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Executive Summary

Thirty-nine municipalities, as well as the countidé<€rie and Niagara are regulated
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) owfesdS4 owners, these
communities have the responsibility of meeting Néwk State’s (NYS) Phase Il
Stormwater regulations. Currently, these munictiwork together voluntarily under
the Western New York Stormwater Coalition (WNY S€haring resources to create a
stormwater management plan for each communityntieggts the NYS Phase I
requirements.

Currently the WNYSC works well to assist the comitigs in meeting their stormwater
requirements, but there are some limits on what¥ivY SC can do. Specifically, the
WNYSC is unable to provide the long-term fundingcmanism for communities to
ensure that they continue to meet the requirenadriteeir stormwater management
programs. Without long-term funding, there is agotial that some communities may
end up violating conditions of the stormwater periiolation of these permits can be
expensive with fines up to $37,500 per violation ¢giey. In addition, Erie and Niagara
Counties also have significant flooding and watgaliy issues. This feasibility study
investigated whether a Stormwater Utility Dist(8UD) can help in mitigating these
problems.

To address the MS4 permit requirement to estaldistrterm funding mechanisms for
stormwater management, the WNYSC was awarded NYfaeent of Environmental
Conservation (DEC) grant funds to conduct a Phdseasibility Study to investigate the
formation of a SUD for Erie and Niagara Countielse Wendel team (Team) of:

* Wendel Duchscherer

* Malcolm Pirnie

» Advanced Design Group

* Bond, Schoeneck, and King
* Mustard Seed Consulting

was awarded a contract to provide this feasibgditydy. The feasibility study included
data collection and analysis, financial analyscs{s and revenue), development of a
potential organizational structure and legal analys

Data Collection and Analysis

To determine the feasibility of an SUD, data froacle of the communities that are part
of the WNYSC was collected. An information gathgriorm, created by the team with
input from the Erie County Department of Environiinand Planning (ECDEP) and the
WNYSC, was utilized to make sure that consistedt@mplete datasets were collected
from each of the 39 communities in the WNYSC. Idiidn, data was collected from
three other entities with stormwater responsietit{Erie County Department of Public
Works, Niagara County, and Erie County Sewer Qist6). These 42 responsible
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entities were asked to provide information in tla¢hgring form for a variety of items
including stormwater infrastructure, stormwateaficing, and stormwater operations.

The information gathering form was sent out togheh of the communities and a
member of the Team contacted each community. lie@s/were arranged to talk with
each community about the form and the informatieytprovided in the form. At the
same time, the Team member asked the communitggeptative more qualitative
guestions regarding the stormwater utility disttacget information on how their
community might react to the idea of an SUD.

37 of the 42 communities responded to the inforomagiathering form and participated in
an interview to determine their opinion of an SUtshould be noted that the amount of
available data varied significantly among the comities, although most communities
had information about their stormwater infrastruettr here is a wide range of
stormwater pipe lengths and number of catch basmengst the communities in Erie and
Niagara County. Some of the smaller villages andemnoral towns have little stormwater
infrastructure. The larger, denser, municipaliiese extensive stormwater
infrastructure. Also, the number of outfalls varileseach community.

Many communities had very little information onrstavater budgets. In most cases, the
communities in the WNYSC do not have separate kisdge stormwater. The costs of
stormwater are borne by several departments inajuicighway, engineering, and other
utilities.

Interviews with the stormwater administrator froack of the communities also provided
important information. Most thought that the WNY &8&s been beneficial and they could
not see meeting the requirements of the stormwaggrations without the help of the
coalition. They did have concerns about additimusits and fees for their residents and
were worried about the potential union concernsosunding the transfer of
responsibilities to an SUD. 50% of the communitreésrviewed did not support a
complete takeover of their stormwater program bpaib. These communities wanted
to keep ownership and control of their stormwatéraistructure.

Cost Estimation

It was difficult to get an accurate estimate of ¢hsts because most municipalities do not
account for stormwater system costs separately, Ate amount of infrastructure was
highly variable between municipalities. It was psepd that only the costs of operation
and maintenance would be covered by the SUD surtced capital costs for each of the
communities is too variable. For instance, oldencwnities will have higher capital

costs due to the age of their system. Therefor@emtie proposed SUD framework,
capital costs for stormwater infrastructure areeexgd to be defined locally and paid for
by the individual communities.

Using the data collected, an estimate of the baseaf operation and maintenance of the
stormwater system for each community was calculatdditional costs for the counties
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and administration of an SUD were also includeddiAd this all together leads to the
following estimate of stormwater operation and nexance costs for the SUD in order
to meet the minimum permit requirements:

Community Stormwater Costs: $ 7,808,000
Erie County Stormwater Costs: $ 1,814,000
Niagara County Stormwater Costs: $ 285,000
Adminstrative Costs: $ 255,000
Total Costs: $10,162,000

This cost estimate only covers the base coststifrenwater program. This is considered
a low level of service where the permit regulationls be met, but no extras will be
provided. Higher levels of service would requirerencevenue, but will include many
progressive aspects of stormwater management. Hig\ws of service would aim to
quickly and aggressively achieve full compliancéwihe existing MS4 regulations,
while also preparing for future potential regulgtoequirements.

The WNYSC communities would incur additional cas¢sociated with creating a
separate stormwater utility. These costs are etgiita be in the range of $400,000 to
$800,000, including legal and consulting fees ddpahon the organizational structure
developed for the utility.

Revenue Projections

Based on experience with other SUDs, the primary iwwdund such a district is a user
fee. User fees must be fair and equitable taaltt as such, fee assessment methods
must bear a direct relationship to the costs ofiseifor a particular individual and not be
used to simply generate revenue. The user feedlheubased on parameters related to
the quantity and quality of stormwater runoff gexted by the actual users, to cover costs
for managing stormwater within the region’s wateish

The fee structure should also provide credits fopprty owners to design on-site
stormwater management systems which reduce thelmatidn of stormwater to
municipal systems. A typical fee structure woulaisider total impervious area and on-
site management credits.

The portion of Erie and Niagara counties coveretheyWNYSC consists of 39
communities with a total area of approximately 43llion sq. ft. (1 million acres) with
416,851 parcels of land. A preliminary estimaténgbervious or billable land area was
analyzed using available county-wide records o§inés and building areas for all
developed properties. Parcel information obtaiioedach of the municipalities included
parcel types and land acres by land use categesidéntial, commercial, etc) and MS4
district. A sample set of properties was choseextmine typical impervious areas. Of
the total 43.7 billion square foot area for theiloagapproximately 1.2 billion square feet
is assumed to be impervious.
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Using this analysis of impervious area, a rangeypbthetical, projected revenue was
calculated based on the concept of an equivalsidestial unit (ERU). The revenue
generated under three base fee amounts ($3.0@, $h0 $5.00 per ERU per month)
with all communities participating provides progdtrevenue of $13.26 million to $22.1
million. These revenue estimates account for datguainties, a fee credit program, and
collection delinquencies. The surplus (revenuareded above existing costs) generated
by the fee would be used to improve regional sesito address priority improvement
needs, and to increase the level of service pravide

Organizational Structure

The SUD will be organized according to the respaifises tasked to the SUD. The most
important responsibility of an SUD for Erie and daa Counties is to generate funding
for stormwater. Therefore, any SUD organizationctire selected must have a method
for collecting fees. A great majority of this monaifl then be returned to the individual
communities to spend on their stormwater prograrhe.SUD will also be responsible
for mitigating regional issues like flooding andteraquality, while also offering the
services that the WNYSC currently provides.

The SUD will not take over local control of thenastructure or employees of the
individual municipalities. It also will not enforcgormwater regulations, or make
operational decisions for the municipalities.

An independent SUD, created through special letipsian NYS, is the logical choice for
an organizational structure. Other options aretéchin their ability to meet the
responsibilities of the SUD.

The independent SUD will be structured following #xisting WNYSC as a starting
point. An executive leadership committee, staff] eepresentative body would be
created and roles for these groups will be detezthiMethods for assessing regional
capital improvement projects will also need to bealoped. A transition strategy to
move from the WNYSC to the SUD will also be needed.

Legal Analysis

There is no definition of a stormwater utility dist in New York law. The concept of a
SUD is used in other states but the exact functibatit performs differ from

jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Also, there is no gbauthority to establish a system of user
fees to fund the activities of the regional SUDaltidition, there is no reliable mechanism
within existing NYS law to place the regional SUbacharge of collecting those fees and
distributing designated percentages of those feaslividual municipalities.

Given the limitations on existing authority and #mabiguities in other areas, the most
direct route to the desired result is through tthepéion of enabling state legislation.
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The legislation could authorize the creation okatity intended to serve as the regional
SuUD.

A decision must be made between legislation thapéific to the needs of the localities
in this study and legislation that provides a ngeaeral framework for regional entities
that will perform stormwater functions. If the Isfition is going to handle a diverse set
of circumstances that would arise for different mipalities throughout the State, the
help of one of more of the municipal associatiomsl@d be enlisted to seek such
legislation.

Public Comment

Throughout the development of the feasibility reépttre Team has worked to keep
representatives of the MS4’s involved in this pcbjén the early stages of the project,
the feasibility of an SUD was discussed at numeroestings of the Western New York
Stormwater Coalition. More formal presentationshaf feasibility study were given as
power point presentations during two of the monthBetings of the WNYSC. Public
comments and questions were received at each s& theetings.

As the feasibility study neared completion, a pop@nt presentation was developed to
educate the municipal officials and general pubkiche feasibility of an SUD. A copy of
that presentation is given in Appendix G. The WNYiB8€én asked each member of the

coalition if they were interested in having thesligdity study presentation given to their
public officials. Half of the communities in the WI$C asked to have the presentation
offered to their communities.

These meetings were helpful in explaining the iolean SUD to the municipal officials
and the public, but they did not change the pulghimion on an SUD. The majority of
the municipal officials and general public wereiagathe formation of an SUD in Erie
and Niagara Counties. The SUD was perceived agvdayer of government with
increased fees and less local control. The ben#fitsitigating regional flooding and
water quality problems, providing long-term fundigd assisting the municipalities
with meeting the requirements of the stormwateula&gns through an SUD were not
perceived to be large enough to offset the negative

Conclusions and Recommendations

Looking at all of the information provided in theepious sections, creating an SUD for
Erie and Niagara Counties is feasible. The datiecteld shows that revenue generated by
a nominal fee of $3.00/ERU/month can cover thescosbperations and maintenance of
the stormwater system while also providing addaidonding to address regional

flooding and regional water quality concerns.

If the region decides to go forward with creatimyQUD, it is recommended that the

SUD be formed as a separate entity. Other orgaoradtstructures investigated lacked
the flexibility to distribute funding back to theumicipalities. The creation of a
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stormwater utility district is new in New York Séaand presently is not covered by
current laws. Therefore, new legislation will beeded for the creation of an SUD.
However, it is expected that this legislation camaldopted as other areas of the State
may also have a need for this legislation and wputdide additional support.

The public meetings showed that there is not enafighcompelling need at this time to
move forward with Phase 2 of the project. In thblpumeetings, communities supported
the idea of an SUD, but could not support the nesg fassociated with a regional SUD.
At this time, the communities will continue to wddcally to operate and maintain their
stormwater systems. Therefore, the Team will noterforward at this time to Phase 2 of
forming an SUD.

At the onset of the feasibility study, there wdreee major needs that a dedicated source
of funding through the formation of a utility digtr could address:

1. A dedicated source of funding at the local levetdwer the cost of implementing
the necessary programs to comply with the MS4 gerquirements;

2. Continued support for the WNYSC to continue to comaite the public outreach,
annual report template, trainings and other rediseavices that assist the MS4s
in Erie and Niagara Counties with understanding @rdplying with the permit
requirements; and

3. A committed funding source for capital improvemprtjects that could address
regional flooding and water quality improvementdee

Based on the comments and feedback provided reggitok feasibility study, the
majority of the MS4s have opted to fund their indual stormwater permit programs at
the local level. This will be accomplished fronsoerces budgeted through municipal
general funds or drainage districts and subsidizesihpme cases, through fees. The
political and public support for instituting an aaohal tax or fee structure to provide a
separate, dedicated source for stormwater progdaes not currently exist. Itis
recommended, however, that each of the MS4 comrearehsure that they have
adequate long-term revenue sources to fund thereggstormwater management
activities within their municipality.

Without the creation of a Stormwater Utility Distri which would generate a committed
source of funding for the WNYSC, MS4s will havectntinue to rely on their annual
dues and any grants the Erie County Departmenhwair&ment and Planning can obtain
to support the coalition activities. The currenbaal rate may need to be raised, if the
necessary grant funding is no longer available njiaomments were received from
municipal representatives and elected officialsrduthis study highlighting the success
of the Coalition.

The availability of capital funding for flood mitgion and water quality improvement
projects is limited and, due to the age of mostllaafrastructure, is at a high demand at
the local level. The limited amount of fundingsed at the local level for capital
improvements is focused on local needs and pesraind is not available to invest in
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projects that would produce regional stormwaterefienn Often these local capital
investments address problems within a specific mipaiity by transferring the problem
downstream to neighboring municipalities. Withautgional resource or authority such
as a Stormwater Utility District, there is no editgtied mechanism (other than the
WNYSC, which is limited) to pool local resourcedaroordinate the implementation of
regional efforts to address flooding and overalterguality issues.

It is recommended that the MS4 communities in Brnid Niagara Counties continue to
work together through the WNYSC on stormwater managnt activities. Itis also
recommended that the MS4 communities continue ppat the WNYSC and grant
funding opportunities that fund Coalition staff andiatives. The Coalition should
continue to pursue opportunities to identify anebte a committed and more dedicated
source of funding for Coalition activities. Thedlition and MS4 communities should
continue to look for grants and other ways to fuegional projects that will mitigate and
address our priority flooding and water qualitylgesns and concerns.

One idea for funding regional water quality andmjitg improvement projects is setting
up an alliance similar to the Finger Lakes — Lakeatfio Watershed Protection Alliance
(FL-LOWPA). There are currently twenty five cowggiparticipating in the FL-LOWPA.
The purpose of this alliance, which is governeabggional Water Resources Board, is
to protect and enhance water quality in the Lak&af@mBasin. The alliance promotes a
coordinated watershed approach to foster partrgsnd collaborative efforts to address
priority regional water quality improvement needdirough the New York State
legislature and the Environmental Protection FUEEK), FL-LOWPA has received an
annual line item budget of $2 million to suppowr #fforts and programs of their member
counties. Managed through the Water ResourcesdBtias dedicated source of funding
provides the counties resources to implement pi®jbat foster regional collaboration
and address regional needs and priorities.

The creation of a Lake Erie — Niagara River WdtedsProtection Alliance (LE-
NRWPA) and the establishment of a similar dedic&teding source to assist in the
protection of the Lake Erie -Niagara River Basinndoprovide a mechanism to fund
efforts to address regional water quality resouasesregional flooding concerns. It
would also provide dedicated support for the WNWrBiwater Coalition, which needs to
further pursue this approach with the NYSDEC amdShate Legislature. Annual
funding dedicated as a line item through the EPElevprovide the support to address
our compelling needs and foster the collaboratecessary to resolve our regional
stormwater problems and protect our Great Lakesmwatources.

A second round of federal funding through the Emwmnental Protection Agency’s Great
Lakes Restoration Initiative will be released sodtris recommended that the WNY
Stormwater Coalition and the Erie County DEP disquesrtnering with the NYSDEC to
apply for resources toward initial funding for a-NRWPA pilot program.
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Section 1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Thirty-nine municipalities, as well as the countidéd€rie and Niagara are regulated
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) owfesdS4 owners, these
communities have the responsibility of meeting Néwk State’s (NYS) Phase I
Stormwater regulations. These regulations wereteddo meet US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) regulations and to proweater quality in New York.
Presently, these municipalities work together vtduty as the Western New York
Stormwater Coalition (WNYSC), sharing resourcesrmate a stormwater management
plan for each community that meets the NYS Phasegllirements.

Currently the WNYSC works well to assist these camities in meeting their
stormwater requirements, however there are linmts/bat the WNYSC can perform.
Specifically, the WNYSC is unable to provide a lgiegm funding mechanism for
communities to ensure that they continue to meetequirements of their stormwater
management programs.

To address the MS4 permit requirement to estaldistrterm funding mechanisms for
stormwater management, the WNYSC was awarded NYfaeent of Environmental
Conservation (DEC) grant funds to conduct a Phdseasibility Study to investigate the
formation of a Stormwater Utility District (SUD) fccrie and Niagara Counties. The
Wendel team (Team) of:

* Wendel Duchscherer

* Malcolm Pirnie

» Advanced Design Group

* Bond, Schoeneck, and King
* Mustard Seed Consulting

was awarded a contract to provide this feasibditydy. The results of this feasibility
study are presented in the sections that follow.

1.2 Compelling Needs for the SUD Feasibility Study

It is important to explain why a feasibility stutty an SUD was needed. As mentioned
previously, one of the major reasons for a feagjtstudy is to investigate whether an
SUD could provide long-term funding for stormwatestnagement in Western New
York. Without long-term funding, some communitieayrend up violating conditions of
the stormwater permit. Violation of the permit daexpensive with fines up to $37,500
per violation per day.

Another important reason for an SUD is to assigh wegional needs involving

stormwater. Erie and Niagara Counties have regioeetls that are either directly or
indirectly influenced by stormwater managementperstormwater management has a
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direct influence on flooding in Erie and Niagarau@ty. More effective stormwater
management in this region would lead to less flogdin the area. In addition, stormwater
management can also improve water quality in th@resince stormwater can contribute
pollutants such as solids and bacteria that cagaehbclosures in the region. Increased
stormwater management can assist in mitigatingetiveder quality problems. In many
cases, these flooding and water quality problemsaiabe adequately solved within a
Town, Village or City border. They are regionaluss that require regional solutions. An
SUD would provide a mechanism to begin address$iagd regional issues.

To determine the regional flooding concerns ancewatiality issues in Erie and Niagara
Counties, data from municipal interviews were ugkxthg with data collected during
interviews with the NYSDEC, Erie County, and Niag&ounty. The list of flooding
concerns and water quality concerns are given helow

1.2.1 Regional Flooding

Many streams in Erie and Niagara Counties crosscipah boundaries. Without regional
efforts to control stormwater, flooding from thesmeas will continue. Examples of
streams that could see improved flood control uad&gional approach include:

» Buffalo River

» Buffalo Creek

» Cayuga Creek (in both Erie and Niagara County)
e Cazenovia Creek

» Scajaquada Creek
* Smokes Creek

» Slate Bottom Creek
* Rush Creek

* Woodlawn Creek

» Delaware Creek

e Muddy Creek

» Little Sister & Big Sister Creeks
 Ransom Creek

e Got Creek

» Black Creek
 Tonawanda Creek
e Bull Creek

* Bergholtz Creek

* Gill Creek

* Fish Creek

* Donner Creek

These creeks and streams have also been mappadegmesented in Figure 1.1.
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1.2.2 Regional Water Quality I ssues

The beaches in Erie County are closed occasiodatyto water quality problems. These
problems are caused, in part, by stormwater isgtvems, Woodlawn, Bennett, Wendt,
and Hamburg Beach in particular have water qualibplems that could be caused by
stormwater. Regional management of stormwater e§mtb reduce the water quality
problems at these locations. These beaches havbeds mapped and are presented in
Figure 1.1.
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13 Project Outline

To complete a feasibility study for the SUD, thédwing steps were followed:

1) Data Collection and Review Data was collected from each of the communities in
the WNYSC to determine what was currently being pleted under each
stormwater program and catalogue available assets.

2) Cost Estimation Current and enhanced costs for the communitiesiratater
management programs were estimated using the tzalldata.

3) Revenue Projections GIS parcel data and information on impervious aves
used to determine the potential revenue that doellgenerated by the SUD.
These revenue projections were then compared testimated costs to assess the
financial feasibility of an SUD.

4) Organizational Structure A potential organizational structure of the SUDswa
developed.

5) Legal Issues The legal aspects of an SUD were analyzed.

6) Public Participation The elected officials in the Towns, Villages, ante&s that
are members of the WNYSC and the public were eragmd to participate
through a series of presentations on the resulisedfeasibility study. Their
opinions and comments were used in determining lvéne¢he regional SUD
concept is a good idea and whether there is enocoigipelling need in the region
to move forward with an SUD at this time.

Each of these steps will be described in the sestod the report that follow. At the end
of the report, conclusions and recommendationprraded.
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Section 2. Data Collection and Review

To determine the feasibility of an SUD, data froacle of the communities that are part
of the WNYSC was collected. This data collectioogass was completed by first
developing an information gathering form. Intervgeef each community were
completed using the information gathering form. daé& was then reviewed and
compiled.

2.1 Developing an | nformation Gathering Form

The data collection process began early in 2008 thi¢ development of an information
gathering form. This form was created by the Teadth imput from the Erie County
Department of Environment and Planning (ECDEP)taedVNYSC. A copy of the

form is provided in Appendix A. The informationtaring form was created to make
sure that consistent and complete datasets wdeztam from each of the 39
communities in the WNYSC. In addition, data wa® alsllected from three other entities
with stormwater responsibilities. These were thie Eounty Department of Public
Works, the Niagara County Department of Public Vépdnd Erie County Sewer District
#6. Erie County Sewer District #6 was includedhesy/tprovide stormwater services for
the City of Lackawanna. These 42 responsible estitiere asked to provide the
following information:

» Stormwater piping length, by size;

* Length of stormwater ditches;

* Number of retention/detention ponds;

* Number of catch basins and manholes;

* Number of other stormwater treatment facilities;

» Stormwater management practices including maintsmaecords;

» Staff, equipment, and other resources used to neagrag) maintain
stormwater;

» Budgets for the stormwater system (capital, op@natimaintenance, other);

» Organizational structure for the stormwater syststaff and responsibilities);

* Summary of any outstanding bonds for the stormwadlection system; and

» Billing categories and basis of billing for the stavater collection system

The information gathering form also requested éatéhe wastewater collection system
infrastructure budgets, billing, and debt. In maoynmunities, no budget, billing, or debt
is broken out for stormwater infrastructure. Dateloe wastewater collection system was
used as a benchmark to which estimated stormwasts i these communities was
compared.

2.2 Community | nterviews

Following approval of the information gatheringrts by the ECDEP and the WNYSC,
the information gathering form and a cover lettgulaining the need for this information
was sent out to the each of the communities. A negrabthe Team then followed up
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with each community. Interviews were arranged Howath each community about the
form and the information they provided in the forsi.the same time, the Team member
asked the community representative more qualitafixestions regarding the stormwater
utility district. These questions included:

* What are the stormwater management goals of yaunmamity?

* Would you support a SUD in Erie and Niagara County?

* What could hamper the creation of an SUD in Erie ragara County?

* Why might you want to participate in an SUD?

* What level of centralization would you be comfoleatvith?

» For example, what do you think about centralizea@nship of staff and
equipment?

* What aspects of stormwater management would yeudikSUD to complete
for your community?

» What aspects of stormwater management would yolikeoan SUD to
complete for your community?

* How do you feel about the idea of a stormwateritytiee versus an increase in
taxes?

2.3 Data Review

37 of the 42 communities responded to the inforomagiathering form and/or
participated in an interview to determine theirropn of an SUD. The number of
communities that responded represented 92% ofdpelation and 89% of the land area
within the MS4 regulated area. The data from ed¢heocommunities was compiled and
the full dataset by community are provided in ApgigrB.

In summary, it should be noted that the amountwaflable data varied widely among the
communities. Most communities had information ogirtistormwater infrastructure.
Some communities were able to provide exact infétionaon length and size of
stormwater pipe in their municipality using datanfr AutoCAD or ArcGIS. In other
cases, the length of pipe was estimated basededenigth of roadway in the community.
A summary of this pipe data, along with data ortleditasins and outfalls, is provided in
Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1: Stormwater System Properties in eachmoamity

Community Length of Number of Number of
Stormwater Pipe (ft) Outfalls Catch Basins

Village of Alden 28,516 29

Town of Alden 22

Town of Amherst 980,473 921 13,737

Village of Angola 38,050 25 68

Town of Aurora 36,960 8

Village of Blasdell 17

Town of Boston 90

Buffalo Sewer Authority 59,400 208

Town of Cheektowaga 616,720 479 5,689

Town of Clarence 400,000 59 2,500

Village of Depew 110 940

Village of East Aurora 264,000 55 1,100

Town of Eden 526,205 91

Town of ElIma 316,800 51

Town of Evans 103

Town of Grand Island 211,200 331 1,200

Town of Hamburg 555,500 116 3,820

Village of Hamburg 78,400 43

Village of Kenmore 1

City of Lackawanna

(Erie Co. Sewer District #6) 264,000

Village of Lancaster 135,835 47

Town of Lancaster 549,120 175 1,101

Village of Orchard Park 79,200 522

Town of Orchard Park 857,261 218 4,519

Village of Sloan 3

City of Tonawanda 136,854 98

Town of Tonawanda 1,504,800 62 5,000

Town of West Seneca 521,689 278 5,745

Village of Williamsville 22

Town of Cambria 11,134 6 37

Village of Lewiston 5

Town of Lewiston 411,840 36 1,000

Town of Niagara 21

City of Niagara Falls

(Niagara Falls Water Board) 211,200 104 2,150

City of North Tonawanda 340,000 67 3,560

Town of Pendleton 186,441 65 219

Town of Porter 13

Town of Wheatfield 801,400 213 850

Village of Youngstown 21,710 12

Erie County 8,025,600 1,094 27,000

Niagara County 202,000 75 700

(blank records indicate that no data was collefdethis property)
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As shown in Table 2.1, there is a wide range afnsteater pipe lengths and number of
catch basins in Erie and Niagara County. Someesthaller villages and more rural
towns have little stormwater infrastructure whhe targer, denser, municipalities have
extensive stormwater infrastructure. Also, the nandf outfalls varies for each
community. It should be noted that outfalls ardarted as points where stormwater leaves
a pipe and enters a natural body of water withenNt84 regulatory boundary, or leaves
one MS4’s system to tie into another MS4’s syst8ome municipalities have additional
outfalls outside the MS4 boundary, but these atenotuded in the count provided.

Many communities had very little information onrstavater budgets. In most cases, the
communities in the WNYSC do not have separate lisdge stormwater. The costs of
stormwater are borne by several departments inajulcighway, engineering, and other
utilities. Due to this fact, stormwater budgetsdommunities were estimated when
needed. The method for estimating these stormviaiggets is presented in the section
on cost estimation.

24 | nterview Analysis

As discussed earlier, the Team also interviewedthemwater administrator from each
of the communities. Based on the questions and tapecs related to the formation of an
SUD, the following common themes emerged:

» The WNYSC has been a good thing — they could retseeting the
requirements of the stormwater regulations wittitbathelp of the coalition.

* An SUD may help in getting funding and grants fogit stormwater programs.

» They do not want to see an increase in costs/tegs$idents and businesses.

» There would be union concerns with an SUD if joleseliminated.

» Another layer of government is not wanted.

* Residents will be concerned about their money bspent in other
communities.

* Would different standards among the communitidststiallowed by an SUD?

» Sharing equipment might be a good idea, but howldvgou share the costs
and make sure that the equipment is operated pydpesvoid breaking
things.

* How do you handle fees with different sized comrtiasiand different ages of
infrastructure?

» Response time in emergencies was a concern.
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The community representatives were also asked tubgithought about the idea of an
SUD. The responses were varied and broken dowheifotlowing fashion:

* 17% of the communities interviewed supported a detegakeover of their
stormwater program by an SUD.

* 50% of the communities interviewed did not supocbmplete takeover of
their stormwater program by an SUD. These commesitianted to keep
control of their stormwater infrastructure.

* 5% of the communities were not sure how they fiettia an SUD.

» 28% of the communities interviewed had no respamsthis issue.

These community interviews have been summarizedaemgresented in Appendix C.
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Section 3. Cost Estimation

To study the feasibility of an SUD, it is importdatanalyze the cost of the stormwater
services that would be provided under an SUD. imghction, the data available is
analyzed, the methodology for estimating costsesgnted, and a base program cost is
given. An estimate of what could be done if addiilbcosts were incurred is also
provided along with costs associated with initieelopment of an SUD.

31 Analysis of Available Cost Data

As mentioned in the data collection section of theigort, it was difficult to get an
accurate estimate of the costs because most malitigip do not manage stormwater
system costs separately. Also, the amount of itrfresire is highly variable between
municipalities.

Based on the responses gathered during the inlephase and results of meetings with
the WNYSC, it was determined early in this projiett only the costs of operation and
maintenance (O&M) would be covered by the SUD siraggtal costs for each of the
communities is too variable. For instance, oldencwnities will have higher capital
costs due to the age of their system. Therefor@emutine proposed SUD framework,
capital costs for stormwater infrastructure willl $te defined locally and paid for by the
individual municipalities.

Table 3.1 summarizes the stormwater costs for aiglected study area communities. It
should be noted that only eight of the 39 commasiéire presented here, as they were
the only communities that provided an estimatéeirtcurrent stormwater program
Ccosts.

Table 3.1: Stormwater Service Costs for Eight Mipalities in Erie & Niagara Counties

. Operations & Capital
Community M%intenance Ccl)osts Total
Village of Orchard Park $40,000 $0 $40,000
Town of Cambria $141,000 $0 $141,000
Town of Wheatfield $144,000 $96,000 $240,000
Town of Hamburg $395,000 $5,000 $400,000
Town of Clarence $400,000 $0 $400,000
Town of Tonawanda $363,201 $163,400 $526,601
Town of Cheektowaga $434,575 $215,800 $650,375
Town of Amherst $2,541,600 $2,645,000 $5,187,100
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3.2 M ethodology Used to Estimate Costs

This data was used to develop the methodology gragdlto estimate the stormwater
system operation and maintenance costs for allefrtunicipalities that would be part of
the SUD. The following formula, which best fit tata, was developed:

Community Stormwater Cost (for O&M) =
$80,000 + $4.50 x (Population of the Community)

This formula is comprised of two important elements

1. Fixed base cost. This fixed base cost ($80,000) represents an atdiof the
minimum cost of administering a stormwater managermpeogram that meets the
permit requirements.

2. Multiplier. This is based on the population of the commutising the data
collected, it was found that stormwater operatiod maintenance program costs
are directly related to the population of the comityu Adding this second
component afforded a more accurate estimate afttrenwater costs for each
community.

Our Team feels that this formula is a reasonalilenase of the stormwater management
costs for the region for this level of study. Giwbie amount of cost information
available, it may not be an exact estimate for eadividual municipality, but is
appropriate on a regional basis. If a Phase 2 studympleted, a much more detailed
analysis of cost will need to be developed.

3.3 Base Program Cost Estimate

Based on the formula provided, an estimate of t&&@ost for each community was
calculated. A summary of the estimated O&M cosespaovided in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Estimated O&M Costs for each Community

Community Estimated O&M Costs
Town of Alden $114,975
Village of Alden $91,948
Town of Amherst $577,186
Village of Angola $90,156
Town of Aurora $112,819
Village of Blasdell $92,181
Town of Boston $115,392
Buffalo Sewer Authority $1,391,559
Town of Cambria $104,170
Town of Cheektowaga $434,000
Town of Clarence $197,075
Village of Depew $154,526
Village of East Aurora $109,906
Town of Eden $116,194
Town of Elma $130,661
Town of Evans $148,695
Town of Grand Island $163,454
Town of Hamburg $274,618
Village of Hamburg $125,33f
Village of Kenmore $153,616
City of Lackawanna $165,439
Town of Lancaster $180,650
Village of Lancaster $130,141
Town of Lewiston $140,395
Village of Lewiston $92,464
Town of Niagara $120,237
Niagara Falls Water Board $329,151
City of North Tonawanda $229,070
Town of Orchard Park $189,098
Village of Orchard Park $94,763
Town of Pendleton $107,114
Town of Porter $102,243
Village of Sloan $96,918
City of Tonawanda $152,317
Town of Tonawanda $356,650
Town of West Seneca $285,799
Town of Wheatfield $143,129
Village of Williamsville $104,976
Village of Youngstown $88,77]L
Combined Total $7,807,793
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Additional costs for the Counties and administraid an SUD were also added.
Stormwater costs incurred by Erie and Niagara Qesintere added to the estimate as
both Counties must meet the requirements of the pErhit. As part of this study,
stormwater costs for each County were estimatechkemmdummarized as follows:

» Erie County estimated their stormwater costs a8181000 for operations and
maintenance.

