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Agenda

How did we get to today?

Agency interview findings

Service delivery options

Framework updates

Stakeholder Workgroup engagement

The process from here

2



How to engage today!

Turn on your video – we want to 

see you!

Please mute to disrupt background 

noise if you aren’t speaking

Please use the chat or raise your 

hand for participation
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ISF Task Force Mission

• BOCC - develop an impervious surface fee structure for 

all parcels contributing rain derived inflow to MSD 

system

• Evaluate feasibility and implementation of an ISF

• Seek Agency Task Force collaboration

• Stakeholder working group provides input and 

guidance

• Results and recommendations presented to BOCC

Key Consensus: 

• Storm water management 

should be addressed in a holistic 

manner

• Resolution won’t happen 

overnight

• Incremental change and 

cooperation is the best path 

forward
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Date Meeting Topics

Dec. 10, 2019 Intro to program & service delivery options

Jan. 14, 2020 Levels of Service, Costs, Gaps and Overlaps, Service Delivery

Jan. 28, 2020 Building an ISF Framework

March 10, 2020 Draft Framework feedback

April – June 2020 Agency interviews with Raftelis

Aug. 18, 2020
Agency interview reviews & service delivery 

considerations

September 2020
• Stakeholder Kick-off Meeting

 Task Force Framework Feedback

October 2020
• Stakeholder: Service Delivery Discussion

 Task Force Check-in

November 2020
• Stakeholder: Rate Structure

 Task Force Check-in

December 2020 Implementation Recommendations

we are 

here
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Agency Interviews 
Summary
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Participants

• Hamilton County Prosecutor’s Office

• Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation District

• Hamilton County Planning & Development

• Hamilton County Storm Water District

• Cincinnati Stormwater Management Utility

• MSDGC

• City of Reading

• Mill Creek Valley Conservancy District
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Agency Goals

Asset Management

o Proactive asset inspection, condition assessments, and repair/replacement 

prioritization 

o Effectively manage risks

o Better define and improve levels of service

Regulatory Compliance

o Agencies currently meets the requirements of governing regulations

o Agreement that compliance should continue to be a focus

Address Funding Needs

o Asset management

o Watershed and master planning 
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If we had 
additional 
funding…

• Hamilton County Storm Water District

o Additional MS4 service capacity

o Begin addressing quantity issues

• Hamilton County Planning & Development

o Develop a comprehensive asset management program 

o Enhance annual replacement and maintenance program for current infrastructure

• Hamilton County Soil & Water Conservation District

o Provide additional assistance to Storm Water District with GIS, illicit discharge, pollution 
prevention, and other MS4 permit components

o These activities are already being done and in compliance with current regulations, but Soil & 
Water could provide additional assistance or additional services for these activities

• Cincinnati SMU

o Increase levels of service: regulatory compliance, individual watershed needs, customer 
expectations, asset management

• MSD

o Incentive programs – residential disconnection of sump pump or downspouts; rain garden 
programs

o Establish I&I Removal Program 

o MSD has many other funding needs across the agency - Incentive program is an example of how 
additional funding may be used to address storm water in the context of this effort and within 
the legal confines of how MSD may use resources to address storm water management

o Before implementing such a program, must know where water will go before broadly 
encouraging everyone to disconnect

• Mill Creek Valley Conservancy District

o Project implementation and maintenance of the barrier dam and channel 9



• Concern over burden of any additional fee

• Don’t add ISF on top of all other existing fees – evaluate restructuring 

existing fees 

• County property taxes are already high

• Shouldn’t sacrifice current efforts to focus on implementing a new fee in 

time of a pandemic if resources are limited

Affordability

• Must be mindful of perception, not only within the group but of other 

agencies and jurisdictions across the county

• Misconceptions of others
o This effort is only to generate additional revenue

o Agencies currently generating a fee may be asked to share revenue with 

others who are not generating a fee 

• Be clear this effort is not solely about revenue, but also shared services, 

agency collaboration, and cost-sharing  

Generating Revenue

Agency Concerns
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Discussion Summary:

• Much discussion around a fee that is rooted in MSD’s fees/charges. We must be mindful of legal 

authorities and limitations that apply to all participating agencies

• Key question we should be sure to address in future introductions to initiative: Where is the legal 

authority to charge an ISF rooted? What ORC provision provides for this?

