Mr. Hellman said possibility would be to cap the amount of ertyease in
the rate for a 3 or 5 year period. Mr. Felten shat caps help ease the implementation of thesyst the first few
years, this could help with public acceptance, @ask the roll-out. Mr. Teece said Westford and Readabth
decided to cap revenue only to find out that thegiashot their actual needs. He said the systais sbould not
be underestimated in order to get a new fee syatmmpted by the public. The budgets need to bistiea

Mr. Dostal said that it is important to understavitht the impacts of caps would be on an enterfuisé. There
was discussion about the amount of general fundemtimat is spent on stormwater and flood contrpesse
currently. At the first meeting in March, Terry l@ane presented actual and proposed budgets fae theense.
Mr. Ford indicated that earlier in the meeting Mpector had requested that the Task Force votenether the
City should use an enterprise fund to meet fundaggiirements for stormwater and flood controlansanterprise
fund a fair and equitable way to raise the needadd? Mr. Felten indicated that he needed to ctieckninutes
but he recalled that a discussion of various fugdirechanisms had been discussed and the taskhfadcsettled on
a fee system as the most viable means. Mr. Cild&diif the City would need to hire more staff eonply with
forthcoming regulatory requirements. Mr. Lauritadsadditional staff would be needed and thosesowste
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15.
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reflected in the budget table previously presebteir. Culhane. Mr. Culhane added that the Gerfewald
allowance is not sufficient for the required stadfineeds. Mr. Ghiselin added that the General faatso
inequitable.

Action Iltem Review

Mr. Ford said that additional discussion was neastedommons, exclusions, credits and caps. Mintéel said he
supported a tiered system for residential fees.Ql¥ark said he likes the idea of caps but neeasake a decision
based on how much and what the impact is on resende suggested that limiting the budget increaseb year
may be one option. (At this point Mr. Laurila dibuted and updated table of all proposed fee &iras and sample
bill amounts.) Mr. Ghiselin said he like the tiensd also lot size as fee factors. Mr. Laurilaks&pfor a few
minutes about the use of runoff factors in feersgtt He said that he had worked with Mr. Culhandrdy the week
with a new fee proposal based on tiered systemeRidential properties and the use of runoff ceosdfits for
pervious and impervious land. He said one reasaithe new fee structure was not presented washihdees
generated using runoff coefficients resulted irsfieeing higher for undeveloped land and that utiderscenario
using runoff coefficients impervious land only asoted for 37% of the revenue needs. He addedhbd&EPA
(Guidance for Municipal Stormwater Funding) haddatked that fees that rely on runoff coefficientsynmeed to be
adjusted if a community wants a higher percentdgevenue coming from developed land. For exanipWV
research has found where several communities hpivees/enues with 80% coming from impervious lart 20%
coming from pervious land. EPA has documentedtthiatsplit has been used and that other splitgdprstment can
be made. Mr. Laurila added that an ERU fee like Glarks relies on 100% of revenue from impervioudae.

Mr. Teece said that getting at the possible usea@mmons fee was important. Mr. Ghiselin said hated to
know what factors could be agreed on in the nexiting. Mr. Teece said some of the factors to beutised
include the use of an enterprise fund, caps amislon fee among others. Mr. Shennette suggdsatdie Task
Force members review Table 1 that was distributeMb Laurila at the March 8meeting which describes the
various fee setting factors. Mr. Felten suggesitati Table 1 be posted as a google document sedlcht Task
Force member could include their thoughts aboufabtors. Mr. Shennette offered to post Table Hoogle.

New Business

There was a brief discussion led by Mr. Ford reiggyad public comment at the last meeting aboutssibpte
conflict of interest by having former and currergaBd of Public Works members voting on decisiofstee to a
proposed fee structure. It was generally discuisatdhere was no conflict of interest by havihgse appointed
members of the task force vote on task force nstter

Public Comments

Mr. Clark asked Mr. Zimnoch for specifics aboutugtoming public presentation by the Army Corps nfjieeers
about the City’'s levee system. Mr. Zimnoch saidrépresentatives of the Army Corps would be présgnt
information about the City’s flood control system\Wednesday May 2%at 7 p.m. at the Bridge Street School. He
said all are invited to attend.

Setting the Next Meeting date

The next meeting was scheduled for Mai} #465:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room

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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, David Teece, RolReckman, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten,
Emory Ford, John Shennette, Rick Clark, JamesdDost

Members absent:Megan Murphy Wolf

City Staff Attendees:James R. Laurila, P.E. City Engineer; Doug McDdn8&tormwater Coordinator, Ned
Huntley, Director of Public Works

Other Attendees: Terry Culhane, Board of Public Works, Chair.

Meeting Called to Order

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

. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lve
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Public Comment

Resident Fred Zimnoch questioned how an enterfeesgaystem would work as related to possible csedat have
been discussed. He added that the task forceebadgtermining a fair fee is important. He dagdcalculated his
tax contribution through real estate tax to payttier$2.5 million proposition 2 %2 override thapieposed and
compared that to his stormwater fee as proposeteruhe various fee structures and found thatimescases his
fee would be more than his tax bill. Lastly, he sfiened why state and federal land should be erddbm a
“commons” definition.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from April 25" Meeting, May 2, 2013, and May 9, 2013 meetings

Mr. Dostal indicated he had minor scrivener’s esrrtell Mr. Laurila. The minutes were approveat the April
25" and May 2 meetings. Approval of the Minutes from the MdyrBieeting was postponed since they were not
yet prepared.

Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commiéte members

Mr. Reckman introduced a new fee algorithm thah&e been working on with Mr. Culhane. A summaryeatas
distributed along with a sample fee calculationeshér. Reckman indicated that the bill would dehsf a shared
commons fee and an impervious area fee. The skarethons fee was based on a commons area of 2084 whi
includes City, State and Federal Roadways, rightsays and sidewalks. He said that this methoddeassed to
give a break to undeveloped land and agricultarad land place most of the financial burden on dpes
impervious surface. The proposed model has adtigystem for residential fees for categories offar8ily homes
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with lot sizes in groups: 1/2 acre, between Y2 aaek 1 acres, between 1 acre and 3 acres. Mr. Bkedlavhy Mr.
Reckman had changed his mind and now endorseshadtitat uses a commons fee. Mr. Reckman saidhéhat
was trying to balance the value of a bill for uneleped property and developed property. He saitlléinge
commercial properties with a lot of blacktop are ttorst and create the most runoff and that udenew method
impervious land accounts for 80% of the revenueirements. Mr. Dostal asked what about the casa #8-50
acre parcel in preservation. Mr. Reckman said theyld just pay the commons fee. He added thattsradd
exemptions still need consideration, but that tloeleh does build in consideration for undevelopeutilaMs.
McGrath asked if the Office of Planning and Sushility proposed changes to UR-B and UR-C distrfiztd been
considered and would more densely developed Igiadatthe proposal. Mr. Reckman said that the consniea
was a good idea since it allows a way to bill fings that we all benefit from in our city. Thenwmons fee in this
new model is 20% of total revenue needed and theisshared equally. He said having the City paytte
commons fee using General Fund money is a baddeleause only tax payers contribute to the Genenad F Mr.
Culhane said that the 20/80 revenue split is basetie commons area as Mr. Reckman had defineelindicated
that other towns have also used a 20/80 split lsecawvorks and the fees come out in an acceptablmer, where
everyone makes a contribution. He suggested tlahptions may not be needed if the commons fee desto Mr.
Dostal questioned the need to raise more revenaecimunt for possible credits. Mr. Clark suggeststher 20-
25%. Mr. Reckman indicated that 5-10% is his pexfee. Mr. Dostal said he wanted to hear a rdpamrt Mr.
Hellman about credits. Ms. McGrath asked if the smns fee was included in the residential bills. Reckman
said it was and that the commons fee totaled $800a0d that if the City paid the commons fee eaehwould go
down. Mr. Clark asked if the commons portion oislyhat the City would pay? Mr. Reckman said yés.Felten
said he thought that a vote had been taken thaitigevould not pay stormwater fees. Mr. Lauritated he
believed that such a vote was taken and reflectéloei meeting minutes. Mr. Ford asked Mr. Reckmbhat caused
him to change his proposed method. Mr. Reckmanisaia complicated problem and that he lookehahy
methods. He added that logic says the City shoajydopit that very few cities do pay. There are nfacyors that
need to be balanced. Mr. Felten said the commamsvhs one of the original ideas brought to thke thiy
discussion. He added that he has trouble witldigtenction between the common interest and sigei§ip interests.
It's all common interest. All infrastructure isrammon. He said the motivation of capturing undepetbland fairly
in a fee is good but that the framing of the argate®uld make it hard for people to understand. R&gckman said
it's like schools that benefit some property ownaugsnot all — although taxes from all tax payesstdbute to
schools and the that we all collectively benefinfrthis. Mr. Ghiselin said that the commons madersse if you
can bill it right. He said you could subtract thigy from the equation and raise the money neelliedClark asked
if there would be vote on the commons. Mr. Fordi ¢$hat there was a worksheet for consensus buildhmeye votes
would be taken on various factors. The memberseaigiteat this would be discussed under items 10land

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

Report from Northampton Public Works

No specific report had been requested and nongmwaied.

Discussion by committee on credits and exemptions

Mr. Hellman handed out a document he had prepai@ed May 18) that described exemptions, credits and
incentives. He said that he had offered to lookare detail at budget implications in other comniesirelated to
these items but that very little financial data weaadily available. Mr. Hellman then proceedededew the
contents of his research document. Mr. Dostald#fiqeublic works staff could provide links to infoation from
the planning department and DPW about stormwat@agement requirements. Mr. McDonald said this
information is available on the City’s website ahdt it can be made available to the Task Force loeesn Mr.
Clark asked if stormwater improvements are requixedermit or approval if those systems shouldllgghte for a
credit. Mr. Hellman said that if an improvemenshasidual benefits that can be inspected and dected it could
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10.
11.

be eligible for a credit. Consideration needsdalven to a cut-off for credits. Mr. Ghiselin sadt a property
owner needs to apply for a credit and prove thg lenm benefit and reduction in stormwater. Theefiemwould
need to be proven by an inspection each year.Diistal said that Cooley-Dickinson made significstormwater
improvements and should be eligible for a creiit. Ghiselin agreed. Mr. Hellman suggested thateéhmight be a
5-year credit cycle. Ms. McGrath said that dis&piind/or senior credits should be considered.Hétlman said
that the transfer station permit program used answased discount program which could be considevd
Teece said he is 100 percent in favor of creditshmt credits may bump up and conflict with capd axemptions
and that those things need to be accounted for.CMrk agreed it is important to hit revenue nesuls that he
wants significant incentives of all sizes to impedhe function of the system. He would like to giséble results
and a city-wide effort to improve stormwater systeir. Shennette said he found a credit manualfoth East
Ohio. He said that a new fee could be implemeatatithat a system of credits could be worked othérfuture.

Review of committee comments on Table 1 “Google Dsic
Discussion of Principles — Commons, Credits, Exclims, Caps (minimum and maximum), residential, non-
residential, pervious and non-pervious.

Mr. Ford had provided a Worksheet for ConsensusdBigj to the members in advance of the meetingposter
sized copy of the worksheet was used for discugsimposes and to gauge Task Force members thiakiogt the
listed criteria. Attached to the minutes is a copthe worksheet as it was filled in. Mr. Feltenirated that caps
could be staged or phased in over a 1, 2, or 3tyearframe. Mr. Reckman said he was opposedyaaps and
felt that a recommendation for caps would cartieliiveight. Mr. Hellman said caps are acceptabtehe preferred
a phase-out and he also favors a hard minimum ehavty. Clark asked why caps should be phased idut.
Hellman said that caps may be arbitrary and né¢cethe reality of funding needs for the City. al#ded that a
review of the caps over 3 or 5 years would maksesemr. Ghiselin said that what is more relevanwho decides
on the cap. He said it could be a political decisigth the City Council ultimately deciding on aogp or rate. He
supports the idea of having the City Council resilae for determining caps. Ms. McGrath said shefed caps
for about 5 years and then being phased out. Menfette said was not sure about caps without kigpwiformula.
He might favor a maximum increase each year butsmansee more detail. Mr. Shennette objectedadvthy 3£
deadline saying it was not enough time to worktbatdetails on things like caps. Mr. Ford sugegshat the
members continue to fill out the chart and thenvsleere they stand. Mr. Teece said he would vata foap rate
increase if the Council was responsible for it.. Mord again encouraged the members to decide sia panciples
and then move to build a model. Ms. McGrath offieieremove her model from consideration and thatagreed
with the new Culhane/Reckman model. Mr. Clark shaat his method and Ms. McGrath'’s are similar. Mr.
Shennette said that Ms. McGrath’s model was baséWestfield’s and that it should be kept in thecdision. Mr.
Ford agreed that all models should remain at thistp After the task force supported the concepimpervious
area and gross area, with a split vote on the Lidee@wommons- Mr. Felten said these factors weelde as the
crux of fee setting. Mr. Ford said that when thartis complete it could be presented to the Ciyncil as part of
any recommendation(s) and that the City Councildsae that there are some split decisions on e
factors. Mr. Reckman said that the Clark methodsdu# rely on a commons fee. He added that the corarfee
could be removed from the new Reckman/Culhane memtkhe additional 20% of revenue needed woul@ bav
added in a different way. Mr. Teece added th@cammendation could be framed that the City Cdure@ds to
decide what to propose on some the factors wherg&dlsk Force was split. The City Council couldkenthose
decisions and that would be one way to move ah&&d Clark expressed concern about the deadlingfzatdpublic
comment might be reduced if the Task Force deadlereextended. He wants the City Council to ineeche
amount of education and that if the Task Force sé@d more weeks that is less time available fddipicomments
when the matter moves forward. Mr. Felten saidGhg Council may have a hard time educating thieliptand it
would be better if the Task Force recommendatioeskeaner. Mr. Hellman said that recommendatamsd be
achieved in two more meetings. He added that mgéulivvork needs to be done on the recommendatiods a
suggested that staff could prepare a summary obabtleground work of the Task Force. Mr. Dostatlsaivas too
soon to decide if an extension was needed andwoatnore meetings should be held to assess thessiat then
decide if a request for more time should be made.Ford said he could tell Councilor Specter tinat May 31
deadline is not doable to complete the work. Mreette said in a previous meeting there waseathat was
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12.

