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Ad Hoc Stormwater Utility Study Committee 
March 11, 2022 

10:00am 

Minutes of Meeting 

 

Committee members/attendees: 
- Heather Audet (Vice Chair)  

- Nicholas Grow (Clerk) 

- Alan Slater 

- Craig Reise 

 

Others in attendance: 

Michael Rosen - Town staff (Assistant Town Manager) 

 

 

Members Absent: 

- Jerry Hopcroft (Chair)  

 

February Minutes Discussion 

Updates to minutes proposed: 

Grammar updates 

Add edit to question #4 

 

Motion to accept February meeting minutes with corrections: Voted on and passed with 

unanimous consent. 

 

Michael: Mark Ryan wanted to alert the committee that CDM Smith is updating the Meadow 

Brook latest draft should be done by 14-Mar-2022. Also, Stantec update still ongoing 

 

General discussion to postpone the discussion about the memorandum since Mr. Hopcroft is not 

available.  

 

Heather: Question #5 discussion could still occur.  

 

Michael presenting question #5: 

 

Heather mentioning the Water department could add the fee to existing water/sewer bills, this is 

how Heather has seen it done in other regions. 

 

Alan: Town staff would not want to add another bill so adding to the existing water utility bill 

makes sense. 
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Michael: Adding a line item to water bill is viable and not a big issue. 

Group discussing the differences between burying the fee as a line item in the water bill vs. 

highlighting the fee and possibility of a separate coupon and what the impacts of that 

would be. 

 

Nick wants to ensure that people who make changes to their stormwater management see the 

changes in their fee and not buried as a line item and overlooked. 

 

Heather asking about the research into discounts for seniors and residents who live with fixed 

incomes. 

 

Michael Rosen presenting the senior center guidebook and what discounts are available. 

Additions for Stormwater Fee could simply be added to the guidebook. Kerri McCarthy 

at the Senior Center would be the contact for this activity.  

 

Discussion of back fees that are owed to the town, and how that process works. A lien can be 

applied to the property if there are no attempts to reconcile, this is the same with water, 

and other services. The value of a lien is recovered when a property is sold according to 

Michael. 

 

Group agrees to follow the water and sewer strategy.  

 

Holley Jones will present the stormwater bylaw at town meeting and slides are already available 

on the town’s website. 

 

Introduction of the stormwater committee at the May town meeting may be a good way to bring 

the committee to do a presentation and introduction. 

 

Nick Grow motion to adjourn 

Alan Slater seconded 

Meeting ended at 10:30 
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Attachment #1 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE:   January 24, 2022 

TO:        NORWOOD STORMWATER UTILITY COMMITTEE 

FROM:  Francis Hopcroft, Chair 

SUBJECT:  Thoughts for the next meeting 

 

There are several key decisions upon which this committee is expected to render an opinion and 

recommendation. These include: 

 

1. Should the Town of Norwood institute a stormwater management fee? 

 

2. If yes, what should the structure of that fee be based on: impervious area; an “equivalent 

residential unit (ERU)” of some kind, street frontage or “equivalent frontage units (EFU)” of 

some kind; abatement and fee reduction measures, or something else? 

 

3. If there is a fee established, what costs should be included, what costs should not be 

included, how much revenue is needed, how much can the residents afford, and how much 

revenue can the fee realistically raise? 

 

4. What limitations on fee increases in the future do we want to recommend or propose and 

how can a bylaw be constructed to enforce those? 

 

5. How can and should a fee that is implemented be enforced? 

 

We need to start talking about some of these interrelated questions at our next meeting. Please 

start thinking about them before then so that our discussions can be as productive as possible. 

 

Along those lines, I offer the following “talking points” to start the thinking and talking process. 

None of these points are cast in stone or absolutes. They reflect my current thoughts on the topics 

and are fully open for future changes, modifications and outright dismissal, as the committee as a 

whole shall decide. 

 

On question 1: Should the Town of Norwood institute a stormwater management fee? 