» Niagara County estimated that their stormwatetscagre $285,000.

In addition, a labor estimate for staff memberadminister the stormwater program was
added to get a complete estimate of the costswbald be incurred by the SUD to meet
the minimum MS4 permit requirements. A cost of $2BB was used for administration.
The existing cost of the Erie County DEP staff wimrk on WNYSC activities was used
to arrive at this estimate.

A summary of these values provides the followinieste of stormwater costs for the
SUD in order to meet the minimum permit requirersent

Community Stormwater Costs: $ 7,808,000
Erie County Stormwater Costs: $ 1,814,000
Niagara County Stormwater Costs: $ 285,000
Adminstrative Costs: $ 255,000
Total Costs: $10,162,000

To confirm that these costs were reasonable, a ansgm with operations and
maintenance costs determined in the Long Islanch@datershed Intermunicipal

Council (LISWIC) study was made. This LISWIC studyestigated the feasibility of a
regional stormwater management district in WestehngSounty, NY. In this study,
operations and maintenance costs of $3,500,000 deteemined. This was a much
smaller district (12 communities), so a compariseaded to be made based on
population. On a per capita basis, the LISWIC cosre equivalent to $12.40 per

person. In the proposed Erie and Niagara County,Shiper capita cost would be

$9.70 per person. These costs are similar, denatimgithat the estimated costs assumed
for the Erie and Niagara County SUD are reasonable.

34 Levels of Service

Level of Service is defined as the list of serviaed targets that the SUD will attempt to
meet on an ongoing basis. For this report, thriferdnt levels of service will be
considered: low, medium, and high. These levelseofice are described in detail below.
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The cost estimate given above ($10.2 million) aidyers the base costs of a stormwater
program. This is considered a low level of servitere the permit regulations will be
met, but no extras will be provided. In a low leeékervice condition, the following can
be provided:

* Meet Minimum Provisions of the Stormwater Managenimogram (SWMP)

» Continue Current WNYSC Activities

« lllicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (IDDH)spections @ 20% of
Outfalls per Year

* Monthly Construction Site Inspections

* Annual Post-Construction Practice Inspections

* Reactive Maintenance of Post-Construction Practices

* Reactive Cleaning of Catch Basins and Storm Pipes

* Pollution Prevention and Good Housekeeping

* Some Stream/Creek Cleaning

With additional revenue, expanded levels of serem@d be provided. In a medium level
of service, everything within the low level of see will be provided along with:

* Increased Educational Seminars and Training

* GIS Mapping of Storm Sewers

* Proactive Cleaning of Catch Basins and Storm Sewers
» Catch Basin Stenciling

* Enhanced Street Sweeping

* Rotational Program of Stream/Creek Cleaning

* Regional Hydraulic and Hydrologic Modeling

» Regional Stormwater Master Planning

* Regional Monitoring for Water Quality and Quantity

A high level of service will require even more raue, but will include many progressive
aspects of stormwater management. This level ofceaims to quickly and
aggressively achieve full compliance with the argiMS4 regulations while also
preparing for future potential regulatory requirertse The proactive nature of this
program will help ensure that the MS4 communities@epared for future regulatory
and environmental developments. In a high leveleofice, everything within the low
and medium levels of service will be provided alovith:

» Create and Utilize an Asset Management Program

» Create Capital Improvement Plans

» Accelerated Level of Capital Improvements

» Enhanced Public Education — TV Commercials

» Organize More Public Clean-Up Events

» Manufactured Steel Stencils for Catch Basin Lalgelin

* Open Space Strategies
o Establish Easements Along Streams/Creeks
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o0 Acquire Conservation Corridors
* Develop Stormwater Management Standards
o0 Low Impact Development

35 Stormwater Utility District Devel opment Costs

The WNYSC will incur additional costs associatedhwaireating a separate stormwater
utility district. These costs are estimated tarbthe range of $400,000 to $800,000,
including legal and consulting fees dependent erotiganizational structure developed
for the utility. Therefore, additional grant fundi support from the State would be
needed to encourage creating a separate stormutgitgrdistrict and to offset some of
these costs. The portion of these costs not cousreplants could potentially be financed
with the debt paid off with annual revenue collédby the district after creation.
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Section 4. Revenue Projections

This section provides a discussion of the propdsedtructure, credit program options,
connection fees, impervious area and Equivalenid@esal Unit (ERU) calculations,
and revenue estimation scenarios.

41 Proposed Fee Structure

Based on experience with other SUDs, the primary twdund such a district is a user
fee. A user fee is typically selected becausstétdishes a dedicated fund of stormwater
revenues and is a defensible method to allocatmstater service costs equally to users
(i.e., customers).

User fees must be fair and equitable to all; anslab, fee assessment methods must
bear a direct relationship to the costs of serfoca particular individual and not be used
to simply generate revenue. For this reason, msthaded on property values, total
acreage, or other factors that do not directigtribute to the stormwater runoff of the
region were not considered. The user fee shoulthbed on parameters related to the
guantity and quality of stormwater runoff generavgdhe actual users, to cover costs for
managing stormwater within the region’s watersheds.

A fair and equitable user fee accounts for the seedl costs of each user. A user that
generates a large amount of heavily polluted statenwrunoff should pay more than a
user that generates less runoff or one who buildshaaintains their own detention pond
and on-site treatment system. The use of an ineebtised fee system is recommended
where initial fee assessments are made based @miiops area and then adjusted to
compensate for the unique stormwater featuressdéaln this way, on-site management
credits provide an incentive for users to carrytbetr own stormwater management
measures or to adopt recommended stormwater measure

A typical fee structure would consider the follogifactors:

» Total impervious area
» On-site management credits

Total impervious area can be calculated on a gitsile basis using regular housing
assessment data prepared either by the distrioearber municipalities. In addition,
inspections would ensure the accuracy of the biltlata, and should be an integral part
of program development. Regular inspections shbealdsed to ensure that changes to
impervious areas are applied to bills. Users shaldd be able to request a special
investigation of their site if they add or remowgpervious surfaces.

On-site management credits should be based onceetdicates of inspection with
owner provision of maintenance for on-site storage treatment of stormwater runoff.
The goal of these incentives is to recognize andre users with stormwater facilities
that improve the health of the regions’ water bedie
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These two factors (impervious area and managemedit€) could be combined to
calculate each user's fee in a way that fairlyempatably allocates the cost of service to
individual users. Typically, the unit of measuredi$or calculating the user fee for
individuals is the ERU. The ERU is defined as therage impervious surface area (e.g.
2,682 square feet) of a single family housing uB#nerally, as defined by other SUDs in
the country, single family homes constitute one BRth a fee ranging from $4 to
$20/month/ERU. The advantage of using the ERU qaisehat it has been successful
in generating revenue by stormwater utilities tigioaut the country. In addition, the
ERU method for charging user fees can accountdasimg density and differences
between municipalities, ensuring that customershaeged based on their contribution
to stormwater costs. For this reason, a user feechan ERUs is proposed as the basis of
the revenue assessment for this report.

4.2 Stormwater Fee Credit Programs

Stormwater credit programs can provide a finanoiantive for property owners to
perform stormwater activities that improve the gyand/or quantity of stormwater
contributing to the municipal stormwater systenuctsprograms typically apply to non-
single family property owners, and require an aggion process and annual verification
procedure. These credits could also be applisihtyie-family homes, but the amount of
effort needed for the annual verification processid make the costs of administering
these credits greater than the benefits achievedlitS to reduce the amount of
stormwater charges being assessed to a respentperty are most commonly offered
for performing the following activities:

* Reducing the impact of stormwater (quality, quantr rate of flow) for a
particular property to an acceptable standard;cand/

* Reducing the cost of service to the municipalitydeyforming activities that
otherwise would fall within the purview of municipgtormwater management
responsibilities.

Credits are typically applied to the stormwaterrgleaas a percentage reduction on a per-
measure basis or as a flat fee reduction. Mostcmpaiities limit the maximum
stormwater credit reduction to 50 percent of thaltstormwater charge. A recent study
of 71 stormwater utilities in 22 states found tbiathe 40 percent of utilities that provide
a stormwater credit program, 61 percent providditsehat are both quality and quantity
based. It is also important to only offer creddsthose actions or controls that exceed
adopted stormwater standards. If credits are afftmecompliance with the adopted
standards, then the costs for site developmemassed to all utility customers rather
than the property owner.

The general goals to consider if a credit prograimmplemented are presented in Table
4.1 with basic mechanisms to accomplish the feeatesh and processes for
implementation.
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Table 4.1: Stormwater Credit Program Framework

Goal of Credit Mechanism for Fee Reduction Process for Implementation

Reduce Imperviousness B Percent fee reduction B Percent reduction in imperviousness
B Per square foot credit B Square feet of pervious surfaces

On-site Management B Percent fee reduction B List of practices with various credits
B Quantity/Quality credits B Total area (square feet) managed

(performance-based)

Volume Reduction B Percent fee reduction B Percent reduction in imperviousness

B Performance-based quantity B Performance-based

reduction
B Total area (square feet) managed

Use of Specific Practices B Percent fee reduction List of practices with various credits

B One time credit

Source: District of Columbia, District Department of the Environment. “Stormwater Utility Fee Credits and Incentives:
Options for Impervious Area Billing.” February 2008. [Online] Available:
http://ddoe.dc.gov/ddoe/lib/ddoe/stormwaterdiv/Fee Discount Presentation 2.5.08.pdf

4.3 Credit Options

The following ten potential credit program optiaare identified for the WNYSC to
consider. These options are based on best stoenmainagement practices and credit
programs currently used in municipal stormwategpams across the country.
Additional details about these credit options aespnted in Appendix D.

» Detention/Retention Systems

» Water Quality Ponds

* Vegetated (Stream) Buffers

» Grass Filter Strips

* Infiltration Trenches

* Education Programs

» Disconnection of Impervious Areas
» Constructed Wetlands

* Swales

» Direct Discharges

As was described above, it is important that csclokt allowed only when the proposed
measures are applied in a manner to exceed theeswnts established by adopted
design standards to meet the quantity and quagitippnance criteria for post
development conditions.
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4.4 Stormwater Connection Fees

Stormwater connection fees are also known as sydéx@lopment charges, capital
facility fees, and system capacity charges. Tleseare most often intended to recover
a fair share of the prior public investment in asftructure capacity installed to
accommodate future development. In most casesnst@ier connection fees are related
solely to capital costs, though some justificatioay exist in certain circumstances for
incorporating long-term operating expenses.

Stormwater connection fees provide a mechanismetlyedevelopers participate in
paying for capacity that was previously built imigblic systems in anticipation of their
needs. Because this situation will vary by comriyuaind be difficult to implement as a
start-up option for the WNYSC program, it is nohsmlered by this study as an initial
revenue source and could deserve further studypglpriogram implementation to
determine the longer term SUD strategy for conoedie credits.

45 | mpervious Area and ERU Calculations

As mentioned earlier in this section, fee assessmethods must bear a direct
relationship to the costs of service. Imperviowesaatirectly contributes to stormwater
runoff. Therefore, the user fee will be based opamiious area. To estimate the revenue
that could be generated by a user fee, one fiesi\® estimate the amount of
impervious area in the MS4 regulated communitiesngy GIS data and property type
classification codes, the impervious area was eséich

451 General Information

The MS4 regulated communities in Erie and Niagatmntes consist of 39 communities
with a total land area of approximately 1 milliocres. The 39 communities have been
organized into three districts, each consisting®tommunities, based on population
density. It was important to separate the commemitito multiple districts as there are
significant differences between districts. For epamDistrict 3 includes the most
densely populated areas that have smaller hombasswialler amounts of impervious
area. These districts and the associated commsiaiteeshown in Figure 4.1 and include
the following:

Digtrict 1 (lowest population density): Alden, Aurora, Bast€ambria, Clarence, Eden, Elma, Evans,
Grand Island, Lewiston, Pendleton, Porter, and Wiedg

Digtrict 2: Amherst, Hamburg, Lancaster, Niagara, Orchar#t,Réllage of Alden, Village of Angola,
Village of Blasdell, Village of East Aurora, Villegof Lewiston, Village of Orchard Park, West Seneca
and Youngstown.

Digtrict 3: (highest population density): City of Buffalo,t€bf Tonawanda, Cheektowaga, Lackawanna,

City of North Tonawanda, Town of Tonawanda, VillagieDepew, Village of Hamburg, Village of
Kenmore, Village of Lancaster, City of Niagara BaWillage of Sloan and Village of Williamsville.
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It was important to know which property types amavimuch of each property type
existed within each district. The property typessifications code information were
obtained from the New York State Office of Real gty Services (RPS). The New
York State Office of RPS has a uniform land clasatfon system used in all New York
counties. The system of classification consistsurheric codes in nine separate
categories. Each of the nine categories is congpokdivisions and subdivisions that are
indicated by the second and third digits. With éleeption of the residential series
codes, this assessment sums all parcels within@atghby category. The residential
properties were summed separately by either siaghdy or multi-family dwellings.

The New York State RPS codes used in the assessmkrde:

* Inadequate Property Description (0 series): Thebmrt0” has been reserved
to fill in the coding structure where descriptidrttee property is inadequate to
assign a code at the division level, subdivisiael®r where it was not
necessary to establish a subdivision.

» Agricultural (100 series): Property used for thedarction of crops and
livestock.

* Residential (200 series): Property used for hunaitation. Living
accommodations such as hotels, motels, and apasgraenin the Commercial
category (400 series).

» Vacant Land (300 series): Property that is notse, us in temporary use, or
lacks permanent improvement.

» Commercial (400 series): Property used for salgootds and/or services.

* Recreation and Entertainment (500 series): Propesiyd by groups for
recreation, amusement, or entertainment.

 Community Services (600 series): Property usedtia well being of a
community.

* Industrial (700 series): Property used for the pobidn and fabrication of
durable and nondurable man-made goods.

» Public Services (800 series): Property used toigeoservices to the general
public.

* Wild, Forested, Conservation Lands and Public PE®6 series): Reforested
lands, preserves, and private hunting and fishinlgsc

Table 4.2 summarizes the land use classificatiomber of parcels, and area information
for all WNYSC communities organized by the nine Néark State residential property
codes. As indicated in the table, the region ciasif 416,851 parcels within an area of
43.7 billion square feet (approximately 1 milliocr@s). Over 40% of the land area is
classified as residential area (either single otiffamily) while 21% is classified as
vacant land and 12% is classified as agricultumadl] All other classifications are less
than 10% of the total area.

Table 4.3 summarizes the land use classificatiomber of parcels, and area information

organized by district. Approximately 60% of theallcarea is located within District 1,
25% of the total area is within District 2, and 16%he total area is in District 3. It is
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interesting to note that District 3, while havimgtsmallest land area, has the largest
number of parcels. This is due to the high densityevelopment in this District.

Table 4.4 summarizes the land use classificatiomber of parcels, and area information
organized by district for the MS4 regulated arealy.oOf the total 43.7 billion square
foot area for all the WNYSC communities, approxienatl8.6 billion square feet are
located within the designated MS4 area. The nurabparcels within the WNYSC
communities is weighted towards the MS4 area. &l tthere are 416,851 parcels in the
WNYSC communities. The MS4 area includes 372,388gia

Summaries of the land use classification, numbgraotels and area information for each
individual community are provided in Appendix EhéBe tables summarize not only the
breakdown by property type for each RPS code, Isot@ovide the total area and each
community’s percentage of total square footage.
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Table 4.2: Land Area Summary for All WNYSC Commiast

_ Total Area Area % of
RPS Description # of Parcels Assessment (sq. ft.) (acres) Total Area
Unclassified 6,834 $2,909,372,31( 2,892,013,118 46, 7
Agricultural 2,260 $376,273,512 5,139,944,251 118,0 12
Single Family Residential 262,079 $49,872,893,317 1,185,231,369 256,813 26
Multi-Family Residential 58,871 $7,368,508,414 6,689,178 151,947 15
Vacant Land 49,919 $1,656,930,653 9,237,661,019 ,0972 21
Commercial 23,119 $15,195,216,59%5 2,235,676,136 331, 5
Recreation and Entertainment 2,445 $2,098,593,674 ,296]365,753 29,765 3
Community Services 4,247 $16,197,902,936 1,8163%572, 41,701 4
Industrial 2,077 $2,510,556,042 1,217,184,326 217,94 3
Public Services 3,584 $5,277,553,134 1,049,421,629 24,095 2
Forested and Public Parks 1,416 $885,845,900 1BO6K68 24,370 2
Totals 416,851 $104,349,646,487  43,749,045,685 41408 100
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Table 4.3: Land Area Summary for All WNYSC Commiest by District

District 1 District 2 District 3
RPS Description # of Area # of Area # of Area
Parcels (acres) Parcels (acres) Parcels (acres)
Unclassified 1,920 41,013 2,222 11,721 2,692 13,667
Agricultural 1,490 110,411 444 7,602 326 0.27
Single Family Residential 47.881 135,099 80,799 79,666 133,399 42,048
Multi-Family Residential 4,536 119,759 56b7 20,506 48,678 11,681
Vacant Land 11,919 129,982 13,555 60,283 24,445 21,831
Commercial 2,694 12,560 5,073 18,383 15,352 20,388
Recreation and Entertainmen 724 10,045 743 12,233 978 7,486
Community Services 934 15,305 1088 15,285 2,225 11,111
Industrial 419 7,367 46Q 9,344 1,196 11,236
Public Services 973 7,700 1108 7,016 1,503 9,378
Forested and Public Parks 407 12,131 443 5,308 566 6,931
Totals 73,897 601,372 111,594 247,348 231,360 155,758
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Table 4.4: Land Area Summary for All WNYSC Commiest MS4 Regulated Area Only

- Total Area Area % of Total
RPS Description f# of Parcels Assessment (sq. ft.) (acres) MS4 Area
Unclassified 5,760 $189,637,360 1,215,828,616 57,91 7
Agricultural 1,101 $26,132,550 305,364,310 7,011 2
Single Family Residential 234,941 $43,969,271,205 ,324,688,341 145,215 34
Multi-Family Residential 54,408 $6,357,728,672 1,440,906 33,777 8
Vacant Land 41,817 $1,133,702,391 3,657,413,930 9783, 20
Commercial 21,837 $14,403,394,715 1,759,376,594 3940, 9
Recreation and Entertainment 2,276 $1,889,999,570 20,027,539 16,532 4
Community Services 3,845 $14,363,662,136 1,2407833, 28,473 7
Industrial 1,792 $1,895,436,680 636,691,457 14,618 3
Public Services 3,269 $3,827,706,174 686,883,418 , 7715 4
Forested and Public Parks 1,342 $668,284,600 54203 12,468 3
Totals 372,388 $88,724,956,053  18,560,586,101 526,1 100
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4.5.2. Impervious Areas

This section provides a preliminary estimate ofémmous or billable land area. A
detailed analysis of impervious area for each gigdiing community would be needed
during the next phase of this project if the SUlbibe established. This preliminary
revenue analysis used available county-wide recoirtst sizes and building areas for all
developed properties. Parcel information obtaiioe@dach of the municipalities included
parcel types and land acres by land use categesidéntial, commercial, etc) and MS4
district.

A sample set of properties was chosen to exampiealyimpervious areas by district.
Approximately one hundred residential and a combimree hundred commercial,
recreation and entertainment, community servicehjstrial and public services
properties were selected in each district. Immarsisurfaces, including roofs, patios,
driveways, parking areas, and sidewalks were medduorcalculate a total property
impervious area.

Due to large parcel land area variances withirstmaple subset, a statistical mediar(50
percentile) was selected as the assumed imperar@asfor each sample set. The median
impervious area for each district was calculated as

» District 1: 14,808 square feet for commercial prtipe and 3,787 square feet
for residential properties.

» District 2: 19,345 square feet for commercial prtips and 2,832 square feet
for residential properties.

» District 3: 5,883 square feet for commercial projesrand 2,232 square feet
for residential properties.

A weighted average of the median residential imjpeiarea for all districts combined
was calculated as 2,682 square feet.

For the following land classifications, an impemscarea of 0 square feet was used:

* unclassified areas;

» agricultural;

e vacant land;

» wild, forested, conservation lands and public parks

Agricultural and vacant land billing unit calculatis are described in Section 4.7.

Table 4.5 summarizes the total impervious arearazgd by district. As indicated in the
table, of the total 43.7 billion square foot areathe region, approximately 1.2 billion
square feet is assumed to be impervious. Tablsuhtinarizes the total impervious area
by district for the MS4 regulated area only. Approately 1.1 billion square feet of
impervious area is located within the MS4 regulatesh.
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Table 4.5: Impervious Area for All WNYSC Commungjéy District

District 1 District 2 District 3

RPS Description # of Impervious # of Impervious # of Impervious

Parcels Area (sq. ft.) Parcels Area (sq. ft.) Parcels Area (sq. ft.)
Unclassified 1,920 0 2,222 0 2,692 0
Agricultural 1,490 0 444 0 326 0
Single Family Residential 47.881 181,325,347 80,79928,822,768 133,399 301,081,543
Multi-Family Residential 4,536 17,177,832 5,657 16,020,624 48,678 109,866,246
Vacant Land 11,919 0 13,555 0 24,445 0
Commercial 2,694 39,892,752 5,073 98,137,185 15,352 90,315,816
Recreation and Entertainmen 724 10,720,992 74314,373,335 978 5,753,574
Community Services 934 13,830,672 1088 21,047,360 2,225 13,089,675
Industrial 419 6,204,552 462 8,937,390 1,196 7,036,068
Public Services 973 14,408,184 1108 21,434,260 1,503 8,842,149
Forested and Public Parks 407 D 443 0 566 0
Totals 73,897 283,560,331 111,594 408,772,922 231,360 535,985,071
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Table 4.6: Impervious Area for the MS4 RegulatediBo of all the WNYSC Communities, by District

District 1 District 2 District 3

RPS Description # of Impervious # of Impervious # of Impervious

Parcels Area (sq. ft.) Parcels Area (sq. ft.) Parcels Area (sq. ft.)
Unclassified 1,077 0 2,085 0 2,596 0
Agricultural 408 0 367 0 326 0
Single Family Residential 28,942 109,603,354 76,89317,760,976 129,106 291,392,242
Multi-Family Residential 1,608 6,089,496 5,305 15,023,760 47,495 107,196,215
Vacant Land 5,824 0 11,760 0 24,233 0
Commercial 1,978 29,290,224 4,877 94,345,565 14,982 88,139,106
Recreation and Entertainmen 604 8,944,032 71613,851,020 956 5,624,148
Community Services 647 9,580,776 1017 19,673,865 2,181 12,830,823
Industrial 282 4,175,856 383 7,409,135 1,127 6,630,141
Public Services 737 10,913,496 1065 20,602,425 1,467 8,630,361
Forested and Public Parks 360 D 422 0 560 0
Totals 42,467 178,597,234 104,890 388,666,746 225,031 520,443,036
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4.6 Equivalent Residential Units (ERU)

Using the impervious area data calculated prewotise number of ERUs in the
WNYSC area can be determined. The number of ERUsca@ulated using the
following equation:

Units (ERU) = Dwelling Units + Non Residential Impm®us Area (square feet) / Median Residential Inajpeis Area (square feet)
This yields a number of ERU’s upon which the feas be determined.

Based on the data, the total number of ERUs imastid at 460,407. Table 4.7
summarizes the ERUs for all three districts andlierMS4 regulated area only by
district.

Table 4.7: Calculated Equivalent Residential Units

District . ERUs

Entire Area MS4 Area Only
1 84,131 54,004
2 147,578 140,320
3 228,698 222,035
TOTAL 460,407 416,359

4.7 Agricultural and Vacant Lands

As indicated previously, it was assumed an imperviarea of 0 square feet for
agricultural and vacant lands due to the lack afilabale impervious area information.
However, because these land types can impact sttenguality for the region, a
possible method for calculating equivalent sergiosts was developed based on
estimating the amount of runoff these land typesipce. The method used to calculate
revenue from vacant and agricultural lands wasdaseypical runoff (Q using the
Rational Method. The methodology is included as &qupx F.

Using the data collected and this methodologytote number of ERUs for agricultural
and vacant lands is estimated at 5,900. Tableuh@rarizes the agricultural and vacant
land ERUs for all three districts and for the M&4gulated area only by district.

Table 4.8: Calculated ERUs for Agricultural and ¥aclLands

District . ERUs

Entire Area MS4 Area Only
1 3,622 669
2 859 617
3 1420 773
TOTAL 5,901 2,059

Because of the relatively small number of ERUS, tlwedefore revenue, compared to the
effort and challenges with assessing costs to varahagricultural land, it is not
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recommended that such a fee be included with tkiali®UD, if it is chosen for
implementation.

4.8 Community Participation

It should be noted that the ERU analyses includéggaation of all communities in the

WNYSC in both Erie and Niagara Counties. If a caimity opts to not participate in the
stormwater utility district, the total number of BR and potential revenue will drop
accordingly. For example, if a large communitytsas Amherst opts to not participate
in the stormwater utility district, 10% of the tbt8RUs calculated would be eliminated.
The majority of the communities in Western New Ya&ch constitute 1 to 3% of the
total ERUs for the district. The full list of ERU&r community is provided in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9: Number of ERUs for each Community

Community ERUs
Town of Alden 4,028
Village of Alden 2,863
Town of Amherst 45,140
Village of Angola 2,732
Town of Aurora 4,617
Village of Blasdell 3,384
Town of Boston 4,812
Buffalo Sewer Authority 91,347
Town of Cambria 3,564
Town of Cheektowaga 30,047
Town of Clarence 14,46
Village of Depew 7,056
Village of East Aurora 5,646
Town of Eden 4,83%
Town of Elma 6,966
Town of Evans 7,747
Town of Grand Island 9,870
Town of Hamburg 20,854
Village of Hamburg 4,292
Village of Kenmore 6,558
City of Lackawanna 7,044
Town of Lancaster 12,345
Village of Lancaster 4,772
Town of Lewiston 6,538
Village of Lewiston 3,423
Town of Niagara 7,394
Niagara Falls Water Board 22,242
City of North Tonawanda 13,065
Town of Orchard Park 13,325
Village of Orchard Park 3,602
Town of Pendleton 3,888
Town of Porter 3,472
Village of Sloan 2,063
City of Tonawanda 6,971
Town of Tonawanda 30,636
Town of West Seneca 24,042
Town of Wheatfield 9,33%
Village of Williamsuville 2,604
Village of Youngstown 2,828
Total 460,404
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Niagara County constitutes approximately 15% ande ECounty constitutes
approximately 85% of the total ERUs calculatedtfa region. If Niagara County opted
to not participate in the stormwater utility distrithe total number of ERUs would be
reduced by 68,504. It will be important to re-ea&ithe total number of ERUs and the
associated SUD revenue once communities have dewide will participate.

49 Preliminary Fee Scenarios

Various fee scenarios have been provided to idbsthow the SUD may function
financially.

491 BaseScenario

Using the ERU calculations and impervious arearapsions previously described, a
range of hypothetical, projected revenue was caledl The revenue generated under
three base fee amounts ($3.00, $4.00, and $5.0BRErper month) with all

communities participating are presented in Tahl® 4The total projected revenue ranges
from $13.26 million to $22.1 million. These reveraegimates account for data
uncertainties, a fee credit program as describdebesn this section, and collection
delinquencies. The surplus generated by the feéddmiused to improve regional
services, to address priority improvement needs tamcrease the level of service
provided.

Table 4.10: Revenue Summary of the Base ScenaidfBtvarious fee structures

Fee per ERU (per month)
$3.00 $4.00 $5.00
Revenue Generated $13,260,000 $17,680,00( $220100,0
SUD Costs $10,162,000 $10,162,000 $10,162,000
Surplus $ 3,098,000 $ 7,518,000 $11,938,000

This base scenario presented above is only onatmdtalternative. Others that were
evaluated are presented below. However, many otloeld be considered if an SUD is
developed. Additional scenarios should be evaludtethg the Phase 2 implementation
effort.

4.9.2 Alternate Scenario #1. Separate Erie and Niagara County SUDs
The first alternate scenario studied the impadirefking the SUD into two separate

SUDs, (i.e., Erie and Niagara). The financial sumniar separate Erie and Niagara
Counties SUDs are provided in Tables 4.11 and T4ll2 respectively.
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Table 4.11: Revenue Summary for an Erie County $arious fee structures

Fee per ERU (per month)

$3.00 $4.00 $5.00
Revenue Generated $11,078,000 $14,772,00( $180164,0
SUD Costs $ 8,420,000 $ 8,420,000 $ 8,420,000
Surplus $ 2,658,000 $ 6,352,000 $10,044,000

Table 4.12: Revenue Summary for a Niagara County &l various fee structures

Fee per ERU (per month)

$3.00 $4.00 $5.00
Revenue Generated $2,182,000 $2,908,000 $3,636,000
SUD Costs $1,997,000 $1,997,000 $1,997,000
Surplus $ 185,000 $ 911,000 $1,639,000

Separate SUDs for Erie and Niagara County are \datile alternatives. However it is
important to note that under the low fee amour®per ERU, a Niagara County SUD
would have very little money available for regiopabjects. Also, the amount of money
available for regional projects (the surplus) camell is less for these alternatives than
for a combined SUD. This is due to a duplicatiomdministrative costs in this
alternative.

4.9.3 Alternate Scenario #2: Only Regulated M$4 Areas

Under the previous alternatives, revenue was geetefeom all of the properties within
the community, not just the properties within tegulated MS4 area of these
communities. In this scenario, the revenue fronperties outside of the regulated MS4
area have been removed and the financial summahyso$cenario is presented in Table
4.13.

Table 4.13: Revenue Summary of the SUD for varfeesstructures with the non-MS4
properties removed

Fee per ERU (per month)
$3.00 $4.00 $5.00
Revenue Generated $10,725,000 $14,300,00( $17(8¥5,0
SUD Costs $10,162,000 $10,162,000 $10,162,000
Surplus $ 563,000 $ 4,138,000 $ 7,713,000

Alternate Scenario #2 is not a recommended altemaireas outside the MS4 boundary
of each community benefit from regional activiteesgh as stream and creek cleaning,
flood mitigation, and water quality improvementsitg) the MS4 area only may also
cause boundary issues for the SUD. The MS4 boundamyt a static boundary. With
changes in the US Census or changes to the rempgathe MS4 boundary of a
community may change. Modifying the SUD boundarghetime the census or
regulations change may not be a simple procesghEse reasons, we believe that
Alternative Scenario #2 should not be recommendedri Erie and Niagara County
SUD.
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Section 5. Organizational Structure

In the previous sections, data to support the icreatf an SUD was collected and an
analysis of the financial feasibility of an SUD wdeveloped. In this section, details of
the potential organizational structure of the SUID be reported.

First, the responsibilities of the SUD and the ocesbilities of the municipalities will be
defined. This definition of responsibilities withape the organizational structure of an
SUD for Erie and Niagara Counties. Using the respmities and other information,
potential structures of an SUD will be presenteetais of these organizational
structures will be given and the advantages arabgientages of each will be presented.
Additional details related to the organizationalisture will also be given including:

» Staffing

» Decision Making Process
» Leadership of the SUD

» Transitioning to an SUD

* Funding Regional Projects

51 Responsihilities of an SUD for Erie and Niagara Counties

The major driver of this feasibility study is fundgj for stormwater. Therefore, any SUD
organization structure selected must have a mdtirarbllecting fees or taxes. As shown
in the revenue section, a great majority of thisxeyowill then be returned to the
individual communities to spend on their stormwagrgrams.

The remaining money collected by the SUD will bedisor four things:

1) Regional Issues: As mentioned, both Erie and Ne@arunty have regional
flooding and water quality issues that cannot beesbby a single municipality.
The regional SUD selected could be used to mititfese issues

2) Improving the Level of Service: Additional moneyubd be spent by the SUD or
by municipalities to improve the level of servicetheir residents. Under the base
case, only the minimum needed to meet the stornnatenit is provided. With
additional funding, municipalities would be ablenb@ve to higher levels of
service as identified in Section 3.4.

3) Funding for the Counties: Erie and Niagara Coutyehstormwater costs that
would be provided by an SUD.