approved that said the status of the work woulddtermined by May 14 and the Task Force would @ecidthat
date whether to request an extension. Mr. Teeeedgvith Mr. Ford to tell the Joint Committee thadre time is
needed and that the October deadline for Countidramay turn out not to be as relevant as thoudt. Clark
asked if an extension should be requested. Md Eonfirmed he would tell Mr. Specter that morediis needed
and that the Task Force has done due diligencthhtthere is a lot of work to do. Mr. Reckman madmotion
that the City Council be told that the Task Foreeds more time. On a vote of 7-2 the motion paddedGhiselin
and Mr. Reckman were opposed and Mr. Ford abstained

Report Writing — Who Does what?

Mr. Ford stated that he had received an email finmLaurila on May 14, 2013 that summarized thentloi
Committee’s thoughts about the contents and foohtte task force report. The contents of theibasafollows:

“Councillor Spector has requested that | send asage to the Task Force in regard to
the format and content of recommendations. The @auncil-Board of Public Works
Conference Committee discussed your request foiagae during their meeting
yesterday.

The Conference Committee indicated that one impodbement of the Task Force work
is to vote to recommend or not recommend that aererprise fund be implemented as
the means to meet City stormwater and flood comtiptiations. Secondly, they
requested that the Task Force make recommendalifmm(a fair and equitable fee
structure. If the Task Force can agree on one meoendation with details that should
be presented. If more than one fee structuredsided in the recommendations the
Conference Committee would appreciate informatiomims and cons of the different
fee structures. As may be appropriate referencésd®tructures or pieces of fee
structures in other towns could be mentioned infited report. The report should
include some description of the basis for decisiaking so that the Conference
Committee can best understand how decisions wede.ma

The final format of the recommendations should beittien document - supplied in hard
copy and as a pdf document.

The above is based on my notes from yesterdaysnmedft| have not accurately
represented the conference committees desiresltivasla that this email be elaborated
on by the committee members.”

Mr. Shennette asked if the Joint Committee hadusised the May 31deadline. Ms. McGrath asked if an extension

would be requested. Mr. Ford said the deadlinetigas and that the Task Force could vote to regoese time.
Mr. Clark asked if a vote on creating an enterpfiisel was part of the Task Force charge. Mr. lRedt@d that this
was not new and that the charge included a langabget determining a fair and equitable fee. MarkCsaid he
had an email from Councilor Owen Freeman-Danieads $aid an enterprise fund was an option. Mr.lClaen
asked if the Task Force was then eliminating otiions for funding. Mr. Dostal said fees couldrbanaged like
the city ambulance fund or like and enterprise fuhti. Teece read from the Task Force charge gfafiat funding
is not a matter of choice and that he said refgroiack to the charge is important and that anysitats and report
back to the City Council should be based on thegghaMr. Hellman said that Councilor Specter stidould be
helpful for a vote about an enterprise fund and ifhiis not specifically part of the charge it@hid be done
nonetheless. Mr. Felten said that the first thas& force meetings discussed funding options.Tidsk Force had
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13.

14.

15.

16.

debated the merits of an override, general furasvautility etc. He thought that a specific votasstaken that a
new utility was needed, but that the meeting misisteould be checked. He said all methods wereisksd and
that a utility was determined to be the most effect Mr. Clark said that he recalls the discussibut does not
recall a specific vote and asked if the Task Feras deciding on the need for a utility. Mr. Fordiavir Dostal
stated that the Task Force will only present recemations. Mr. Clark said a vote should be také&fter some
discussion about the language for a motion Mr.Hali moved that “the Task Force Recommend that figniai
deal with the issue of stormwater includes a fé&". Dostal seconded the motion. The motion pasggd7 votes
for. Mr. Shennette opposed and Mr. Teece and hd Bbstained.

New Business

No new business was discussed.

Public Comments

There were no additional public comments.

Setting the Next Meeting date

The next meeting was scheduled for Majf' 285:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Room

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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, iRMticGrath, 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 McDdn8&tormwater 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 Enkangl, Chair.
Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street édiaion, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lva
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website. It was noted that Ms. McGrath needddave
about 15 minutes prior to the end of the meetirdjthe recording would end at that point.

Public Comment

Resident Fred Zimnoch was concerned that all ttiée® models have been scratched. He liked thierFelodel
which was based on the concept of service usemodrt of runoff from pervious and impervious suggcMr.
Reckman said all models are still under considenatMr. Felten added that there is not one mduslthey all
agree on.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from May 9, 2013and May 16, 2013 meetings
The minutes were approved for the Mdyahd May 18 meetings.
Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commiete members

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

« A summary spreadsheet entitled “Sample Annual Stater Bill Comparison — City Property Excluded fr&iling-
Updated May 23, 2013).

« Table entitled “Percentages of Areas, Property @ar, Proposed Stormwater Fees by Property Typdstidday 23,
2013.

Mr. Clark describes his revised ERU Method. Hel samodification was added that would result inevedoped
land being billed, so that all property owners ctwite. He walked through how the bills would ladcalated. He
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promoted the new ERU method as easy and straigiefdr Mr. Reckman noticed that each bill under ICE2 was
lower than Clark #1, because all property owneraldibe billed under the new algorithm. Mr. Ford edskow
flood control costs were handled in the new methidd. Clark said that the revenue was all in onegra not
dedicated to stormwater or flood control. Mr. dFasked if there is no distinction in revenue? Miten said that
this was true of all models proposed so far. Mrstabsaid it is good to keep it all together. Klark recommends
the ERU method as the best and simplest approdalibg, it allows adjustments and it's transpdrén his
opinion using a runoff coefficient is not that inmfant. He added that money is need to fix stormmiafeastructure
and not so much about managing a certain volunilewf Mr. Dostal agreed and said that the lasistanitial work
on storm drains was done in the Dunphy administnatthen the City sewers were separated into sgrgtwer and
storm sewers and that there is a large backlotpofnsvater related infrastructure projects.

Mr. Felten described his new algorithm and thattée method was based on impervious area with amam fee
for undeveloped land. Undeveloped land, regardiésize, would pay $108 annually which is the lotresidential
rate.