• Key message: The main purpose of this effort as directed by the BOCC is to align MSD’s fee 

structure in a fair and equitable manner for all parcels contributing rain derived inflow to MSD’s 

system. 

• Stormwater issues across the county are very intertwined – it becomes difficult to discuss rate 

structures without venturing into discussions about service delivery

o Multiple agencies charging fees

o Overlapping services and cooperative service delivery exists among multiple agencies 



• If a one-agency model is pursued, adequate responsiveness and levels 

of service for all communities must be agreed upon 

• If levels of service are different, rates should also be different

• Similar services for incorporated and unincorporated areas should be 

priced similarly

Equitable Services 

Across County 

Service Area

• There are still questions to be answered about implementation such as 

would we collect a fee - water bill or property tax? 

• Should we utilize billing capacity of GC Water Works?

• Does assessing through property tax provide greater transparency and 

normalcy of rate payers across the county

Implementation

Agency Concerns
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Common Threads

Coordination of Services

• Strong support for general coordination of 

services across the region

• Agreement that collaboration and coordination 

of water management across the county is in 

best interest of stakeholders and agencies

Incremental Approach & Focus

• First focus on evaluating feasibility of an 

impervious surface fee

• Then begin general discussions about shared 

services

• Although we have the Storm Water District, we 

haven’t had continuous traction for 

regionalizing approaches or sharing services

• Complicated web of subjects - take incremental 

approach in our discussions, methods, and 

framework

13



Common Threads
Fee Structure

• Likely that the method of setting a fee can be 

generalized across all agencies

• Focus messaging: we are simplifying the method of 

charging for storm water, making all storm water fees 

an impervious-based fee

• Perhaps first work within MSD’s fee structure and 

then update other agencies’ fees 

• Focus on fee structure first before jumping to a one-

agency approach

Defining Level of Service

• Varying levels of service exist - services provided, 

regulatory requirements, and current funding levels

• Greater understanding of each agency LOS will need 

to be mapped 

• Establishing more defined levels of service may be a 

long-term effort

• Recommend identifying incremental change as soon 

as possible
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Discussion Summary:

• This is a very focused slide and makes clear there are separate fee structures across the County

• We should be cautious about using fee structure as a solution to larger government organizational and structural 

issues

• This level of focus makes the initiative seem less complicated and more real



Where do we go next?

• Immediate next step – meet with Stakeholder Working Group

o Meeting 1: Describe current service delivery, concerns, and common threads of Task Force

o Meeting 2: Service delivery discussion

• Before we can have detailed service delivery discussions…

• Incremental change and cooperation is contingent upon developing a vision of service delivery 

options

• Review service delivery model options

• Identify remaining considerations for each that the Stakeholders should contemplate
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Discussion Summary:

• How will stakeholders influence the focus of the effort and the Task Force?

o The Stakeholder Working Group is guided by the charge of the BOCC

o Stakeholder input should also be guided by the technical expertise of the Task Force

o Stakeholder input should be considerations in Task Force discussions and will also be presented to 

BOCC

• We need to demonstrate how this will benefit residents/stakeholders – will people 

receive greater service for the same cost, or greater service for greater cost?

• Make the distinction between fee implementation and coordination for cooperative 

service delivery

o Talk about each fee within the context of who is charging the fee – this isn’t currently a multi-agency 

fee 



Separate 

Programs

Division 

of Service 

Delivery

Co-

operative 

Service 

Delivery

One 

Agency

Collaborative service 

delivery under a 

unified impervious 

surface fee rate 

structure 

Considerations for choosing 

a path:

• While separate programs 

exist, we have started 

some cooperative service 

delivery

• MSD will be working 

toward altering rate 

structure to 

accommodate an ISF

• What low hanging fruit 

can be achieved as we 

choose a path?
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Cooperative Service Delivery