4) Providing WNYSC services: The SUD for Erie and NiegCounty would take
over the activities that the WNYSC currently comese The communities are
very happy with what the WNYSC has does for therh@épast and any new
SUD should take over these activities.
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5.2 Responsibilities of the Municipalities

Many of the decisions on stormwater managementsiillbe made by the
municipalities even after establishment of an SWhe interviews, communities were
very hesitant to give up local control of theirredtructure and employees. The
organizational structure of the SUD will reflectstland after development of an SUD,
the municipalities will still be responsible for:

* Ownership of the stormwater infrastructure

« Capital improvements to the stormwater system

« Operating, maintaining, and cleaning storm seweath basins, and
stormwater outfalls

» Street sweeping

« Policy decisions related to stormwater

» Enforcing non-compliance with stormwater laws

» Performing stormwater pollution prevention planiegys

» Construction inspections

* Inspecting and maintaining post-construction pcasti

« Performing pollution prevention and good housekegpait their own facilities

5.3 Evaluating Organizational Structures

Typical organizational models for a stormwater autly include:

» Creating an independent stormwater utility distf®tD),

» Establishing an SUD within an existing county démpant

» Establishing an authority within an existing wastésv or water authority

» Establishing a regional authority created througkrmunicipal agreements.

Because no wastewater or water authority can peosterage of the jurisdiction for

this project area and it would be very complicatednplement this type of

organizational structure, it is not evaluated iis tinalysis. In addition, the WNYSC is
currently established using intermunicipal agreeeiith associated limitations on
collecting fees, operating facilities and accontptig capital projects. Therefore, the idea
of establishing a regional authority through intameipal agreements has not been
evaluated in this section.

This analysis reviews the remaining organizatiotiomys to identify the advantages and
disadvantages of primary organization alternatttas could be implemented by the
WNYSC to enhance its stormwater management aetsvitEach of these organizational
structures provides an opportunity to establiskedichted funding source based on an
equitable fee structure and a centralized managesystem for stormwater management
activities. Careful consideration of political aptance, level of control, accountability
and public awareness must be taken into accowanatyzing an adequate organizational
structure.
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5.3.1 Development of an | ndependent Stormwater Utility District (SUD)

This alternative consists of an independent orgditia that is managed and operated by
the SUD. This could be a regional authority crddtg more than one community. The
SUD would be responsible for financing stormwatgivéies including operations,
maintenance, and other regional projects. Ownemsbigdd be retained by the
municipalities using contracts to assign definexpoasibilities to the SUD using existing
staff and equipment to the extent that it can leelds meet the desired level of service
established for the new SUD. Traditional method@sdor developing the boundaries of
a regional SUD can include municipal boundariesgMd8undaries, an existing
authority’s boundaries or a watershed boundaryagatr. In order to develop a regional
SUD, special State legislation would have to addtiee ownership, operations and
financing of stormwater management activities.haligh regional watershed
management provides many distinct advantages #nereurrently no incentives

provided by the State to develop regional autresito address stormwater management.

Under this alternative, each municipality wouldeee funding from the SUD to operate
and maintain their stormwater system. A disadvantd#ghis alternative is that each
municipality would lose some control of stormwatenagement fees that are assessed
to the public. A more complete list of advantaged disadvantages of a regional SUD
are given below.

Advantages of a Regional SUD:

* Individual municipalities could work together toseme regulatory compliance;

» Consistent solutions to stormwater problems coelddmpleted across the
region;

* Provides a dedicated funding source for stormwataggrams;

* Potential for more grant dollars working togethemaegion; and

* Encourages watershed planning.

Disadvantages of a Regional SUD:

* Individual municipality potentially loses some canitof stormwater management
activities and fees that are assessed to the public

» Initially higher cost of financing since the newtlaarity has no financial history;

» Potential public resistance to increased feestynmavater management;

» Creation of a new utility district with an additianevel of government; and

* New state legislation will be required for multipteunicipalities to take part in a
regional SUD.

5.3.2 Development of SUD administered by the Counties

This alternative consists of the establishmentohathority within Erie or Niagara
County government (e.g., Public Works Departmeepdtment of Environment and
Planning, Drainage District, Soil & Water ConservatDistrict, etc.). This authority
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could take many forms but in general would add nesponsibilities for financing
stormwater management activities. The stormwatdraaitly would remain a department
of Erie or Niagara County but would no t rely omgral tax revenues to support its
stormwater operations.

In general, the advantages and disadvantagessadlternative are similar to those for an
independent SUD. The advantages and disadvantpgesis to this alternative are listed
below.

Advantages of an SUD administered by the Counties:

* The SUD becomes part of an existing government@gand does not add a
layer of government; and
» Existing staff may be familiar with stormwater adies.

Disadvantage of an SUD administered by the Counties:

» State Legislation would be needed to permit thiectibn of funds for this
agency and allow for allocation of funds back te tommunities. This could be
problematic as it can be very difficult to changesteng organizational structures.

This last disadvantage is an important one thdtbhgildiscussed in detail in the section of
the report on legal issues. Due to this disadvantagew SUD is recommended as an
organizational structure for a regional stormwaitahority in Erie and Niagara Counties.

54 Eramework of the SUD

A potential framework for this organizational stiwre is given in Figure 5.1. Four major
groups are shown as part of this figure including:

o Staff

* The Representative Body

* The Executive Leadership Committee
» Customers/Stakeholders

The next few paragraphs will describe these diffegeoups as part of the organizational
structure.
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*Administrative

*Public Relations

L egal . .

* - Executive Leadership
*Regulatory Staff
*Financial Committee
*Engineering
*Water Resources Decisions Solutions | ssues
*Env. Science

Representative Body

Votes by shares or population

Concerns and Needs

<= CusomersStakeholders

Figure 5.1: Organizational Framework for an SUEme and Niagara Counties

54.1 SUD Staffing

The staff required to facilitate the functions loé tSUD is an important factor in its
success in moving forward and operating efficienilye final decisions on staffing of
an SUD will not be done within this feasibility e but general information is provided
below to define what the staffing of an SUD migtK like. It is anticipated that the
functions of the existing WNYSC will be continuedan the SUD and the ECDEP staff
that currently works to support the SUD may becdineenitial staff of the SUD for Erie
and Niagara Counties.

The development of a staffing plan which identifsesfiles of the disciplines required

for providing regional stormwater management seghould be considered. A starting
point for developing this staffing profile is toedtify the management, engineering, and
support personnel for the new SUD. Table 5.1 idiestpotential roles.
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Table 5.1: Staffing Profile and Disciplines for Ratal Stormwater Services

Discipline

Description

Administrative/Management

Leadership, coordinatanmg processing.

Political Liaison/Public Relations

Liaison to eadlinicipality to address
local needs and gauge public sentiment.
Develops public programs. Maintains
relations with all stakeholders.

Legal

Essential in early stages of district if
lawsuits are filed by stakeholders that do
not see advantages of it or are seeking
damages due to flooding. Would be neeq
to establish and maintain district charter
and legal authority within each
municipality. All legal contracts,
agreements would need to be assessed.

led

Regulatory

Charged with ensuring Phase 1| NPDES
regulations are met. Maintain current
minimum control measures and
performance. Keeps up with regulatory
changes relevant to district. Would
coordinate with local legislatures to ensu
consistent regulations.

re

Financial

Assess best financing approach for chpi
and operating expenses. Maintain accou
and track revenues. Carry out bonding
process.

fa

nts

Engineering

Needed to handle the significant amoitin
capital improvement planning and desigr
that would be required; especially in the
beginning stages. Specifications would
need to be developed and assessed. De
firms need to be selected, tracked and
coordinated. Submittals need to be
evaluated.

sign

Information Technology (IT)

Data management andntesiance.

Water Resources/Environmental Scientis

ts Watentyuaid hydrological
assessments to aid in capital improveme

planning and performance benchmarking.

Inspection/Enforcement

Improper land use, illegadreections.

5.4.2 The Representative Body

For a SUD to govern both effectively and

legitinhatbere must be both fair

representation of the member communities and atavayaintain focus on the regional
district's overall goals. In the framework presdrearlier, the representative body will be
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responsible for most of these decisions. The falhgwaragraphs propose a voting and
governance framework that can be adapted to g@disidns.

The Representative Body would consist of represi@etaof each community along with
representatives from Erie and Niagara County asnidia decision making body. In
addition, NYSDEC representatives could be incluae@x-officio members. There are a
number of ways that the district Board can comant@agreement:

* One vote per municipality;

» Voting shares allocated to each municipality byylapon percentage; or

» Voting shares allocated to each municipality by Efddcentage (i.e. revenue
contributions).

If using either population or ERUSs to allocate glsathen each member municipality
representative has a number of voting shares égilaé relative percentages of people
or ERU billing units within that municipality.

For those issues selected by the SUD when each araraimmunity receives one vote,
then a simple majority of the votes would be neddguass a motion. Approval of a
motion should pass based on a consideration dbtlesving criteria:

* All member municipalities must be represented;

* Forissues related to costs of service and ussr &esuper-majority of the shares
should be in favor of the motion to ensure thatrtiagority of bill-payers are
represented,

» A simple majority of the persons in the body appmgwhe motion should be in
favor of the motion to ensure that all municipaktiare represented.

The above framework has the advantage of both ptiengone or two municipalities
from dominating decision making, and dividing poweoportionate to the level of
financial contribution for costs of service andmges. In addition, there should be a
provision that any municipality must approve anytimito conduct a project within its
territorial boundaries.

5.4.3 Executive Leadership Committee

The executive leadership committee (ELC) of the Sktinld be responsible for the
direction of the establishment of the SUD and t&en@commendations to
municipalities, businesses, developers, homeovaraihief officials for adoption. One
possible framework for the ELC is as follows:

* Representatives from the municipalities that aré giahe SUD. This would be
similar to the how officers in the WNYSC are chasen

* One ex-officio representative from the NYSDEC

* Ad-hoc members could include advisory members agiediby the
municipalities.

Page 48 of 73



Feasibility of a Stormwater Utility District
in Erie and Niagara Counties

* ELC will meet as needed to make timely decisiomghe SUD
5.4.4 Customers/Stakeholders
Public opinion and public comment would be importanan SUD. The public would be
invited to attend meetings of the SUD and providements on proposed projects
identified by the SUD.

55 Transition Strateqy

The SUD would need to work in conjunction withlggal counsel and representatives,
as appropriate, to develop the documents requaedf SUD. The SUD would need to
identify the steps required to implement the transf sufficient detail so as to provide a
road map of actions for proceeding with the implatagon. Steps for implementation
may include, but would not be limited to:

* Forming a “transaction subcommittee” to facilitatgolementation;

* Achieving political consensus among the SUD an@o#gencies;

» Developing and undertaking public participationnpéand formal public hearings
to communicate requirements, solicit feedbackidotonsensus and approve the
transfer;

» Establishing service levels including service aedent of service and level of
service including design, performance, inspectopgration, maintenance,
reporting, monitoring, training, and licensing pedares and guidelines.

5.6 Regional Project Funding Strateqy

As defined, the SUD would be responsible for cajpt@rovement projects that mitigate
regional flooding or regional water quality concgrRroject ideas could come from in-
house SUD staff or from municipalities submittimgjpect requests. Either way, a
portfolio of potential projects should be developedevaluation.

5.6.1 Evaluate Projectsand Prioritize Project Portfolio

Evaluating and ranking individual projects is theshimportant step of any planning
process, even more so when the members are notliesame community. Therefore,
the goal of the evaluation and ranking processlsha®ito maintain transparency and
objectivity, which increases the legitimacy of fitecess. There are a number of ways
that the evaluation and ranking process could b#edaout objectively. One method is
called a “staged prioritization” which is typicalbglected because of its transparency and
ease of implementation. The following summarites approach:

» In staged prioritization, each project is giveraaking in several parameters. The
categories would be determined by the district dleddaime, and can include
items such as cost, complexity, and size, amongrsttiowever, in this
approach, the parameters are not considered tbdmpial importance. Instead,
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the rankings for the highest priority category wbhbé considered first when
selecting projects to fund. Lower priority categasrare only used in tie-breaking
situations.

* Members of the SUD would give each project a ragkan each parameter. The
individual member rankings are then combined interall rankings by project
for each parameter.

The following is a possible example of what the Stddld develop for the project
ranking parameters (listed in order of priority):

* Flooding;

* Water quality;

* Local issues (local effects); and
* Time in portfolio.

Improvements can be prioritized using the abowectire as follows:

* Members assign each project a ranking for eachmete; and

» Combine member rankings into overall parameterirgsk Sort the list by
parameter, one ranking first, then by category ten by category three and so
on. This will be the ranked list of capital improvents.

The staged prioritization method relies on comigrtime individual member rankings
into an overall ranking for each project in eachadgarameters. For example, if there
are four parameters (as listed above), each praewltd have four rankings from each
member, one per parameter. The advantage of thkgngmethod is that it allows the
members to consider projects individually; howetesl/so can lead to rankings being
based on how the project helps the member’s comyurot how the project helps the
goals of the district.

There are numerous ways that the individual memslbyarikings could be combined into
an overall ranking. Two that will be discussed heme=

* Top-down frequency
* Average ranking

Top-down Freguency

The top-down frequency method ranks projects bggeaty based on the project with the
highest number of top rankings for each prioritiesTare broken by the next level of
ranking for each priority. This process is carmed until all projects are uniquely ranked.
The advantage of this method is that it guarariteststhe most popular project in each
category will be ranked first; however, this alseans that the method is influenced
more by higher rankings than low ones, since thetaankings are only reached if
projects are tied for the highest ranking.
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Average Ranking

The average ranking method uses the average ragkiag to each project for each
category. All rankings given to a project for eaategory are averaged and the average
ranking for each category is used as the ovenaling for that category. Ties can be
broken based on the variance of the category’sativeererage ranking for the tied
projects, since higher variance for the same aeenagans there is less consensus. The
advantage of this method is that it takes all nag&iinto account; however, this also
means that extreme rankings will have more infleethan rankings near the group
average.

5.6.2 Agreeon projectsto fund

The amount of money available to fund the projentist be considered once the projects
have been ranked to the group’s satisfaction. €peesentative board of the SUD would
vote on all regional projects to determine which tarbe funded by the district.

5.7 Case Studies

There are over 30 years of experience with theldpugent and operation of stormwater
utilities or districts in the United States. Thigerience has proven that improved
services and significant efficiencies are possiath the establishment of an SUD. As a
basis for comparison, two example case studieglangified for consideration if the
decision is made to move forward with implementatithese include the Long Island
Sound Watershed Intermunicipal Council (LISWIC)ifestchester County, New York
and Sanitation District Number 1 (SD1) of North&entucky, located south of
Cincinnati, Ohio. Each of these programs is brie#gcribed below. Additional details
can be provided if the SUD is selected for impletaton.

5.7.1 Long lsland Sound Watershed I ntermunicipal Council

The LISWIC program is very similar to the situatiith the WNYSC. This group has
operated for several years using a voluntary inbeioipal agreement to support and
guide activities related to the MS4 stormwater NISREermitting program. During 2007
they completed a study very similar to one preskemtehis report and decided to pursue
the creation of an independent SUD. They are noth@rprocess of seeking state
legislation to establish the SUD and begin impletagon. This group is expected to
include 6 to 12 municipalities, depending on whoeag to participate.

5.7.2 Sanitation District Number 1

Sanitation District Number 1 of Northern Kentuckyai regional wastewater utility that
began the process of developing and implementiegianal SUD in 1998. This
program has evolved over the years and today iesl38 municipalities and
encompasses a service area of 230 square mileallyrthe SUD contracted to provide
defined levels of stormwater management servicesgoh municipality with ownership
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by the municipality. However, beginning July 1, 20€the stormwater assets have been
transferred from the municipalities to the SUD.
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Section 6. L egal |ssues

6.1 Functions of the Stormwater Utility District (SUD)

There is no definition of a stormwater utility dist in New York law. The concept of a
SUD is used in other states but the exact functibatit performs differs from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction.

The approach taken in this study was to surveyéngcipating municipalities to
determine what functions they believed should &teckin a regional SUD. Those
functions are listed below and categorized intoveoient groupings.

6.1.1 Advise and Consultation Related to M4 Requirements and Public
Education and Outreach.
a. Provision of regulatory update assistance.
b Updating stormwater management plans (SWMP).
C. Preparation of annual reports required by the& ®gram.
d. Coordinating public participation functions.
e Training inspectors to perform construction etons.
f. GIS data management.

6.1.2 Field Work Associated with M$4 Requirements.

g. Assistance in performing audits of municipailfaes.
h. Inspection of outfalls.

I. lllicit discharge detection and elimination.

J- Dredging detention ponds.

6.1.3 Regional Stormwater | ssues

k. Adopting regional design and operating standéydstormwater
management.

l. Mitigating regional flooding, drainage and watgrality problems.

m. Maintenance of creeks and streambeds.

6.1.4 Financing Activities

n. Establishing user fees to finance activities.

0. Distribution of some of the user fees to pgpting municipalities
to cover the local share of the MS4 program costs

p. Using the system of delinquent tax enforcen@ntinpaid user
fees.

g. Using the billing system for tax collection.

r. Seeking out and applying for grants.

6.2 Scope of | ssues Considered

The study being conducted is intended to provigeptrticipating municipalities with an
analysis of the basic feasibility and advisabitifycreating a regional SUD. It is not
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intended to address the more detailed questionsviad arise in the context of actually
forming such a district.

Based on the functions the municipalities desireetst in a SUD, this report examines
the ability of entities that are already authorizeder New York law to perform these
functions. It also discusses other entity types Would require state legislation.

Finally, it compares the advantages and disadvastafjbolstering the authority of
entities already authorized under New York law usradopting legislation to establish a
new entity.

6.3 Entity Types Considered

Presently, New York law provides for a number dites' that can address stormwater
issues. For purposes of this study, only enttiegpproaches that can provide the
stormwater functions on a regional basis were ctamed.

Among existing entities, the authorities of coudtginage districté,soil and water
conservation districts and collective action thiougtermunicipal agreements were
analyzed. These entities can be established witustate legislative action.
However, in order to fulfill all of the desired fations, these entities may require
legislation that expands their existing authorities

Alternatively, there is a framework for creationdifferent types of entities through state
legislative action that could be used for the regl&sUD. Public Authorities Law
Article 5 contains enabling legislation for a vayief Public Utility Authorities. The
public authorities formed under this law are gelhera the categories of sewer, water or
power utilities. Presently, there is only one lpubtility authority with a stormwater
mandate, the Nassau County Sewer and Storm Waiande Authority’

Public authorities are generally created to fat#itthe financing of capital facilities. The
functions envisioned for the SUD include the mitiga of regional flooding, drainage
and water quality problems and the maintenanceesks and streambeds. These are
activities which might result in the constructianynership or acquisition of capital
facilities. However, it is not certain at this pbthat this would be the case.

Therefore, if state legislation is sought, othedels could be considered. The
Legislature could provide a general legal frameworkhe SUD and then further

! The term “entity” is used for convenience and Higa the legal vehicle for conducting stormwater
activities. Neither the formation of a county distnor the adoption of an intermunicipal agreetresult
in a separate legal entity. The county distridegally a department of county government. The
intermunicipal agreement entails the cooperativer@ge of authority that all of the member munititjes
already possess.

2 Although the analysis of the county district afi@ive is focused on drainage districts formed unde
County Law Article 5-A, consideration will also lgéven to flood and shoreline erosion districts (Gtyu
Law Article 5-B) where appropriate.

% Public Authorities Law §§1232-1232-u.
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authorize specific entities as it does with indastievelopment agencies (General
Municipal Law (GML) Article 18-A) or urban renewabencies (GML Articles 15-A and
15-B). Another model would be for the Legislattogrovide the legal parameters under
which the desired entity type would operate and #agthorize municipalities to form
individual conforming entities through local actio8uch an approach is currently
available for municipalities to establish joint watorks?

If the decision is made to seek state legislatoiurther analysis of which approach is
best would be needed. The specific functions efafitity would need to be defined with
more precision and, in all likelihood, a key factaould be whether the new entity would
be used to finance and own any of the regionahst@ter infrastructure.

6.4 Advise and Consultation on MS4 Reguirements and Public Education and
Qutreach

The functions in this category are:
a Provision of regulatory update assistance.
b. Updating stormwater management plans (SWMP).
C. Preparation of annual reports required by the i®gram.
d Coordinating public participation functions.
e Training inspectors to perform construction etons.
f. GIS data management.

These functions result directly from the mandafeb® MS4 program. Because these
requirements are different from the drainage-relé&tections historically performed by
government, New York statutes generally do not ifippenake explicit mention of these
functions. For the most part, municipalities sebje the MS4 program have assumed
there is implied authority to perform these funeigursuant to some combination of
their general powers and specific grants of auti¢oi address drainage, at least as they
relate to facilities they own and which are subjedhe permit requirements.

With respect to the entities being considered is $kudy, it is reasonable to conclude
that they too would have implied authority to penfichese functions, at least with
respect to facilities they own. In addition, tlwunty districts or the individual
municipalities could perform these functions ondiebf each other pursuant to an
intermunicipal agreement.

Soil and water conservation districts have gereuiiority in two areas relevant to this
study. They may (1) conduct surveys, investagetiand research relating to the
character of soil erosion, floodwater, sediment ages, nonpoint source water pollution,
and the preventive and control measures needed2aiedrry out the aforementioned
preventative and control measufeShese functions may be carried out on behalf of
facilities they own or other facilities with thertsent of the owner. To the extent that

* Unconsolidated Laws, Title 16, Chapter 19.
> GML §119-0(1).
® Soil and Water Conservation Law Districts (S&WQARWw §89 (1) and (2).
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these functions fall within one or both of theseaar of their authority, a soil and water
conservation district could perform these funciwdiehalf of others. Because the
specific MS4 functions were not envisioned when38&VCD Law was adopted, there
is some ambiguity over whether all of these funiaould be encompassed.

6.5 Field Work Related to MS4 Reguirements

The functions in this category are:

g. Assistance in performing audits of municipaliliaes.
h. Inspecting outfalls.

I. lllicit discharge detection and elimination.

J- Dredging detention ponds.

Any of the entities can and must audit and inspgegt own facilities as well as conduct
necessary maintenance dredging as part of theiemhkip and permit obligations. The
county districts and/or any combination of the jggrating municipalities could also do
so on behalf of each other as part of an intermpalicooperative agreement under
General Municipal Law Article 5-G. As indicatedave, to the extent that these
functions fell within the two principal areas oftharity, a soil and water conservation
district could perform the same measures for thiitias of others.

The illicit discharge protection and eliminatiomftion is law enforcement in nature. It
requires inspecting properties, even in situatishsre there may be no owner consent.
It also requires the ability to take enforcemerticacwhere illegal discharges are
detected.

These functions are implemented through the adopina enforcement of a local law
containing the requirements for use of the storrawsystem. Since the stormwater
systems will remain under the ownership of indiadenunicipalities, the question is
whether any of the candidate entities could perfthrese law enforcement functions on
the individual municipal owners.

As discussed above, the General Municipal Law plesvithat municipalities can perform
services jointly or one on behalf of anotfiefThe term “joint service” is defined as,
joint provision of any municipal facility, serviceactivity, project or
undertaking or the joint performance or exacopf any function or
power which each of the municipal corporationsistritts has the power
by any other general or special law to preyigerform or exercise,
separately and, to
effectuate the purposes of this article, shalludel extension of
appropriate territorial jurisdiction necessary #fere.

While the language would appear broad enough torepass the provision of these
enforcement-like functions, there is no known anstiance where municipalities have

" S&WCD Law §9(2).
8GML §
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entered into an intermunicipal agreement providargne to enforce the laws of
another. There are certain components of theresinent that have been held to be
non-delegable to a private entity Whether these aspects of enforcement could be
delegated to a different public entity remains stdd.

Soil and water conservations districts cannot enterintermunicipal agreements
pursuant to GML Article 5-G and have no other atitiido perform these enforcement
functions.

6.6 Regional Stormwater | ssues

6.6.1 Adopting Regional Design and Operating Standards for Stormwater
Management.

There are three approaches to adopting such stdtrcould either be done as under
regulatory authority, contractually or as a progang matter.

Regulatory authority is not available as none efrégional entities being considered has
regulatory jurisdiction. The basic regulatory gdhiction in this field rests with
NYSDEC.

The regional entity could adopt recommended or hst@@dards. It would then be up
to each individual jurisdiction to adopt and impkmthose standards. It would be
possible to make the adoption of such standardsi@actual requirement of an inter-
municipal agreement. However, any of the parttofgamunicipalities could withdraw
from the agreement and even if they did not witthwdiawould be difficult to take
effective action if any of them failed to implemeheé standards.

Finally, uniform standards could be adopted ifohlthe municipal infrastructure were
placed under the jurisdiction of the regional gngis an incidence of ownership. Based
on the feedback from the participating municipastithe stormwater infrastructure will
not be placed under the jurisdiction of the regi@iaD, except possibly in specific cases
where regional issues are implicated.

6.6.2 Mitigating Regional Flooding, Drainage and Water Quality Problems.

There are two approaches by which a regional eotityd address regional flooding,
drainage and water quality problems. It couldsd@s owner of a regional flood,
drainage or water quality project or it could bexedhrough the provision of services to
the owner.

Either a county drainage or county flood and emosiontrol district has the authority to
conduct such activities for projects it owns. Thdsstricts could also enter into an
intermunicipal agreement pursuant to either Gendralicipal Law Article 5E
(governing construction of excess drainage faegithy one municipality to aid another);

9
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Article 5F (governing construction of drainage faieis owned in common by multiple
municipalities); or Article 5G (governing municipadoperative agreements generally).

Similarly, local governments could likewise perfosonch functions pursuant to an
intermunicipal agreement with respect to projelses/towned or on behalf of projects
owned by other municipalities that were participgtin the intermunicipal agreement.

Soil and water conservation districts have autiaatconstruct and maintain flood
control structures, although they have no cleadifum mechanism for doing s8.

6.6.3 Maintenance of Creeks and Streambeds.

County drainage and county flood and erosion codistricts have the authority to
perform such maintenance in support of drainageoding improvements which such
district owns or on behalf of others pursuant tor@a@rmunicipal agreement. Local
governments could likewise perform such functiongh®ir own behalf or on behalf of
others pursuant to an intermunicipal agreementlllcases, to the extent that work was
being performed on private lands, they would eitieguire landowner consent or need to
take the necessary property rights by eminent domai

Soil and water conservation districts have the @ithto carry out preventative and
control measures on both public and private ldhds doing so, they must obtain the
consent of the landowner. As a condition of dang authorized project work, the
district may require contributions in money, seegcmaterials or otherwise from
benefitted owner$:

6.7 Financing Activities

6.7.1 User Fees

There is no general definition in New York statui@sthe term “user fee.” Several
statutes use the term “rents” or “rates” equivajeht General Municipal Law Article
14-F provides authorization for all municipalitiesadopt user fees in the form of sewer
rents. It defines sewer rents as “A scale of ahclharges ..... for the use of a sewer
system or any parts theredf.”

Various judicial opinions and opinions of the stedenptroller have defined the essential
elements of a user fee. It must have two chanatits: (1) only those who use the

10 5&WCD Law §9(2).

1 SEWCD Law §9(2).

12 5@WCD Law §9(10).

13 GML Article 14-F is entitled “Sewer Rent Law”; TowLaw §198(1)(i) refers to “sewer rents.”; Town
Law 8§198(3)(d) refers to “water rates”; County La&8266.

1“ GML §451(1).
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service can be charged; and (2) the charge/fee Ineasta rational relationship to the use
or benefit!®

A user fee can be used to recover the costs ofgingva service but cannot be used to
generate funds beyond those costs to offset othesrgmental costS. The municipality
can set varying rates based on varying benefitlsrgpas there is a rational basis for
doing so*’

In the context of stormwater services, there areetlsources of authority for imposing
user fees or their equivalent — (1) explicit statytauthorization; (2) pursuant to home
rule authority; and (3) benefit assessments tleathar functional equivalent of user fees.

6.7.1.1 Explicit Statutory Authority

The only explicit authorization for user fees foaithage improvements is found in Town
Law 8209-q(12-a). That law states that these fes=rare to be established in the same
manner as provided for the establishment of wattasrin Town Law 8198(3)(d).

Unlike the General Municipal Law Article 14-F whichvery specific on the criteria for
setting user charges for waste water facilitiesy haw 8198(3)(d) contains very little
guidance on the setting of user fees for water Iyuppilities (i.e. water rates).

Significantly for this study, none of the entitiast are being considered for the regional
SUD have similar explicit authority.

6.7.1.2 Home Rule Authority

Because New York is a “home rule” state, therestaiutory provisions that give
municipalities the authority to adopt local lawattlyo beyond or differ from explicit
authorizations contained in laws that provide thasic authority, such as the County,
General City, Town and Village Law8. The principal limitations on the use of this
power is that it not be inconsistent with the staiestitution or any law of general
applicability or be in an area where the Legiskat@ither explicitly or implicitly,
prohibited the use of such pow@r.

Of the entities being considered in this study,itbme rule powers could only be
exercised by counties, cities, towns and villagethé differing extents authorized for
each. They could not be used by a soil and wateservation district.

15 Opinion of the State Comptroller (OSC) 94-17; O%=18; Elmwood — Utica House, Inc. v. Buffalo
Sewer Authority 65 N.Y.2d 489, 492 N.Y.S.2d 931 (1985); WatezdaApartments v. Buffalo Sewer
Authority, 46 N.Y.2d 52, 412 N.Y.S. 2d 821 (1978).

18- 0SC 92-18; cf C.1.D. Landfill, Inc. v New York State Departntesf Environmental Conservatipa67
A.D.2d 827, 561 N.Y.S.2d 936 {"Dep't. 1990).

7 0SC 92-18; ElImwood-Utica House.v Buffalo Sewethuity, 66 N.Y.2d 498, 492 N.Y.S.2d 931
(1985).

8 The source of authority for these powers in AetiX of the State Constitution and the Statutéadal
Government. The enumeration of these general atigf®is in the Municipal Home Rule Law (MHRL).
¥ MHRL §10(1)(i) and (ii).
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The home rule authority allows municipalities tddarequirements to local needs. Of
particular relevance to financing stormwater sasirs the following authority from
Municipal Home Rule Law §10.

Fixing, levying, collection and administration @ntals, charges, rates,
fees, and penalties with respect to local propenty programs.

(D)(iy(@)(9-a).

In theory, this authority could be used by counteesnpose user fees for
stormwater services. However, in light of spedifinguage in County Law
88270 and 271 which authorize the use of assessmihér based on property
values &d valorum) or property service benefits, it is virtually tan that county
drainage districts imposing user fees would belidas inconsistent with these
provisions of the County Law (both laws of genexaplicability).

6.7.1.3 Benefit Assessments which are the Functional Edent of User Fees

There are three approaches used in New York femigfunds from benefited areas (as
contrasted with municipality-wide charges) to dgfitae capital costs and operation and
maintenance expenses relative to a public impromemd&hese approaches are: special
ad valorum levies, special assessments and user fees. pébmkad valorum levy is
charged apart from taxes but, like taxes, is baseithe value of the real property
assessed.

Benefit assessments (referred to in statute asi@pEssessments”) are “..charges
imposed upon benefited real property in proportmthe benefit received by such
property to defray the cost, including operatiod amintenance, of a special district
improvement or service or of a special improvenergervice.?* Courts have
repeatedly held that the benefit a property receeans the amount by which its value
is increased by the improvemént.

For purposes of establishing the benefit assesstiené is no requirement that the
measurement of the property value increase bega®cif no method is provided by
statute (which is the case for drainage district$3,up to the discretion of local officials
to establish the methodology.

Many different approaches have been taken to deewefit assessments. It is very
difficult to successfully challenge a methodologyita selection is legislative in natiffe.

% Real Property Tax Law (RPTL) §102(15).

L Kermani v. Town Board of Guilderland7 AD2d 694, 364 NYS2d 251 (3d Dept. 1975), regdron
other grounds, 40 NY2d 854, 387 NYS2d 1001 (19#6)e West 23% St in City of New York 160 A.D.
472,145 N.Y.S. 537 {fiDept. 1914), affd 212 N.Y. 590 (1914). 99 NY Jiaxation and Assessment
§868.

22 YMCA v. Rochester Pure Water Distri®&7 NY2d 371, 372 NYS2d 633 (1975).

23 99 NY Jur Taxation and Assessment §865.

2 DWS v. County of Dutches410 A.D.2d 837, 487 N.Y.S.2d 870 (2d Dep’t. 1985)
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The basic requirements are that it not be arbitoanynjust so as to amount to a
confiscation of propert§? Since none of the statutes relating to draifegeovements
direct the use of a particular methodology, so lasghe basis for assessment is derived
from value of the benefit of the improvement, aaianal theory or principle that
determines benefits may be us@dThere are no known opinions in New York regarding
specific methodologies for assessing benefits faindge improvements.

