
Meeting 2 - Task Force: MEETING MINUTES 

1/14/2019 

9:00 am 

MSD Administrative Offices 

1801 Woodrow St. Cincinnati, OH 45205 

Overview: This meeting will build on Meeting 1. The focus of this meeting is sharing more detailed 

information about each program and is the framework for a rate structure change for the purpose of 

managing storm water, (RDII)/Wet Weather improvements for compliance with CWA. During this 

meeting, participants will have time to further discuss stormwater service provision in the County and 

share ideas about the framework. 

Attendees:  

 Karen Ball, Hamilton County 

(karen.ball@hamilton-co.org) 

 Joe Graf, Hamilton County 

(joe.graf@plantemoran.com) 

 Mohammad Islam, Hamilton County P&D 

(mohammad.islam@hamilton-co.org) 

 Brian Wamsley, Hamilton County P&D 

(Brian.Wamsley@hamilton-co.org) 

 Charlie Anness, Hamilton County Prosecutor 

(Charles.Anness@hcpros.org) 

 Nancy Elwood, CDM Smith 

(ellwoodnk@cdmsmith.com) 

 Todd Long, Hamilton County 

Engineer/Stormwater District 

(todd.long@hamilton-co.org) 

 Eric Saylor, Cincinnati SMU 

(eric.saylor@cincinnati-oh.gov) 

 Patrick Ross, City of Reading 

(pross@readingohio.org) 

 Gerald Checco, Mill Creek Valley 

Conservancy District (grchecco@gmail.com) 

 MaryLynn Loder, MSDGC 

(marylynn.lodor@cincinnati-oh.gov) 

 John Nelson, Hamilton County Soil & Water 

Conservation District 

(john.nelson@hamilton-co.org) 

 Keith Readling, 

Raftelis(kreadling@raftelis.com) 

 Henrietta Locklear, Raftelis 

(hlocklear@raftelis.com) 

 Samantha Brown, Raftelis  

(sbrown@raftelis.com)

 

Meeting Item Notes 

 

 

 

 

Introduction to 

Process/Goal 

1. Karen welcomed the group and opened the meeting 

2. Karen provided an overview of the task force; background of ISF having greatest 

chance of approval from rate task force 

3. Each participant introduced themselves 

4. Not an attempt to bring forward new source of income; but combine sources to 

achieve goals like capital projects that we can’t currently fund 

5. No stakeholder meetings to date, but there will be going forward. Get agencies 

together to approach stakeholder groups with similar mindset and unified voice 

amongst all of us 

Review Meeting 

1, Service 

Delivery 

1. Keith provided a further explanation of the goals – to provide path forward for ISF 

that meets community needs; something for the HC Board to consider 
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Alternatives & 

Set up of 

Discussion 

2. Keith provided a brief recap of meeting 1 by reviewing the notes from the meeting, 

and a brief overview of the types of services each organization provides 

a. City SMU: service area is within city limits; main services are barrier dam, flood 

protection, parks/rec, and public streets 

b. Hamilton County: CWA compliance 

c. Mill Creek: maintenance of barrier dam and Mill Creek Channel 

d. MSD: Super high wet weather flow; 8 permitted WWTPs, 3000 mi san sewer, 

3000 mi of bldg. sewers 

e. City of Reading: maintains its own program 

f. HCSWCD: administer MCM 1, 2, 4 

g. HCP&D: administer MCM 3 & 5, funding insufficient beyond plan review 

h. HCSWD: 49 partners; have partnered well on water quality, but haven’t 

addressed water quantity 

3. Keith provided a broader review of the range of options this group should consider 

a. This is about existing programs, LOS, and associated cost, overlaps, and gaps in 

service delivery.  

b. We currently have mostly separate SW programs in Hamilton County right now. 

Let’s look at a continuum and range of options from separate programs to 

centralized and cooperative standards  

Program Levels 

of Service, Costs, 

Gaps and 

Overlaps, 

Service Delivery 

1. Henrietta explained that the next portion of the meeting was to better understand 

each participant’s program, specifically current levels of service, funding and costs 

of each program, gaps, overlaps and partnerships. Handout A provided a summary 

of questions each participant was to discuss around these topics.  

2. Participants went around the room and provided details about their program 

relative to the above focus areas. Information was scribed on the board for 

comparison between programs. See the attached matrix for a summary of this 

discussion. 

3. This discussion item lasted until 11:45. It was agreed that this portion of the 

discussion was important, so the remaining agenda items would be discussed in 

greater detail at the next task force meeting. 

Alternatives 

Brainstorming 

1. This section will be covered at Task Force Meeting #3 

 

Introduction to 

Rate Structure 

Alternatives 

1. This section will be covered at Task Force Meeting #3 

 

 

Summary and 

Closing 

1. NEXT STEPS 

a. Raftelis will summarize notes for the group prior to 01/28 meeting 

b. Those with homework on sending the group budget and program information 

should send the information to Karen for distribution 

c. Determine agenda for stakeholder group – the soonest the stakeholder meeting 

should occur is approx. two weeks after 01/28 meeting. However, it was 

emphasized that the group should not rush into the stakeholder meeting. Karen 

provided an explanation that the Board resolution describes who the 

stakeholder group should be but has been left open for the ability to include 

others if needed. She also explained that the resolution provides an open 
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timeline for this process to be completed with a recommendation made the 

Board around June 2020.  

d. It was suggested that it is better to get the recommendation from this group 

right even if it means slightly more time before the stakeholder group should be 

convened 

2. Task Force Meeting #3  

a. Next date – 01/28, 9:00 am at Cincinnati MSD 

b. Next meeting: Cover agenda items not covered today – Options for service 

delivery on stormwater related services that take into acct resources, 

geography of each, and skillsets of each district in the room; brainstorm rate 

structure alternatives in next weeks 

c. Schedule stakeholder meeting far enough out in case this group needs a fourth 

meeting to flush out details – OR – wait to schedule meeting with stakeholders 

after next meeting to be sure we’re ready with a recommendation 

3. Keith & Karen both thanked the participants for attending and providing input to 

the discussion today 

 

List of outstanding questions, follow up items: 

 Which agency makes the most sense as the provider of maintenance activities that are currently 

being provided by Ham Co Planning and Development? 

 Which municipalities changed zoning codes in response to prodding by Ham Co Planning and 

Development to improve codes with respect to impervious area creation? 

 Could someone provide the output document from Communities of the Future stakeholder 

groups? 

 Could someone provide the output document from Sustainable Infrastructure Policy Gap 

Analysis of 2012? Is this the correct one? Obtained at: 

http://projectgroundwork.org/downloads/cfac/Sustainable_Infrastructure_Policy_GAP_analysis

_2012.01.09.pdf 

 Could MSD take on more operation and maintenance responsibility (since have resources and 

crews in place)? [Generally, yes, but would need more resources] 

 Could the county be divided into quadrants or areas and responsibility for service provision be 

assigned to particular agencies for each area? 

 How prevalent is it for earnings tax to be funding stormwater in the County? What about 

property taxes? 

 Could SMU rate study/plan for rate increases be provided? 

 Could more detail be provided on Reading mutual aid for stormwater (with Blue Ash, etc.) 

 Who owns storm infrastructure after a separation project? 

 Is a policy level effort needed/possible to redefine conveyance/LOS standards? Is one 

needed/possible to redefine storms/rainfall events? 

 Could the existing impervious area data sources be provided? 

 

 