Program Features

• Separate agencies with one storm 

drainage system 

• Interlocal agreements

• Individual agencies provide other 

local drainage services

• One rate structure, variable rates by 

agency/service area

• One set of billing and collections

• Example: Charlotte-Mecklenburg 

Storm Water Services

Program Features

• Separate agencies with one storm 

drainage system 

• Interlocal agreements

• Individual agencies provide other 

local drainage services

• One rate structure, variable rates by 

agency/service area

• One set of billing and collections

• Example: Charlotte-Mecklenburg 

Storm Water Services

Areas of Consensus

• Individual municipalities may be 

better suited to respond to local 

issues

• Good first step – all agencies move 

toward an impervious-based fee

• Variable rates by agency may better 

serve municipalities

• Cooperative service delivery may 

reduce some overlaps/redundancies

• May better serve county residents

Areas of Consensus

• Individual municipalities may be 

better suited to respond to local 

issues

• Good first step – all agencies move 

toward an impervious-based fee

• Variable rates by agency may better 

serve municipalities

• Cooperative service delivery may 

reduce some overlaps/redundancies

• May better serve county residents

Remaining Considerations

• Who performs billing and 

collections?

• How is fee charged – tax bill, MSD 

bill?

• What agency provides regional 

drainage services?

• What are current LOS (O&M, capital, 

customer service, reg.)?

• What are the divisions of services?

Remaining Considerations

• Who performs billing and 

collections?

• How is fee charged – tax bill, MSD 

bill?

• What agency provides regional 

drainage services?

• What are current LOS (O&M, capital, 

customer service, reg.)?

• What are the divisions of services?
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Cooperative Service Delivery

Remaining Considerations

• Who performs billing and collections?

1. ISF could be billed and collected as is done today

2. NEORSD example – Cleveland Water

3. Charlotte example – Charlotte Water, more 

analogous to MSD/Hamilton County

• How is fee charged – tax bill, MSD bill?

• What agency provides regional drainage services?

o We need a comprehensive watershed masterplan –

where does the water go? Where does it need to 

go?

o Raftelis: In developing cooperative service delivery –

agencies sometimes will all fund such an effort 

recognizing it is needed to make further service 

decisions

• What are current LOS (O&M, capital, customer service, 

reg.)?

o Fully understand who is doing what? Are there 

overlaps?

o Understand which geographies are paying for which 

services? 

• What are the divisions of services?

• What are each agency’s authorities for charging a fee?

Remaining Considerations

• Who performs billing and collections?

1. ISF could be billed and collected as is done today

2. NEORSD example – Cleveland Water

3. Charlotte example – Charlotte Water, more 

analogous to MSD/Hamilton County

• How is fee charged – tax bill, MSD bill?

• What agency provides regional drainage services?

o We need a comprehensive watershed masterplan –

where does the water go? Where does it need to 

go?

o Raftelis: In developing cooperative service delivery –

agencies sometimes will all fund such an effort 

recognizing it is needed to make further service 

decisions

• What are current LOS (O&M, capital, customer service, 

reg.)?

o Fully understand who is doing what? Are there 

overlaps?

o Understand which geographies are paying for which 

services? 

• What are the divisions of services?

• What are each agency’s authorities for charging a fee?
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Discussion Summary:

• Perhaps considerations of cooperative service delivery could be steps 

along the path to the ultimate goal in the process

• Considerations need to be high level to share with stakeholders; once 

Task Force has additional insights, use feedback from stakeholders to 

become focused in answers/recommendations to these questions

• Agencies need to work together to manage storm water, but address 

the issues separately:

1. ISF – many already being charged through a fee by different 

agencies

2. Agencies can provide services more cooperatively without 

changing this

3. If MSD is going in this direction anyway, why not merge the paths 

of ISF rate structures and service delivery?

• Perhaps begin with interim cooperative service delivery?

• MSD could begin agreements with some jurisdictions where they 

already provide service, like Reading

• Start small with individual agreements, then grow by expanding 

agreements with other jurisdictions



One Agency Authority

Program Features

• Separate unit of local 

government established

• Brick and mortar, staffed 

organization

• Comprehensive set of services 

provided by Authority per 

intergovernmental agreement

• One rate structure

• One billing and collections 

arrangement for the fee (tax bill)

• Example: SEMSWA

Program Features

• Separate unit of local 

government established

• Brick and mortar, staffed 

organization

• Comprehensive set of services 

provided by Authority per 

intergovernmental agreement

• One rate structure

• One billing and collections 

arrangement for the fee (tax bill)

• Example: SEMSWA

Areas of Consensus

• May better serve county 

residents

• Charging fee on tax bill may 

provide greater transparency

Areas of Consensus

• May better serve county 

residents

• Charging fee on tax bill may 

provide greater transparency

Remaining Considerations

• Who will serve as agency?