Mr. Felten then said that he wanted to have a mpbilesophical discussion about the stormwater fekraentioned
that he had sent an email to the Task Force menaei&ay 21, 2003 (added to the minutes as a pubtiord.) Mr.
Felten referred the Task Force to the table “Pdacgss of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposed Storemkaes by
Property Types”. He pointed out that the tabtidates a shifting of cost burden from residerital
commercial/industrial sectors. He said the Taskc&bas been operating under the assumption tiperuious area
is a fundamental driver for determining the feee d4id that stormwater system maintenance and animgtand
EPA compliance is an important factor and thatGltg is in a crisis how because these things haeanlignored
and not part of the budget historically. This leakto the need for funding now. Tax exempt prapsrion’t pay
for stormwater and flood control systems, and taeshased on property values. The need for peojecs
continued to build up and it may be a problem tal &éth capital projects with a fee. He pointed that residential
properties pay 83 percent of property tax andHerfee proposals the residential contribution dsioced to about 48-
52 percent. The change in revenue goes to taxxamperties. There are various stakeholderslaand he
asked if capital projects should be a city-budgstieé or an override issue. Mr. Dostal said heomabe City
Capital Improvements Committee for over 20 yearsthat through the years it was common where less one-
half of the needed capital projects were actualhded. He described the competing needs fordamieneral
funds including schools, police and fire departraehte added that when Proposition 2 %2 passed thie puorks
department was cut in half. Mr. Felten asked howhbse points help come to fair and equitable. Darstal said
that all sources of funding need to be considangdrms of fairness. Mr. Ghiselin said that the
commercial/industrial sector pays 17 percent opprty tax and that it is not necessarily equital#ieout 70
percent of impervious surface is due to commeinidlistrial development. Is it not equitable to &mk31%
contribution from commercial/industrial? Mr. Ghisehdded that using Proposition 2 %2 overrides &pital
projects would be unworkable if used for every tagiroject. Mr. Felten was concerned that publicks may not
have firm hold on the numbers. Mr. Ghiselin saiattwe all have a vested interest in flood coraral we all use
the roads and infrastructure and we’re all in tbgether. Mr. Felten agreed and said he is loo&irgysections: 1)
EPA driven unfunded mandates — dealing with nommabff and connected to impervious area and 2)drtmmtrol
which may have no real relationship to runoff silmpervious area is less relevant and is more ghaygerty
protection and property values. A fee based opeatg value protection and property values doesmake sense.
Businesses will be upset about a new fee. MreRedtiggested separating out $400-500,000 withfacsuarea fee
for EPA related stormwater costs. But that a haatk should be taken at flood control and a largetabproject

like the flood control pump station should be plaidby an over-ride. He added that he wanted &weshis thoughts
about the unfair shifting of costs and that youldaise an alternate fee based on factors for dasfggroperty.
Mr.Reckman said there are a number of conflicthrgads related to fees, impervious surfaces, obogwtion of
impervious and pervious land, or look at propediues. He asked how would fees get assigned tepyopalue?
On the whole he said that most proposed fee prégpbaae a similar split between property types. at\it most
equitable? Impervious factors or property valuetber factors? Mr. Felten said a new fee will ictgaroperty
value and that it's a huge impact. Mr. Reckmad $a¢s need to be fair to residential and to busies Mr.
Hellman said cost of service is used for water,eseamd electricity bills. Mr. Laurila said thatwdoping a fee
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based on property value may not be consistenttwittiMassachusetts General Laws which require fofeservice
provided. Mr. Dostal said that industry and homeersrare charged taxes based on the same basisourage
businesses to come to Northampton. He suggestétdisinesses and homeowners need to be treatsdrttee

Mr. Ghiselin said there is precedent to treat itdalicommercial sector differently. He said itdk to change
property tax rates but the City has chosen nobteal He said to suggest that flood control is apoaperty value is
a hard nut. Mr. Felten said that if there is @flpbusinesses stand to lose more. He addeddhatany
communities our size are looking at fees of thigmnitaide and that asking Smith College to pay an@&bbill to
support a $2 million budget does not make sense.Fklten then asked about some of the calculatetheater
bills and what percentage of a tax bill they migat Mr. McDonald was able to provide some taadat
discussion. For example, CVS on King Street p&i8,3$07 in real estate taxes and their stormwateufeler the
various proposals would be in the range of $8281t@73 ranging from about 2.5%-6%. Wal-Mart, aledKing
Street, pays about $159,635 in real estate taxatheir stormwater fee would range from $5,2483,6%7,
corresponding to a range of 3.3%-8%. Coca-Cola phgsit $235,083 in real estate taxes and theimstater fee
under the various proposals would be in the raf@9378-$$23,425, corresponding to 4%-10%. Lafbradise
Copies pays about $8,513 in real estate taxeshaidstormwater fee would range from $147-$3671.386-4.3%.
Mr. Felten added that if we ask for 26% of feesrfritne commercial/industrial sector under CulhanekR®n the
total tax base to that sector would be a lot highr. Reckman said this does not include non-psafiho would
have to pay. Mr. Felten said that businesses woelldequired to pay 10% over and above their r&take taxes for
these new fees. Mr. Ghiselin said that an exaiisglee increase in meals tax that placed an ad@itimx burden
on restaurants. But it is justified because thg @ibvides needed police support, clean-up etchigcase there are
other expenses a business should pay for thdtisction of their area of impervious surface, @K to ask them
to pay for service. Mr. Hellman added that creditd incentives may help with some reduction inktitls. Mr.
Felten said the credits would need to be meanind¥il Hellman said that in Northeast Ohio somelitsewere up
to 100%, but the task force has not assumed crneditéd be this high, but businesses with largds bilould be able
to achieve some credits. Mr. Ford suggested mawirige next agenda item.

Response from Paul Spector on Time Extension

Mr. Ford said he had been in contact with Coundfaul Spector about a possible extension. Mr.t8psaid the
Task Force could go until June™i8 needed. Mr. Dostal thought that 2 more meetimight be adequate, but he
wanted to think about it. It might be doable iie2 proposals are given since it may not be passibsettle on one
proposal. Ms. McGrath agreed that maybe two pralsosould be possible, although one recommendatirid
be best. Mr. Ghiselin said that he’s happy to tkextra meeting or make the meetings longerfekiéhat it
would be a failure of the committee if there ardtiple recommendations. Mr. Reckman said that mléti
recommendations might be ok, but it should be d igoget to one. Mr. Clark said he sees both siaddébe
extension, completion sooner will provide more titméhe City Council, but if the Task Force takesrentime to
get to one recommendation two weeks is not enddghFelten said either way, wrap up next week &etaore
time. Mr. Clark added that he would like to seerenabout credits in the next couple of weeks. Mrllidan said
that the Northeast Ohio credit manual took time ahaot of money to prepare to the level of detadyt did. Ms.
Murphy said maybe this can be done with the extandVir. Hellman said that Mr. Teece and Mr. Shetmetho
are both absent, would have argued for more tiMe.Felten moved to take the time extension to JLBeAll
voted in favor except Mr. Clark and Mr. Ford whaleabstained.