 

It is clear that stormwater management has taken a backseat to other issues in town over the 

years. That is neither a good thing or a bad thing – until a major storm hits such as the one that 

prompted this committee to be formed. It is also clear that failure to address this issue going 
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forward is going to result in significant future damage and costs to Norwood and its residents and 

businesses if neglected. Moreover, the frequency of storm events exceeding the current 

stormwater system in town is increasing and will continue to increase unless and until global 

climate change is controlled. 

 

The cost of improvements to the stormwater management system in the Town of Norwood is 

going to be very high. The Meadowbrook study, that was done in 2004, projected a cost for 

fixing the major stormwater flooding issues in that area at $3.9 million, using a medium sized 

storage tank at Murphy field, to $11.7 million using a large storage tank at Murphy field (or 

equivalent storage). The general inflation rate from 2004 to 2022 is 47.6%. The current estimated 

costs for those same improvements today should be between $5.8 million and $17.3 million as a 

result of that inflation. Stantec is currently revising and updating the 2004 study, so we should 

have better estimates soon; but they will likely be within those orders of magnitude for the 

original study projects. 

 

The update part is to increase the magnitude of the target storm to account for climate change 

and changes to the land uses in Norwood in the past 18 years. That suggests that bigger pipes, 

bigger storage areas, and a more expensive system will be needed than that proposed in 2004. I 

suspect we will be looking at expected costs in the $20 to $25 million range going forward. And 

note that this does not include any other areas of the town that may now need to be addressed. 

 

Putting those kinds of costs onto the tax bill is certainly possible – but not without the sacrifice 

of schools, sewer, water, electricity, roads and general government services. Consequently, I do 

not see a reasonable way to avoid a stormwater management fee in the near future. Most fees for 

stormwater utilities seem to be in the range of $5 to $7 per month, or $60 to $80 per year per 

equivalent residential user, or ERU. Residential, commercial and municipal rates are different. 

 

The form of the fee structure is also important. It is clear that if the residents are going to accept 

this new fee, there needs to be clarity that the money raised will be used specifically for the 

purposes intended and not siphoned off somehow to other projects or expenses not funded 

through Town Meeting votes. The fees cannot be seen as creating a new ”slush fund” for town 

government. One way to minimize that problem is to create an enterprise fund with the fee 

revenues.  

 

An enterprise fund is a separate accounting and financial reporting mechanism for which 

revenues and expenditures are segregated into a fund with financial statements separate from all 

other governmental activities. They are used to account for operations that are financed and 

operated in a manner similar to private business enterprises, where the intent is that the costs of 

providing services to the general public on a continuing basis are financed primarily or entirely 



 
 

 

566 Washington Street, P.O. Box 40, Norwood, MA 02062-0040 

Phone No. (781) 762-1240 ∙ Fax No. (781) 934-4820 ∙ VOICE/TTY - Use Phone Relay 

through user charges or fees. It is a self-supporting government fund that uses the same 

accounting framework followed by entities in the private sector, such as GAAP or IFRS. 

Please see the attached document from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts describing a 

municipal enterprise fund. 

On question 2: What should the structure of that fee be based on: impervious area; an 

“equivalent residential unit (ERU)” of some kind, street frontage; abatement and fee reduction 

measures, or something else? 

 

The CDM-Smith report appears to be based entirely on what they assert is the “most common” 

method of equivalent residential units (ERUs). Those are calculated based on the “average” 

impervious area on a residential lot, defined in the report as 3,100 sf of impervious area being 

equivalent to one ERU, regardless of the size of the lot. Impervious areas generally include 

driveways, sidewalks and building footprints. Most of those systems also include provisions for 

reducing individual property owner fees through a showing that the actual impervious area is less 

than that for which the property owner has been assessed (or increasing it for those with 

significantly higher impervious areas). In addition, there is usually a scaled rate for homeowners, 

versus commercial and industrial owners vs municipal and tax exempt properties. Note that the 

fee for municipal properties does generally go on the tax rate. 