• What roles will each agency 

currently providing services 

play?

• How is appropriate LOS defined 

for each geography?

• How to accommodate a desired 

higher level of service within 

certain geographies?

• How long will this process take?

Remaining Considerations

• Who will serve as agency?

• What roles will each agency 

currently providing services 

play?

• How is appropriate LOS defined 

for each geography?

• How to accommodate a desired 

higher level of service within 

certain geographies?

• How long will this process take?
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ISF Framework 
Updates
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Draft Framework Updates

Current & Future States

• General level of service discussion

• Overview of services provided by each agency

• Development of a shared services model to provide collaborative service delivery under unified 

ISF

Draft Vision Statement

Provide countywide comprehensive storm water management services through equitable funding 

mechanisms derived from an impervious surface fee, administered and delivered by one entity.

Defining the Problem

• Fragmented service delivery

• Multiple fees

• Stakeholder confusion
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Example Short-term Goals Example Long-term Goals

1. Address resolution passed by BOCC 

2. Modify MSD’s rate structure

3. Update all agency storm water fees –

impervious area based

4. Identify governance challenges 

5. Preserve existing flood control structures 

6. Identify common storm water services 

provided by all Hamilton County agencies and 

available resources

7. Begin intensive planning among Task Force 

members

8. Develop communication and engagement 

efforts to begin inter-agency and community 

dialogues

1. Begin collection of a county-wide ISF

2. Prioritize and incrementally implement shared 

services 

3. Develop a plan to provide countywide storm 

water services

4. Develop a countywide delineated impervious 

surface layer

5. Incrementally address flood control services 

provided by County agencies 

a. Develop master flood control plans

b. Identify best agencies suited to provide 

services

c. Develop a phased-approach to scale 

implementation
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Where do we go from 
here?
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FUTURE 

MEETING PLAN

Sept. 2020 Sept. 2020 Oct. 2020 Oct. 2020 Nov. 2020 Nov. 2020 Dec. 2020

Stakeholder Kick-

off Meeting

Task Force 

Framework 

Feedback

Service Delivery 

Discussion

Task Force 

Check-in
Rate Structure

Task Force 

Check-in

Implementation 

Recommendations

Agency Task 

Force Meeting

Stakeholder 

Group Meeting

Meeting Goals

1. Introduction 

to ISF 

initiative

1. Final review of 

Framework 

2. Finalize 

service 

delivery 

considerations

1. Review 

service 

delivery 

options

Consider 

stakeholder 

feedback

1. Gain feedback 

on fee 

structure

1. Consider 

stakeholder 

group 

feedback

1. Implemen-

tation

recommen-

dations

Meeting Topics

1. Role of task 

force and 

stakeholders

2. Introduce 

current service 

delivery and 

challenges

3. Discuss process 

moving forward 

1. Framework 

details

2. Further 

service 

delivery 

considerations

1. Detailed 

discussion of 

service 

delivery of 

each agency

2. Review level 

of service, 

gaps, overlaps

3. Discuss Task 

Force service 

delivery 

considerations

1. Discuss 

stakeholder 

feedback

2. How does 

Framework 

need to be 

updated?

3. Preparation 

for next 

stakeholder 

meeting

1. Discuss fee 

structure 

options

2. Fee structure 

recommend-

ation from 

stakeholders

3. Discuss 

impervious 

surface fee 

action

1. Discuss all 

feedback from 

stakeholders

2. Develop 

implementation 

considerations/ 

recommend-

ations for 

stakeholders to 

consider

1. Steps and 

timeline for IAC, 

future role

2. Review and 

agree upon 

recommend-

ations
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Next Steps

• Review draft Framework and provide feedback

• Stakeholder kick-off meeting

• Schedule next Task Force meeting 
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