Mr. Ford said that Mr. Spector told him that he dat want a vote on an enterprise fund systemihauthe wanted
a fair and equitable fee structure worked out. Rieckman said that a vote had already been takaseta fee and
now they needed to figure out the formula. Mrigghin said that Mr. Felten had just introducedittes that flood
control costs should be paid by the General Fundnan by a new fee. Mr. Felten moved to “separa¢eBPA
mandates from flood control”. Ms. Murphy secondael motion. Mr. Clark was not in favor of the matibecause
of the need for funding for deferred maintenanace the flood control pump station and that the oty threaten
the chance to replace the pump station. Ms. Md¢Graestioned how new projects will get dealt widtn. Felten
said the budget is gnawing at him and that the eudguld be $2 million or $6 million, etc. and thia¢ cart was
before the horse. He said more definitive infolioratbout what is planned is required and theoutd be figured
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out how to pay for it. He said it's very open eddad he's worried about that. Mr. Dostal said940 the flood
control system was funded 100% by the federal gowent and turned over to the City. Now the Army [§&3oof
Engineers (ACOE) says that because of all the flapthey are not sure of the levees are high enanghthey need
to be checked. The City was told to do this. Thmp station equipment is over 70 years old andsam no
longer be ordered. He said that flood control &howot be separated from the proposed fee systdensaid no one
has yet determined if the pump station needs upglati complete replacements — but either way maevikype
needed for this and that there is no federal momés.Ghiselin agreed with Mr. Dostal and he doessupport
separating flood control out separately. He saiolip works should be given the money to do whatdseto be
done. He added it's a political decision on thdd®t and the City Council must vote to increasefary A
predictable stream of money is needed to do thdetework. Mr. Felten say that there is a neecetd dith flood
control separately. Funding the EPA mandates i¢yedane, then flood control is more complicatedcs it's not
fundamentally based on runoff. There is a needdeenue for flood control but how can it be doaie &nd
equitably? The thresholds and ability to pay ipamtant for equitability. A budget of $500,000 fow off
property makes sense for EPA mandates but floott@areeds to be dealt with separately. Mr. Reakiseid he
understands the distinction between stormwateffland control but wondered if the distinction woudd lost on
the public. He said if you only pay for EPA mandagyeu may never get to any flood control work. ddel the fee
is a good way to pay for both.

Mr. Felten said that he’s not saying not to do d@ontrol but to deal with it as 2 parts of a fotanwithin a fee
structure. Mr. Ford said that the bills would Ipé@ded into one portion for stormwater/EPA mandaiad another
portion for flood control? Mr. Ghiselin asked ifehcan be separated in the budget. Ms. McGrathbdaiithe Task
Force charge even included flood control? As wmiiteonly references stormwater. Mr. Reckman €zdncilor
Spector was previously asked for a clarificationthef charge and indicated that flood control isuded. Mr.
Culhane said that he thought that Mr. Spector hédithat flood control should be included but thatcould be sent
an email to confirm this. Mr. Ford said he wathis tharge clarified since it is the official docurnéor the task
force. Mr. Felten said getting back to Ms. Mc@iatguestion that flood control and stormwater barput in one
bill but split up. They could be two parts of teme formulas. Ms. Murphy asked if each bill vaolve two
separate line items. Mr. Felten replied it couldal®@ngle fee calculated in two parts. Mr. Hellnsaid he has
concerns about separating out flood control antdfthmaling should be based on three principlesiialie steady
source of money, not reliant on taxes, and noamélon overrides. Mr. Reckman said that Mr. Feisemow
indicating that it could be a single fee, in twatpawhich would address Mr. Hellman'’s concerns.. Ghiselin
asked if it would shift the funding burden to resitial properties? Mr. Felten replied probably. Mostal said that
if there is underlying concern about the total letdthe annual budget could be tied to a coswoidiadjustment or
other escalating clause. A fund could be set up aistated increase and the escalator could ewved and
changed in the future if needed. Mr. Reckman agk&dormula for flood control and stormwater wduie
changed year to year based on actual costs? MenFsaid yes — it would just be a formula. Mr.dbad suggested a
process where public works would discuss budgets tive Joint Committee and then ultimately to thiy Council
for a vote, or an automatic escalator could be .udéd Reckman suggested that an escalator fofirdtes years
could be used. Mr. Clark agreed with the gengpgroach. Mr. Culhane commented that the City Cibmow
approves all capital projects that require bondihgt the Board of Public Works sets the water sewder rates and
that the City Council approves all City budgets. Klark said that the City Council, as electedaidilis, could set
the rates and the timeframe of 3-5 years for aalesw would be good. He stressed the importahoetostarting
with a low fee and then jumping immediately to ghwr fee. Mr. Hellman said he is in favor of a eap phase-out
and that he had concerns about politicians makéugstbns about rates. He said in the other entsruinds the
Board of Public Works looks very hard at the budgatd makes rate decisions based on revenue nideds.
suggested that City Council factors in decisionyg mat be a soundly grounded on this kind of infatiora Mr.
Reckman said he would like to see a 2-part modebtsider it further. Mr. Culhane questioned thedhir a vote
about using a model in 2 parts for flood contral atormwater and that such a vote would dismiseratiodels as
proposed. Mr. Ghiselin said it's ok to considewnaodels. Mr. Felten withdrew his earlier motioxr. Clark
asked if Mr. Felten could prepare another model?Rdrd said a new model could be a lot of work dadve think
it will result in a positive outcome? Mr. Felteridda new model could be prepared for discussion.
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Report from Northampton Public Works
No specific report had been requested and nongmwagled.

Review of Principles Matrix
Individual Member Comments on the Matrix

Mr. Ford distributed a copy of the matrix from tlast meeting. He had highlighted some of the rimitbe matrix.
Lines marked yellow indicated consensus and pidicated a split vote. Mr. Felten said to move tBifgward, if
there is a split vote on a factor, multiple feegmsals could be recommended. For example, siree th a split
about using a “commons” component in the fee, @emmendation could be to include a fee with a ‘itmms”
component. Mr. Ford asked which model should beedderward? Ms. McGrath indicated that the
Culhane/Reckman 2 model had a “commons” componahtlee “commons” acts like a floor to the fee. Melten
pointed out that the Culhane/Reckman 2 model tdifeaent percentage distribution that propertyuweafind tax
contributions. He asked if the “commons” wouldtbe floor and that credits would be added on. MN&llman and
Mr. Reckman indicated yes. Mr. Dostal added that‘tommons” fee would be paid by all. Mr. Forddstiat that
model would be recommended due to the split vothericommons”criteria.

Mr. Ford asked about members thoughts about vadaps. Mr. Dostal said the budget could be tiegint@scalator
like 2.5% for 5 years, or to a COLA. Mr. Feltendstnat a cap on overall revenue could be estadadisiMr. Dostal
said the public is concerned about this. Mr. Claskimented that in a previous meeting Mr. Shenmiidt@ot like
an overall cap because what if more money was wmeeddeal with an unexpected emergency. Mr. Dastal that
you could use language such as any emergency @0 would have to be picked up by the generad fuMr.
Felten said that the ratepayers needed to be pedtéom unreasonable increases. He said thertwuelget of $2
million is about 2% of the overall City budget dgi&bmillion and that this is a lot of money. Mr.rB@sked if there
was consensus on rate increases. The matrix slasdilled in and there was a consensus that @cdpe rate
increase should be used, that a cap on the ambumanue should be used and that a cap on themmaxibill
should not be used.