In the context of sewer and water services, theegesharp distinction between benefit
assessments and user fees. This is so becalmedage of water and sewer services, use
can be measured directly. Moreover, the userli®alility to increase or decrease
usage. However, in the case of drainage servisagie can only be measured indirectly
and the user has little if any control over usag&iven the broad discretion for

developing the benefit assessment methodology possible that the same
methodologies developed in this study for estaliigsliser fees could be used as an
acceptable surrogate to determine benefit assessmen

For instance, a typical user fee formula might eevéd by using the percentage of
impermeable surface on a property. This approscbnsidered a reasonable surrogate
for the “use” of stormwater services by that préper When the formula is applied, the
result is a use value for each property. Thap@my’'s stormwater user fee will be set as
the ratio of its use value to the total use ingygtem. If the application of the formula
concludes that a property has a use value of twidtamuse value of all benefited
properties is two thousand, then the property paly 2/2000 or 0.1% of the assessed
cost.

In the same setting, an analogous formula miglat laésconsidered to be a reasonable
surrogate of the amount that property’s value iaseel due to the stormwater
improvement. In other words, using the same foantigised on impermeable surface, the
assessing authority could rationally conclude ttoperty’s value increased to a degree
which constituted 0.1% of the total increase irueadf all benefited properties. In such a
case, the application of benefit assessment wasldltrin the identical distribution of
costs among properties as would the applicaticnuder fee. So long as using the same
formula to estimate percentage use and estimagngeptage each have an independent,
but justified, rational basis, the use of the folanwould be valid.

This may simply be a short way of saying that “uskStormwater services as defined by
using a formula based on impermeable surface magtlmnally related to the increased
value of the property because of the availabilftthe stormwater infrastructure. The
more impermeable surface a property has, the nmbengefits (i.e. the more its value
increases) because of the presence of stormwétastinicture’®

> OSC 87-64.

% 99 NY Jur Taxation and Assessment §867.

" See e.g.Town of Onondaga v. County of Ononda§a,A.D.2d 1124, 402 N.Y.S.2d 883" (Dep't
1975).

8 This is acknowledged to be an oversimplificati@euse any “user” formula that was adopted might
well contain more factors than just total impermeaurface area (e.g. it might involve the ratio of
permeable to impermeable surface area). Howewersame principle would hold so long as the
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If such were the case, a county drainage distoutcceffectively set charges on the same
basis recommended in this study but such chargethib@ denominated benefit
assessments rather than user fees.

Even if the methodologies for deriving user feed banefit assessments were identical,
there are a few differences with respect to howctierges would be implemented. User
fees can only be charged where there is actuabfusaservice. Hence, parcels that are
not draining into public stormwater infrastructwannot be charged a user fee. Also
significant is that user fees apply to propertiesd tvould otherwise be exempt from real
property taxation, such as properties owned byattes and certain not-for-profits.

By contrast, benefit assessments can be charg@tsageoperties that are not currently
using the service so long as the property valubade properties is increased from the
presence or proximity of such services. For insaproperties in a water district that
continue to use private wells and are not hooketbyjublic infrastructure are still
subject to a benefit assessment as the abilitpod np to public infrastructure increases
the value of the property.

Exemption from benefit assessments is governedday Rroperty Tax Law 8490. That
section exempts many of the same properties fraseticharges that are exempt from

property taxes. However, these exemptions areappjicable where the levy is to pay
for operation and maintenance charges.

6.7.2 Distribution of Some of the User Feesto Participating Municipalities to
Cover the Local Share of the MS4 Program Costs.

At the outset, it is important to note that, forshof the municipalities participating in
this study, stormwater services are currently béimgled through general tax revenues.
There are few situations where speeabalorumlevies, special benefit assessments or
users fees are being employed. As a result, there discrete accounting for these
services. If user fees were to be collectedeattunty or regional level prior, there
would first need to be a discrete accounting fbotihe costs apart from the general
operations of those governments.

Once the charges were determined, a user fee bewdt based on the adopted
methodology. The questions that then need to eeaded are (1) could those charges
could be collected by the county or regional SUB®R] (2) if so, is there a mechanism
whereby a portion of the user fees assessed lrgti@nal SUD could be retained by the
regional SUD (to implement the tasks laid out iis tieport) and the rest distributed to
local governments (to implement all remaining regpients)?

methodology for deriving use could also ration&léyapplied as a way to derive benefit assessments a
well.
2 See alspYMCA v. Rochester Pure Waters Distris? NY2d 371, 372 NYS2d 633 (1975).
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6.7.2.1 Collections

In New York, collection officers of towns and cgiact as collection agents for taxes
assessed by other municipalities and distfittShe collecting officer of either the town
or city is responsible for mailing tax bills bas@dthe tax warrants received from the
various taxing jurisdictions.

This process is exclusive to taxes and speciad¢eand assessments that are treated as
taxes. There is no process in New York for aftyetd collect user fees that are assessed
by another entity, let alone any of the regionaities under consideration here. Hence,
this function would require new legislation.

6.7.2.2 Distribution of Collections

When tax payments are received, the collectingeffimakes specified payments to the
person designated in the warrant, including those fother jurisdictiond As discussed
above, there is no authority in New York to follblws procedure for user fees. Nor is
there any authority to apportion payments thaissged pursuant to a single warrant.
This function would require new legislation.

6.7.3 Using the System of Delinquent Tax Enforcement for Unpaid User Fees.

Since user fees are regarded as a payment focesmiovided, any delinquency can be
enforced as a breach of contract. By statute,idrggver and water user fees are also
liens upon the real property. Provision is alsalentr the enforcement of delinquencies
for these user fees in the same manner that emi@meagainst delinquent real property
taxes is doné?

With respect to user fees for stormwater servitespnly explicit authorization for user
fees for drainage improvements does not specify they can be enforced. Therefore,
any authority to enforce against delinquenciesratien through breach of contract
actions would need to be based on a local law adogtder the Municipal Home Rule
Law.

There is general authority under the municipal hoate law for municipalities over the
“...fixing, levy, collection and administration aéd¢al government rentals, charges, rates
or fees, penalties and rates of interest thergems bn local property in connection
therewith and charges thereofi.There is no doubt that a municipality could admpt

local law that would make unpaid stormwater usesfiéiens on the properties upon

RPTL Article 9, Title 3.

S RPTL §940.

32 GML §452(4) in the case of sewer rents and sgeTewn Law §198(3)(d) in the case of water rents.
% Town Law §209(q)(12-a) authorizes drainage rant$ specifies that they be established as provigted
water rates as provided for in Town Law §198(3jdy) it is silent on whether the enforcement mectrasi
set forth in that statute are applicable.

3 MHRL §10(1)(ii)(a)(9-a).
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which they were assess&dHowever, the Comptroller has opined that wheindekent
user charges are collected by inclusion in thdeway, the charges become
indistinguishable from and inseparable from thetathemselve¥®. As the State
Constitution vests the State Legislature with thle swuthority to impose taxes, the
exercise of the home rule powers to extend theotifee delinquent tax enforcement
system would be invalid due to inconsistency witm§titution®” Only where the State
Legislature has explicitly authorized collectiom &odebt other than a tax via the
delinquent tax enforcement process can this proeduki used®

It is worth mentioning that if the charges are iempented as benefit assessments rather
than user fees (see Section 10.7.1.3), delinguemhents would be handled under the
delinquent tax enforcement process (see RPTL 82} 0d{ich defines to include an
unpaid special assessment).

6.7.4 Using the Billing System for Tax Collection.

Although the delinquent tax collection processasavailable for user fees outside of
those situations where explicitly authorized, thisrauthority for using the real property
tax billing system for user feé8. In order to do so, the municipality would needtlopt
a local law to that effect.

In order to use the tax bill, there would have écskbveral accommodations. The user
fees would have to be listed separaf8lyA property owner would have to be allowed to
pay his or her tax bill without paying the usersfes the same tinfé. The penalty and
interests that apply to delinquent taxes wouldautbmatically apply to delinquent user
fees but would have to be determined separéfely.

6.8 Enhancing Authority of Entities Authorized under NY Law vs. Creating a
New Entity Type

No existing entity authorized under New York lavs hilae legal authority to perform all
of the functions that would be assigned to theaegji entity. Therefore legislation will
be required. The primary choice is between augimgithe authority of an entity
already authorized under state law or creatingvaedity.

There are advantages associated with using annexesttity type. Such an entity either
would be in existence (e.g. the Coalition fornbgdhe Intermunicipal Agreement) or
would be one that could be formed under local @utthwithout the need for any state
legislation (e.g. a county drainage district).

% 0sc 86-76

% 0sc 86-76

370SC 2004-7; 86-76

¥ See, e.g. GML Article 14-F
% 0osc 88-2.

40 0sc 76-1115.

“1OSC 88-2.

“20SsC 88-2.
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In the former case, there would be an existing atstnative structure. Certain start up
costs can be avoided and duplication of adminigs&gdtinctions can be reduced. In the
latter case, even where the entity has not yet betblished, experience with similar
such entities would provide valuable experiencesitablishing and administering the
entity (e.g. drainage districts).

There are also some disadvantages associated sinigp an existing entity. From a legal
point of view, the expansion of the authority dégal entity must be done carefully so as
not to impact existing authorities in an inapprapgiway. For instance, the use and
definition of terms in its enabling legislation mibie consistent throughout. Even when
drafted with the utmost care, there are sometime@gended consequences when one
statute is superimposed on another.

From an organizational point of view, such an apphomay create conflicting priorities.
For instance, soil and water conservation distiatge set up principally to help with
flooding problems in rural areas, particularly wdegriculture is being conducted. By
contrast, the MS4 program is focused on the watantity and quality aspects of
stormwater runoff in urbanized areas.

The creation of a new entity through state legistatvould involve start up costs. Some
of the entities types requiring legislation havaesi entities (e.g. Public Utility
Authorities) which would provide a model for op@éngt The most significant advantage
of a new entity would be the ability to tailor batk mission and its legal authority to the
specific needs of participating municipalities.

On balance, due to the unusual set of powers thaldabe vested in the regional SUD, it
is preferable to establish a new entity type.

6.9 Summary and Conclusion

The activities categorized as “Advise and Consialteito MS4 Requirements” and
“Public Education and Outreach” could be providgdahy of the candidate entities.
Existing law predates the MS4 program and manhefpecific activities are not
explicitly authorized but would likely fall withithe general or implied authorities for
these entities.

Likewise, the “Field Work” activities could be perfed by any of the candidate entities
with the exception of the illicit discharge detectiand elimination. A county drainage
district or an intermunicipal compact might be afolgperform the illicit detection and
elimination function on behalf of the system owparsuant to a GML Article 5-G
agreement. Soil and water conservation distriateemo authority to perform
enforcement functions.

Among the regional stormwater management issueyrity one which would represent
a problem is the adoption of regional design stedwla Although any of the entities
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could adopt standards, those standards would @lysbd to the extent accepted by the
owners of all the municipal stormwater systems.

There is no good authority to establish a systemmsef fees to fund the activities of the
regional entity although individual municipalitiesuld create drainage districts that
would fund program functions through a benefit asseent that would have many of the
same characteristics as user fees. However, é#@is approach were taken, there is no
reliable mechanism to place the regional entitgtiarge of collecting those assessments
and distributing designated percentages of thasetfeindividual municipalities.

Given the limitations on existing authority and #rabiguities in other areas, the most
direct route to the desired result is through tthepéion of enabling state legislation.

The legislation could either clarify and bolstee tuthority of one of the entity types
described in this chapter or it could authorizedteation of an entity intended to serve as
the regional SUD.

If the latter approach is chosen, there is a furtleeision between legislation that is
specific to the needs of the localities in thigdstand legislation that provides a more
general framework for regional entities that wirform stormwater functions. If the
legislation is going handle a diverse set of cirstances that would arise for different
municipalities throughout the State, the help c& ohmore of the municipal associations
could be enlisted to seek such legislafton.

3 The obvious candidates would be the AssociatioBmfnties, Association of Towns and the New York
Conference of Mayors. Interestingly, NYCOM inclddie need for legislation for stormwater utilites
its legislative agenda for this year.
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Section 7. Public Participation

Throughout the development of the feasibility reépttre Team has worked to keep
representatives of the MS4’s involved in this pcbjén the early stages of the project,
the feasibility of an SUD was discussed at numerestings of the Western New York
Stormwater Coalition. During the Data Collectidmpe, the Team interviewed a
representative of each MS4 to get individual inputhe concept of a regional SUD.
Throughout the term of the project, status repwdee presented at the monthly meetings
of the coalition. More formal presentations of feasibility study were given as power
point presentations during two of the monthly megsiof the WNYSC. Public

comments and questions were received at each $& theetings.

As the feasibility study neared completion, a pop@nt presentation was developed to
educate the municipal officials and general publiche feasibility of an SUD. A copy of
that presentation is given in Appendix G. The WNYi8€én asked each member of the

coalition if they were interested in having thedigdity study presentation given to their
public officials. Half of the communities in the WI$C asked to have the presentation
offered to their communities. This list included:

» Village of Alden

* Town of Amherst

* Village of Angola

e Town of Boston

« Buffalo Sewer Authority
* Village of Depew

e Town of Eden

e Town of ElIma

* Town of Grand Island

* Village of Hamburg

* Village of Kenmore

» City of Lackawanna

* Town of Orchard Park
* Village of Orchard Park
» Village of Sloan

» City of Tonawanda

* Town of Cambria

* Niagara County

* Town of Niagara

» City of North Tonawanda
* Town of Wheatfield

In these meetings, the power point presentationgias to the municipality and
members of the public in attendance at these ng=etResponses to the presentation
varied widely, and the following are some genecgthments received from these
meetings:
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* As anticipated, the largest issue discussed a¢ tmegtings was fees. Most
municipalities cannot support the idea of additidaas for an SUD in the current
economy. They understood that these fees woulddftdpt their costs for
stormwater, but these costs are already accouatad their budgets.

» Another concern raised about the fees was a gefearalthat once the money was
collected by the SUD, it would not be returnedhte tommunities but would be
used for administration, political purposes andgage jobs. The communities
were also concerned that the fee would be increq@ettly after starting the
SUD.

* Some municipalities were very angry with the curitormwater permit
requirements. They feel that this is an unfundeddate and they do not believe
that they should have to ask their residents aisthbsses to pay for more
stringent stormwater permit requirements. In tginion, the public does not
understand the potential negative environmentakeffof stormwater runoff and
will not pay for it.

* A limited number of small municipalities were vengerested in the idea of an
SUD as they are concerned that they do not haveemirces as a small
community to keep up with the requirements of tioerswater permit.

* Most municipalities were concerned with understagdiow an SUD would
prioritize projects when dealing with regional issuSmaller communities were
concerned that the larger communities would doreitfa¢ process when
determining which projects get funded. Similarlgmanunities in Niagara County
were concerned that Erie County projects would date due to the higher
percentage of communities and population in Eriar@pn

* Most municipalities saw the benefit of working ttggr as an SUD to handle
regional issues, specifically flooding. Some comities brought up the idea of
creating an SUD to only handle regional issues)orai-term funding of their
stormwater programs. Others thought that munidipalshould work together on
these regional issues, but they can be dealt witiguntermunicipal agreements
instead of an SUD.

» The general concept of how the SUD fee would waoak & bit difficult for many
municipal officials to understand. Using impervi@arsa as a way to calculate a
fee was new to most and generated many questitiesmunicipal officials
wanted to understand how duplexes and apartmentklwe counted and also
what properties might be eligible for green infrasture credits. There were also
guestions regarding not-for-profit organizations amunicipal-owned property.

* Municipalities also asked many questions abousthecture, bylaws, and specific
distribution of funds in an SUD. These questiongl@¢mot be answered
specifically as part of this feasibility study; grdeneral concepts could be
explained. If a large enough group of municipaditieecides to go forward with a
regional SUD, a specific structure, bylaws and itkrtgplan for distribution of
funds would need to be developed as a second ph#sie feasibility study.

These meetings were helpful in explaining the iole@n SUD to the municipal officials
and the public, but they did not change the pulghimion on an SUD. The majority of
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the municipal officials and general public wereiagathe formation of an SUD in Erie
and Niagara Counties. The SUD was perceived agvdayer of government with
increased fees and less local control. The ben#fitsitigating regional flooding and
water quality problems, providing long-term fundigd assisting the municipalities
with meeting the requirements of the stormwateulagns through an SUD were not
perceived to be large enough to offset the negative
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Section 8. Conclusions and Recommendations

Looking at all of the information provided in theepious sections, creating an SUD for
Erie and Niagara Counties is feasible. The datiecield shows that revenue generated by
a nominal fee of $3.00/ERU/month can cover thescotbperations and maintenance of
the stormwater system while also providing adddidnnding to address regional

flooding and regional water quality concerns.

If the region decided to go forward, it is recommbe that the SUD be formed as a
separate entity. Other organizational structuresstigated lacked the flexibility to
distribute funding back to the municipalities. Tdreation of a stormwater utility is new
in New York State and presently is not covered loyent laws. Therefore, new
legislation will be needed for the creation of a5 However, it is expected that this
legislation can be adopted.

8.1 Compelling Needs for an SUD

As part of this feasibility study, the compellingeds for an SUD were also investigated.
Four compelling needs were documented:

1) An SUD would provide a sustainable revenue sowcstbrmwater programs.
Most of the MS4 communities in Erie and Niagara @gulo not have
established, separate funding sources for thaimstater programs. Without an
established, separate funding source, stormwabgraims required by the MS4
permit may be difficult to sustain into the future.

2) An SUD would assure regulatory compliance. As nma&d, without an
established funding source, it is more likely tst@rmwater programs will not
remain in compliance. Violations of the stormwaiermit can be presently
enforced by the NYSDEC with fines as much as $3¥ {i) violation, per day.

3) An SUD would address regional flooding concerneoHBIng is a major issue in
both Erie and Niagara Counties. Individually, themeipalities have a difficult
time addressing these flooding issues as they toeled tackled by all of the
communities within the watershed. An SUD would waikh the municipalities
to reduce these flooding issues using a regiornaicaggh.

4) An SUD would address regional water quality issiféater pollution impacts the
beaches and water bodies of the region. Some®ptiiution is associated with
stormwater. Working regionally, an SUD would workiwthe municipalities to
reduce stormwater pollution.

8.2 Advantages and Disadvantages to an SUD

An SUD has advantages and disadvantages. The agearnnclude:

* An SUD provides a dedicated funding source. Asipresly identified a
dedicated funding source will help the municipabtremain in compliance
with the stormwater permit.
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There is an increased opportunity for grant fundumndy the SUD. Regional
approaches used with the WNYSC have been effeictiveceiving grant
funding. It is anticipated that the SUD will be albd receive similar grants for
the municipalities in the future.

Consistent approaches to stormwater managementaeelikely under an
SUD. This will lead to more effective and more @#ént solutions to
stormwater management within the SUD.

By taking a regional approach through the SUD, Bné Niagara County
would encourage watershed based planning. Thisésyaeffective way to
reduce flooding and limit water pollution in thegren.

The SUD does have some disadvantages that shoulotdg and these include:

8.3

There may be less local control of stormwater mansmnt in Erie and
Niagara County. This limited loss of local contiobutweighed by the
benefit of an SUD in tackling regional issues ttetnot be addressed by the
local entities.

The SUD may be thought of as a new layer of goventnBy using the
WNYSC as the basic building block of the SUD, ih@gped that this
disadvantage can be limited.

There will be public resistance to new fees foSalD. The majority of the
new fee for an SUD is replacing existing coststofrawater management
within the community. Approximately $2.30 of the g®posed fee will be
used to pay for the costs of local stormwater dpmra and maintenance
programs. Therefore, some of the costs at the lewal may be reduced,
limiting the impact of the new SUD fee.

New state legislation will be needed to createSb®. Although this will

take time and effort, it is believed that legigiatcan be passed to create the
SUD needed for Erie and Niagara County.

Next Steps

It has been determined that it is feasible to er@aatSUD in Erie and Niagara Counties.
However, feedback from elected officials at thelmummeetings has shown that there is
not enough of a compelling need at this time to enlmvward with Phase 2 of the project.
In the public meetings, communities supported deaiof an SUD, but could not support
the new fees associated with an SUD. At this tineedommunities will continue to work
locally to operate and maintain their stormwatesteyns. Therefore, the Team will not
move forward at this time to Phase 2 of formindgsaiD.

At the onset of the feasibility study, there wdreee major needs that a dedicated source
of funding through the formation of a utility digtr could address:

1. A dedicated source of funding at the local levetdwer the cost of implementing
the necessary programs to comply with the MS4 gerqguirements;
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2. Continued support for the WNYSC to continue to coaaite the public outreach,
annual report template, trainings and other rediseavices that assist the MS4s
in Erie and Niagara Counties with understanding @rdplying with the permit
requirements; and

3. A committed funding source for capital improvemprijects that could address
regional flooding and water quality improvement tee

Based on the comments and feedback provided reggitok feasibility study, the
majority of the MS4s have opted to fund their indual stormwater permit programs at
the local level. This will be accomplished fronsearces budgeted through municipal
general funds or drainage districts and subsidimesihme cases, through fees. The
political and public support for instituting an atilohal tax or fee structure to provide a
separate, dedicated source for stormwater progdaes not currently exist. Itis
recommended, however, that each of the MS4 comieareéhsure that they have
adequate long-term revenue sources to fund thereggstormwater management
activities within their municipality.

Without the creation of a Stormwater Utility Distri which would generate a committed
source of funding for the WNYSC, MS4s will havectantinue to rely on their annual
dues and any grants the Erie County Departmenhweir@ment and Planning can obtain
to support the coalition activities. The currentaal rate may need to be raised, if the
necessary grant funding is no longer available nyyiamments were received from
municipal representatives and elected officialsrauthis study highlighting the success
of the Coalition.

The availability of capital funding for flood mitgion and water quality improvement
projects is limited and, due to the age of mostllaafrastructure, is at a high demand at
the local level. The limited amount of fundingsed at the local level for capital
improvements is focused on local needs and prsrdind is not available to invest in
projects that would produce regional stormwaterefienn Often these local capital
investments address problems within a specific sipality by transferring the problem
downstream to neighboring municipalities. Withautgional resource or authority such
as a Stormwater Utility District, there is no edistiied mechanism (other than the
WNYSC, which is limited) to pool local resourceddaroordinate the implementation of
regional efforts to address flooding and overaltewguality issues.

It is recommended that the MS4 communities in Brid Niagara Counties continue to
work together through the WNYSC on stormwater managnt activities. Itis also
recommended that the MS4 communities continue ppat the WNYSC and grant
funding opportunities that fund Coalition staff andiatives. The Coalition should
continue to pursue opportunities to identify anebte a committed and more dedicated
source of funding for Coalition activities. Thed&iton and MS4 communities should
continue to look for grants and other ways to fuegional projects that will mitigate and
address our priority flooding and water qualitylpgeans and concerns.
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Feasibility of a Stormwater Utility District
in Erie and Niagara Counties

One idea for funding regional water quality andmjitg improvement projects is setting
up an alliance similar to the Finger Lakes — Lakeatfio Watershed Protection Alliance
(FL-LOWPA). There are currently twenty five cowggiparticipating in the FL-LOWPA.
The purpose of this alliance, which is governeabggional Water Resources Board, is
to protect and enhance water quality in the Lak&af@mBasin. The alliance promotes a
coordinated watershed approach to foster partrgsnd collaborative efforts to address
priority regional water quality improvement needsirough the New York State
legislature and the Environmental Protection FUEEK), FL-LOWPA has received an
annual line item budget of $2 million to suppowr #fforts and programs of their member
counties. Managed through the Water ResourcesdBtias dedicated source of funding
provides the counties resources to implement pi®jbat foster regional collaboration
and address regional needs and priorities.

The creation of a Lake Erie — Niagara River WdtedsProtection Alliance (LE-
NRWPA) and the establishment of a similar dedic&teding source to assist in the
protection of the Lake Erie -Niagara River Basinndoprovide a mechanism to fund
efforts to address regional water quality resouasesregional flooding concerns. It
would also provide dedicated support for the WNWrBiwater Coalition, which needs to
further pursue this approach with the NYSDEC amdShate Legislature. Annual
funding dedicated as a line item through the EPElevprovide the support to address
our compelling needs and foster the collaboratecessary to resolve our regional
stormwater problems and protect our Great Lakesmwatources.

A second round of federal funding through the Emwmnental Protection Agency’s Great
Lakes Restoration Initiative will be released sodtris recommended that the WNY
Stormwater Coalition and the Erie County DEP disquesrtnering with the NYSDEC to
apply for resources toward initial funding for a-NRWPA pilot program.
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ECDEP Storm Water Utility District - Phase 1

Information Gathering Form

Information needed: Please complete this form to the best of your ability. Information is due back

by February 20, 2009. Thank you for your effort! Please utilize the check boxes to indicate your
information is included.

|:| Please attach all pertinent conclusions, recommendations and capital cost estimates from drainage
or storm sewer water studies / reports. Check box is included for your convenience.

|:| Please attach all pertinent storm water infrastructure mapping or provide a CD with electronic data.
Check box is included for your convenience.

Infrastructure Inventory (for entire municipality)
A. Stormwater conveyance systems

Database / listing of system assets

Pipe Length by Size category

12" to 24" > 24" to 36" > 36" to 48" > 48"
Total Length of Pipe Number of Retention / Detention Ponds, including underground systems
Number of Catch Basins Number of other Stormwater
and Manholes Treatment Facilities

B. Stormwater Management Practices

I:lPIease attach all pertanent maintenance records (MSA permit manager program output will be
accepted.)

Is your municipality using the computer stormwater management program provided by the
Western New York Stormwater Coalition?

Do you use another CMMS (Computer Maintenance Management System)?
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Please list the Staff, equipment and other resources used to manage and maintain stormwater (in
accordance with MS4 permit).

Budget for Capital Improvement Programs (CIP)
Existing CIP for stormwater system (or reasonable estimate):

Proposed CIP (5-year) stormwater / drainage / flooding:

Historic and Proposed Major Repair, Replacement and Improvements of stormwater infrastructure.

Major capital stormwater improvements in past 5 years:

Additional / anticipated capacity requirements from master plan:
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Other Planned development that may result in a need for drainage improvements:

Other known improvement requirements:

Operations and Maintenance
A. Structure (Department)
Please attach all pertanent information for the below items and check it off if attached:
Organizational structure
Staff (position) responsibilities
Contracted Services
Shared Services

B. Budget
Allocation to stormwater system:

Percent expenditure within MS4 regulated boundry

Percent expenditure outside MS4 regulated boundry

Additional Comments or Notes:
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Financial Information needed:
Summary of Outstanding Bond(s) for Wastewater Collection System Infrastructure:

Issue date (s):

Original amount (s) :

Scope of Project Covered by Bond Issue and Status:

Terms and Conditions (rate, redemption date and premiums, etc):

Amount Outstanding (Principal and Interest) / Debt Service Payment Schedule:

Grant Funding Sources and Amounts:

Bonding Capacity, Limit of Total Indebtedness:

Availability of Wastewater Collection System Assessment Funds
Existing Assessment Funds / Reserve Funds / Capacity Fee Funds:

Uses of Funds:

Current Balance of Applicable Funds:

Interest Earnings:

Unapplied cash and reserves:

Rate structure:
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Wastewater Collection System billing
Number and Type of customers (residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, other):

Billing categories and basis of billing (i.e. quarterly based on water usage included in annual property
tax, flat annual rate, etc.)

Breakdown of Billing Rate (i.e. NCSD#1, ECSD’s and BSA as applicable, wastewater collection O&M,
administration, depreciation, capital requirements, etc) for each customer type.

Annual revenue requirements:

Historical user rates and charges:

Projection of user rates and charges:

Billing collection rates / percentage:

Wastewater collection system budgets

Operations:

Maintenance (general and preventative):

Utilities (i.e. electric consumption at pump stations, etc.):

Emergency Repairs:

Contract Services:

Capital Budget / Implementation Schedule:

New Construction Inspection:

Billing and Administration:

Organizational Structure:
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Number of Staff and Responsibilities (administrative, maintenance, inspection, emergency repair,
operations, etc.):

Summary of Outstanding Bond(s) for Stormwater Collection System Infrastructure:

Issue date (s):

Original amount (s) :

Scope of Project Covered by Bond Issue and Status:

Terms and Conditions (rate, redemption date and premiums, etc):

Amount Outstanding (Principal and Interest) / Debt Service Payment Schedule:

Grant Funding Sources and Amounts:

Bonding Capacity, Limit of Total Indebtedness:

Availability of Stormwater Collection System Assessment Funds
Existing Assessment Funds / Reserve Funds / Capacity Fee Funds:

Uses of Funds:
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Current Balance of Applicable Funds:

Interest Earnings:

Unapplied cash and reserves:

Rate structure:

Stormwater Collection System billing
Number and Type of customers (residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, other):

Billing categories and basis of billing (i.e. quarterly based on water usage included in annual property
tax, flat annual rate, etc.)

Breakdown of Billing Rate (i.e. stormwater collection O&M, administration, depreciation,
capital requirements, etc) for each customer type.

