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	STORMWATER AND FLOOD RESILIENCE FUNDING COMMITTEE - MINUTES

	
	

	
	Meeting Type:
	Regular Meeting

	
	Meeting Location:
	City Hall, Council Conference Room

	
	Meeting Date:
	Monday, April 26, 2021

	
	Meeting Time:  
	5:30 PM



Members Present: Otis Perry, Ken Mavrogeorge, Ray Bardwell, Marcia Gasses, Bill Baber, Eric George, Jan Nedelka, David Dagenais, Vincent Hayes, Paul Geraci, Steve Haight, Chad Kageleiry, Cynthia Walter, Dennis Shanahan (City Council, ex officio), Gretchen Young (Community Services, ex officio), Peter Driscoll (Dover School District, ex officio). 

Members Not Present (excused): Allan Krans

Members Not Present (un-excused): None

Also Present: Ben Sweeney (NHDES/PREP Project Partner), Nathalie DiGeronimo (NHDES Project Partner), Abigail Lyon (PREP Project Partner), Tom Swenson (NHDES Project Partner), Martha Shiels (New England Environmental Finance Center Project Partner), James Houle (UNH Stormwater Center Project Partner), Chris Parker (Assistant City Manager & Director of Planning, speaker), Dan Lynch (Finance Director, speaker)

1. CALL TO ORDER
Councilor Shanahan called the meeting to order at 5:33 PM. Meeting declared an emergency because a physical quorum is not reasonably practical based on the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and the need to accommodate social distancing. Accommodations include remote participation. 

2. ATTENDANCE (follow remote participation procedures as needed)
Councilor Shanahan called attendance (see members present listed above). 

3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MARCH 22, 2021 MINUTES 
Motion: Haight moved to approve the minutes as presented; Bardwell second with amendments as proposed.
Amendment(s): header changed from “agenda” to “minutes,” corrected spelling of Allan Krans and Cynthia Walter, and per Nedelka’s suggestion the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 2 now reads “Homeowners’ associations would have been charged for their private roads.” 
Roll Call Vote: Yes-13; No-0; Abstain-1
Motion carries.

4. NEW BUSINESS
A. Overview of existing fees in Dover
[bookmark: _GoBack]Parker outlined existing fees and costs associated with development including Plan Review Fees, Impervious Cover Fees, Permit Fees (including Conditional Use Fees), Inspection Fees, Impact Fees, and Road Excavation Fees. For each fee, Parker presented how the fees are calculated, how the revenue generated is used and where it goes (General Fund), and whether any fees were designated for stormwater or other operations. Parker provided a matrix of each of the fees to committee members to review. 

B. Discussion/Q&A on the use of fees to fund stormwater and flood resilience activities

Young asked when the impervious cover fee was established and if the implementation of the impervious cover fee was a result of the City recognizing the additional review needed for stormwater management on certain permits. Parker recalled it was around 2010 and mentioned the option to pursue a fee reduction for installing porous asphalt (pavement) and agreed with the need for additional technical review. 

Kageleiry asked about the total for fees collected annually. Parker estimated planning fees at $130,000-$140,000 and building fees at $500,000 annually and offered to follow up with a more discrete number. Parker added that the City has a program to track the timing of the collection and use of impact fees with the goal of zeroing out the budget as early as possible. Fee calculation is periodically reviewed and will likely be updated in 2023. 

Perry asked about investment fees and sewer and water fees. Parker responded by reminding the committee that Dan Lynch, Finance Director, will cover investment and impact fees later in the agenda. Parker added that there is often misunderstanding among the public about the differences between impact and investment fees. 

Nedelka asked about revenue from current use land that supports projects with the Open Lands Committee. Parker shared the conservation fund receives revenue from two sources: 1) conversion of “current-use” land into developable land and 2) transfer of development rights (TDR) program. 

Sweeney asked about Plan Review Fees, as an example, and whether other communities the City has surveyed charge a higher fee to ensure they cover operational costs and have some revenue to cover other activities. Parker said he is not aware of any example and reiterated that the fees are meant to cover technical review of a plan. Gasses, Parker, and Lynch raised concern over generating revenue with fees. 

Mavrogeorge asked about calculating the impervious cover for the impervious cover fee and whether there were other considerations at that time. Parker shared the City Council questioned how accurate the City’s fees were and whether they were covering costs associated with reviews which prompted the review. 

Lynch provided an overview of water and sewer investment fees and impact fees including details on the calculation for each fee. Investment fees are added to a sewer capital and water capital reserve funds established by the City Council with the purpose to accumulate funds to pay for certain capital improvement projects. Young clarified if all funds were used for capital projects and none for operations. Lynch agreed. Councilor Shanahan added that these funds could be used for a water treatment plant project and that the intended use is forward thinking to make investments in the City. 

Kageleiry raised a concern about the rational nexus between the fees that are charged for a project and the work that goes into the system that that burden might cause for a development in the south end of the City who could be charged a large investment fee for water and sewer. Kageleiry included that the fee collected may be used to repair a water main not connected to the developer’s project and that this is a maintenance issue. Lynch responded saying at the time that person/property is connecting to the larger system, they are buying their share of equity into the system. Parker added that water and sewer are both city-wide systems. 