 

In my view, this system is difficult to manage because the impervious area of each property 

needs to be calculated (hopefully from an overlay on the recent aerial maps, and it changes as 

buildings are modified or added, driveways are extended or added, and other property changes 

are made. It will require a significant staff effort to keep up with the adjustments, to be done in 

conjunction with the building inspectors office. In addition, not all impervious areas on a 

property necessarily contribute to the stormwater management problem that the Town needs to 

deal with. For example, the roof of a utility shed in the backyard probably drains directly to the 

ground, but would be subject to assessment under this plan. Most single family residential homes 

also drop their roof drains onto an unpaved area, suggesting that there is no contribution to the 

stormwater collection system from those structures. When all of those reductions are adjudicated 

through the abatement process ( a costly undertaking in itself) the fee for the remaining 

impervious areas is likely going to have to be increased beyond what the average homeowner 

will be expecting. 

 

A second option would be to recognize that essentially all stormwater being managed runs along 

a public road and through a public drain system making the management of the system a 

universal, town-wide, expense that affects everyone equally. The contributions to that system can 

be related to street frontage as a guide for setting the fee on the basis that direct runoff per foot of 

road frontage from properties will be reasonably consistent in most cases, the frontage does not 

change very often, even though properties may change hands, and new roads are occasionally 
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created, and potential abatements can be eliminated even where a property owner can show that 

there is no runoff to the storm system from that property. Where houses or buildings do 

discharge roof or other runoff directly or indirectly to the street or stormwater collection system, 

an additional fee surcharge can be assessed, leading to an incentive to reduce or eliminate those 

excess charges. Normal abatements for those unable to pay the fee can be included. The excess 

fee for excess flow arrangement, rather than an abatement procedure, tends to encourage greater 

flow reductions, in my experience, and establishes a base-line revenue source that is more 

reliable from the start.  

 

There are reportedly 131 miles of roadway in Norwood. It is unclear, yet, whether that number 

includes private roads and state and county roads. Going with that rather approximate number for 

the moment, 131 miles of road yields 262 miles of frontage, or 1.4 million feet of frontage in the 

town. Note that corner lots could be over-charged with this system, so I suggest that they be 

assessed, regardless of their classification, based on the street to which their mailing address is 

attached. Those will reduce the frontage of each category by about 10% by my uneducated 

guess, leaving about 1.25 million feet of assessable frontage. This method is reported as 

equivalent frontage units, or EFUs, in the CDM-Smith report. 

 

An areal square foot basis has been used to assess fees. This scheme uses the total area of the lot, 

regardless of the impervious area on that lot as the basis for the fees. This system seems to me to 

be inherently unfair because non-impervious areas do not contribute nearly as much to the 

stormwater management problem as do impervious areas and large parking lots are treated in a 

manner similar to a field of grass or hay. The regulations require the fees to be reasonably related 

to the services provided and this concept does not strike me as meeting the regulatory 

requirement.  

 

A flat fee per property has been used in some places to assess the fee. This concept seems to 

have the same issues of fairness as the square foot of lot area method. It is not inherently fair to 

the small property owner and grossly under-charges the larger land owner, even with adjustments 

for commercial and industrial entities. 

 

In my view, either the ERU or the EFU method are the most fair and appropriate. 

 

On question 3: What costs should be included, what costs should not be included, how much 

revenue is needed, how much can the residents afford, and how much revenue can the fee 

realistically raise? 

 

These fees have run the gamut of what is included, but if we do not change the nature of the 

current DPW or its obligations or revenues, and only use the fee to construct new capital 

stormwater management projects, we can manage the fee structure to do those projects without 
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complication or reduction of DPW staff or resources and that is the approach I think is needed 

(and it is consistent with some discussions I have had recently with the General Manager). 

 

If we can accept for discussion purposes the concept of an enterprise fund and the estimate of 

capital project costs for stormwater management of $25 million dollars initially, with perhaps 

another $10 million required over the next 10 years, we will need to manage a debt of about $35 

million dollars or so over 20 to 30 years.  

 

I see two ways to do this. The first is to finance each project with a 20 year bond, doing about 

1/10 of the work each year, and planning to “complete” the work (it will never be truly complete) 

in 10 years with the final projects extending the debt service for the following 10 years. This 

approach puts a finite end to the original project list, but allows for additions to the project list 

over time and additional bonding, with concurrent fee increases, as new projects are identified or 

developed. 