Annual revenue requirements:

Historical user rates and charges:

Projection of user rates and charges:

Billing collection rates / percentage:

Stormwater collection system budgets

Operations:

Maintenance (general and preventative):

Utilities (i.e. electric consumption at pump stations, etc.):

Emergency Repairs:

Contract Services:
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Capital Budget / Implementation Schedule:

New Construction Inspection:

Billing and Administration:

Organizational Structure:

Number of Staff and Responsibilities (administrative, maintenance, inspection, emergency repair,
operations, etc.):
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Full street|
Keith replacem
responsible for ent-|Mechanic Shared Senices:
4 total (1 in W, S, ST, Roads Kellogg &|Street 2006- Mechanic|None 1/2 of Sullivan .
public 3 2 progress: and garbage Baxter Elm.|entire street Street|(confirmed) Road is under
Alden private) just| (entire Currently|replacement reconstructijand Village .
. manholes . . Avenue R . None-|None- agreement with
(V|||age FALSE FALSE 28074 442 28516 more 4 100 101 X FALSE getting|no infrastructure). a CIP|$730k (+/-) on including|wants to X X TRUE| TRUE FALSE| TRUE $18,431 100
under with into Ditch cleaning outfall request|storm portion stormwater|control confirmed confirmed Town of Alden as
of) . baffles $5,000+/- 1/2 of road is in
constructio newer| (Town does @ but no|$85k (+/-). system|developmen village and 1/2 of
n version Village request). results|Designed by replacement|t g. .
) road is in Town
Swap services from|TVGA
with Town a lot. Village
Board.
need
lets
5,000 per complete
vear none at| study of possibly
this time- . Village Holl
annual 2008 ditch . d d need 2-3
line item there are cleaning/pi drainage. Harbor retention
. things that| 9 p p Village does (senior|
20% backhoe,|in need e extension not have a housing) ponds
2- 1 public, 20% dumptruck,|budget, . to support 9 with new $5,000 for
1 private 100% street|each attention) 15 years ago- drainage master to be piping to materials, $25K
AngOIa (sprin ditches sweeper, 3 full]year he but no $fsunset bivd. associated drainage construct control total forvs;a es
(Village FALSE | FALSE 18100 200 38050 pring 22,000 20 48 FALSE | not yet|no veeper, Y t0]1500 +/- LF full = [study. ed by FALSE| FALSE | FALSE| FALSE $25000 100 ) ges,
2009 feet time laborers|spends complete|replacement of with Village rivate storms. vehicle
Of) constructio (20-30%) no|$5K on P - P Beachwood 9 P No $ maintenance &
. (ie:]road and storm downtown developer . X
n) other|materials Harbor . available materials
. flooded - area has no Village .
equipment/staff|for (within $5K . . & Jeffis
. areas, old X received $ to] improvem X
improve . annual line-|. trying to
pipes, ) improve the ents
ments to item budget) . get board
blocked area butno | required.
the . . to fund.
system ditches) $ put into
WS difficient
storm yet.
all
inform Have
ation is program
. 4 (all best use for| New storm
7.1 miles | X
. private no guess - reports & infrastructure
total pipe R
. Town no develop on Underhill
run with - .
154/ responsibil mappi ment but none Road (1+/- none known
Aurora U | i - -|miles) i - - -
FALSE |FALSE 7 7|miles on |1 @14 MO afn9/eat g0l 200 NiA| FaLsE [ MOt 1ts confirme | 11one -fmiles) in 2007 none -Jto be /A -INIA - FALSE| FALSE | FALSE| FALSE $70K 100
(TOWI‘] Of) 2 sides Town a full d confirmed|construction confirmed|needed at | confirmed|confirmed
and 4 +/- knowledge availab ability. season- Town this time
. of le - Bill Not for funding
miles on . K
1 side condition obtain SW (General fund)
: or function) ed info Manage $36K+/-
by ment
driving needs.
around
replaceme 5 man crew also
DPW -5 man ntl; spends time on
2 porion of e roughly maintenan iage tcites
Blasdell P $10,000 per $40,000 in ce of MH's ge fa
! No time on storm . and equipment,
(V|||age FALSE FALSE 211200 0 o] . 0 0 0 0] FALSE yes . none none|year as part of |replacement|none nonejland CB's FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 100 .
Ditches related activities X gen maintenance,
f CDBG grants of MHs and village
of) (TYP ) etc. Shared
. CBs wide - no .
maintenance workin services w/
related) . 9 Hamburg (code
inventory
enforcement)
ggg Note that the 5-yr
. CIP invioves
Buffalo No spacin separation of CS,
Sewer FALSE | FALSE 0 0 59400 :FS:Z‘?;’:’ none 0 2Stt(i’ma 100] 100 FALSE 12'900'08 FALSE| FALSE | FALSE| FALSE 0 that will ultimately
H ) after construction
Authority provided te CB's @ )
discharge to a CS
and outfall
MH's :




SW - Scope of

SW - Ext

o SW - Issue date / | project covered | SW-Terms and | SW - Amount S =t SW - Bonding Sl U SRS SW - Uses of S - G SW- Interest | S - Unapplied SW - Rate SW-Numberand|  SWBIING o\ Breakdown
Municipality L . L . Funding Sources : Total Funds / Reserve Balance of : cash and categories and L
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds : Earnings structure type of customers § L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds
2011 to go to bond
Alden (V| ”age included in storm sewer $486,000.00
Mechanic Street |portion of yearly principal
Of) reconstruction Mechanic Street  |3.8% currently in  |19,000 interest
total $505,000 approx. $160,000 |BAN 19,190. none unknown unknown none n/a 0 0 none none none none
Angola (Village
Of) none none
Aurora (Town
of) N/A $0
Blasdell
. none none
(Village of)
Buffalo Sewer
Authority
Ad Valorem @
Cambria 0.11/1000. Hgwy
none 41000 is 1.64 per 1000 |2666 parcels
(TOWI’] Of) plus sales tax
portion
1999 - 700k trunkline (60") Flat annual rate of
h k (Harlem Rd.), along Harlem Rd., 28791 parcels, $15.35 for
C ee towaga 2005 - 1.1m Andreson Road Fund Balance of 26332 residential S .
X See attached See attached N/A Emergency $250,000 residential parcels,|Unit charge
(Town Of) (Anderson Rd. & |drainage $250,000 + 2459 commercial rate
another project) - |improvement commercial .
] varies
15yr bonds project
400,000 +
CI additional monies |All O & M, some Drainage District
arence through permit misc pipe Town wide - based g
none funded thru county
(Town Of) fees and eng replacements and on frontage tax bill
budget for SWMP |upgrades
implementation
East Aurora
(Village of) NA
see scanned info - see scanned info -
ECSD #6 to much to list 500k per yr to much to list

here

here




SW - Ext

SW - Scope of . . -
o SW - Issue date / | project covered | SW-Terms and | SW - Amount S =t SW - Bonding Sl U SRS SW - Uses of S - G SW- Interest | S - Unapplied SW - Rate SW-Numberand|  SWBIING o\ Breakdown
Municipality L . L . Funding Sources : Total Funds / Reserve Balance of : cash and categories and L
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds : Earnings structure type of customers § L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds

Eden (Town
of)
Elma (Town of)
Erie County

None
Grand Island  fnone
Hamburg
(Town of)
Hamburg
(Village of)
Lackawanna

) ECSD #6
(City of)
Central Ave . only fees come
3 bonds - see See Scanned info
. Bridge, Siebert Rd . R L 4.47% of from commercial
Lan CaSter :j:;f:lligoﬁéfe Culvert, Steinfeldt See scanned info ;gillfve this is 158,066,839 none development
" |Rd Culvert SWPPP review

Lancaster
(V| I I ag e Of) N/A confirmed
Lewiston
(Town of)

$0 N/A
Niagara

None 0 0 0 none none

County




SW - Ext

SW - Scope of . . -
o SW - Issue date / | project covered | SW-Terms and | SW - Amount S =t SW - Bonding Sl U SRS SW - Uses of S - G SW- Interest | S - Unapplied SW - Rate SW-Numberand|  SWBIING o\ Breakdown
Municipality L . L . Funding Sources : Total Funds / Reserve Balance of : cash and categories and L
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds : Earnings structure type of customers § L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds
Niagara Falls B
No separate billing
Water Board
North
debt limit $150k Briarwood |N/A to recoup
Tonawanda $71,672,732 Estates capital
. 1996-2007 Storm see attached percent exhausted Subdivision for improvement over
(C|ty Of) $1,558,000.00 schedule $311,000 19.79% storm 10 years
Orchard Park
(Town of)
Pendleton
(TOWI’] Of) none N/A N/A
Tonawanda
i none
(City of)
rev for drainage
d see scanned doc - 2008: low runoff district are
TO nawanda appears all 0.000098 / sqft, collected through
] none none none none none : see ww -
(Town Of) projects are san high runoff tax rate and is
related 0.001968 / sqft broken down per
above info
each industry in
the industrial park
West Seneca pays asmallfee [ . _
$1,000 $1,000 for drainage, Jtaztil:jsjssttrrizs I:rk
(TOWn Of) otherwise there P
are no sw fees in
the town
2/15/06 and
Wheatfield 2/15/07 for construction of $95,8.56.annually
. for principal and
1,260,000 and surface drainage interest for both 1,677,900 65,318,037
(TOWI’] Of) 500,000 improvements bonds

respectively.

Williamsville
(Village of)

Youngstown -
(Village of)




SW -

SW - Annual . . SW - Historical L SW - Projection - SW - Billing SW - .
SW - Annual SW - Historical SW - Projection SW - Billing . . . Maintenance s SW - Emergency
L revenue user rates and of user rates and . collection rates / . SW - Operations Maintenance s SW - Utilities SW - Emergency i
Municipality revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / SW - Operations (general and SW - Utilities X Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
Alden (Village
of) included in
n/a n/a n/a n/a 7281 8650 O|maintenance $
Angola (Village
of) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aurora (Town
of) 0 0 0 0|see attached 0 0 0 0
Blasdell
) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Village of)
Buffalo Sewer
) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Authority
Cambria
41000 0 0 0 38000 3000 0 0
(Town of)
Cheektowaaga ) o modest annual Funded from
9 2009 Budget 650375 ?;gg“;’;“ogr'ﬂome 5increases are 0 100 iﬁ;sc(;rt'igils 143575 270000 o|maintenance line 0
(TOWn Of) PP expected budget
Clarence
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Town of)
EaSt AurOI’a $200 tap fee for
. connection plus
(VI ”age Of) Oftime and material. 0 0 0 0 19450 0 0
ECSD #6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




SW -

SW - Annual . . SW - Historical L SW - Projection - SW - Billing SW - .
SW - Annual SW - Historical SW - Projection SW - Billing . . . Maintenance s SW - Emergency
L revenue user rates and of user rates and . collection rates / . SW - Operations Maintenance s SW - Utilities SW - Emergency i
Municipality revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / SW - Operations (general and SW - Utilities X Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
See 'general’ form
stormwater
operations finacial
info - not accurate
It was good seing
Ed en (Town 0 you today. Here is 0 0 0
a copy of your
Of) report I'm sure
you'll have
questions so just
give me a yell
Gary 432-7423
Elma (Town of)
0 0 0 0 0
Erie County
0 0 0 0 0
;O;HTL::I%G}:JO;” Average of 30 for flooding - OT -
Grand Island 0 0 P 10000|days of 3 lab and 0 2 workers at 8 0
(wages and
: vac truck days.
equipment use)
Hamburg
0 0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Ham b u rg entire storm
. budget goes to
(V| I I ag e Of) maintenance - no emergency
0 0 O|Harley to provide 0 budget 0
Lackawanna
) 0 0 0 0 0
(City of)
Lancaster 0 0 0 0 0
Lancaster
(V| ”age Of) 0 O] see attached 0 0 0
Lewiston
(Town of)
for muckland
0 O|N/A 0 O] pump station 25000 0
Niagara
0 0 0 0 0

County




SW -

SW - Annual . . SW - Historical L SW - Projection - SW - Billing SW - .
SW - Annual SW - Historical SW - Projection SW - Billing . . . Maintenance s SW - Emergency
L revenue user rates and of user rates and . collection rates / . SW - Operations Maintenance s SW - Utilities SW - Emergency i
Municipality revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / SW - Operations (general and SW - Utilities X Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
Niagara Falls
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Board
North
Tonawanda
(City of) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Orchard Park
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Pendleton ditch cleaning,
culvrt installs,
(Town of) 0 0 0 0 o|streetsweeping 60000|N/A 0 0
Tonawanda
) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(City of)
same as 2008:
Tonawanda low runoff
526,601 526601 0]0.000098 / sqft, 0 0 139354 127500 0 21300
(TOWn Of) high runoff
0.001968 / sqft
estimated from
West Seneca  |engineering,
highway and 200000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Town Of) drainage budgets
Wheatfield Salaries of 2
iﬁsogf total storm 144048 0 0 o|people - Jim C 79048 0 0 0
(TOWI’] Of) 9 and equip operator
Williamsville
) 0 0 0 0 138004 0 0 0
(Village of)
Youngstown -
(VI Ilage Of) 0 0 0 ofwNyswc - 19000 0 0 0




. SW - SW - New -
L SW - Contract o 5 SEIEL: SW - Captial Sl = G . Implementation Sl Ne‘_” Construction SW - Billing and Sl _BI_”mg gnd S.W " SW - Number of
Municipality . Services (enter Budget (enter SW - Implementation Schedule Construction . - . Administration Organizational
Services Budget Schedule (enter § Inspection (enter| Administration Staff
number) number) Inspection (enter number) Structure
number) number)
Alden (Village
$5000 budgeted
Of) for Baxter Street
2500]outfall approx. $3000 attached
Angola (Village
of) 0 0 0 0
Aurora (Town
of) CRA and coalition 10000 0 0 0
Roughly $10,000 DPW budget
B I an el I per year spent on covers this area, |5 DPW personnel -
. MPI retainer for 10000|none none however, no no specific
(VI I ag e Of) work associated specific workforce |responsibility -
with stormwater dedicated to hard to track time
0]no budget 0]no budget O] Stormwater spent on storm
Buffalo Sewer
. 0 0 0 0
Authority
Cambria
0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Work performed
and funded under
the drainage
Supervision and  |district is for the
h k Pest control, oversight of most part
C ee towaga consulting 201000 0 personnel from 143575 townwide drainage|contracted.
(Town Of) services, private other departments district by Supervision of
contractors engineering contracted
department activities is
performed by one
principal engineer
asst.
Clarence
0
(TOWﬂ Of) Hgwy - O & M and
repair, Eng Dpt -
0 0 0 Admin
East Aurora
. CRA fee and
(VI I I ag € Of) coalition dues 7500 0 0 0
ECSD #6 0 0 0 0




SW -

SW - New

L SW - Contract o 5 SEIEL: SW - Captial Sl = G . Implementation Sl Ne‘_” Construction SW - Billing and Sl _BI_”mg gnd S.W " SW - Number of
Municipality . Services (enter Budget (enter SW - Implementation Schedule Construction . - . Administration Organizational
Services Budget Schedule (enter § Inspection (enter| Administration Staff
number) number) Inspection (enter number) Structure
number) number)
Eden (Town
0 0 0 0
of)
Elma (Town of)
0 0 0 0
Erie County
0 0 0 0
Covered under PIP
Grand Island 0 Ofree 0 0
Hamburg
0 0 0
(Town of) 0
Hamburg
(V| I I ag e Of) no contracted $25.00 ROW
services 0 Ofpermit 0 0
Lackawanna
) 0 0 0 0
(City of)
Lancaster 0 0 0 0
Lancaster
(Village of) 0 0 0 0
2 employees in
the drainage dept
would do
emergency repair
Lewiston and maintenance
projects. We are
(TOWn Of) still in the process
of setting up the
structure of
stormwater
complaince
0 0 0 O|personnel
Niagara
0 0 0 0

County




SW -

SW - New

L SW - Contract o 5 SEIEL: SW - Captial Sl = G . Implementation Sl Ne‘_” Construction SW - Billing and Sl .Bi.IIing gnd S.W " SW - Number of
Municipality Services Services (enter Budget Budget (enter SW - Implementation Schedule Schedule (enter Construction spesian (@nes|| Admimsiion Administration Organizational Staff
number) 9 number) S Inspection pnumber) (enter number) Structure
Niagara Falls
0 0 0 0
Water Board
North
Tonawanda
(City of) 0 0 0 0
Orchard Park
0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Pendleton
PIP Program?
(Town Of) structure repairs 10000 0|CRA? 0 0
Tonawanda .
(City of) 0 0 o
Tonawanda
4000 0|bldg dpt 0]71,047 0 see scanned doc
(Town of)
West Seneca
0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Wheatfield SMO, Hgwy Dpt
40000 0 0 0 employees, Town
(Town of) Eng.
Williamsville
. 0 0 0 0
(Village of)
Youngstown -
. EDR (Village
(Village of) Engineer) 10000 0 0 0|same 4 DPW staff




WW - Scope of

WW - Ext

. WW - Grant . WW - Limit of Assessment WW - Current WW - Unapplied WW - Billin
. . WW - Issue date /| project covered | WW - Terms and WW - Amount X WW - Bonding mi WW - Uses of ! WW - Interest PPl WW - Rate WW - Number and ) Hing WW - Breakdown
MU n|C|paI |ty _ . L . Funding Sources . Total Funds / Reserve Balance of . cash and categories and -
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds : Earnings structure type of customers . L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds
Alden (Village
none none
of)
Angola (Village [see ecsp for tis
info
of)
almost entire
Town is septic or
within a district.
Individual T: district )
dne\leoL;JJ;anents a:x:jczzrsalr?/ b Water- Townwide
AU rora (Town have private between 60 - 100 district w/ ECWA
. . ...~ |water. Residence
Of) systems within 5 residences/district gets quarterly
istricts there is a +/- - per -
distri h i /- $500-600 water bill
county sewer that household
feeds the
industrial area- no
tie ins allowed
B I an e” owned by Erie owned by Erie owned by Erie
H Coun Coun Coun
(Village of) v v v
1.80 per 1000
assessed value
) ., |Per QTR based on .
B u ffal (0] Sewer See Scanned See Scanned See Scanned See Scanned See Scanned 74,497 residential water usage, $11.00 per 1000
125,000,000 and 2300 CF+6.00 (res) and
Auth Ol’it Docs. Docs. Docs. Docs. Docs. commercial Annual based on 55.00 (Com) per
y assesed property . -
month connection
fee
. 381,160 is 2009 176 residential. 2 oi|40 per 10/90803 Water is 135 per
Cam brla (Town budget total, of ) residential, all props Wit SU- ey govver is 135
none R ! O&M Admin, CIP apt complexes 3 |0.60 per 1000 on .
Of) this 254,839.50 institutional sewered frontage both billed
goes to NCSD #1 props annually.
Annual property
Town tax, $258 user rate
- . for single family,
) Debt Limit ft C lidated
various sewer © fmittor Consultant oqso I a.e . $1.406486
h kt 1989 - 300k, 1995 rehab projects, cip |15 to 30 yr bonds - No grants for Town = engineer budget Emergency sanitary district - maintenance fee
C ee Owag a 170k, 1997 - 290Kk, |,.”. ; ! L 2.4million, see recent work,. Efc  |$232,800,000, 7% R repairs, offset - 19,032 residential,
lining projects, see amortization . line of $100,000. $185,000 $5 million .. |per thou/assess
(Town Of) 2001 - 700k, 2004 pump sta schedule attached schedule |bond & revolving  |of full value Fund balance of future budget 1224 commercial; val, $0.376043
750k elimination proiect fund financing assessment of Smillion increases Erie County SD det;t sérvice or
proJ 3.5billion No. 1 - 7265 res., P

439 comm.

thou/assess val.
Avg home =
383.00/yr




WW - Scope of

WW - Ext

. WW - Grant . WW - Limit of Assessment WW - Current WW - Unapplied WW - Billin
. . WW - Issue date /| project covered | WW - Terms and WW - Amount X WW - Bonding mi WW - Uses of ! WW - Interest PRl WW - Rate WW - Number and X 1fing WW - Breakdown
MU n|C|paI |ty . . L : Funding Sources . Total Funds / Reserve Balance of . cash and categories and -
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds . Earnings structure type of customers § L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds
Rate per assessed
value for debt
serive. EDU
charge for OM &
Treatment.
CI arence (Town 1989 (20-yr bonds) Treatment cont. w
$1,300,000 total
Of) (almost paid off) / Amherst,
Clarence has 4
dist. ECSD #5
collects all taxes,
EC provides all
Oo&M
EaSt AU rora has never done _—
. storm bonding EC Sewer District
(Village of)
ECSD #6 Reference ECSD
for all WW info
Ed en (Town Of) Not appicable
. LMSD
Lewiston Master 0.08/1000AV +  |-MSD-6
Sewer District All for sewer LMSD fund 0.49/1000 gal institutional, 0
CLMSIA- 2 bonds |construction LMSD- $1.078 .. _|to be used for . 9 industrial/commer |billed every 2
end 2014 and except for 1 bond LMSIA end 5/1/14 million total debt balance 1.2 million system upgrades water cial, 3400 months based on
p & 2021. South none@ this time |Unknown Unknown dollars, South fund 4 P9 consumption. g

Elma (Town of)

2021. Lewiston
South Sewer
District - 6 bonds
all end 2021

covering water
meter purchase
and installation

end 2021

service/ South
1.782 total debt

balance 0.1 million
dollars

and equipment
replacement

South2.23/1000AV
+0.49/1000 gal
water
consumption

residential. South-
3 institutional, 3
commercial, 600
residential

water
consumption

Erie County
DPW

Grand Island

SEE ECSD #3

Hamburg
(Town of)

Hamburg
(Village of)

Lackawanna
(City of)

See ECSD #4 for
WW info

Lancaster

Lancaster
(Village of)




WW - Scope of

WW - Ext

. WW - Grant . WW - Limit of Assessment WW - Current WW - Unapplied WW - Billin
. . WW - Issue date /| project covered | WW - Terms and WW - Amount X WW - Bonding mi WW - Uses of ! WW - Interest PPl WW - Rate WW - Number and ) Hing WW - Breakdown
MU n|C|paI |ty _ . L . Funding Sources . Total Funds / Reserve Balance of . cash and categories and -
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds : Earnings structure type of customers . L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds
0-6000
gal=$11.00, 6000-
12,000
gal=$16.00,
(+/-) 1/2 town on 12,000-22,000
septic. 2345 Total 9al=$1.50 per
. ) . 1,000 gallons,
S Grind 305,000. ter bills. 1260
Lewiston 1999 refunded ewer Grinder 1, 00 September | . water biis Quarterly, based  |22,000-32,000
$695.000 Pump Station 1 2018 Payments bi - N/A Residential sewer oh water usade al=$1.35 per
’ Improvement ’ early $35,000 bills, 74 9 gai=sl.35p
P yearly 1,000 gallons
Commercial sewer . 9 .
bills 32,000-42,000
: gal=%$1.20 per
1,000 gallons,
42,000 to 4 million
gal=$1.10 per
1,000 gallons
SIU's: Flow, TSS,
23 Significant Ind. |SOC, 10
. Users. 19000 Chemicals //
N|ag ara Cou nty 372per100ct | T and  |CSIRU'S: Flow 3.72 per 100 cf
Small users (with quarterly
min)
1985 - 600K, 1994
- 880K, 2000B -
2,015K, 2002A - " 7,424,099 total 2009 Budget is
1985 - 5% fixed
2,165K - see , . > ¢ Jamount, 705,000 2,243,385 to be
Ni Fall scanned docs - |/l completion jrate, 1994 - 6.4% (principle) and collected through
Iag ara Falls L of Townwide fixed rate, 2000B - 8
original amounts sanitary sewer 5.3511% rate 175,000 (interest) 65,318,037 ad volorum and
Water Board 1985 - 4,400K, installzion 2602A 3 032'% for total annual user fee
1994 - 2,100K, rate . payment of (1,545,979 ad val
200B - 880,000 plus 697,406 user)
3,014.447K,
2002A 3,150.207K
all customers
billed quarterly
based on water
. 5 -
North 2006-2008 various- see $71,672,732 ;tﬁfj?naccoums benge at o rlaotz fi’n(;fni”;!lg
. Clair Avenue, OId |attached N ! R g 9
TO nawan d a sanitary Falls Blvd indebtedness $728,000 none percent exhausted |none n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a residential, $4.50/1000 sewer fund
. $1,040,000 : 19.79% commercial, gallons of activities, see
C t f schedule . - .
( | y (0] industrial, etc. consumption plus |attached budget.
$12.00 base
charge. Part of
sewer fund
Orchard Park o
0 EC Sewer District 0 0
(Town of)
695 apts, 6
50% on water churches, 944 0.113911/1000
conosumption 50% commercial, 1 assessed value,
N 0 .
Pendleton hospital, 123 1.952077 per road
see scanned doc. |see scanned doc. |see scanned doc. |see scanned doc. 5.23% townwide none none none szatsas;sastzdo\;alue industrial, 21830 |frontage, 0.000533|na
(Town Of) res, 26 schools, |per sqft,
front and sq

footage

52 town, kenmore,
and city of
tonawanda

0.564261/1000
gals




WW - Scope of

WW - Ext

. WW - Grant . WW - Limit of Assessment WW - Current WW - Unapplied WW - Billin
. . WW - Issue date /| project covered | WW - Terms and WW - Amount X WW - Bonding mi WW - Uses of ! WW - Interest PPl WW - Rate WW - Number and ) Hing WW - Breakdown
MU n|C|paI |ty _ . L . Funding Sources . Total Funds / Reserve Balance of . cash and categories and -
Original Amount | by Bond issue Conditions Outstanding Capacity . Funds : Earnings structure type of customers . L of Billing Rate
- and Amounts Indebtedness Funds / Capacity Applicable Funds reserves basis of billing
Fee Funds
3.53 per 1000 gals
Tonawanda ~ |sbonds _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ for 2008 (min
associated with see file see file See file see file see file see file see file see file see file see file see file
(C|t Of) WW - see File charge of 28K
y gals)
1,150 total all customers pay
customers (2 quarterly based on |5.05 per 1000
TO nawan d a no permanent sanitary portion of $197,090.00 industrial, 2 water usage. gallons and $10
bond yet - 2011 Mechanic Street is iiﬁrc";’:’imly X;Eagrlilopirrl:;lzlsi none unknown unknown $28K :?nuei‘rm;izt ar:zdairs 28,000 unknown Keith to provide ;Zzl:ded in sewer institutional, 50 $5.05 per 1,000 fee per quarter.
(Town Of) $205,000.00 bonded 7 7'90 gency rep: commercial and |gallons + $10 per |Out of district
! remainder quarter for O&M users pay 2 times
residential) rate.
0.65 per 1000 gals
2.43 /1000
average 483.10 for for 1st 25K gals,
. assesed value
Applied 491,500 to (1.80 for sewer average res home. Qrtly on water 0.55 per 1000 over
WeSt Sen eca Reserve of 2008 budget, $273,545in . (5937 residential Y next 25K gals,
. $273,545 and 0.63 for usage and Annual
(Town Of) $553,045 actual use est is reserve County sewer and 300 prop tax 0.45 per 1000 over
279,800 commercial / next 50K gals and
CAP) Plus 167.20 |.
for county sewer indust.) 0.15 per 1000 gals
over 100K gals
Wheatfield
(Town of)
quarterly based
annual Epy?n;it; L\J/Siﬁgee LWPCC treatment
Williamsville assessment funds- $4.50 per 1,000 |776 customers all tax. ?5567 000 9€and disposal is
. none $196,000, capital gallons water same annual ! 87% of the annual
(Vl I I ag e Of) reserve funds- consumption classification Village sewer
6.2536/1000 Loos
$1400.00 rent
assessed
valuation
Youngstown -
ECSD

(Village of)




WW - Annual . . WW - Historical L WW - Projection L WW - Billing WW - .
WW - Annual WW - Historical WW - Projection WW - Billing . . . Maintenance s WW - Emergency
. . revenue user rates and of user rates and . collection rates / . WW - Operations Maintenance s WW - Utilities | WW - Emergency §
MU n|C|paI |ty revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / WW - Operations (general and WW - Utilities . Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
Alden (Village i
5 (Villag o o o G e o o o o
0]
Angola (Village
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
of)
Aurora (Town
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
of)
Blasdell i
) 0 0 0 g"(‘)’[l':gby Erie 0 0 0 0
(Village of)
Buffalo Sewer
) 0 0 0 9854,513,475 545134750 2853880 10720760 824571
Authority
Cambria (Town
0 0 0 0 70160 140862 0 0
of)
Cheektowaga Annual av
g. rate 3-5% per year
(Town Of) increase = 3% increase 0 100 6000000 0 340000 550000




WW -

WW - Annual L WW - Historical i WW - Projection i WW - Billin WW - Billing WW- Maintenance WW - Emergenc
. . revenue user rates and ) of user rates and . 9 collection rates / . WW - Operations Maintenance s WW - Utilities | WW - Emergency § gency
MU n|C|paI |ty revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / WW - Operations (general and WW - Utilities . Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
Clarence (Town
0 0 0 0 0 0
of)
East Aurora
. 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Village of)
ECSD #6 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eden (Town of) 0 0 0 0 0 0
LMSD 0.49/1000
LMSD 1.6 million, gal 0.08/1000AV, LMSD 20% / 80%
EI ma (Town Of) South 307,000 South 0.49/1000 South 40% / 60% 0 60000 65000 65000 10000
gal 2.23/1000AV
Erie County
0 0 0 0 0 0
Grand Island 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hamburg
0 0 0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Hamburg
) 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Village of)
Lackawanna
) 0 0 0 0 0 0
(City of)
Lancaster 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lancaster
0 0 0 0 0 0

(Village of)




WW - Annual . . WW - Historical L WW - Projection L WW - Billing WW - .WW-
WW - Annual WW - Historical WW - Projection WW - Billing . . . Maintenance s WW - Emergency
. . revenue user rates and of user rates and . collection rates / . WW - Operations Maintenance s WW - Utilities | WW - Emergency §
MU n|C|paI |ty revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / WW - Operations (general and WW - Utilities . Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
sewer rates 0-
12,000 $25.00
added to water $80,000 per year
i bill, residential $3,000.00 per year total sewer budget
ewision $324,071.00 total pery 9
300463|13,000 - 58,000 0 0 bud 'et i 324071|for 3 pump 3000|for year for parts 80000
(TOWn Of) $2.00 per 1,000, 9 stations manppower part of
commercial 13, total budget
000+ $2.00 per
1,000
Niagara County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Niagara Falls
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water Board
North
see attached See attached
0/ 0/
Tonawanda 4888354 o 0]100% 0]100% budget $514,519 514519 0 0 0
(City of)
Orchard Park
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Pendleton
6,616,637 6616637|na O|na O|na 648263 619682 458957 285000
(Town of)




WW - Annual . . WW - Historical L WW - Projection L WW - Billing WW - .
WW - Annual WW - Historical WW - Projection WW - Billing . . . Maintenance s WW - Emergency
. . revenue user rates and of user rates and . collection rates / . WW - Operations Maintenance s WW - Utilities | WW - Emergency §
MU n|C|paI |ty revenue . user rates and of user rates and collection rates / WW - Operations (general and WW - Utilities . Repairs (enter
. requirements charges (enter charges (enter percentage (enter number) (general and § (enter number) Repairs
requirements charges charges percentage : preventative) number)
(enter number) number) number) (enter number) preventative)
(enter number)
includes sewage
Tonawan d a ) o treatment, Town of
) i040892%“(;j§a s 1482000 see file v e/ o eeseper 0 Tonawanda - see 960000 272216 0 0
(Clty Of) e Y file for more
detailed info
Tonawanda was 4.85/1000
476,321 total 476321|was raised to none projected n/a 7858 22200 3800 3000
(Town of) 5.05/1000 in 2008
West Seneca i . i i
( N s iy o s e :
Town o ’
Wheatfield
(Town of)
Williamsville
. 0 0 0 10000 10000 6000 0
(Village of)
Youngstown -
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Village of)




WW -

. . WW - Contract WW_- CEIE: WW - Captial Y= GEpEL . Implementation WW= NE_W New Co.nstructlon WW - Billing and Ww -_B”“ng .and WW b WW - Number of
MU nicl pal |ty . Services (enter Budget (enter WW - Implementation Schedule Construction Inspection (enter L . Administration Organizational
Services Budget Schedule (enter § Administration Staff
number) number) Inspection number) (enter number) Structure
number)
Alden (Village
0 0
of) 0 0 0
5 DPW personnel
no specific
An g ola (V| Il ag e responsibilities Hard to track man
0 0 0 0 Ofother than hours specific to
Of) supervision ww
provided by
working crew chief
Aurora (Town
0 0
of)
0 0 0
Blasdell
. 0 0
(Village of) 0 0 0
WW Treatment -
Buffalo Sewer See Scanned 143, Industrial
. 5540555 Docs 0 0 496820 424680 Waste - 8, Eng
AuthOI’Ity Dpt - 11, Sewer
Maint. Dpt - 40
. 1 staff in water, 1
Cambria (Town . Loas . . . in sewer, work
Of) together when
needed
Sewer Maint.
Dept. -3
supervisors, 15
sewer
Ch eektowag a Sewer maintenance
BSA Treatment 3500000 0 0 0 1500000 Maintenance workers, 1 clerical.
(Town of) Dept., MPS Main PS (10 mgd

to BSA) - 2
supervisory, 11
pump ops, 1 part
time clerical




WW -

WW - Contract . WW - Captial . WW - New New Construction I WW - Billing and WW -
MU n | C | pal |ty WV;;:\:I?:;;act Services (enter WV;;J;::;“aI Budget (enter WW - Implementation Schedule S":E;T;m(a;rﬁ; Construgtion Inspection (enter Vx\gn;ii:!ﬁ;;r;d Administration Organizational WW= gtuar;ber o
number) number) S Inspection number) (enter number) Structure
Clarence (Town
0 0 0 0
of)
East Aurora .
(Village of) 0 0 0
ECSD #6 0 0 0 0
Eden (Town of) 0 0 0 0
3 full time, 4 part
time. Personnel
handle routine day
to day functions of
Elma (Town Of) 0 both sewer
districts. They are
also responsible
for inspections,
repairs and after
0 15000 6000]hours calls
Erie County . . . .
DPW
Grand Island 0 0 0 0
Hamburg
0 0 0 0
(Town of)
Hamburg .
(Village of) 0 0 0
Lackawanna
) 0 0 0 0
(City of)
Lancaster 0 0 0 0
Lancaster
0 0 0 0

(Village of)




Municipality

WW - Contract
Services

WW - Contract
Services (enter
number)

WW - Captial
Budget

WW - Captial
Budget (enter
number)

WW - Implementation Schedule

WW -
Implementation
Schedule (enter
number)

WW - New
Construction
Inspection

New Construction
Inspection (enter
number)

WW - Billing and
Administration

WW - Billing and
Administration
(enter number)

WW -
Organizational
Structure

WW - Number of
Staff

Lewiston
(Town of)

Keoster
Associates $1,000
per year

1000

$400.00 gravity
$925.00 pressure
sewer

400

(=]

5 full time
water/sewer dept
employees.
Maintain sewer
and water
syaytems, gravity
and pressure
sewer + 60 miles
of water main.
65% of 5 fulltime
employees is
sewer/water
maintenance

Niagara County

1 Super, 3 Crew
Leaders, 1
operating Eng, 2
MEOQ's, 5 Laborers

Niagara Falls
Water Board

North
Tonawanda
(City of)

(=]

Administrative
paid out of Public
Works Budget.
Sanitary Sewer -
see attached. 2
lift station
operators, 3
wastewater
maintenance
workers, 4
wastewater
maintenance
helpers.