Young asked when these fees were first charged. Lynch recalled 2001 was the earliest they were implemented but using a different methodology. Young asked if there was a decision at that time for the fees to only look forward. Lynch shared that at the time the goal was to not only fund development of the systems but also upkeep of the existing system, and that folks pay these fees when they are connected to a system (water or sewer) to contribute capital to keep the existing system and infrastructure or potential new infrastructure to sustain the systems for the City as a whole. Haight asked if the City operates at a net positive or net negative for the funds collected now. Lynch responded saying the City has the right amount currently budgeted with the collection of fees. In cases where more funds are needed, the City has utilized the Clean Water State Revolving Fund to pay for large projects with some principal forgiveness. Young added that if more funding was available, the City would consider developing more bedrock wells to support water infrastructure. 

Haight raised the idea that for a brand-new stormwater system funds are needed for the development and operations and maintenance of that system. Kageleiry added that water and sewer fees are very defined and go to residents who have municipal water and sewer; stormwater would be more complicated because how do you charge for the use of stormwater especially if you’re miles away from a stormwater system. Geraci reminded the committee that residents are already paying for these costs through the General Fund. Kageleiry added that that is the question, do we consider a new utility fee or adding a line item in the General Fund. Councilor Shanahan reminded the committee the need to discuss equity. Haight added that developers are required to treat stormwater onsite but on the other side, remember that residents are driving on public, municipal roads and all residents benefit from stormwater management on those. Kageleiry raised the idea of a tiered system for urban core (entirely served by stormwater infrastructure), next outer rim (somewhat served), and remote (limited/no service) as a way to defend a potential rate structure and fee. Haight, Kageleiry, and Parker discussed the current City regulations requiring net zero stormwater management for development or better and the issue of establishing rules for charging a stormwater utility or fee. Dagenais echoed concerns stating that if a property has net zero stormwater runoff how can the City charge a utility. Kageleiry acknowledged that public roads were created for access to Indian Brook road and that those ultimately contribute to municipal stormwater infrastructure. Nedelka added that the last Stormwater Utility Committee (2010) used a base/flat fee for everyone to cover the public rights of way and then each property was assessed a second ERU based on impervious cover area/land use. The purpose being to create an opportunity for credits/reductions in fee based on homeowner improvements. Nedelka cautioned using a tiered approach based on development density – instead the base/flat fee and assessed fees treat everyone uniformly. Councilor Shanahan reminded the committee that we have an opportunity to dive deeper into this conversation in later meetings in August and September. 

Kageleiry asked about General Fund revenue and whether the additional stormwater costs could be added on top of that revenue. Lynch estimated total tax revenue at 90 million. Young asked about the percentage of the total water budget that comes from the investment fees. Lynch responded saying in the operating budget there is no component funded by investment fees. Young asked how the levels were established and whether the investment fees could be doubled. Parker added the City uses the Capital Improvements Plan to identify what investments the City wants to make in water and sewer systems and the City could consider doing the same for stormwater. Currently when the City reviews road replacement projects, stormwater management is considered, and the City could carve out Stormwater Management as a distinct line item. Parker asked the committee what is worse, being told you’re not going to have to do any stormwater management, but you have to pay an investment fee for a stormwater program or having no fee but being responsible for all stormwater management. 

Parker summarized the concept of some residents being in favor of a user fee like water because there is a clear connection between turning on the tap and getting a bill. This raises the issue that if a resident doesn’t use the service, do they have to pay? The other side is if a fee is created to generate the $3 million needed for a stormwater program, some residents will ask if their taxes will go down. However, other components of the General Fund budget could be increased because of the offset. Parker reminded the committee to consider that the City’s current stormwater management program is not keeping up with the magnitude of stormwater events and that current funds do not cover operations and maintenance costs the City incurs. 

Kageleiry asked the committee about whether a tax-payer wants to see another bill (a fee or utility) or an increase on an existing bill (General Fund). Mavrogeorge reminded Kageleiry that the General Fund is not protected and there are competing interests for funding. Mavrogeorge added that this committee needs to consider a way to consistently fund stormwater. Sweeney reminded the committee to consider the lack of equity in the current structure (General Fund). Nedelka added that there are two forms of equity: 1) are we being fair from one house to the next and 2) equity in property use type. Nedelka stated that Dover does not have as many nontaxable properties as Concord, NH (as we learned at the previous meeting) which will impact the equity discussion.  

5. OLD BUSINESS
Councilor Shanahan directed the committee to review questions raised from previous meeting that have now been answered. Questions and answers available in Box folder with meeting materials. 

Sweeney gave an update on the parcel and impervious cover data. Young, Houle, and Sweeney are working with Dover City Staff to update the number of parcels and impervious cover acreage estimates to more accurately develop what a stormwater and flood resilience utility could look like today. Updated information will be provided at the June meeting. 

6. CITIZEN’S FORUM 
None present.

7. CONFIRM NEXT MEETING DATE, TOPIC, AND HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS
Next meeting is scheduled for May 24, 2021 at 5:30 PM and will focus on public private partnerships and the General Fund. 

Councilor Shanahan reminded the committee to review the recommendations/summary report outline Sweeney provided. 

Bardwell asked about discussing public information to share the work the committee has been doing with the public. Young suggested addressing that topic at the May meeting. 

8. ADJOURN   
Councilor Shanahan declared the meeting adjourned. 
	Document Created by:  Gretchen Young, Env. Proj. Mgr.
	2021.4.26_StormwaterCommittee.Minutes

	Document Posted on:   May 14, 2021
	Page 5 of 5



image1.jpeg