Report Writing — Who does what?
Report Writing — Who Does what?

Mr. Ford asked if the committee should write thear. Mr. Clark said it should be. Mr. Reckmandstnat every
member should review the draft report before feleased. Mr. Felten offered to prepare an outirthe
recommendation report document for the next megsiaghat writing assignments can be discussed.

New Business

No new business was discussed.

Setting Next Meeting Date

The next meeting was scheduled for Majf' 285:00 p.m. at the Public Works Conference Ro¢Note: This
meeting date was subsequently changed to M&ya28:00 p.m. in the Public Works Conference Room.)

Public Comments
There were no additional public comments.
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, iRMticGrath, Dan Felten, Rick Clark, James
Dostal, Megan Murphy Wolf, David Teece, John Shé&ene
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 DelteR, Vice-Chair. Mr. Felten stated that the rimggtvould
end by 6:45 p.m. to allow task force members tenatta presentation by the Army Corps of Engineeosithe
City’s flood control system, which was scheduledtirt 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 édiaion, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lva
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

3. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
4. Discussion and Approval of Minutes from May 23, 203
The minutes were approved for the May28eeting.
5. Presentation of any new fee algorithms from committe members

Prior to the start of the meeting 2 spreadsheets distributed by staff as follows:
e Sample Annual Stormwater Bill Comparisons — upd&i@&/13
» Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposeth®ater Fees by Property Types

Mr. Felten handed out a spreadsheet that showed de® algorithm he had developed (Felten 3). MteRe
described the new model which is based on 3 faéborsuildings, impervious land, and pervious larde selected
different runoff coefficients for each factor. Hed he limited pervious contribution to a maximufrooe acre — or
about $100 in the model. He said that for this newdel small residential property would pay 52%géaresidential
10%, commercial/industrial 22% and non-profits vebpay 9%. He said that he felt that model was bette
approaching equity and would be the least likelpedegally challenged. Mr. Reckman said he wasemed that
this model might be complicated to explain. MreBhette asked Mr. Laurila about the feasibilityngplementing
this fee structure and whether it would be cosMy. Laurila said that based on the current undeding of the
proposal that there were no issues that would ptav&om being implemented. Mr. Felten said thetessing
assessor’s information for a specific property dobyk in the range of 10-40 seconds. Mr. Lautitdex] that all the
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numbers would need to be checked before any dethenodels are implemented. Mr. Ghiselin asked thiby
Smith College fee was not shown in the spreadshdetLaurila said that the building data neededdtrulate the
fee is not available in the assessors databasthan@®|S could be used to get the data neededdolate the Smith
College fee. Mr. Clark asked how building impendaarea was determined and Mr. Felten repliedatbsdssor
data could be used for this purpose. Ms. McGrakie@ were large apartments and town houses filiitFelten
said those would be under large residential. MsGhkath asked if single family was just a flat feel & a shed or
deck would be counted. Mr. Felten said the avesaggle family fee would be $138 and that a hisaogicould be
used to refine the fee calculations. Mr. ClarkeasK this model was an effort to keep the fundinigden on the
commercial and industrial sectors? Mr. Felten iat#id that if the method chosen is close to thétagen
percentage it is a benefit. Residential propectoants for 83% of the total property tax burdem. ®lark stated he
had no problem with a shift that the ERU method l@asult in — where the commercial/industrial seetould
pay more of a percentage of the total revenue fzaicthhe formula is to determine how to divide ug #2 million
revenue need. Mr. Ghiselin said they should farusquity and comparison of property classes aailte
revenue budgeted could be less than $2 million. Rditen said it could a lot more like $6 millidvir. Dostal said
$1.5 million may not be enough money. Mr. Reckrsaid that the new model puts more value on resaen
property and that makes sense since human lifsafiedy are the most valuable.

Mr. Clark said the ERU method appears to be thedmwoach. The ERU philosophy works with common
ownership and shared responsibility to fix flooshitol and stormwater systems before problems afi$gs is a
long term issue that needs to be dealt with nowthadusing overrides would be a tough sell. Tig Council

will need to do more public outreach and he thowagh2 million budget is the minimum that shouldcbesidered.
Mr. Dostal agreed with these statements. Mr. Fedtad the ERU simplifies residential bills and athare based on
the impervious surface and rate. It reflects inajpers surface exactly and does not account for lmastens of large
impervious area owners, such as sweeping, catéch tlasning and other costly maintenance activities
encountered by residential property owners. He Isai a homeowner and a business owner in thea@dythis fee
will be tacked as a financial burden like a taxr. Bhennette referenced an email sent by Mr. Gldmikh said that
the majority of cities have used an ERU system.asled if there was a way to do a hybrid fee witie&U for
residential and some other fee structure for gtheperties. Maybe consider the Felten3 model for
commercial/industrial property. He said it migpat easier to sell the ERU fee since it is usedsadtte country.

He added that Smith College expends a significarduat of money of sweeping, catch basin cleaninggmg roofs
etc to manage stormwater on their property. MhteResaid that Terry Culhane had considered a meiklland
use factors and that intensity of use factors cbeldised but that gets more subjective. Mr. Recksoggested that
a 3% factor could be added to the Culhane/Reckman mddel Culhane said that the fee philosophy anthéraork
being determined by the Task Force could last émades and by the City for a very long time. @®lark said this
is a good point and property values may benefitesthe City is investing in infrastructure. Helad it would be a
good way to improve behavior and responsibilityrfanaging stormwater.

Mr. Reckman suggested that a more elaborate veo$ite Culhane/Reckman model could be developaubed
an ERU for residential. Mr. Felten said that might be much different that his new model. Mr. Helh said the
acceptability of a fee value goes beyond the ghittitcalculate it. Homeowner will be looking toeséthey are
paying what their neighbors are paying and thatfangly fee is not equal to a 3-family house fed #imose types
of comparisons. He said that the report writing laé important and that a frequently asked questfact-sheet on
major issues is needed and that it would help fhe@uncil and others.