Orchard Park
(Town of)

Pendleton
(Town of)

14250

bldg dpt

1090570

see scanned docs

same as listed on
general (18 total)




WW -

. . WW - Contract WW_- CEIE: WW - Captial Y= GEpEL . Implementation WW= NE_W New Co.nstructlon WW - Billing and Ww -_B”“ng .and WW b WW - Number of
MU n|C|paI |ty . Services (enter Budget (enter WW - Implementation Schedule Construction Inspection (enter L . Administration Organizational
Services Budget Schedule (enter § Administration Staff
number) number) Inspection number) (enter number) Structure
number)
Tonawanda
. 0 0 0 0 0
(City of)
normal operations-
Superintendant &
DPW Clerk,
administrator
senior water/ww
operator,
water/ww
d operator, MEO
Tonawan a 1500 0 0 53315 w/ww, responsible
for operation,
(Town Of) maintenance, and
inspections.
Emergency repairs
performed by
water/sewer crew
as well as
remaining DPW
staff
0
1 water / sewer
West Seneca i it
Inc: n 0| personnel benefits 121800 0 aud?tlng,. 203000 forman, 2 clerk 7 - see above
(TOWﬂ Of) maintenance engineering, etc. secretaries, 4
maint. Employees
Wheatfield
(Town of)
Williamsville . .
(Village of)
0 0 O|same 4 DPW staff
Youngstown -
0 0 0 0 0

(Village of)
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Pipe
and
dﬁ(;:tit approx 10% of
:135 Highway Budget
(.10 X 1038070)=
appear
103807+41000
to be 1 person (of 6) .
: 9156 LF none collected in
Cambria very on average ) -
FALSE | FALSE 11134 0 0 0 Ojopen 1 aceura 19 18 0] FALSE nofjno works on nonejnone known at|none FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 144807 10 90|drainage distric
(TOWI‘] Of) ditches te drainage issues this time fees. 8850 of the
(based g 41000 is allocated
on to SM in MS4.
Very little goes to
actual
CIpP
measu
rement
s)
Cheekto fvz;"r‘ Not yet
waga TRUE TRUE 485438 73945 29004 28333 616720 7 Pump 1536 4153 FALSE being|No FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 100]stuff
(TOWI‘] Of) Station utilized
Town does
not own or
maintain
Eonds, Eng 'E)'pt -3 Miles Miles Road Ditching / iBSOOtOO(z Town Wide
Clarence owevera 5CDS emp, Hgwy Road |Ies oa _I ching 0 mitigate Drainage District -
FALSE | FALSE 300000 70000 25000 5000] 400000 number 55 1250 1250 .| FALSE Yes|no 3emp, Street|none X Bridge - Maintenanc|na na|Poplar FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 400,000 100
(TOWI‘] Of) units Bridge - $400,000 annual
was Sweeper and $600,000 e Court
. $600,000 . revenue
provided Vac Truck Flooding
(37 wet
and 18 dry
ponds)
East|
Filmore
Same as
Town- Avenue
Matt reconstru
ction
Hoeh
(Village Griggs 1 570492&
DPW ) Place §
NYS DOT Main . reconstru
East Super) Street reconstructi ction of
gets info . on 05/06,
Aurora 50 miles and Bill to Provide -|Confirme |Confirmed reconstruction Warren road,
. FALSE TRUE X 0 600 600 FALSE No 08/10 storm . N/A bridge FALSE| TRUE FALSE| FALSE $26,950 100 0
(V|||age of pipe keeps Same as Town|d none N/A Drive 03/04
replacement and
of) records, part DOT Bonded - incidental
Bill roiect Bill to get storm
(Enginee proJ more info (box
r)is SW from Matt
manager culvert).
a?nd Village
keeper looking
of info for grants
or federal
funding
3
um . .
no info on Statign no info specific see scanned see
ECSD #6 | FALSE | FALSE 0 0 0 0| 264000 ine size s o 1528 1528 0| FALSE yes|no to storm|none none| e scanned|na na|na FALSE| FALSE | FALSE| FALSE 100 0
Pip o'pen provided table
ditches
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Numb
er of
catch
basins oil-water The allocation to
and separators storm includes 2K
306573 manho for for SMO, 10K for
feet of le not est Municipal storm
; | . . )
open provide PT Stormwater igztusf Associated with ongoing - bldgs, "contractual”
d ditch. d- management R ._|roadway based on ($150,000 Employee salary
Eden . ) - maintena none in . none 312000 -
FALSE | FALSE 0 526205|Info not 4|estima 877 877 0] FALSE yes|no officer with help nce and lace maintenance / roadway| lanned ) and FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE see notes 40 60]of 140K and an
(TOWI‘] Of) broken te from the WNY/| uparades P repair / paving P upgrade additional 160K for
down into closed SC 7pg upgrades schedule select "contractual" this
size system - rdw needs to be
4 $300,000 v .
catergory has culverts refined to better
junctio ($500,000 rep efforts spec. to
n every ) storm.
300
feet =
1754
Individual
subdivisi
ons have
utility
Jim no prog'r_::rsl districts
. R that pa
estimates catchb but not in for agyy
: 41 miles asins use . any new
. repairs.
of road on currently| No equipment or To?/vn developm most of
with 1/2 countr and not| maintenance . ent would infrastructure
coordinat
piped on y planned used. Very . require improvements
- es repair -
Elma both roads, to be minimal & district See Existing developer| were paid for by
(T f) FALSE | FALSE 200000 200000(sides, 10 O|subdivi 0 300 FALSE used.|No requirements. pays N/A CIP info N/AIN/A to do FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE None 33 67]frontage owners &
m||e§ |.n. sion . Since .No 175 improvem installed by Town
subdivisio roads impleme streetsweeping, individual ents. over last 50 years.
n§ and 30 have nted - no sump cleaning, stormwat Nothing There is no town
miles cb @ new leaf pick up, etc. er proposed tax.
along every construct - or known
counti 150 LF ion or| districts
roadsry (+-) inspectio within
P n Town
only 2
districts
are
active.
estima Cayuga
te of Drive, no allocations to
manho total Como stormwater yet,
les project Drive, need a dedicated
rough from Have it cost total source of funding
estimate en i . . rojec or their
i timats length $15.6 project for th
Erie from of 1 pump but No dedicated million estimate compliance
station at haven't| staff, but 130 . o
Count FALSE FALSE 0 8025600]length of Ofroaway| 27000 FALSE No X (detailed of $3 FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 0 Ol efforts. Limited
y
. Kenmore started people assigned .
DPW county with o . breakout million, stable of
; Ave. using it to maintenance|. ) - ] .
road in storms ot in project| detailed equipment in
MS4 area ewer Y folder); break out| house, often need
(300 $300,000] in project others to help
per other folder (contractors or
manho replacem ECSD)
le) ents
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n/a-
Rough
ogg Excel handled
Estimate Percent
o Spreadsh by .
Grand 70% of et o gradeall, street developer Expenditure

FALSE | FALSE 0 0 0 0] 211200|Road is 20 600 600 0] FALSE track CB sweeper, vac-|none none|none none|none of n/a TRUE| TRUE TRUE| TRUE 45000 0 Ofchanges yearly

Island piped. maintena truck, dumptruck rope depending on
No size nce (hlZ) e?fuﬁy project priority.
info given P 3;

2
storm .
Bridge and .
Also Statign portion of| proposing|replacements - drainage
have s 107 Highway and to conduct|future needs vf/]a
60,100 t(;tal no - Engineering|approxim almay be maintenanz general
Hamburg feet of however Dpts (36 person|ate townwide|developed from needs -
FALSE FALSE | . 441800 34800 12200 6600] 555500 7|outfalls 926 926 8| FALSE no X . W FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 400000 90 10
(TOWI‘] Of) pipe Calc they staff). Sewer|$400,000| drainage|townwide replacement increase
less :#CB have it. Jet, gradall,|per year study|study. 1.1 P of box capacity.
than and backhoes, (master|million was culvert over
12" dia MH's trucks, etc. plan)|spent installing Blasdell
usin storm in Mt. Creek
300,9 Vernon area.
length
90% of Stormwater
16.5 o
. . budget is line item
miles of 09 Milford & ) . d .
X . Village is of storm materials.

Hamburg roads Yes- Linora pipe maxxed out $ for manpower

(Village FALSE | TRUE 0 1500 0 of  74000|"ith PiPE 1 53a| 81| 1pump|FaLse | out! Harley to provide crossing repair- with None - FALSE| FALSE | FALSE| FALSE 100 o|equip,
on one mapping info pipe only. confirmed .

Of) side @ use only Village general developmen maintenance &
200" funds t training- DPW
between budget - Harley to
manhole Provide

Street Sweeper
Lackawa ECSD #6 4-6 people (total
. owns and of 18 months ECSD #6 OT"’”S
nna (Clty FALSE FALSE 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 FALSE yes|no FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 0 OJand maintains
maintains per year) to run2 storm
Of) sewers sweepers two
shifts per day
Pipe any need
Length, Seasonal (7 for,
CBs and months per|covers stormwat|
MHs est 38 - ear) 8 full time|maintena er
by length miles beginnin w{)rke)rs 2 street|nce - no 2BC infrastruct|
Lancaste Y leng gto § replaced at|no storm none at Entire town is an
FALSE FALSE 549120 0 0 0 549120]of Town |97+ 97|of 685 685 FALSE | . no sweepers, 1{number none|none ure will . FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 168004 100 0

r Roads open impleme mini ex. 1 BH, 1|provided a total of|master plan be the time MS4
No ditch nt gradall, dump|CIP as 800K addresse
delineatio trucks as|needed. d with
non size needed developm
provided ent

1992 Milton
Drive Drainage
Project -joint
with Town of
no Lancaster,
stormwat desian do'ne in All Village does
Lancaste er map, N/a - N/a housge to n/a -|n/a n/a-|n/a are millfovertay
r (Village TRUE FALSE 113255 10960 2620 10000 135835|info 2 0 150 1101 0] FALSE yes|no attached|confirme . . . . . FALSE| TRUE TRUE| FALSE attached 100 0}jobs - no more full
f scaled d confirmed|correct confirmed|confirmed confirmed|confirmed street/storm
o - -
) fairly drainage replacements
problems-Town
accurate doesn't do
drainage
projects at all
anymore.
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Riverwalk
part time subdivsion
stormwater in the process has
manager <19 . of a $90,000 . caused a
no $in . conversion
they hours(no one culvert project N need for
X 2009 . of 28’
have assigned), on Lower River . some
. budget to X sanitary
received contracted|. Road. Trying to upgrades
1 . .. |impleme sewer to . R
um the engineering firm nt stop bank ravity storm in the the Town is still in
P .p program reviews plans for| erosion. 3/12 gravity northwest the process of
station-| stormwat sewer use ;
Lewiston 251 a and have the Town, 2 er plan none Town sued by to convey|n/a end of setting up a
FALSE | FALSE 247104 90605 24710 49421 411840 public, 24 25 1000 FALSE been|no personnel from private owner . y Town. FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 100 0|system and
(TOWI‘] Of) . muckl . . . lasa budgeted storm water|confirmed
private) trained highway in Town Board Many personnel for
and R . separate . . flows from .
um on it but drainage (2@40 line item directed project Creek Road areas in stormwater
P .p have not| hrs.) & $ came from Town compliance.
station . may be to the Lower,
started Streetsweeping-|. general fund. . need
oo L —|in . Niagara R
using it joint 3 way with|, . $18, 000 repair . drainage
highway River (1.75 X
yet| other Towns. budget to Muckland miles) improvem
Equipment- 9 Pump Station in ents but
backhoe,truck, 2008-2009. we don’t
bulldozer. have the
funding.
. Use
Estimate suspend
d Data - P
ed after None
total Of findin No rovided -
202,000 .g . . P L Obviously missing
errors in Portion of|specific | explainati .
LF - . R info on labor,
H software {No - Highway|CIP - inc. on that . Response - | none they|none they
Nlagara actual X X No info none master plan, and
TRUE FALSE 190080 10560 5280 0] 202000 0 350 350 2| FALSE County|Paper Services - nofin they only X . not handled |are aware|are aware TRUE| FALSE FALSE| TRUE unknown 10 90
Count lenghts , - provided specifically $$$ allocated to
y . has rec'd|system exact figures|general work by county of|of
by size X s stormwater due to
ma no provided|PW within lack of trackin
y. response budget their MS4 9
require
L to area
modificati .
complain
on
ts
Currently Sewer
. . Some
impleme maintenance
. ) Purchase of| Storm -
Ni Program|nting a supervisor, Proposed - vac-tron for Sewer 12 positions
lagara installed {GBA sewer cleaning meeting . budgeted with
Falls 211200 - awaiting| CMMS and repair crews SPDES by all sewer none onfrepairs sewer codes (4
FALSE FALSE 126720 42240 31680 10560 about 40 0 650 1500 2| FALSE X . cleaning (3|none public|anticipate FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 237000 0 .
Water . update|package shared by implementation storm 8 san) with
miles . B . " " tot). Install property|d under 18
installati| purchase | sanitary / storm. of "Treatment' R cross-over as
Board X sewer spoil year 550 X
on|/ Incs Vacs, devices dving area abatement required
installatio | Backhoe, Dump ying
- program
n truck, air comp.
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$210,000
Marcia
Drive & $1,000,00
Sweeney
. 0 storm
Marion. improvem
No- 1st $150, Tremont- pents o
disk 3 maintenance 000 $11,000,000 $500,000 support|
13 of 1(22 didn't workers < 15% ;v;/:g‘;ey $1,000,00 tsot:In; gg million (roa:ejvldr ?j(i'giz:loo residentia no separate
North MGD work @ time, 3 0 200K|: P . . | budgeting for
cb go Sewer City wastewater, sep per year installation of project), |number for developm stormwater
Tonawan i in-102" j
X TRUE | TRUE 170000 68000 51000 51000 340000 4 (2 public toa o| 3560| Treatment| FALSE | (training|No maintenance|SPMWat T gy 5|MWin-102"10 Sweeney|real projects ent FALSE| FALSE | FALSE| FALSE 100 o|activities versus
da (Clty 2 private) combi er and River (no one $400,000- thisis a .
Plant for worked helpers, 1 R years all| .~ B N (Woodstr combined sewers
ned . sanitary ties into yet, ($270K in|projection
Of) combined ok) sweeper| bonded/gr . eam, and separate
sewer - $50,000 needs another |sotrm), Main|based on R
sewers waiting operator @ 60%|, . . ants - Creekwoo sanitary sewers
for 2nd time (district 8 million to be $300,000| master plan) ds
disk fee) . useful) ($10, 000 for Prohaska
special storm)
assesme Farms,
ntto Walck
. Road
rebuild )
road with
storm
e Equipment
No specifics quip .
] Resources include
provided -|See See
. Sewer Jet /Flusher
equipment and)Scanned | Scanned See Scanned Truck and a street
Orchard labor provided|"Problem| "Problem],,
12 CDS Problem Area sweeper. Town
Park FALSE FALSE 0 0 0] 857261 2260 2260 .| FALSE yes|no by sewer, water|Area Area X " FALSE| FALSE FALSE| FALSE 100 per.
Units and highwayl Detail & Detail & Detail & Status' adopted MS4 over
(Town of) gnway M “|sheets whole town (code)
staff and| Status Status' )
equipment|sheets sheets though only 1/2 is
quip officially MS4 in
resources

states eyes




Municipality

Conclusions, recommendations and capital cost
estimates

Storm Water Infrastructure Mapping

Pipe length by LF - 12" to 24"

Pipe length by LF - 12" to 24" (enter size)

Pipe length by LF - 24" to 36"

Pipe length by LF - 24" to 36" (enter size)

Pipe length by LF - 36" to 48"

Pipe length by LF - 36" to 48" (enter size)

Pipe length by LF - 48"

Pipe length by LF - 48" (enter size)

Total length of Pipe (size)

Total Length of Pipe (extra info)

Number of Retention / Detension Ponds including
underground syst

Number of Retention / Detension Ponds (enter

number)

Other Information

Number of Manholes

Number of Catch Basins

Number of other Stormwater treatment facilities

Maintenance records

Using SMP provided by NYSC?

Do you use another CMMS?

Staff, equipment and other resources

Existing CIP for storm water system (or
reasonable estimate)

Proposed CIP (5-Year) for sotmr water / drainage /
flooding

Historic and proposed major repair and
replacement

Major capital improvements in past 5 years for
storm water

Additional / anticipated capacity requirements
from master plan

Other Planned development

Other known improvement requirements

Organizational Structure

Staff (position) responsibilities

Contracted services

Shared Services

Allocation to storm water system

% within MS4 regulated boundry

% outside MS4 regulated boundry

Additional Notes or comments

Pendleto
n (Town
of)

FALSE

FALSE

172270

11241

2430

500

186441

~

130,00
0 feet
open
road
ditch,
400,00
0 feet
off
road
ditch
open -
info
measu
red
and
docum
ents
(fairly
accura
te).
Mainta
in 60
miles
of road
ditch &
culvert
pipe,
ditch
clean
4
miles
of
ditch
per
year.
Sweep
all
subdivi
sions
&
clean
catch
basins
as
neede
d

65

219

FALSE

no

14 full time
employees & 2
seasonal
employees. 2
employees work
about 25 hours a
week on
stormwater -
equipment on
separate sheet.

$145,000

same as
above

N/A will repair
or replace when
needed,
cleaning of road
& off road
ditches when
needed.

same as
above and

try to
maintain 5
to 10 miles
of ditch per|

year

N/A none
known at
this time

possible
4 new
subdivisio
ns, Town
will make
developer|
improve
drainage

N/A

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

TRUE

$145,000

100

Tonawan
da (City
of)

FALSE

FALSE

98884

22180

12220

1038

136854

based on
spreadsh
eets

1 detention
pond

estima
ted
cb/mh
using
300'
spacin
9

228

228

FALSE

2 jet/ vac trucks,
1 group lead, 1
lab

125000 /
year
(primarili
y covers
salaries
and
equipme
nt)

possibly
some
requireme
nt for
Spaulding
Fibre Site

FALSE

FALSE

FALSE

FALSE

125000
per yr|

100

Tonawan
da (Town
of)

FALSE

FALSE

601920

454080

300960

253440

1504800

14

2500

2500

FALSE

GBA
Master
Series to
handle all
storm
sewer
maintena
nce

20% of 3 crew
chiefs, 9
Maintenance
Workers, 4
Laborers, 1
Mechanic Lead,
mechanic. 3
combo mach, 1
flush truck, 3
winches, 1
O'Brien, 2 TV
trucks

approx
100,000

3 million
for|
Desmond
/ Dupont|
2009
project
and 100K
per year

hist - 2008 2-
Miles Creek
improvments @
1.2 million
dollars
(bonded)

see above

none

none

none

FALSE

FALSE

FALSE

FALSE

337901

100

budget represents
2008 #. Drainage
district O&M by
0|W&S division who
is also responsible
for Water and San
systems
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Nine General Questions about a Stormwater Utility District in Erie and Niagara
County

Nook wbhPRE
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What are the stormwater management goals of yamanunity?

Would you support a stormwater utility district (BVin Erie and Niagara County?
What could hamper the creation of a SUD in Erie diajara County (i.e. potential
roadblocks)?

Why might you want to participate in an SUD?

What level of centralization would you be comfoteatyith?

For example, what do you think about centralizedienship of staff and equipment?
What aspects of stormwater management would yeudi®UD to complete for your
community?

What aspects of stormwater management would you N@Tan SUD to complete
for your community?

How do you feel about the idea of a stormwateitutiee versus and an increase in
taxes?

Community Responsesto the Nine General Questions:

A. City of Lackawanna — Steven Bremer, Code Enforcer®éincer

1. No large scale goals. No open ditches or ponds k8sGreek was
recently dredged and outfalls to the creek areneléannually by prison
workforce. Develop SWPPPs for construction projétés are over an
acre. Will eventually need to deal with 400 acted tvill come under city
control. Would like to do stream rip rap updateghie future.
Yes
Nothing
Would like to lighten stormwater related workload
Would be comfortable with as much centralizatiopassible
DPW does street sweeping, 2 street sweepers, $e¢ofie — 8 months/yr
on 2 shifts per day. Also use free prison workfdicenaintain creeks, cut
brush & remove debris, 2 to 3 months per year.
7. Manage all aspects including street sweeping ambmtasks related to
stormwater.
Nothing
Already collecting a fee through the county — waottldvant any increases
to be passed along to residents.

ouhwN
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Other Comments: The SUD is a good idea for the @fityackawanna, no
plans to ever take storm sewers back. City of Laekana is very open to a
robust SUD — one that could manage all aspect®ohsvater related
activities from street sweeping to large scalerstsewer improvements.
ECSD #6 already owns the storm sewers & city haglaas to take them
back. ECSD #6 collects a storm sewer fee from u3érs City would not



want any additional fees to be passed along tdeass, just reallocate the
fees currently being assessed by ECSD #6.

B. City of Tonawanda — Jason LaMonaco, City Engineer

1.

©

Maintenance of an aging system. City Center wagldged in 1800s (20
to 30% of area) and the rest was built in the 1845)s. Completely built
out, nothing new recently. Redevelopment at walantpveterans facility,
Spaulding site (47 acres to be redeveloped intu ligdustrial,
commercial).

Supportive of the idea — would be interested imgpdillly invested in the
SUD

Nothing

Could switch manpower focus from storm sewer totagnsewer tasks
already assigned to the City.

Full ownership type of centralization, ownershipsefvers and
management of sw related tasks

DPW invests a lot of time on this, would be coneerabout union jobs —
could be a problem if jobs appeared to be cut. €allibcate that job
position to maintaining sanitary sewers.

Total ownership. Street sweeping. Buy in & paritipn with existing
Phase 2 program.

Nothing

No funding source currently. Fees preferred asthes a lot of non-
taxable properties in the City. In the city theg axempt from taxation,
but not from fees.

Other Comments: Very supportive of a centralized3nd would be
interested in relinquishing ownership of the olorstwater system. There is
some concern regarding the potential loss of ubBRV folks who are
focused on stormwater related O&M like street sviregp

C. Village of Blasdell — Mike Wymer

1.
2.
3.

ok

N

Compliance with NYSDEC regulations, steady upgrdadesfrastructure.
Concerned about startup costs, possibly if it ian'entirely new agency.
Same fees for each community wouldn’t make sengéidal fighting,
unequal sharing of services. Bigger communitiesld/pay more — not
same price as smaller areas.

Lower costs to residents

Would be comfortable with handing over ownershigtofrm sewers to
the county.

County’s responsibility, not setup as a specidridts
Funding assistance, purchasing power, technicatasse &
maintenance.

Want to have a say in what is done, want inputamrdrol over which

projects in their community will be implemented.
Impartial — paid one way or the other.



Other Comments: Pro SUD, but are concerned abaxitugi costs that would
be associated with formation. Doesn’t want anoliger of government and
thinks that a “county-run” district would make maense. Are concerned
about proportionality of funding — would larger caomnities pay more? Mike
thinks they should.

D. Erie County Sewer District #6 — Matt Salah and Netdernycznyj
Other Comments: No answers to the 9 questiongheytdid have some
general comments. Pro SUD, think that this is adgdea for both the City of
Lackawanna and ECSD #6. Storm sewers are alreadgadiy ECSD #6 in
Lackawanna, and ECSD #6 is comfortable with paréitthg in an SUD.
Right now, ECSD #6 does not have jurisdiction isgdaxes for stormwater,
but if ownership of the sewers were turned oveh&SUD, then there would
be no need for fees to be collected by ECSD #6.

E. Village of Williamsville — Marc Shuttleworth, Diréar of Public Works

1. Already built up and no stormwater problems to &pEfaSpend their time
on street sweeping, cleaning outfalls, mainten&opepair of sewers &
manholes.

2. Need more information to make a decision, but righw don’t think it is
necessary. Just an extra layer of government ayddirrently have no
fees for stormwater. Don't see the need for dagety operations.

3. No. Concerned about the fees that would be assessed

4. Need to demonstrate benefits to the community. Kgm@pproval process
for projects, clean water, getting grants (undewditeg bigger picture,
examples of salt mgmt & clean water), and idea®¥@rall stormwater
management — material generated from street swgepin

5. Village would want to maintain ownership of theysgeem. Financially,
they can handle their system (system is in googeshallage is on rock
and can drain easily) and doesn’t see the valtigrning over ownership
to the residents. Dealing with larger regional essis preferred to full
ownership for the SUD.

6. Equipment is multi-tasking and used for other sasi Street sweepers
are used year round. Would consider shared senboésieeds to be
shown the benefits.

See answer to #5.

See answer to #4.

No new fees or taxes. But, not completely agaiess just need to show
benefits. There are some legitimate fees like agraknt w/ addition of
inspection fees for infrastructure.

© o~

Other Comments: Village is small (less than 1 sitg)nand doesn’t have an
interest in formation of an SUD that would managg th day operations such
as street sweeping. Is interested in an SUD thatdwvocus on
implementation of big regional projects and bringgrant money. Would not



want to turn over ownership of equipment, personoretewers over to the
county or the SUD. Doesn’t want to add anotherdayegov’t that would just
make getting things done take even longer. No reas!f

F. Town of Lancaster

1. To properly operate and maintain the stormwatetegysn an economical

manner and in compliance with the NYS mandatedrsi@ter permit
program.

2. Yes, ifitis implemented in a way that providesesmonomical approach to

address the needs of the community.

3. Loss of local control of planning and policy deorss.

4. We can envision that there are certain tasks tlagtnequire specialized
equipment or staff and that make it more practecel economical for
sharing in some capacity. Furthermore, as a cérgchtaff, the
possibility of financial assistance from the stateel may increase.

See below answer

Centralized ownership for staff and equipment &sks such as vac truck

work or illicit discharge identification and trackj could be very cost

effective.

7. Specialized activities that require specializedigaent that would only
be utilized by the Town on an occasional basis.

8. The Town would want to retain control of settindigies, planning and
review of new development within the Town includstgrmwater
aspects. Furthermore, any implementation of stort@wamprovements
within the Town would require direct Town involventgeven if some
funding for improvements might be made availabbenfran SUD.

9. Open to the concept of fees or taxes.

oo

G. Town of Grand Island — John Whitney
1. Just meet the mandates as the program is unfundie Istate or federal
government. Do what they can within their budgeamnibgate flooding,
not a lot of concern about water quality other thegeting the Phase 2
requirements.
Yes, to what extent is a question.
Roadblock — amount of taxation
Better knowledge base, joint lobbying efforts foamts, etc.
Centralization of off-road maintenance of creekshds/ponds would be
helpful; Town can handle catch basins, manholes pgmes along the
roads.
See #5, ok for the off-road side of things
7. Off-Road maintenance, water quality testing for B@raining/public
participation, pollution prevention/good housekegpireview of
SWPPPs, plans, and follow up inspections. Basicallgrything but
roadside systems. Highway department already b#fsesfuipment for
this and they need something to do when it isroigng.
8. See #7

abrwn
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9.

Does a vacant property or a subdivision without ésmget a benefit of not
paying because they don’t have any impervious aiteer than the road?

H. Town of Amherst — Jeff Angiel

1.
2.
3.

©

No ok

Permit Compliance, Flood Control and nuisance fiogd

Depends on the level of authority

Political issues, taking over too much control. Bléw be careful about
shipping money to other communities from the resisi@f Amherst.
See #7

Outfall inspection, education, public outreach

No

Watershed approach to drainage and flooding coscptanning
strategies to look at all areas along Tonawandal(Offer example)
Tough to send our money to other areas

Everything in Amherst is a tax; really don’t usegen the Town. Keeps
things consolidated.

I.  Town of Cheektowaga - Bill Pugh, Town Engineer

1.

how
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Provide better stormwater management (no deteirtitre past) as
properties redevelop, add storm sewers to oldghberhoods without
sewers, more quantity control than quality.

To a limited degree: agree 110% with the coaliasrthe Towns would
be lost without it. Concern with a bigger distdcsend majority of money
to “Albany” and get crumbs back. Also, concernsrd8ASB 34
requirements. Concerned about response timeseri is a blockage,
Town can respond quickly; larger district may takere time. Don’t want
to fund other peoples issues.

See #2, also union contracts could be a big issue

Coalition activities have been beneficial, but engliag that is hard to
justify relative to infrastructure.

Coalition level, but not beyond.

See previous answers

See previous answers

See previous answers

Another level of government would not be acceptgthle public.

J. Town of Tonawanda — Mike Kaiser and David Decker

© N O
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Compliance with the regulations

Yes

Initial startup costs, lack of education on an Sl#gjstics

The ability to repair problems that go without remhue to a lack of
resources. SUD should be used to fund major regeetp with
prioritization

Would not want an SUD to take over control of thigastructure

Small targeted options might be ok, but would reftdr this in general.
Repairs, permit assistance, help with grants

Construction, Maintenance



9.

In their experience, fees can be accepted. Thegdhd®$5.00 surcharge to
bills for water system repair with little resistanc

K. Town of Cambria —

1.

© 00N

Control construction runoff impacts from erosiamstalling rip-rap for
erosion control (especially along the escarpmeami, keeping drainage
ways open to prevent flooding.

Yes, something between the extremes that maybedvgpalv over time,
cost to taxpayers is a major concern.

Higher taxes and fees, significant reservatiornsiofing over control of
all drainage facilities to the district.

If it is cost effective for the Town — has beentcaf$ective so far for the
coalition. To enable regional projects to get ding not by raising taxes
or fees).

Hard to define: Comfortable with coalition funct&gmot comfortable with
turning over all assets.

Not in favor

Regional flooding problems, training, public edu@aj getting grants
See other answers

A fee is still a tax, not in favor if there woul@ lan additional fee on top
of what the Town is already collecting. Concerneth\wsing control of
taxes.

L. Niagara Falls Water Board — Rick Roll

1.

2.

B
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Maintain service within a compliant stormwater piaog, focus on MCMs
that apply to the Niagara Falls Water Board asratraditional MS4.

No. Do support participation in the coalition goifegward. Not willing to
relinquish any control; certainly not control ofyacharges to city
taxpayers.

Concerned over actual or perceived increases 81 Eegen breaking out
sewer and storm as separate fees would raise concer

No regional concerns from stormwater impact the. étl creeks are
under the City’s responsibilities.

No response

No response

No response

No response

No response

M. Town of Eden — Ron Maggs

1.
2.

Just the SPDES requirements over the MS4 area

Hard to tell unless it is laid out. Concerned abmubership & also job
loss. Tracking of cleaning/maintenance would bgfgl Also concerned
about drainage systems that no one owns — theynhideen maintained
in a long time. Need help and coordination witimgethat people have
trouble meeting with the regulations. No need tweate the wheel, just



help where help is needed. Also interested in sgaof specialized
equipment; for example, maybe a hydro-seeder “diri-ca
3. Want to keep ownership of their assets. Shouldynta hide the costs in
taxes, make it transparent with a fee. If SUD @shelpful, it may be hard
to accept.
IDDE Help! Help to comply with requirements if thest is reasonable.
As much as is required — specifically tracking apdcialty equipment
See question #5
Specialized help — tracking and specialty servibieghing general, i.e.
what you can easily comply with today. “Above aneyBnd” what they
can easily complete.
Do not want SUD ownership of assets
Prefer utility fee, rather have it in the open @ast of hidden in taxes.

No ok

©

N. Town of Clarence — Joe Latona and Tim Lavocat

1. Reduce flooding; stormwater quantity control; steater quality — only
doing what they are mandated to do.

2. Support the formation of a technical subcommittedevelop
reasonable/practical solutions. Concerned thaBthp is an idea to keep
the coalition working on an expanded basis. Howedvave fully
supported coalition activities to date and thin&ythhave been a benefit to
the region, mainly due to the staff involved. Nofavor of coalition
activities increasing and may be time to reducetwbalition is doing.
For example: Not in favor of paying staff to man&ygfalo State students
to inspect outfalls; Town has already been traioedb this.

3. Lack of control by the individual MS4s of costs gidnning. Would not
support new taxes or fees. Erie/Niagara regioraimphg board went
away because it got too political; side deals benagle. Non-local
prioritization of projects.

Regional projects like Tonawanda Creek flooding

Not in favor of SUD taking over assets & staff. \itbbe in favor of
centralized training, etc. like the coalition ise@ldy doing.

