City of Dover, NH
Municipal Stormwater Utility
Feasibility Study

City Council Workshop
January 5, 2011

What did we recommend?

» The Feasibility Study Committee
Recommends the formation of a
stormwater utility for Dover

* Fee for Single Family home (if
implemented per
recommendation): $7.10/month;
remove this infrastructure
expense from property tax rolls

Why should we care?

We Care We Care
Where The Water Goes How Much It Costs

*We want water in the pipes — *Repairing flooding damage is
not our basements expensive — both for the city
*We want flowing water in the and the homeowner

rivers — not stagnating in our  *Responding to flooding
yards emergencies is expensive for
*We want water levels to stay the taxpayer

where man and nature try to  elgnoring is very expensive:
balance them...with a little EPA fines can run as high as
more input from man $50,000 per day
«Stormwater impacts our

water quality




Thinking Long-Term

» Water quality regulation is coming
— 65% of nutrient loading from nonpoint sources
— Upcoming permit revision includes water
quality monitoring
» EPA is expected to require stormwater
treatment in a future permit

Historical Context

Combined
Sewer &
Stormwater

Sewer Stormwater
2835 manholes 225 miles l:)fbp\pe
119 miles of pipe 5Li?élclablgsms
Reliable / trusted

$0.9 M/Year
$4.3 Miyear General Fund
Sewer Rates

Why reinvest in the system?




Dover Manages an Extensive System of
Stormwater Infrastructure

Dover Facts and Figures
29,000 residents

29 square miles

650 manholes

65 miles of pipe

204 discharge locations
101 miles of open drainage
140 culverts

2857 catch basins

Wait, why is the EPA involved?

 The city currently spends ~$900,000/year
in operating and maintaining the
stormwater system

» EPA is mandating changes to our water
management that will increase these costs
by about 25%, bringing the total expense
to ~$1.2 million per year — 100% of which
is paid for by Dover property taxes

» Ultimate $2M level includes reinvestment

Ad-Hoc Stormwater Committee

Appointed Members

Jan Nedelka (Chairperson) * Dana Lynch
Dorothea Hooper (Vice Gary Green
Chairperson) Raymond H. Bardwell
Chad Kageleiry Chris Nash

Jay Stephens Dennis Ciotti

Meeting 1: Meeting 2: Meeting 3: Meeting 4: Meeting 5:
Goals and Program Rate Recomm’s Final Report
Objectives - Plan, - Structure - and Draft —»
Compelling Alternatives Report
Case




Committee Task

* Is there an alternative to paying out of the
tax base?
» Yes — establish a utility

— There is a great deal of flexibility within utility
rates to determine what fees will be charged
and why

Stormwater Utilities in NH

¢ Enabling Legislation
— Fairly new
— Not complicated (revised existing sewer legislation to
include stormwater)
Grant from the NH Department of Environmental
Services
Three other communities investigating
stormwater utilities:
— Manchester
— Nashua
— Portsmouth

Recommended Rate

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

M Base Fee M Impervious Area Fee




Alternative Rate Methods
Considered

Impervious Area Intensity of

Impervious Area + Gross Area Development

+ Charge based + Charge based » Charge based
on impervious on impervious on intensity of
area only area and a development

lesser charge (recognize
for gross area green space)

Equivalent Residential Units
(ERUSs) by Category
Industrial !
Condo
Governmental
Institutional
Commercial |
Multifamily..i-
Miscellaneous [l

Single Family... lll

Undeveloped

B 10 15
Average Number of ERUs Per Parcel

Base Fee and Roads

» Stormwater is a community issue, and
roads are a community good
— Roads account for approximately 25% of the
impervious area in Dover
» Base fee includes

— About 50% of the impervious contribution
from roads

— Utility administrative functions




Residential Share of Payments

Today: 74%
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Residential Share of Payments

Add Roads:64%

Parcent Paid by Residential

Tax Base All Roads




Residential Share of Payments

Only include half the roads:60%

1111
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Credits

» Residential and non-residential properties
eligible for credits for:
— Water Quality Improvement: credit for
reducing loading or concentration of pollutants
— Non-Structural Treatment: credit granted for
non-structural volume and velocity reductions

Details to be developed by DUC

Summary of Recommendations

Establish Structure  Structure  Bill User Phase in
Utility as Utility Fee on Fee with User Fee
Funding Ratesto  Impervious Water and Over a Six-
Mechanism Generate Area, with Sewer Year
& Capture  Approx. a Base Period to
Offset to $2.0M/  Charge Minimize
General Year in and Credit Impact and
Fund Revenue Scheme Allow for
Outreach




Implementation Steps

. Prepare and Adopt Utility Formation
Ordinance

. Assemble Committee to Advise on
Program Implementation

. Implement Public Outreach Campaign

. Develop Formal Financial and Rate
Policies and Procedures

Implementation Steps

. Refine Financial Plan

. Develop a Credit Manual with DUC
Involvement

. Develop Billing Policies and Procedures
. Rate Structure Adopted by DUC

. Integrate Water, Sewer, and Stormwater
Billing

Questions?