Mr. Dostal said it was most important to have a@aphe fund at a reasonable amount. He said thadrae
guestions into the state about the use of a rewplftind, special revolving fund and enterprise ftordhis purpose.
He said a five year sunset clause is needed amdthfit time the DPW or City Council would needi&gtermine
how well the cap is working. Mr. Culhane askethd intent of Felten3 to nudge fee results sopghaperty value
breakdown mirrors the tax rate breakdown by prgpeess? For example, using the Clark method anelrot
methods commercial property on King Street paysgldn cost and commercial/industrial would be akig
percentage than the property tax breakdown. $swhiat the Task Force intends? Mr. Dostal saiddwgd not
support a higher burden on commercial/industriat@s because the City Council works hard to gstriasses to
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come into the City. Mr. Felten said it's not higly design and that it just came out that way. ®ark said the
operation and maintenance cost is variable andlaatys done and that he gets behind the revengemege split
in the Culhane/Reckman model. Mr. Teece askdtt.iiGhiselin question about the salability of doldemount had
been answered. Mr. Ghiselin added that they shoeiiibcused on the bill but the relationship between
commercial/industrial, no-profits etc is a factddr. Teece expressed concern about the public pgoreof a fee
since a lot of infrastructure is below ground amel fee may be called a rain tax, or fear tax, aatlit should be
thought of as a reality tax. He said the educgtiece will be very important. He added that & fbe calculation
gets too complex people can't understand it. MitelRediscussed how an ERU system worked as a diatpli
method for residential fees and that the ERU faistapplied to commercial/industrial property. $#d that several
of the models have math involved to calculate e f

Mr. Clark said that he wanted to hear more abcedits and that maybe an ERU system with a bettesfsgedits
for commercial and industrial would be somethingdosider. Mr. Hellman said he was against usiedits to get
around higher fees for commercial and industriapprty. He wanted a fee system to be determinseralof
credits first, and then a credit system could kerddeined. He said the City Council could decidenorcredits and
the fee structure would need to stand on its olin. Teece said that the Task Force should be aordess having
strongly recommended the use of credits. Mr. Céaikl the commercial/industrial sector will be verierested in
credits. Mr. Shennette said that Smith Collegeldiaiso be interested in credits and the educdtimmaponents
for credits. Mr. Ghiselin asked how the runoff fastin Felten3 were determined and if they werdémid-range
of published values. Mr. Felten said they werearat described how he selected them.

Mr. Ghiselin asked if the factors could be defendsdealistic. Mr. Felten replied he would. Maurghy said that
she could agree with the Felten3 model and ttetutd be explained to the public. She agreed watteR3 which
puts more burden on the residents and that som@peemodels resulted in insane bills for businegkat would
have been impossible to budget.

Mr. Felten said that during the previous meetirgThsk Force had suggested possibly recommendiig@dels.
He reviewed the different approaches and askde:iTask Force wanted to continue with 2-3 modethén
recommendation or a list of all the models withras and cons list. There was general discussiontdiow to
proceed. Mr. Teece said that if @®odel was included it might be considered junk.. Dbstal and Ms. McGrath
agreed 2 are plenty to recommend. Mr. Clark sa@recommended model would be nice. By vote theRal
model (renamed “hydraulic acreage”) was prefermed @ote with Chris Hellman, Megan Murphy Wolf, &Ale
Ghiselin, Ruth McGrath, Dan Felten, and John Sheani@ favor. Favoring other models were RoBatkman,
Rick Clark, James Dostal, and David Teece. Baseshother vote the Clark2 method using an ERU wefeped
as an alternate fee setting method.

Response from Paul Spector on Time Extension

This item was not discussed at this meeting.

Any Report from DPW — Jim Laurila

No specific report had been requested and nongmwagled.

Review of Principles Matrix
Individual Member Comments on the Matrix

The principles matrix was not discussed at thistinge

10. Committee Recommendations to Joint Committee — Priiples, Fee Formula’s, Concerns, Minority Report
11. Report Writing — Who Does what?
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Mr. Felten distributed an outline for “Final Recomndations of the Ad Hoc Stormwater Task Force”e ®htline
was used to determine writing assignments for ithed locument. The Task Force discussed having seation
distributed for member review prior to the next tm&g At the next meeting comments would be disedss
Path Forward

No new business was discussed.

New Business — Reserved for topics the Chair did heeasonably anticipate would be discussed

The next meeting was scheduled for June 13th &tfa1®. at the Public Works Conference Room.

Setting Next Meeting Date — Public Comments

There were no additional public comments.

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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, iRMicGrath, 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 McDdn8tormwater 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 DelteR, Vice-Chair.

. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street édiaion, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lva
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Public Comment

Prior to the start of the meeting staff distributet tables entitled:
» City Properties and City, State and Federal Roadvigxgluded from Stormwater Billing
* Federal and State Properties

Mr. Culhane said that the Task Force members halvo exempt City properties from billing. He edkhat the
Task Force consider reviewing the list of municipadperties and attaching a final list of exemphroipal
properties to the Task Force Report. Similarlyrdopested that the list of state and federal ptigiseby reviewed
and a final list attached to the Task Force report.

Mr. Paul Walker from Ward 6A requested copies tiels sent to the City by the Army Corps of Engimsesnd the
Environmental Protection Agency. He also requestgiies of all Task Force meeting minutes.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from May 29, 203
The minutes were approved for the May'28eeting.
Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commiete members