See previous answers

See previous answers

See previous answers

A fee is a tax

o s
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O. Niagara County — Rick Eakin
1. No response
2. From the county perspective, doesn’t see them heirajved. Thinks that
municipalities are driving the bus — Niagara Couhdgsn’t have very
much MS4 area. Doesn’'t know if it makes sense f@ement in Niagara
County, no strong feeling either way — needs mof@imation from the
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municipalities in the county to see what supporstsxor an SUD. Will
further evaluate once a plan is proposed.

No response

No response

No response

No response

No response

No response

No response

P. Town of Orchard Park — Wayne Bieler

1.

wn

Need to establish a level of service; right now tiaal depends on who
you ask. Have been proactive in meeting regulatiGusrent drainage
basis of design is to match 10,25,50, 100yr desigrms peak flows for
pre and post construction.

Depends on what it is, local control will alwaysib®ortant.

Need to have local control, older infrastructurs@me communities
compared to others with newer infrastructure, défifie standards between
municipalities for storm facilities.

Developing regional standards on a watershed badikessing regional
drainage problems that don’t stop at Town boundarie

Grants, education & training, having the abilitytép into resources of a
“district” to help with IDDE trackdown (i.e. havinglab to access or other
expertise, samping equipment)

Maybe some ownership of equipment to be sharedmake sense as a
backup. Is there a way to share existing equipriettTowns already
have? Televising equipment may make sense to stevdbags for
flooding, agreements with third parties to cleardbr, etc. There is an
issue with sharing equipment though — how do youctire fees to pay
for this if not all Towns need it?

7. See question #5
8.
9. Both will be seen as an increased cost or a “tax.”

Would want to maintain control of their local stomater systems

Other Comments: Concerned that it won't fly poéitlg. Once you “raise the
bar” as to what you are doing, more people will invaore stuff done.

Q. Town of Wheatfield —

1.

2.

Comply with regulations for water quantity and dtyalreatment, prevent
& mitigate flooding

Would not support a full takeover of Town utilitiggersonnel and
equipment. However, some form of regional utilipgdétion makes sense;
maybe just what the coalition is doing. Hard to séngther an extra tax
will be accepted, even for regional drainage pnoisle

Extra layer of government and extra taxes, exirallef plan review
would be seen as hindering economic development.
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Participation in the coalition should continue.
Coalition activities

Wouldn’t want it.

Same as Coalition

See above answers

Would need to talk to the Town Board about this.

R. Buffalo Sewer Authority

1.

Did not answer the questions

S. Town of West Seneca

1.
2.
3.
4. Ability to get funding for stormsewer projects, fichelations and

o
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Meeting the regulations
In a limited fashion
Political Issues

education, programs similar to the current IDDEchion

Not very interested in centralization, worried abloow it could work
against the Town, concerned about enforcementavitintralized group
Do not want centralized staff and equipment, theyehwhat they need
Funding, education

Ownership of asssets

Not sure about taxes versus fees. Are more inttésthow you would
spend the money. Would the decisions be made bgahlgion or the
localities? How would it be split among the comnti@si?

T. Erie County Department of Public Works — Brian Rose

1.
2.
3.

4.

© 00N

Full compliance with the permit

If it resulted in additional funding, we would b#erested

Local control, political dimension of it. How do y@et the approval of so
many different communities?

Funding

Concerned about legal aspects of centralizatiolme-would hold the
MS4 permit? Could see some centralized equipmehfidw do you pay
for it equally amongst the communities that usd8sibly for centralized
maintenance

Would object to centralized control of the assets

See above answers

See above answers

Doesn’'t matter, both seen as an increase in costs

U. Town of Hamburg — Jerry Kapsiak, Town Engineer

1.

To properly operate and maintain our stormwatetesys in compliance
with the Phase Il Federal and State Stormwater Red3ViS4 Permit
requirements.
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My intial feeling is yes, but | would like to knomore details about it
before making a formal determination and recommioial@o the Town
board for their consideration and decision in teigard.

One roadblock may be if there is expected to beamtial contribution
from the municipalities and/or taxpayers, and iffs@mv much?

To relieve the workload, burden, and costs of thenswater requirements
on the Town of Hamburg.

The more centralization the better, as long agthepment and services
will be capably provided and promptly availablehtie Town of Hamburg
when we need them.

See answer to question #5

All aspects

None

Neither is acceptable. All costs should be boumnthb Federal and State
governments, since they are the ones who have edpbgse overly
burdensome regulations on the municipalities.

V. Village of Alden — Keith Sitzman, Supt. of Publico¥s

The Village doesn't get response from current cpagiencies. Example:
collapsed CB in county road by school since lastraer that still isn’'t
repaired - how will SUD prioritize responses

Village wouldn't likely support complete takeovdrinfrastructure by
county but may support a district that is run bg tloalition or a subset of
the county

Tax would likely be best option to fund SUD

County can’t manage what they currently have, hawtbey take on
more?

Village would likely support an SUD set up basedaatershed, region or
geography.

Shared services between member communities woulbe.

W. Village of Angola — Jeff Kaminski, General Crew €hi

Village is currently overwhelmed with SPDES regd asquirements.
Jeff suggested an SUD to the Coalition about 2syago to handle all
SPDES stuff (inspections/reports) and would comtitausupport the
creation of an SUD.

$ to support an SUD could be a budget line item bsults in a tax
increase

Would support a county based delineation with negioepresentation
Would support an SUD having equipment & doing dffegcessary to
comply with SPDES regs

Board & Jeff fully support a district and any héhat they can get



X. Town & Village of Aurora- Bill Kramer

= Nobody within the Town & Village outside of Bldg/lywknows/responds
to stormwater concerns

= Town of Aurora has 5 outfalls

= Based on what Town & Village are currently doingl ganning on
doing, they can handle it and don’t know if therewd be a benefit to a
district

= Village & Town politics will likely take the stanthat everything is fine
now and don’t need to change unless they could $ave

= To support an SUD, they would need proof that \gdl@and Town would
benefit and level of public services wouldn’t chang

= Town & Village are happy with the way the sewettriti$ functions so
there may be some benefit to comparing a new SUbBee@xisting sewer
district.

= How would fee structure be established - Villageuldaneed more from
an SUD than the Town would — how would the feecitme be kept fair
and proportional to level of required service.

= Response time - priority for emergencies

Y. Town of Elma- Jim Wyzykiewicz, Engineer

= There are 40.8 miles of Town Road with % piped othIsides. 10 miles
of subdivision with CB @ 125’ between CB and 30asibf country with
few CB

= Not many CB in country roads

= Country road drainage systems convey sump pungld,ditches, roof
leaders

= Mostly 12-24" pipe

= An SUD would receive minimal support from Town.

= Town would be very hesitant because they don’trddghang now and
have no plans to.

= Minimal industrial discharges and each site hasrotiad and
“sophisticated” stormwater treatment systems.

= How would fee structure be created- could they @aly for needed
service —is it all or nothing?

= Would consider using SUD as resource to review S®#Pbig projects
but doesn’t expect big need for this

= The public will fight anything that will cost thefhbecause they don't feel
that there is anything wrong with their current vedydoing things.

= Town does not currently have a Town Tax and wouwldsapport creating
one — so not sure how the SUD would be funded.

Z. Village of Hamburg-Harland E. Moses- Supt. Of kulVorks



AA.

BB.

CC.

Would love to give up outfall inspections

The majority of his department’s responsibilities atormwater based and
he wouldn’t want to give up work/responsibilitiést would result in him
losing staff or budget.

They want to keep daily maintenance, no change @xisting conditions,
but would fully support SUD that handled SPDESfstuf

Would support SUD that funded itself because tagmawon’t accept a
new fee with no visual difference in services

Village of Lancaster-Marc J. Gee, Superintendent

Wouldn’t want to lose employees, $ or equipment

Doesn’t have a lot of employees to do stormwatanteaance

Shared equipment doesn’t go so well because thipreguat gets ruined
and returned damaged

Mark has no problem with shared services usingesheaquipment — he
supports sharing staff and equipment as a unisgunys running his
equipment.

Mark doesn’t want resident’s response time andl lefvservice to suffer.
A big district could have low response time for #sracommunities
Village would want to maintain review of projecapbk

Town of Lewiston- Steve Reiter, Highway Superintemd

Street sweeper is shared service

Town Engineering is outsourced to CRA

Town does not currently have an organized stormwagtamagement team
but is working on it.

Would like a central organization that sets thagtestandards, rules and
specifications and then the Town would follow them.

Would support an SUD to manage SPDES requirements.

SUD delineation based on geography or at leastrgpbi@ representation
within the district.

SUD funding would have to come from taxes.

Village of Lewiston- Mike Marino & Terry Brolinski

How would fee structure be established - how walidfee structure be
kept fair and proportional to level of required\see.

How will the Village of Lewiston rank when thereagroblem

Will there be a change to the level of service thatVillage residents are
used to?

Would support an SUD that did all MS4/SPDES reqgle#ort

Supports group applications for grants insteadhefMillage applying
alone

Wouldn’t want to give up maintenance/responsibitifyhe infrastructure



DD.

North Tonawanda Dale Marshall & Gary

Both would support SUD that handles all MS4 tasid r@quirements

$ to support SUD would have to come from GeneraldFu

Would not be in favor of SUD taking over storm adtructure or design
parameters.

EE.Town of Pendleton-James Argo, Water/Sewer Sup&ieiet

Town is in general compliance with new regulatiand plan to maintain
the program in the future.

They plan to get highway garage in compliance.

They would likely support the creation of an SUR @i complete takeover
and/or monitoring of Town program

Fully supported

Would support an SUD that took over all of the staater management
responsibilities.

Highway may want to give up its portion if budgetrains the same
Could be funded by tax increase based on assesbuidhie ultimate $
decision is up to the politicians, not Jim