Extra Slides

LLOCHO 2010

Penalties for Noncompliance -
,, 40 CFR 122.41

— Any person who violates any permit condition or limitation or requirement faces:
« Civil penalties up to $25,000 per day for each violation
+ Criminal penalties of $2,500 to $25,000 per day, imprisonment of up to 1 year, or both
* Subsequent convictions: criminal penalties of up to $50,000 per day of violation,
imprisonment of up to 2 years, or both
Known Violations
— Criminal penalties of $5,000 to $50,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment for up to 3
years, or both
— Subsequent conviction: criminal penalties of up to $: 000 per day of violation, or
imprisonment of up to 6 years, or both
Known violation with risk of imminent danger, death, or serious injury:
— Fine of up to $250,000 or imprisonment of up to 15 years, or both
— Subsequent conviction: fine of up to $500,000, imprisonment of up to 30 years, or both
Organization violating the imminent danger provision
— Fine of up to $1,000,000, $2,000,000 for subsequent convictions

Fut Funding Needs

Current Level of
Service $900,116 $900,116 $900,116 $900,116 $900,116 $900,116
Catch Basin
Spoils Facility $30,000 $150,000
NPDES Permit
Compliance $136,000 $192,000 $191,000 $231,000 $281,000 $281,000
Spoils
Management
& Disposal $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Utility
Implementation &
Administration $80,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Needs
Assessment $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
Rehabilitation /
replacement $686,400 $686,400 $686,400 $686,400 $686,400 $686,400
Other
Investments $67,484 $6,484 $157,484 $117,484 $67,484 $67,484

TOTAL COST $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,200




Most Defensible Rate Structures Utilize
Impervious Area

B Impervious Only B Impervious + Gross
W Intensity of Development M Other

Impervious Area Includes:

Rooftops
Parking Areas
Driveways
Sidewalks

Other hard
surfaces

Private streets : ‘ el E

“Credits” May be Granted to Offset Costs

Rain barrels

Other

Rain gardens

Retention ponds

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M Credits M No Credits




Billing for Stormwater

Water/sewer
Low

Stormwater Only Property Tax
Low

Cost Medium/High
System . . .

compatibility IR D IR
Implementation Medium High Medium
Administration Low Medium Low

Delinquency Medium High Medium/High

Customer A
acceptance Medium Low Low

Potential Funding Approaches
(with Funding Recommendation)

» Stable » Establishes the program a community
» Reliable issue instead of an individual issue

» Politically Independent

» More equitable (fee related to use)

» Visibility for stormwater

» Eliminates competition with other programs
» Not tied to property assessment

Advantages -

» Potentially high administration costs »
» Credit scheme could be complicated
» Perceived inequity in user rates

» Disparities in individual costs

Restricted ability to fund improvements
needed for regulatory compliance and
infrastructure relief

» Subject to political environment

» Not reliable

» Perceived inequity

» Tax exempt properties not charged

»

»

Disadvantages

Maintains the status quo funding level
Goes on property assessment

Customer Base — Impervious Area

Average %

Governmental
Industrial
Institutional
Undeveloped
Miscellaneous
TOTAL

02010

Percent of
Parcels
Sampled

Total # of
Parcels

1%

25%
100%
87%
53%
89%
99%
0%
100%
15%

Impervious
Area of
Sample (ft2)

8%

28%
12%
38%
6%
24%
17%
0%
3%
16%

Estimated | Average

5,732

2,489
1,368
2,613
2,252
1,960
881

0

64




Phased Implementation Approach

Revenue - Basic

Service Charge  $231,800  $240,135  $255943  $256,145  $261,714  $270,931
Revenue -Impervious
AreaCharge  $854582  $1,028,025 $1,192,124 $1,381,023 $1,555269 $1,724,466
Total Net Revenue  $1,086,382 $1,268,160 $1,448,068 $1,637,168 $1,816,983 $1,995,397
Offset to General
Fund  $1,086,382 $1,268,160 $1448,068 $1,637,168 $1,816,983 $1,995397
Basic Charge
(PerAcct)  $2.65 $2.65 $2.65 $2.75 $2.85 $2.95
Impervious Area
Charge (PerERU)  g4.45 $5.25 $6.05 $7.25 $8.25 $9.15
Total Monthly Charge
/ERU  $7.10 $7.90 $8.70 $10.00 $11.10 $12.10
34
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Average Monthly Charge by Customer Class

Industrial
Governmental
Institutional
Commercial
Condos
Multifamily Res.
Miscellaneous

Single Family Res.

$0 $50 $100 $150
Average Monthly Charge by Customer Class

Average Monthly Charge by Customer Class

Single Family
Residential  $7.10 $7.90  $8.70 $10.00 $11.10 $12.10
Multifamily
Residential ~ $13.03  $14.90 $16.77 $19.67 $22.10 $24.30

Condos  $33.24  $38.74 $4424 $5259 $59.56 $65.85
Commercial  $33.66  $39.24 $44.81 $53.27 $60.34  $66.71
Governmental ~ $49.25 ~ $57.63 $66.01 $78.68 $89.25 $98.78
Industrial  $7354  $86.29  $99.03 $118.25 $134.28 $148.72
Institutional ~ $46.23 ~ $54.06 $61.90 $73.75 $83.64 $92.55

Miscellaneous  $8.81 $9.92 $11.03 $12.79 $14.27 $15.62
36,

MG GHD 2010