 

The second approach is to finance a $35 million dollar bond now, over 20 years, and draw the 

balance down as needed to do each project. This approach has the advantage of potentially 

reducing the net carrying costs by stabilizing the interest rate for the entire amount, clearly 

defining the uses, and minimizing time and cost spent getting future financing, and stabilizing 

the fee for a longer period of time. It also creates a large fund of money that could easily tempt 

higher spending on projects than necessary, make change order acceptances easier to do, creating 

the need to spend more on projects than necessary, and overall reducing the ability to get the full 

value of the funds over time. Interest earned on the amount not spent will minimally reduce the 

net interest expenses. 

 

Using the first approach and assuming an average interest rate during that period of 4% (as 

suggested by CDM-Smith), principal and interest should average around $257,530 the first year, 

increasing by that amount each year for the first ten years, reaching a peak in 10 years of about 

$2.83 million, then tapering off to $257,530 in year 30. The average annual cost in this case is 

$1.9 million. ($3,500,000 x uniform series capital recovery factor at 4% for 20 years of 0.07358 

= $257,530) 

 

CDM-Smith broke down the properties in town into seven categories and estimated their number 

of equivalent residential units, based on a representative sampling of the town, as shown in 

parentheses, as follows: single family (5,800), residential condos (900), other residential (2,200), 

commercial (4,100), industrial (1,100), town owned (1,000), and non-town exempt (900). This 

yields a total of 16,000 billing units. They do not show the actual number of properties in each 

category, however. Based on those estimates of property categories, the initial fee would need to 

be set at $257,530/16,000, or about $16 per billing unit per year. That would increase by $16 per 

year for 10 years to about $177 per year in years 10 through 20, then taper off to $16 per unit in 
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year 30. If more projects are added during or at the end of 10 years, the fee would stay up or go 

higher. 

 

If the properties are more compactly categorized, including putting condos of not more than 2 

units into the residential category and all others, including apartments and larger condos into the 

commercial category, it is possible to classify properties into three categories: residential, 

commercial/industrial, and municipal/tax exempt.  

 

Assuming, based on no actual data of any kind at the moment, that the town has an approximate 

split of 70% residential properties, including condominiums, 20% commercial and industrial 

property, including apartment buildings, and 10% municipal and non-profit properties, a fee 

structure based on frontage would be based on frontage amounts of 875,000 ft of residential 

frontage, 250,000 ft of commercial/industrial frontage, and 125,000 ft of municipal/tax exempt 

frontage. A rate structure using a multiplier of 1 per residential foot, 2 per commercial/industrial 

foot, and 1.5 per municipal/tax exempt foot yields the following equivalent frontage amounts: 

residential at 875,000 ft, commercial/industrial at 500,000 ft, and municipal/tax exempt at 

187,500 ft, for a total equivalent frontage units of 1,562,500 EFU. 

 

Dividing the required $257,530 dollars by the 1,562,500 EFUs yields a fee of $0.165 per EFU. 

Assuming an average residential frontage of 100 feet, that translates to $165 per year for the 

average residential property, increasing by about the same amount each year in the same manner 

as the ERU fee would, with an upper limit of $181 per year. Commercial/industrial properties 

would be paying $0.330 per foot of frontage in the first year and municipal/tax exempt properties 

would be paying $0.2475 per foot of frontage in the first year. A surcharge of 1 EFU per foot for 

properties directly or indirectly discharging storm runoff to the street or stormwater collection 

system would allow a small reduction in those values or an increase in the net revenue stream 

until they were corrected. 

 

If the entire amount was financed initially, $35,000,000 rather than $3,500,000 per year for 10 

years, using a single 20 year bond, the ERU and the EFU would be $35,000,000 x the uniform 

series capital recovery factor at 4% for 20 years of 0.07358, or $2,575,300 per year in total debt 

service. This would require an annual fee of about $1.65 per EFU, or about $165 per residential 

household per year for the full 20 years of the debt. If charged by the month, that translates to 

$13.50 per month for the average household for 30 years. 

 

Questions 4: What limitations on fee increases in the future do we want to recommend or 

propose and how can a bylaw be constructed to enforce those?  

 

and  
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Question 5: How can and should a fee that is implemented be enforced? 

 

are left for further contemplation and discussion later. 

 

 

 

 