Land Area Summary For All WNYSC Communities By District and Community

Billing Basis Assessment
Western New York Stormwater Coalition SUD FS

Appendix E

L, 5 . Total Assessment Area Median Impervious Tota.l
District Community RPS Group Description RPS Code # of Parcels Acres % Total Area Impervious
($) (Sq Ft) Area (Sq Ft)
Area (Sq Ft)
District 1
Alden
1 Alden 0 Series 0 Series 179 S0 135,264,821 3,106 0.309% 0 0
1 Alden Agricultural 100 Series 129 $142,651,886 392,229,319 9,006 0.897% 0 0
1 Alden Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 1,841 $268,043,294 321,416,344 7,380 0.735% 3,787 6,971,867
All other 200 Series
1 Alden Residential - Other Codes 277 $45,137,782 393,316,180 9,031 0.899% 3,787 1,048,999
1 Alden Vacant Land 300 Series 389 $8,690,480 250,248,224 5,746 0.572% 0 0
1 Alden Commercial 400 Series 149 $19,154,490 36,058,860 828 0.082% 14,808 2,206,392
Recreation and
1 Alden Entertainment 500 Series 45 $1,054,800 9,263,746 213 0.021% 14,808 666,360
1 Alden Community Services 600 Series 58 $862,262,400 73,907,726 1,697 0.169% 14,808 858,864
1 Alden Industrial 700 Series 33 $9,248,500 11,130,711 256 0.025% 14,808 488,664
1 Alden Public Services 800 Series 61 $1,241,400 15,652,399 359 0.036% 14,808 903,288
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Alden Public Parks 900 Series 29 $561,400 17,744,303 407 0.041% 0
Subtotal for Alden 3,190 1,358,046,432 1,656,232,632 38,027 3.786% 13,144,434
Aurora
1 Aurora 0 Series 0 Series 80 S0 33,954,831 780 0.078% 0 0
1 Aurora Agricultural 100 Series 35 $9,066,000 50,733,401 1,165 0.116% 0 0
1 Aurora Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 2,406 $438,435,266 455,677,207 10,462 1.042% 3,787 9,111,522
All other 200 Series
1 Aurora Residential - Other Codes 395 $101,837,100 667,694,358 15,330 1.526% 3,787 1,495,865
1 Aurora Vacant Land 300 Series 708 $17,087,650 502,406,587 11,535 1.148% 0 0
1 Aurora Commercial 400 Series 128 $20,661,400 23,074,780 530 0.053% 14,808 1,895,424
Recreation and
1 Aurora Entertainment 500 Series 52 $1,776,800 21,630,913 497 0.049% 14,808 770,016
1 Aurora Community Services 600 Series 55 $80,566,000 34,407,737 790 0.079% 14,808 814,440
1 Aurora Industrial 700 Series 22 $819,000 2,449,512 56 0.006% 14,808 325,776
1 Aurora Public Services 800 Series 72 $5,796,400 5,378,759 123 0.012% 14,808 1,066,176
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Aurora Public Parks 900 Series 47 $28,922,600 74,384,714 1,708 0.170% 0
Subtotal for Aurora 4,000 $704,968,216( $1,871,792,799 42,976 4.278% 15,479,219
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L, 5 . Total Assessment Area Median Impervious Tota.l
District Community RPS Group Description RPS Code # of Parcels Acres % Total Area Impervious
($) (Sq Ft) Area (Sq Ft)
Area (Sq Ft)
Boston
1 Boston 0 Series 0 Series 95 S0 63,216,492 1,451 0.144% 0 0
1 Boston Agricultural 100 Series 141 $35,667,030 392,133,403 9,003 0.896% 0 0
1 Boston Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 2,401 $748,246,600 537,475,028 12,340 1.229% 3,787 9,092,587
All other 200 Series
1 Boston Residential - Other Codes 385 $128,718,620 443,610,799 10,185 1.014% 3,787 1,457,995
1 Boston Vacant Land 300 Series 559 $41,144,860 444,273,345 10,201 1.016% 0 0
1 Boston Commercial 400 Series 162 $53,657,000 21,918,982 503 0.050% 14,808 2,398,896
Recreation and
1 Boston Entertainment 500 Series 43 $1,071,600 7,824,539 180 0.018% 14,808 636,744
1 Boston Community Services 600 Series 63 $18,365,200 13,595,933 312 0.031% 14,808 932,904
1 Boston Industrial 700 Series 21 $898,800 479,757 11 0.001% 14,808 310,968
1 Boston Public Services 800 Series 78 $4,916,494 12,106,620 278 0.028% 14,808 1,155,024
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Boston Public Parks 900 Series 32 $1,918,000 66,557,051 1,528 0.152% 0
Subtotal for Boston 3,980 $1,034,604,204| $2,003,191,947 45,993 4.579% 15,985,118
Cambria
1 Cambria 0 Series 0 Series 19 $3,486,440 49,137,181 1,128 0.112% 0 0
1 Cambria Agricultural 100 Series 190 $32,020,400 919,052,280 21,101 2.101% 0 0
1 Cambria Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 1,618 $411,564,200 339,103,190 7,786 0.775% 3,787 6,127,366
All other 200 Series
1 Cambria Residential - Other Codes 279 $79,830,800 486,658,377 11,174 1.112% 3,787 1,056,573
1 Cambria Vacant Land 300 Series 487 $22,661,400 373,788,984 8,582 0.854% 0 0
1 Cambria Commercial 400 Series 112 $34,436,200 35,420,696 813 0.081% 14,808 1,658,496
Recreation and
1 Cambria Entertainment 500 Series 45 $4,807,000 10,679,190 245 0.024% 14,808 666,360
1 Cambria Community Services 600 Series 66 $167,573,000 59,543,343 1,367 0.136% 14,808 977,328
1 Cambria Industrial 700 Series 24 $1,710,800 4,567,975 105 0.010% 14,808 355,392
1 Cambria Public Services 800 Series 55 $18,108,800 10,629,844 244 0.024% 14,808 814,440
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Cambria Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000% 0
Subtotal for Cambria 2,921 $776,199,040( $2,288,581,061 52,546 5.231% 11,655,955
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Clarence
1 Clarence 0 Series 0 Series 193 S0 72,477,062 1,664 0.166% 0 0
1 Clarence Agricultural 100 Series 42 $6,119,800 74,698,976 1,715 0.171% 0 0
1 Clarence Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 8,960 $4,445,282,800 770,139,556 17,682 1.760% 3,787 33,931,520
All other 200 Series
1 Clarence Residential - Other Codes 583 $277,339,000 658,550,925 15,120 1.505% 3,787 2,207,821
1 Clarence Vacant Land 300 Series 1,331 $201,775,700 939,600,205 21,573 2.148% 0 0
1 Clarence Commercial 400 Series 556 $624,063,800 135,900,269 3,120 0.311% 14,808 8,233,248
Recreation and
1 Clarence Entertainment 500 Series 66 $29,373,800 85,083,401 1,954 0.194% 14,808 977,328
1 Clarence Community Services 600 Series 117 $224,240,000 95,679,802 2,197 0.219% 14,808 1,732,536
1 Clarence Industrial 700 Series 41 $36,452,500 51,187,251 1,175 0.117% 14,808 607,128
1 Clarence Public Services 800 Series 111 $11,242,750 19,528,094 448 0.045% 14,808 1,643,688
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Clarence Public Parks 900 Series 38 $11,955,200 57,136,917 1,312 0.131% 0
Subtotal for Clarence 12,038 $5,867,845,350( $2,959,982,458 67,961 6.766% 49,333,269
Eden
1 Eden 0 Series 0 Series 69 S0 47,979,733 1,102 0.110% 0 0
1 Eden Agricultural 100 Series 199 $41,911,168 568,273,207 13,048 1.299% 0 0
1 Eden Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 2,256 $462,980,504 414,973,182 9,528 0.949% 3,787 8,543,472
All other 200 Series
1 Eden Residential - Other Codes 442 $111,284,418 722,134,011 16,580 1.651% 3,787 1,673,854
1 Eden Vacant Land 300 Series 417 $14,920,728 357,335,132 8,204 0.817% 0 0
1 Eden Commercial 400 Series 158 $29,272,322 20,713,080 476 0.047% 14,808 2,339,664
Recreation and
1 Eden Entertainment 500 Series 51 $4,548,600 10,389,705 239 0.024% 14,808 755,208
1 Eden Community Services 600 Series 71 $111,420,916 26,753,332 614 0.061% 14,808 1,051,368
1 Eden Industrial 700 Series 27 $3,454,800 4,683,320 108 0.011% 14,808 399,816
1 Eden Public Services 800 Series 80 $8,469,583 12,221,989 281 0.028% 14,808 1,184,640
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Eden Public Parks 900 Series 27 $307,800 34,019,637 781 0.078% 0
Subtotal for Eden 3,797 $788,570,839 $2,219,476,330 50,959 5.073% 15,948,022
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Elma
1 Elma 0 Series 0 Series 75 S0 23,318,327 535 0.053% 0 0
1 Elma Agricultural 100 Series 93 $840,278 169,779,092 3,898 0.388% 0 0
1 Elma Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 3,823 $100,138,040 675,369,815 15,506 1.544% 3,787 14,477,701
All other 200 Series
1 Elma Residential - Other Codes 427 $12,377,662 368,766,197 8,467 0.843% 3,787 1,617,049
1 Elma Vacant Land 300 Series 857 $3,925,650 388,569,903 8,922 0.888% 0 0
1 Elma Commercial 400 Series 209 $9,903,600 36,813,020 845 0.084% 14,808 3,094,872
Recreation and
1 Elma Entertainment 500 Series 58 $2,088,064 66,765,615 1,533 0.153% 14,808 858,864
1 Elma Community Services 600 Series 87 $7,310,400 34,733,868 797 0.079% 14,808 1,288,296
1 Elma Industrial 700 Series 46 $10,327,876 47,770,041 1,097 0.109% 14,808 681,168
1 Elma Public Services 800 Series 92 $1,633,508 40,494,919 930 0.093% 14,808 1,362,336
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Elma Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000% 0
Subtotal for EIma 5,793 $148,545,078 $1,852,380,797 42,531 4.234% 23,380,286
Evans
1 Evans 0 Series 0 Series 996 S0 318,750,678 7,319 0.729% 0 0
1 Evans Agricultural 100 Series 57 $4,422,400 123,015,712 2,824 0.281% 0 0
1 Evans Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 4,473 $581,725,460 363,314,429 8,342 0.830% 3,787 16,939,251
All other 200 Series
1 Evans Residential - Other Codes 718 $111,997,900 550,698,344 12,644 1.259% 3,787 2,719,066
1 Evans Vacant Land 300 Series 2,385 $36,441,218 606,484,031 13,925 1.386% 0 0
1 Evans Commercial 400 Series 207 $66,937,544 43,532,981 1,000 0.100% 14,808 3,065,256
Recreation and
1 Evans Entertainment 500 Series 60 $28,758,200 32,288,652 741 0.074% 14,808 888,480
1 Evans Community Services 600 Series 75 $44,971,800 28,789,050 661 0.066% 14,808 1,110,600
1 Evans Industrial 700 Series 23 $9,894,000 1,421,495 33 0.003% 14,808 340,584
1 Evans Public Services 800 Series 98 $142,841,647 29,207,720 671 0.067% 14,808 1,451,184
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Evans Public Parks 900 Series 31 $4,220,800 6,095,248 140 0.014% 0
Subtotal for Evans 9,123 $1,032,210,969 $2,103,598,340 48,299 4.808% 26,514,421
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Grand Island
1 Grand Island 0 Series 0 Series 54 S0 26,476,878 608 0.061% 0 0
1 Grand Island  |Agricultural 100 Series 26 $25,000 533,829 12 0.001% 0 0
1 Grand Island Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 6,827 $1,169,588,894 547,912,135 12,580 1.252% 3,787 25,853,849
All other 200 Series
1 Grand Island  |Residential - Other Codes 122 $10,957,000 2,991,807 69 0.007% 3,787 462,014
1 Grand Island Vacant Land 300 Series 1,667 $38,695,921 538,064,051 12,354 1.230% 0 0
1 Grand Island Commercial 400 Series 231 $117,897,670 43,194,366 992 0.099% 14,808 3,420,648
Recreation and
1 Grand Island Entertainment 500 Series 105 $24,795,240 54,389,037 1,249 0.124% 14,808 1,554,840
1 Grand Island Community Services 600 Series 74 $76,537,580 57,554,017 1,321 0.132% 14,808 1,095,792
1 Grand Island Industrial 700 Series 45 $44,257,380 14,638,962 336 0.033% 14,808 666,360
1 Grand Island Public Services 800 Series 74 $13,338,220 26,771,407 615 0.061% 14,808 1,095,792
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Grand Island Public Parks 900 Series 36 $113,070,600 122,276,235 2,807 0.279% 0
Subtotal for Grand Island 9,261 $1,609,163,505 $1,434,802,723 32,943 3.280% 34,149,295
Lewiston
1 Lewiston 0 Series 0 Series 43 $2,708,284,868 810,922,265 18,619 1.854% 0 0
1 Lewiston Agricultural 100 Series 149 $29,383,000 635,120,053 14,582 1.452% 0 0
1 Lewiston Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 4,260 $1,066,734,802 327,529,585 7,520 0.749% 3,787 16,132,620
All other 200 Series
1 Lewiston Residential - Other Codes 252 $58,855,800 265,950,066 6,106 0.608% 3,787 954,324
1 Lewiston Vacant Land 300 Series 871 $48,630,502 394,128,678 9,049 0.901% 0 0
1 Lewiston Commercial 400 Series 138 $50,765,600 25,346,361 582 0.058% 14,808 2,043,504
Recreation and
1 Lewiston Entertainment 500 Series 49 $11,937,000 59,304,780 1,362 0.136% 14,808 725,592
1 Lewiston Community Services 600 Series 82 $419,338,300 134,611,611 3,091 0.308% 14,808 1,214,256
1 Lewiston Industrial 700 Series 27 $47,662,400 55,921,797 1,284 0.128% 14,808 399,816
1 Lewiston Public Services 800 Series 71 $43,228,428 98,524,626 2,262 0.225% 14,808 1,051,368
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Lewiston Public Parks 900 Series 30 $18,807,800 108,245,337 2,485 0.247% 0
Subtotal for Lewiston 5,972 $4,503,628,500( $2,915,605,159 66,942 6.664% 22,521,480
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Pendleton
1 Pendleton 0 Series 0 Series 27 $6,698,204 22,519,124 517 0.051% 0 0
1 Pendleton Agricultural 100 Series 107 $19,339,400 397,934,546 9,137 0.910% 0 0
1 Pendleton Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 2,079 $680,245,100 363,075,887 8,336 0.830% 3,787 7,873,173
All other 200 Series
1 Pendleton Residential - Other Codes 186 $58,359,000 256,574,686 5,891 0.586% 3,787 704,382
1 Pendleton Vacant Land 300 Series 421 $38,229,600 336,027,133 7,715 0.768% 0 0
1 Pendleton Commercial 400 Series 122 $44,516,200 27,739,586 637 0.063% 14,808 1,806,576
Recreation and
1 Pendleton Entertainment 500 Series 47 $12,448,400 41,408,137 951 0.095% 14,808 695,976
1 Pendleton Community Services 600 Series 51 $64,219,000 31,403,271 721 0.072% 14,808 755,208
1 Pendleton Industrial 700 Series 24 $5,105,694 5,240,020 120 0.012% 14,808 355,392
1 Pendleton Public Services 800 Series 49 $900,000 2,423,525 56 0.006% 14,808 725,592
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Pendleton Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000% 0
Subtotal for Pendleton 3,139 $930,060,598( $1,484,345,915 34,081 3.393% 12,916,299
Porter
1 Porter 0 Series 0 Series 11 $5,523,878 71,020,793 1,631 0.162% 0 0
1 Porter Agricultural 100 Series 173 $11,776,000 605,021,486 13,891 1.383% 0 0
1 Porter Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 1,665 $417,994,200 401,812,066 9,226 0.918% 3,787 6,305,355
All other 200 Series
1 Porter Residential - Other Codes 206 $45,206,400 254,323,253 5,839 0.581% 3,787 780,122
1 Porter Vacant Land 300 Series 482 $15,743,270 253,186,228 5,813 0.579% 0 0
1 Porter Commercial 400 Series 112 $18,942,200 23,843,236 547 0.055% 14,808 1,658,496
Recreation and
1 Porter Entertainment 500 Series 48 $5,835,200 20,681,229 475 0.047% 14,808 710,784
1 Porter Community Services 600 Series 50 $68,815,500 38,431,922 882 0.088% 14,808 740,400
1 Porter Industrial 700 Series 26 $46,432,000 85,845,733 1,971 0.196% 14,808 385,008
1 Porter Public Services 800 Series 54 $803,400 398,371 9 0.001% 14,808 799,632
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Porter Public Parks 900 Series 27 $11,000,000 24,200,558 556 0.055% 0
Subtotal for Porter 2,854 $648,072,048 $1,778,764,875 40,840 4.066% 11,379,797
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Wheatfield
1 Wheatfield 0 Series 0 Series 79 $28,760,880 111,223,702 2,554 0.254% 0 0
1 Wheatfield Agricultural 100 Series 149 $15,147,800 480,295,394 11,028 1.098% 0 0
1 Wheatfield Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 5,272 $1,259,720,692 366,303,441 8,410 0.837% 3,787 19,965,064
All other 200 Series
1 Wheatfield Residential - Other Codes 264 $60,337,150 144,724,789 3,323 0.331% 3,787 999,768
1 Wheatfield Vacant Land 300 Series 1,345 $56,466,010 277,124,871 6,363 0.633% 0 0
1 Wheatfield Commercial 400 Series 410 $180,882,890 73,496,654 1,687 0.168% 14,808 6,071,280
Recreation and
1 Wheatfield Entertainment 500 Series 55 $9,015,200 17,783,360 408 0.041% 14,808 814,440
1 Wheatfield Community Services 600 Series 85 $104,654,700 37,202,945 854 0.085% 14,808 1,258,680
1 Wheatfield Industrial 700 Series 60 $71,011,380 35,541,054 816 0.081% 14,808 888,480
1 Wheatfield Public Services 800 Series 78 $134,065,436 62,028,571 1,424 0.142% 14,808 1,155,024
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0
1 Wheatfield Public Parks 900 Series 32 $1,155,000 17,686,869 406 0.040% 0
Subtotal for Wheatfield 7,829 $1,921,217,138 1,623,411,650 37,274 3.711% 31,152,736
Subtotal for District 1 73,897 $21,323,131,917| 26,192,166,686 601,372 60% 283,560,331
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District 2
Ambherst
2 Ambherst 0 Series 0 Series 848 $200,000 182,906,335 4,200 0.418% 0 0
2 Ambherst Agricultural 100 Series 38 $2,076,800 53,487,215 1,228 0.122% 0 0
2 Amherst Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 30,456 $9,899,484,760 936,870,967 21,511 2.141% 2,832 86,251,392
All other 200 Series
2 Ambherst Residential - Other Codes 1,600 $383,980,000 97,559,488 2,240 0.223% 2,832 4,531,200
2 Ambherst Vacant Land 300 Series 2,134 $191,990,376 606,784,478 13,932 1.387% 0 0
2 Amherst Commercial 400 Series 1,353 $2,732,411,600 236,877,174 5,439 0.541% 19,345 26,173,785
Recreation and
2 Ambherst Entertainment 500 Series 106 $147,704,200 160,418,895 3,683 0.367% 19,345 2,050,570
2 Ambherst Community Services 600 Series 223 $6,969,256,594 213,888,187 4,911 0.489% 19,345 4,313,935
2 Amherst Industrial 700 Series 35 $42,565,400 5,854,513 134 0.013% 19,345 677,075
2 Ambherst Public Services 800 Series 97 $380,604,336 18,416,028 423 0.042% 19,345 1,876,465
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 Amherst Public Parks 900 Series 31 $13,219,800 19,305,300 443 0.044%
Subtotal for Amherst 36,921 $20,763,493,866 2,532,368,578 58,143 5.788% 125,874,422
Hamburg
2 Hamburg 0 Series 0 Series 208 S0 60,756,779 1,395 0.139% 0 0
2 Hamburg Agricultural 100 Series 40 $3,254,600 25,081,166 576 0.057% 0 0
2 Hamburg Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 13,336 $2,385,344,000 615,033,217 14,121 1.406% 2,832 37,767,552
All other 200 Series
2 Hamburg Residential - Other Codes 796 $157,906,000 173,133,927 3,975 0.396% 2,832 2,254,272
2 Hamburg Vacant Land 300 Series 4,226 $70,026,410 538,008,807 12,353 1.230% 0 0
2 Hamburg Commercial 400 Series 598 $653,541,300 149,984,753 3,444 0.343% 19,345 11,568,310
Recreation and
2 Hamburg Entertainment 500 Series 58 $20,322,400 53,474,766 1,228 0.122% 19,345 1,122,010
2 Hamburg Community Services 600 Series 104 $292,422,500 96,967,241 2,226 0.222% 19,345 2,011,880
2 Hamburg Industrial 700 Series 56 $219,836,932 164,138,902 3,769 0.375% 19,345 1,083,320
2 Hamburg Public Services 800 Series 116 $119,130,162 38,745,975 890 0.089% 19,345 2,244,020
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 Hamburg Public Parks 900 Series 107 $96,178,300 106,321,312 2,441 0.243%
Subtotal for Hamburg 19,645 $4,017,962,604 2,021,646,845 46,417 4.621% 58,051,364
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Lancaster
2 Lancaster 0 Series 0 Series 74 S0 37,298,094 856 0.085% 0 0
2 Lancaster Agricultural 100 Series 50 $6,473,800 69,883,475 1,605 0.160% 0 0
2 Lancaster Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 7,534 $2,522,954,510 504,401,966 11,581 1.153% 2,832 21,336,288
All other 200 Series
2 Lancaster Residential - Other Codes 353 $99,557,600 177,630,246 4,078 0.406% 2,832 999,696
2 Lancaster Vacant Land 300 Series 2,084 $167,182,766 578,769,582 13,289 1.323% 0 0
2 Lancaster Commercial 400 Series 299 $515,437,400 83,887,801 1,926 0.192% 19,345 5,784,155
Recreation and
2 Lancaster Entertainment 500 Series 69 $72,257,000 100,470,321 2,307 0.230% 19,345 1,334,805
2 Lancaster Community Services 600 Series 94 $167,045,400 58,424,773 1,341 0.134% 19,345 1,818,430
2 Lancaster Industrial 700 Series 87 $99,006,300 130,199,672 2,989 0.298% 19,345 1,683,015
2 Lancaster Public Services 800 Series 69 $5,869,820 7,659,910 176 0.018% 19,345 1,334,805
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 Lancaster Public Parks 900 Series 28 $2,385,600 11,729,916 269 0.027%
Subtotal for Lancaster 10,741 $3,658,170,196 1,760,355,755 40,418 4.024% 34,291,194
Niagara
2 Niagara 0 Series 0 Series 6 S0 129,493 3 0.000% 0 0
2 Niagara Agricultural 100 Series 32 $1,261,400 26,737,572 614 0.061% 0 0
2 Niagara Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 2,371 $324,511,080 72,669,077 1,668 0.166% 2,832 6,714,672
All other 200 Series
2 Niagara Residential - Other Codes 89 $10,378,200 10,077,750 231 0.023% 2,832 252,048
2 Niagara Vacant Land 300 Series 877 $25,865,600 99,950,555 2,295 0.228% 0 0
2 Niagara Commercial 400 Series 395 $216,240,924 60,037,920 1,378 0.137% 19,345 7,641,275
Recreation and
2 Niagara Entertainment 500 Series 54 $4,006,000 7,696,866 177 0.018% 19,345 1,044,630
2 Niagara Community Services 600 Series 59 $120,403,600 51,977,765 1,193 0.119% 19,345 1,141,355
2 Niagara Industrial 700 Series 46 $21,042,800 36,956,495 849 0.084% 19,345 889,870
2 Niagara Public Services 800 Series 130 $166,188,906 139,335,585 3,199 0.318% 19,345 2,514,850
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 Niagara Public Parks 900 Series 28 $4,787,600 13,569,073 312 0.031%
Subtotal for Niagara 4,087 $894,686,110 519,138,150 11,919 1.187% 20,198,700
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Orchard Park
2 Orchard Park |0 Series 0 Series 223 S0 45,957,510 1,055 0.105% 0 0
2 Orchard Park  |Agricultural 100 Series 66 $11,200,200 109,314,756 2,510 0.250% 0 0
2 Orchard Park |Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 7,472 $1,896,213,214 660,099,392 15,156 1.509% 2,832 21,160,704
All other 200 Series
2 Orchard Park [Residential - Other Codes 609 $139,990,210 322,000,941 7,393 0.736% 2,832 1,724,688
2 Orchard Park |Vacant Land 300 Series 1,628 $77,079,664 462,440,440 10,618 1.057% 0 0
2 Orchard Park  |Commercial 400 Series 410 $384,231,530 76,913,814 1,766 0.176% 19,345 7,931,450
Recreation and
2 Orchard Park [Entertainment 500 Series 64 $443,762,000 147,332,870 3,383 0.337% 19,345 1,238,080
2 Orchard Park  [Community Services 600 Series 115 $158,760,236 80,560,857 1,850 0.184% 19,345 2,224,675
2 Orchard Park [Industrial 700 Series 40 $80,606,400 15,581,330 358 0.036% 19,345 773,800
2 Orchard Park |Public Services 800 Series 98 $11,902,360 9,809,328 225 0.022% 19,345 1,895,810
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 Orchard Park  [Public Parks 900 Series 28 $43,000 6,806,118 156 0.016%
Subtotal for Orchard Park 10,753 $3,203,788,814 1,936,817,356 44,469 4.427% 36,949,207
Village of Alden
2 V. Alden 0 Series 0 Series 41 $38,400 15,048,763 346 0.034% 0 0
2 V. Alden Agricultural 100 Series 35 $771,150 40,446,748 929 0.092% 0 0
2 V. Alden Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 596 $621,607,390 72,952,984 1,675 0.167% 2,832 1,687,872
All other 200 Series
2 V. Alden Residential - Other Codes 81 $50,373,750 16,412,429 377 0.038% 2,832 229,392
2 V. Alden Vacant Land 300 Series 109 $37,328,964 74,514,250 1,711 0.170% 0 0
2 V. Alden Commercial 400 Series 140 $328,394,017 44,086,859 1,012 0.101% 19,345 2,708,300
Recreation and
2 V. Alden Entertainment 500 Series 40 $40,103,750 19,089,882 438 0.044% 19,345 773,800
2 V. Alden Community Services 600 Series 46 $169,770,500 16,890,990 388 0.039% 19,345 889,870
2 V. Alden Industrial 700 Series 22 $128,017,140 30,545,611 701 0.070% 19,345 425,590
2 V. Alden Public Services 800 Series 55 $297,768,776 34,121,230 783 0.078% 19,345 1,063,975
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 V. Alden Public Parks 900 Series 28 $18,943,200 12,761,970 293 0.029%
Subtotal for Alden 1,193 $1,693,117,037 376,871,716 8,653 0.861% 7,778,799
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Village of Angola
2 V. Angola 0 Series 0 Series 74 S0 13,020,120 299 0.030% 0 0
2 V. Angola Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
2 V. Angola Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 582 $72,891,800 23,315,254 535 0.053% 2,832 1,648,224
All other 200 Series
2 V. Angola Residential - Other Codes 109 $11,462,600 12,164,478 279 0.028% 2,832 308,688
2 V. Angola Vacant Land 300 Series 173 $2,588,500 33,237,952 763 0.076% 0 0
2 V. Angola Commercial 400 Series 113 $6,074,400 1,796,998 41 0.004% 19,345 2,185,985
Recreation and
2 V. Angola Entertainment 500 Series 42 $363,400 95,286 2 0.000% 19,345 812,490
2 V. Angola Community Services 600 Series 46 $60,316,200 9,067,494 208 0.021% 19,345 889,870
2 V. Angola Industrial 700 Series 22 $6,899,800 1,297,510 30 0.003% 19,345 425,590
2 V. Angola Public Services 800 Series 60 $693,895 1,709,550 39 0.004% 19,345 1,160,700
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 V. Angola Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Subtotal for Village of Angola 1,272 $161,290,595 95,704,642 2,197 0.219% 7,431,547
Village of Blasdell
2 V. Blasdell 0 Series 0 Series 48 S0 10,287,562 236 0.024% 0 0
2 V. Blasdell Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
2 V. Blasdell Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 563 $64,308,800 8,587,214 197 0.020% 2,832 1,594,416
All other 200 Series 2832 676.848
2 V. Blasdell Residential - Other Codes 239 $30,515,400 3,602,894 83 0.008% ’ !
2 V. Blasdell Vacant Land 300 Series 258 $3,131,800 10,342,264 237 0.024% 0 0
2 V. Blasdell Commercial 400 Series 182 $34,077,800 11,055,792 254 0.025% 19,345 3,520,790
Recreation and 19.345 812.490
2 V. Blasdell Entertainment 500 Series 42 $376,200 164,942 4 0.000% ! !
2 V. Blasdell Community Services 600 Series 42 $11,817,400 2,236,359 51 0.005% 19,345 812,490
2 V. Blasdell Industrial 700 Series 28 $14,769,600 9,744,920 224 0.022% 19,345 541,660
2 V. Blasdell Public Services 800 Series 64 $4,405,800 8,937,044 205 0.020% 19,345 1,238,080
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 V. Blasdell Public Parks 900 Series 30 $292,200 306,626 7 0.001%
Subtotal for Village of Blasdell 1,521 $163,695,000 65,265,615 1,498 0.149% 9,196,774
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Village of East Aurora
. . 0 0
2 V. East Aurora |0 Series 0 Series 17 S0 4,347,039 100 0.010%
. . 0 0
2 V. East Aurora |Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000%
2,832 4,905,024
2 V. East Aurora [Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 1,732 $252,887,050 58,496,336 1,343 0.134%
All other 200 Series 2832 208.000
2 V. East Aurora [Residential - Other Codes 250 $32,674,400 11,892,722 273 0.027% ’ !
. 0 0
2 V. East Aurora |Vacant Land 300 Series 236 $4,388,000 30,635,759 703 0.070%
19,345 5,822,845
2 V. East Aurora |[Commercial 400 Series 301 $124,772,532 14,882,205 342 0.034%
Recreation and
19,345 986,595
2 V. East Aurora |Entertainment 500 Series 51 $3,923,000 5,161,716 119 0.012%
19,345 1,334,805
2 V. East Aurora [Community Services 600 Series 69 $60,067,000 13,215,060 303 0.030%
19,345 502,970
2 V. East Aurora |Industrial 700 Series 26 $12,882,502 4,007,014 92 0.009%
19,345 1,180,045
2 V. East Aurora [Public Services 800 Series 61 $14,417,668 2,499,859 57 0.006%
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 V. East Aurora |Public Parks 900 Series 30 $4,620,600 41,835,836 961 0.096%
Subtotal for Village of East Aurora 2,798 $510,632,752 186,973,546 4,293 0.427% 15,440,284
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Village of Lewiston
2 V. Lewiston 0 Series 0 Series 16 $40,467,600 16,038,104 368 0.037% 0 0
2 V. Lewiston Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
2 V. Lewiston Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 885 $180,967,000 18,887,871 434 0.043% 2,832 2,506,320
All other 200 Series
2 V. Lewiston Residential - Other Codes 93 $18,871,400 1,858,631 43 0.004% 2,832 263,376
2 V. Lewiston Vacant Land 300 Series 94 $3,795,308 2,774,745 64 0.006% 0 0
2 V. Lewiston Commercial 400 Series 177 $71,183,400 5,385,830 124 0.012% 19,345 3,424,065
Recreation and
2 V. Lewiston Entertainment 500 Series 46 $2,653,000 724,011 17 0.002% 19,345 889,870
2 V. Lewiston Community Services 600 Series 46 $21,180,900 1,718,602 39 0.004% 19,345 889,870
2 V. Lewiston Industrial 700 Series 19 S0 0 0 0.000% 19,345 367,555
2 V. Lewiston Public Services 800 Series 51 $963,531 174,301 4 0.000% 19,345 986,595
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 V. Lewiston Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Subtotal for Village of Lewiston 1,478 $340,082,139 47,562,094 1,092 0.109% 9,327,651
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Village of Orchard Park
. . 0 0
2 V. Orchard Park|0 Series 0 Series 22 S0 1,883,454 43 0.004%
. . 0 0
2 V. Orchard Park|Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000%
2,832 2,681,904
2 V. Orchard Park|Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 947 $218,774,900 41,193,470 946 0.094%
All other 200 Series 2832 186.912
2 V. Orchard Park|Residential - Other Codes 66 $10,363,600 1,859,181 43 0.004% ’ !
. 0 0
2 V. Orchard Park|Vacant Land 300 Series 81 $2,571,800 18,890,933 434 0.043%
19,345 3,501,445
2 V. Orchard Park|Commercial 400 Series 181 $67,224,598 8,695,695 200 0.020%
Recreation and
19,345 870,525
2 V. Orchard Park|Entertainment 500 Series 45 $6,156,000 11,365,985 261 0.026%
19,345 1,180,045
2 V. Orchard Park|Community Services 600 Series 61 $42,546,800 17,033,006 391 0.039%
19,345 425,590
2 V. Orchard Park|Industrial 700 Series 22 $1,661,800 238,205 5 0.001%
19,345 967,250
2 V. Orchard Park|Public Services 800 Series 50 $217,600 78,034 2 0.000%
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 V. Orchard Park|Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Subtotal for Village of Orchard Park 1,526 $349,517,098 101,237,965 2,324 0.231% 9,813,671
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West Seneca
2 West Seneca 0 Series 0 Series 638 S0 81,149,778 1,863 0.185% 0 0
2 West Seneca  |Agricultural 100 Series 33 $2,774,400 6,160,990 141 0.014% 0 0
2 West Seneca Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 13,699 $1,680,290,550 430,048,974 9,874 0.983% 2,832 38,795,568
All other 200 Series
2 West Seneca  |Residential - Other Codes 1,334 $152,580,100 63,918,484 1,468 0.146% 2,832 3,777,888
2 West Seneca  |Vacant Land 300 Series 1,476 $25,272,148 143,657,969 3,298 0.328% 0 0
2 West Seneca Commercial 400 Series 789 $403,860,260 104,704,376 2,404 0.239% 19,345 15,263,205
Recreation and
2 West Seneca  |Entertainment 500 Series 74 $8,596,200 25,431,076 584 0.058% 19,345 1,431,530
2 West Seneca  [Community Services 600 Series 141 $391,465,500 102,541,739 2,354 0.234% 19,345 2,727,645
2 West Seneca Industrial 700 Series 40 $21,712,400 8,388,760 193 0.019% 19,345 773,800
2 West Seneca Public Services 800 Series 205 $23,264,583 44,050,263 1,011 0.101% 19,345 3,965,725
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 West Seneca Public Parks 900 Series 29 $20,269,400 18,548,678 426 0.042%
Subtotal for West Seneca 18,458 $2,730,085,541 1,028,601,086 23,617 2.351% 66,735,361
Youngstown
2 Youngstown 0 Series 0 Series 7 $12,060,000 41,679,072 957 0.095% 0 0
2 Youngstown Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
2 Youngstown Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 626 $152,838,400 27,219,730 625 0.062% 2,832 1,772,832
All other 200 Series
2 Youngstown Residential - Other Codes 38 $6,778,100 1,009,667 23 0.002% 2,832 107,616
2 Youngstown Vacant Land 300 Series 179 $2,977,380 25,567,086 587 0.058% 0 0
2 Youngstown Commercial 400 Series 135 $21,285,800 2,351,037 54 0.005% 19,345 2,611,575
Recreation and
2 Youngstown  |Entertainment 500 Series 52 $3,103,000 1,387,690 32 0.003% 19,345 1,005,940
2 Youngstown Community Services 600 Series 42 $6,721,900 1,203,917 28 0.003% 19,345 812,490
2 Youngstown Industrial 700 Series 19 S0 0 0 0.000% 19,345 367,555
2 Youngstown Public Services 800 Series 52 $1,126,627 50,937 1 0.000% 19,345 1,005,940
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
2 Youngstown Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Subtotal for Youngstown 1,201 $206,891,207 100,469,137 2,307 0.230% 7,683,948
Subtotal for District 2 111,594 $38,693,412,959 10,773,012,483 247,348 25% 408,772,922
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District 3
City of Buffalo
3 C. Buffalo 0 Series 0 Series 949 S0 186,718,218 4,287 0.427% 0 0
3 C. Buffalo Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 C. Buffalo Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 38,566 $5,102,611,576 356,960,838 8,196 0.816% 2,257 87,043,462
All other 200 Series
3 C. Buffalo Residential - Other Codes 32,607 $3,285,304,072 278,532,955 6,395 0.637% 2,257 73,593,999
3 C. Buffalo Vacant Land 300 Series 14,643 $215,708,816 287,649,978 6,604 0.658% 0 0
3 C. Buffalo Commercial 400 Series 7,104 $4,171,579,254 283,059,892 6,499 0.647% 5,883 41,792,832
Recreation and
3 C. Buffalo Entertainment 500 Series 228 $655,227,370 69,792,015 1,602 0.160% >/883 1,341,324
3 C. Buffalo Community Services 600 Series 960 $3,245,086,492 158,164,280 3,631 0.362% 5,883 5,647,680
3 C. Buffalo Industrial 700 Series 538 $495,793,740 125,211,260 2,875 0.286% 5,883 3,165,054
3 C. Buffalo Public Services 800 Series 367 $560,362,202 51,411,575 1,180 0.118% 5,883 2,159,061
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 C. Buffalo Public Parks 900 Series 154 $303,301,800 113,094,499 2,597 0.259%
Total for City of Buffalo 96,141 $18,034,975,322 1,910,595,509 43,867 4.367% 214,743,412
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City of Niagara Falls
. . . 0 0
3 C. Niagara Falls |0 Series 0 Series 365 $76,800 72,512,155 1,665 0.166%
. . . 0 0
3 C. Niagara Falls |Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000%
2,257 31,322,646
3 C. Niagara Falls |Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 13,878 $1,598,220,060 164,827,732 3,784 0.377%
All other 200 Series 5257 7958 512
3 C. Niagara Falls |Residential - Other Codes 3,216 $268,458,780 31,119,992 715 0.071% ’ e
. . 0 0
3 C. Niagara Falls [Vacant Land 300 Series 3,551 $80,540,472 115,046,556 2,641 0.263%
5,883 10,595,283
3 C. Niagara Falls [Commercial 400 Series 1,801 $652,767,964 81,102,031 1,862 0.185%
Recreation and
5,883 611,832
3 C. Niagara Falls |Entertainment 500 Series 104 $340,445,900 39,329,931 903 0.090%
5,883 1,276,611
3 C. Niagara Falls [Community Services 600 Series 217 $363,649,472 45,310,074 1,040 0.104%
5,883 617,715
3 C. Niagara Falls [Industrial 700 Series 105 $251,995,776 60,210,469 1,382 0.138%
5,883 705,960
3 C. Niagara Falls [Public Services 800 Series 120 $597,295,882 74,742,591 1,716 0.171%
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 C. Niagara Falls [Public Parks 900 Series 46 $136,900,200 40,597,247 932 0.093%
Total for City of Niagara Falls 23,428 $4,290,351,306 724,798,778 16,641 1.657% 52,388,559
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City of Tonawanda
. . 0 0
3 C. Tonawanda |0 Series 0 Series 63 $38,400 5,146,958 118 0.012%
. . 0 0
3 C. Tonawanda |Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000%
2,257 11,014,160
3 C.Tonawanda [Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 4,880 $875,135,575 91,584,498 2,103 0.209%
All other 200 Series 5257 1487 363
3 C. Tonawanda [Residential - Other Codes 659 $86,132,370 9,339,972 214 0.021% ’ e
. 0 0
3 C. Tonawanda [Vacant Land 300 Series 452 $41,396,174 55,425,066 1,273 0.127%
5,883 2,241,423
3 C. Tonawanda |[Commercial 400 Series 381 $386,612,598 49,723,227 1,142 0.114%
Recreation and
5,883 341,214
3 C. Tonawanda [Entertainment 500 Series 58 $42,732,750 20,557,240 472 0.047%
5,883 423,576
3 C. Tonawanda |Community Services 600 Series 72 $195,883,500 17,165,248 394 0.039%
5,883 347,097
3 C. Tonawanda |[Industrial 700 Series 59 $146,759,378 36,725,108 843 0.084%
5,883 488,289
3 C. Tonawanda [Public Services 800 Series 83 $300,407,026 36,862,984 846 0.084%
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 C. Tonawanda [Public Parks 900 Series 40 $20,892,600 14,206,909 326 0.032%
Total for City of Tonawanda 6,772 $2,095,990,371 336,737,209 7,731 0.770% 16,343,122
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Cheektowaga
3 Cheektowaga |0 Series 0 Series 343 S0 114,345,056 2,625 0.261% 0 0
3 Cheektowaga |Agricultural 100 Series 26 $91,000 11,631 0 0.000% 0 0
3 Cheektowaga [Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 21,928 $2,571,167,700 367,249,038 8,432 0.839% 2,257 49,491,496
All other 200 Series
3 Cheektowaga [Residential - Other Codes 3,741 $420,855,300 68,498,646 1,573 0.157% 2,257 8,443,437
3 Cheektowaga [Vacant Land 300 Series 1,221 $48,489,490 150,992,999 3,467 0.345% 0 0
3 Cheektowaga [Commercial 400 Series 1,451 $1,306,192,690 182,411,208 4,188 0.417% 5,883 8,536,233
Recreation and
3 Cheektowaga |Entertainment 500 Series 70 $22,444,600 37,296,588 856 0.085% 5883 411,810
3 Cheektowaga |[Community Services 600 Series 194 $519,238,746 104,758,203 2,405 0.239% 5,883 1,141,302
3 Cheektowaga [Industrial 700 Series 62 $95,371,746 30,157,476 692 0.069% 5,883 364,746
3 Cheektowaga [Public Services 800 Series 219 $774,605,111 102,956,180 2,364 0.235% 5,883 1,288,377
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 Cheektowaga [Public Parks 900 Series 45 $14,120,200 34,288,016 787 0.078%
Total for Cheektowaga 29,300 $5,772,576,583 1,192,965,043 27,390 2.727% 69,677,401
Lackawanna
3 Lackawanna 0 Series 0 Series 386 S0 49,621,204 1,139 0.113% 0 0
3 Lackawanna Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 Lackawanna Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 3,576 $494,051,200 50,553,065 1,161 0.116% 2,257 8,071,032
All other 200 Series 9257 3.114.660
3 Lackawanna Residential - Other Codes 1,380 $178,327,200 18,890,231 434 0.043% ’ e
3 Lackawanna Vacant Land 300 Series 836 $16,114,600 37,490,565 861 0.086% 0 0
3 Lackawanna Commercial 400 Series 629 $159,604,000 22,549,720 518 0.052% 5,883 3,700,407
Recreation and 5 883 364.746
3 Lackawanna Entertainment 500 Series 62 $14,981,000 17,257,533 396 0.039% ! !
3 Lackawanna Community Services 600 Series 119 $133,906,400 33,740,718 775 0.077% 5,883 700,077
3 Lackawanna Industrial 700 Series 44 $185,200,798 113,455,354 2,605 0.259% 5,883 258,852
3 Lackawanna Public Services 800 Series 98 $23,681,871 16,963,521 389 0.039% 5,883 576,534
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 Lackawanna Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Total for Lackawanna 7,181 $1,205,867,069 360,521,911 8,278 0.824% 16,786,308
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Total
L. ) L. Total Assessment Area Median Impervious A
District Community RPS Group Description RPS Code # of Parcels Acres % Total Area Impervious
($) (Sq Ft) Area (Sq Ft)
Area (Sq Ft)
North Tonawanda
North 0 0
3 Tonawanda 0 Series 0 Series 106 $103,736,840 25,459,915 585 0.058%
North 0 0
3 Tonawanda Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000%
North
2,257 20,963,016
3 Tonawanda Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 9,288 $1,651,627,200 202,912,955 4,659 0.464%
North All other 200 Series
2,257 2,593,293
3 Tonawanda Residential - Other Codes 1,149 $175,528,600 20,625,585 474 0.047%
North 0 0
3 Tonawanda Vacant Land 300 Series 1,299 $22,432,160 92,826,283 2,131 0.212%
North
5,883 4,929,954
3 Tonawanda Commercial 400 Series 838 $283,701,160 43,544,266 1,000 0.100%
North Recreation and
5,883 570,651
3 Tonawanda Entertainment 500 Series 97 $36,581,800 54,161,521 1,244 0.124%
North
5,883 553,002
3 Tonawanda Community Services 600 Series 94 $171,421,500 21,566,046 495 0.049%
North
5,883 547,119
3 Tonawanda Industrial 700 Series 93 $85,246,600 25,192,380 578 0.058%
North
5,883 447,108
3 Tonawanda Public Services 800 Series 76 $45,517,178 7,019,562 161 0.016%
Wild, Forested,
North Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 Tonawanda Public Parks 900 Series 31 $6,095,800 9,517,800 219 0.022%
Total for North Tonawanda 13,096 $2,581,888,838 502,826,312 11,545 1.149% 30,604,143
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L, 5 . Total Assessment Area Median Impervious Tota.l
District Community RPS Group Description RPS Code # of Parcels Acres % Total Area Impervious
($) (Sq Ft) Area (Sq Ft)
Area (Sq Ft)
Tonawanda
3 Tonawanda 0 Series 0 Series 305 S0 92,046,524 2,113 0.210% 0 0
3 Tonawanda Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 Tonawanda Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 23,786 $2,531,776,960 310,780,681 7,136 0.710% 2,257 53,685,002
All other 200 Series
3 Tonawanda Residential - Other Codes 2,634 $265,818,400 29,796,223 684 0.068% 2,257 5,944,938
3 Tonawanda Vacant Land 300 Series 591 $31,331,320 92,949,219 2,134 0.212% 0 0
3 Tonawanda Commercial 400 Series 1,366 $607,264,512 134,190,758 3,081 0.307% 5,883 8,036,178
Recreation and
3 Tonawanda Entertainment 500 Series 76 $31,708,400 12,751,134 293 0.029% 5883 447,108
3 Tonawanda Community Services 600 Series 174 $384,334,300 52,088,295 1,196 0.119% 5,883 1,023,642
3 Tonawanda Industrial 700 Series 120 $217,362,000 71,080,978 1,632 0.162% 5,883 705,960
3 Tonawanda Public Services 800 Series 186 $1,180,975,142 54,604,554 1,254 0.125% 5,883 1,094,238
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 Tonawanda Public Parks 900 Series 48 $45,642,800 71,079,732 1,632 0.162%
Total for Tonawanda 29,311 $5,296,213,834 921,368,098 21,155 2.106% 70,937,066
Village of Depew
3 V. Depew 0 Series 0 Series 84 S0 26,547,636 610 0.061% 0 0
3 V. Depew Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 V. Depew Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 4,657 $706,036,700 80,629,666 1,851 0.184% 2,257 10,510,849
All other 200 Series 9257 1697264
3 V. Depew Residential - Other Codes 752 $119,367,500 14,311,305 329 0.033% ’ e
3 V. Depew Vacant Land 300 Series 741 $14,750,090 43,826,018 1,006 0.100% 0 0
3 V. Depew Commercial 400 Series 497 $262,439,220 43,268,360 993 0.099% 5,883 2,923,851
Recreation and 5 883 317,682
3 V. Depew Entertainment 500 Series 54 $7,933,200 6,320,037 145 0.014% ! !
3 V. Depew Community Services 600 Series 84 $83,325,100 12,957,894 298 0.030% 5,883 494,172
3 V. Depew Industrial 700 Series 35 $47,527,000 16,598,760 381 0.038% 5,883 205,905
3 V. Depew Public Services 800 Series 81 $6,427,824 7,532,787 173 0.017% 5,883 476,523
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 V. Depew Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Total for Village of Depew 7,036 $1,247,806,634 251,992,462 5,786 0.576% 16,626,246
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L, 5 . Total Assessment Area Median Impervious Tota.l
District Community RPS Group Description RPS Code # of Parcels Acres % Total Area Impervious
($) (Sq Ft) Area (Sq Ft)
Area (Sq Ft)
Village of Hamburg
3 V. Hamburg 0 Series 0 Series 10 S0 1,656,576 38 0.004% 0 0
3 V. Hamburg Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 V. Hamburg Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 2,864 $479,669,440 64,866,566 1,489 0.148% 2,257 6,464,048
All other 200 Series
3 V. Hamburg Residential - Other Codes 263 $44,268,000 7,040,028 162 0.016% 2,257 593,591
3 V. Hamburg Vacant Land 300 Series 353 $6,941,700 33,382,869 766 0.076% 0 0
3 V. Hamburg Commercial 400 Series 319 $117,026,000 14,045,770 322 0.032% 5,883 1,876,677
Recreation and
3 V. Hamburg Entertainment 500 Series 47 $28,323,600 19,068,398 438 0.044% 5883 276,501
3 V. Hamburg Community Services 600 Series 70 $94,944,400 12,599,789 289 0.029% 5,883 411,810
3 V. Hamburg Industrial 700 Series 32 $15,514,800 4,281,431 98 0.010% 5,883 188,256
3 V. Hamburg Public Services 800 Series 63 $4,408,400 2,421,504 56 0.006% 5,883 370,629
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 V. Hamburg Public Parks 900 Series 39 $3,147,000 17,905,627 411 0.041%
Total for Village of Hamburg 4,085 $794,243,340 177,268,559 4,070 0.405% 10,181,512
Village of Kenmore
3 V. Kenmore 0 Series 0 Series 9 S0 156,533 4 0.000% 0 0
3 V. Kenmore Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 V. Kenmore Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 4,320 $414,052,200 39,937,801 917 0.091% 2,257 9,750,240
All other 200 Series 9257 2 654,232
3 V. Kenmore Residential - Other Codes 1,176 $120,019,400 10,473,830 240 0.024% ’ e
3 V. Kenmore Vacant Land 300 Series 58 $1,002,400 470,410 11 0.001% 0 0
3 V. Kenmore Commercial 400 Series 299 $92,378,800 5,827,683 134 0.013% 5,883 1,759,017
Recreation and 5 883 264,735
3 V. Kenmore Entertainment 500 Series 45 $6,422,000 2,964,060 68 0.007% ! !
3 V. Kenmore Community Services 600 Series 67 $36,960,800 2,822,492 65 0.006% 5,883 394,161
3 V. Kenmore Industrial 700 Series 24 $1,751,400 237,585 5 0.001% 5,883 141,192
3 V. Kenmore Public Services 800 Series 49 $17,000 7,955 0 0.000% 5,883 288,267
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 V. Kenmore Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Total for Village of Kenmore 6,098 $672,604,000 62,898,350 1,444 0.144% 15,251,844
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($) (Sq Ft) Area (Sq Ft)
Area (Sq Ft)
Village of Lancaster
3 V. Lancaster 0 Series 0 Series 25 S0 7,691,443 177 0.018% 0 0
3 V. Lancaster Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 V. Lancaster Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 3,118 $623,956,700 54,389,418 1,249 0.124% 2,257 7,037,326
All other 200 Series
3 V. Lancaster Residential - Other Codes 538 $109,697,600 12,279,440 282 0.028% 2,257 1,214,266
3 V. Lancaster Vacant Land 300 Series 421 $12,026,320 30,110,422 691 0.069% 0 0
3 V. Lancaster Commercial 400 Series 286 $107,721,620 12,416,430 285 0.028% 5,883 1,682,538
Recreation and
3 V. Lancaster Entertainment 500 Series 50 $3,733,200 30,166,952 693 0.069% 5883 294,150
3 V. Lancaster Community Services 600 Series 77 $142,359,400 10,545,598 242 0.024% 5,883 452,991
3 V. Lancaster Industrial 700 Series 41 $30,036,000 5,552,428 127 0.013% 5,883 241,203
3 V. Lancaster Public Services 800 Series 55 $5,437,398 924,083 21 0.002% 5,883 323,565
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 V. Lancaster Public Parks 900 Series 28 $56,000 30,978 1 0.000%
Total for Village of Lancaster 4,664 $1,035,024,238 164,107,193 3,768 0.375% 11,246,039
Village of Sloan
3 V. Sloan 0 Series 0 Series 27 S0 11,627,444 267 0.027% 0 0
3 V. Sloan Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0.000% 0 0
3 V. Sloan Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 1,054 $86,327,300 12,346,444 283 0.028% 2,257 2,378,878
All other 200 Series 5257 283,179
3 V. Sloan Residential - Other Codes 347 $30,057,200 3,818,909 88 0.009% ’ !
3 V. Sloan Vacant Land 300 Series 156 $1,532,606 3,764,391 86 0.009% 0 0
3 V. Sloan Commercial 400 Series 145 $13,426,700 3,972,859 91 0.009% 5,883 853,035
Recreation and 5 883 247 086
3 V. Sloan Entertainment 500 Series 42 $329,200 624,056 14 0.001% ! !
3 V. Sloan Community Services 600 Series 38 $3,613,200 1,478,491 34 0.003% 5,883 223,554
3 V. Sloan Industrial 700 Series 22 $1,177,600 592,640 14 0.001% 5,883 129,426
3 V. Sloan Public Services 800 Series 55 $909,370 1,679,173 39 0.004% 5,883 323,565
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 V. Sloan Public Parks 900 Series 26 S0 0 0 0.000%
Total for Village of Sloan 1,937 $137,373,176 39,904,408 916 0.091% 4,938,723
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Village of Williamsville
- . . . 0 0
3 . Williamsville |0 Series 0 Series 20 S0 1,719,465 39 0.004%
- . . . 0 0
3 . Williamsville |Agricultural 100 Series 25 S0 0 0 0%
2,257 3,349,388
3 . Williamsville |Residential - One Family 200 & 210 Codes 1,484 $414,487,400 34,314,352 788 0.078% ’ T
All other 200 Series 5257 487512
3 . Williamsville |Residential - Other Codes 216 $57,004,000 4,047,433 93 0.009% ! ’
- . . 0 0
3 . Williamsville [Vacant Land 300 Series 123 $6,052,800 6,914,055 159 0.016%
5,883 1,388,388
3 . Williamsville |Commercial 400 Series 236 $204,675,600 11,850,805 272 0.027% ! A
Recreation and 5 883 264,735
3 . Williamsville [Entertainment 500 Series 45 $16,894,600 15,769,682 362 0.036% ! !
5,883 347,097
3 . Williamsville |Community Services 600 Series 59 $101,130,300 10,724,664 246 0.025% ! !
5,883 123,543
3 . Williamsville [Industrial 700 Series 21 $543,000 57,895 1 0.000% ! !
5,883 300,033
3 . Williamsville [Public Services 800 Series 51 $364,368,600 51,340,272 1,179 0.117% ! !
Wild, Forested,
Conservation Lands and 0 0
3 . Williamsville [Public Parks 900 Series 31 $3,030,600 1,144,063 26 0.003%
Total for Village of Williamsville 2,311 $1,168,186,900 137,882,684 3,166 0.315% 6,260,696
Total for District 3 231,360 44,333,101,611 6,783,866,517 155,758 16% 535,985,071
Total for all Districts 416,851 104,349,646,487( 43,749,045,685 100% 1,228,318,324
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