The following documents were distributed:
e Sample Annual Stormwater Bill Comparisons — upd&té®/13
» Percentages of Areas, Property Tax, and Proposeth®ater Fees by Property Types —updated 6/13/13
* Felten3 (Hydraulic Acreage) — Proposed Stormwader Billing Structure — Sample Calculations
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Mr. Felten described the updated information fer hlydraulic acreage billing structure. Mr. Felked worked
earlier in the day with staff to make some modifimato the fee structure. This resulted in soim@nges to sample
bills when compared to the fees presented at #tariaeting. Using the hydraulic acreage methoctesage
single family home would pay $144 per year; a 2ifgmvould pay $125/year; and a 3-family would pahs®/year.
Ms. McGrath asked why the 2-family fee dropped bedosingle family house fee. Mr. Felten said thange
occurred when the algorithm was applied to a listihall residential properties. Mr. Hellman sa@mneone, such
as a politician, might apply a fudge factor to #ase the 2-family to be higher than a single faimigne. He
noticed that the fee for undeveloped land alsceimsed. Mr. Clark also questioned why the feeHer2-family
property is less. Mr. McDonald suggested that taske member refer to the sample calculation ghgewas
handed out which illustrates how the fees are tated. Mr. Felten described the need to adjusvéoy large
residential properties that skew the average ptppeze. Ms. McGrath said she did not understéedcalculations
and asked what hydraulic acreage means. Mr. Fe#saribed the contribution to the amount of swfaater run-
off from different surfaces. Ms. McGrath expressedcern about not being able to explain the fésutation and
that the fee is confusing. Mr. Reckman said hetlie virtue in the Felten3 model is that it is athematical model.
Mr. Hellman said he is also comfortable with thed@idbut said he is committed to preparing a fretjyersked
guestions sheet to help explain it. He addedttiefinal report will need a glossary of terms take it easier to
understand. Mr. Felten said that the glossarylshioeliadded to the final report. Mr. Reckman sstggbthat 2
tables be prepared for the final report. One taldald be for the 2 recommended fee structures -ergd would
show the sample bills. The second table would shibtihe proposed sample fee structures and Hills.Culhane
asked Mr. Felten about the background for caloudgtine fee for undeveloped property. Mr. Feltescdbed that
there is a maximum charge based on a one acre Bhea&ulhane asked if this was arbitrary and Mgltén replied
that it is. Mr. Clark said that each model has ea@legree of arbitrary decision-making and descrihedERU
model and the assumption for billing undevelopeuilaMr. Teece said that the facts are the faaiscan not be
disputed. There is some arbitrary decision in @rieyy a credit program. Some of the items thatabpérary could
be changed by anyone. Ms. Murphy asked how tfewduld increase if the overall budget was inceea®
$3million per year. Mr. Felten described how taterwould change and the bills would increase.istal said
that a cap of 2 ¥ percent increases could be tBedlso suggested s sunset clause for the revighweafap should
be set at 3 to 5 years. Mr. Ghiselin said the $tom is arbitrary and it could be more or lesglahat the number is
only being used to define the fee calculations. N&llman said the $2 million is based on the Depant of Public
Works research and that the City Council could diee higher number would be better. Mr. Clark $aidhe ERU
model if the budget was $3 million the bills wouhdrease by 50 percent. Mr. Felten said the ferearse would
also be proportional for the hydraulic acreage weittie added that the Task Force should focus@twh
recommended models and their differences. For ebarfgy undeveloped land the Clark2 model a 50 acoperty
would have a bill of $745 versus a bill of $130ngsthe hydraulic acreage model. Mr. Clark said tha ERU
could use a cap for undeveloped land and the negu#e for undeveloped land would be smaller andld benefit
open space goals. Mr. Felten said all the modele larbitrary assumptions to some degree. MrkGhaid that the
ERU without the fee for undeveloped land does mweetthat flaw. He added that for a 10 acre undeeslgarcel
the fee would be equal to a 3-family house feeigtige revenue requirement increases the fee fdeveloped land
would also be increased. Mr. Felten asked the atienbers how does it work for each model to beidensd fair
and equitable? There are arbitrary fees capsemsithat could be applied. What is the basis tp@tiphese
models? Mr. Hellman said that you may have to gpexactness for simplicity. You have to chosemlper and it
may not be perfect but it's good. Mr. Felten ghiak the hydraulic acreage model is way out ahééldeoERU and
it's the model of choice. The ERU was a distdfitvdte. He suggested the task force focus on thaeimeéle
guestioned why 2 models were being included irfitied report. Mr. Hellman said that including twwodels helps
to tease out the points of contention. He addatttie ERU is commonly used and it got votes. Misélin added
that they illustrate the strengths and weaknesseaah. Mr. Clark said it was good to show the tecommended
models as well as all the other models that weseudised. Mr. Felten said it is important to geséhpoints into the
narrative. Mr. Reckman said the report needsydess much one model was preferred over the othier.
suggested adding the actual vote counts into tiratnge. Mr. Clark asked if it was relevant to inde the column
with tax information in the fee summary spreadshé&ahce it is not a fee setting factor it shouddrbmoved. Mr.
Hellman agreed.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Any Report from DPW — Jim Laurila

No specific report had been requested and nongmwailed.

Review of Progress of Report Section Drafts by Comittee Members

Individual Member Comments on Report

Report Writing — Who does what next

A statement that was prepared by David Teece vestldited. Mr. Feltesaid that this statement should be
included in the final report, possibly as a forwardhe document. Prior to the meeting each dedtion of the
final document was distributed to each task foreenimer. The task force members discussed the casfteath
draft section and edits and additions to the documere discussed. The task force members wilkwaorthe
discussed changes and a revised draft for themesgting. Mr. Shenette will review, edit and fotrifee final
document for distribution to the Joint Committeetfteir meeting on July 8.

Path Forward

This was discussed above.

New Business — Reserved for topics the Chair did heeasonably anticipate would be discussed.

No new business was introduced.

Setting Next Meeting Date

The next meeting was scheduled for June 20th &tfa®. at the Public Works Conference Room.

Public Comments

There were no additional public comments.

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

Members present: Alex Ghiselin, Chris Hellman, Robert Reckman, iRMticGrath, 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 McDdn8tormwater Manager, Ned Huntley,
P.E. Director of Public Works

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

. Announcement of Audio/Video Recording of Meeting

The meeting was video recorded by North Street éiation, Ruth McGrath. Videos of these meetings lve
posted on youtube and a link will be placed onDR&V website.

Public Comment

Resident Fred Zimnoch made four points. Firsistencerned about the possible escalating fessasn in Table
5.11 of the CDM report. He urged the Task Forceetmmmend a cap. Secondly, he retracted his estditement
that the ERU method for his property is more expenthan the proposed Proposition 2 %2 over-ridbirdl he
asked that the Task Force include a process fesident to request an abatement. Lastly, he kaifelton
Methods are the best but he found Felton3 to beurbsand wondered why the 2-family rate is leseasye than
the rate for a single family home.

Resident Paul Walker said he understands the probig that federal and state issues are not masddgesaid
taxpayers are being lied to and asked - why isrst@ter a mandate? He said there is an economintdawand
it's not right to be setting new fees.

Discussion and Approval of Minutes from June 13, 218

The minutes were approved for the Jun8 i@eting.

Presentation of any new fee algorithms from commiete members

No new fee algorithms were proposed. Mr. Launidi¢ated that he and Mr. McDonald provided somepsrito
Mr. Clark and Mr. Felten as they explored the detafi the hydraulic acreage model. Slightly resti$ee
calculations were provided for the hydraulic aceeawpdel. Revised sample calculations were providethe

Clark2 model and the hydraulic acreage model. Etaild of the two recommended models were discusgéae
Task Force.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Any Report from DPW — Jim Laurila
No specific report had been requested and nongmwagled.

Review of Progress of Report Section Drafts by Comittee Members
Individual Member Comments on Report
Report Writing — Who does what next

Ms. McGrath distributed a draft glossary and retpebthat the members review it and add any others@s
appropriate. Mr. Clark suggested that the drgforebe reviewed to determine if other definiti@me needed. He
also suggested using EPA documents for determihéfigitions. Mr. Shennette said that he would hawempiled
final report for all to review before July'8The compiled draft will be sent by email and nrlier Task Force
meetings will be needed. All members agreed teevethe compiled draft report to be sent by Mr. i8tedte and

let him know if they have any comments. There wiasubsion about how best to incorporate a referemtiee

CDM report and any implications related to the TBekce work. The pros and cons of adding an Exexut
Summary to the final report were discussed. Thaediscussion about whether a presentation akhert to the
Joint Committee on July"8vas needed. Ultimately it was agreed that thel fieport would be provided to the Joint
Committee before July™8and that no formal presentation would be madé task force members present indicated
their intention on attending the Jul{ Bieeting and being able to assist with answerirggtions that may arise.

Mr. Ford offered to do a brief introduction at they 8" meeting.

Path Forward

This was discussed above.

New Business — Reserved for topics the Chair did heeasonably anticipate would be discussed.
No new business was introduced.

Setting Next Meeting Date

No additional task force meetings were schedulgte Task Force will meet with the Conference Cortaribn
July 8, 2013.

Public Comments
There were no additional public comments.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.
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