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1. INTRODUCTION
York County’s strategy to restore the health of local streams and to achieve state-mandated
stormwater quality targets through a collaborative regional process sets it apart as a leader in
Pennsylvania. Led by the York County Planning Commission (YCPC), many of York County’s 72
municipalities rely on the County’s leadership and technical expertise when complying with
Chesapeake Bay water quality mandates, Pennsylvania’s Stormwater Management Act (Act
167), and Pennsylvania’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) program.
As municipal stormwater challenges have continued to grow and become more complex, YCPC
has taken a leadership role to examine the question of whether expanded regional cooperation,
potentially through the creation of a stormwater authority under Pennsylvania’s Municipality
Authorities Act, could lead to a more proactive and cost-effective way of achieving shared
stormwater management responsibilities.
1.1. Successful Planning Efforts
Recognizing the need for a more integrated approach to water resources management in York
County, YCPC staff prepared, and the County Commissioners adopted, an Integrated Water
Resources Plan (IWRP) in 2011 as a new component of the County Comprehensive Plan. The
IWRP provides a broad overview of how water resources are managed in York County and
includes goals and strategies for meeting future challenges. It also presents how water resource
management regulations are inter-related and where they apply to decisions made by
municipalities, conservation organizations, and property owners. The IWRP sets the stage for
current cooperative efforts by stating that “intergovernmental cooperation must be an integral part
of water resources planning.”
Following the IWRP, the YCPC, in cooperation with the York County Coalition for Clean Waters
(formerly the TMDL Workgroup), developed the York County Watershed Implementation Plan
(WIP) in 2013. The purpose of the WIP is to provide a strategy for York County to achieve
progress towards improving local waters and meeting the draft pollutant reduction targets
established by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for each county
in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. The draft targets for York County are to reduce nitrogen and
sediment loads by 39% and phosphorous loads by 30% from 2009 to 2025.
YCPC then took further action to implement a key strategy from the WIP by complying with the
DEP MS4 regulation that requires each municipality with an MS4 permit but no specific waste
load allocation to implement a Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan. YCPC staff reached
out to all 72 municipalities to initiate a regional effort to plan and construct water quality
improvement practices in a collaborative fashion. This effort resulted in the development of the
York County Regional Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan (Regional CBPRP) and
involved 44 municipalities. Among the participants are 34 regulated MS4 municipalities, including
the County of York, and 10 non-regulated municipalities. These municipalities entered into a five
year Intergovernmental Cooperative Agreement and pledged a total of nearly $1 million to
implement the Regional CBPRP. The Regional CBPRP, approved by DEP in August of 2015 as
adequate to meet MS4 compliance responsibilities, includes a list of stormwater Best
Management Practice (BMP) projects that the participating municipalities propose to implement
to reduce pollutants and clean up impaired York County waters. By participating in the actions
laid out in the approved Regional CBPRP, municipalities are able to achieve economies of scale
and select projects that represent the most cost-effective use of limited resources.
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1.2. Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Officials in York County anticipate that when the next MS4 permit becomes effective in 2018,
municipal pollutant load reduction targets will significantly increase. To prepare for this growing
responsibility and to continue assisting municipalities with their water resource challenges, YCPC
requested financial support from the Codorus Watershed Endowment Committee of the York
County Community Foundation to assess the feasibility of a regional stormwater authority that
could make regulatory compliance even more efficient. Stormwater authorities were enabled by
the Pennsylvania legislature in 2013 through an amendment to the Municipality Authorities Act
(Appendix A). Such an authority could formally regionalize stormwater management activities
and create a revenue source to implement regional stormwater strategies.
Upon award of funding from the Foundation, YCPC selected Amec Foster Wheeler to guide the
study process with support by YCPC staff. The goal of the York County Regional Stormwater
Authority Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study) is to engage the public and municipalities in a
process to answer the question of whether a regional stormwater authority is feasible, and if so,
what would be the scope, scale, and funding source of the authority. While the Feasibility Study
examines the technical feasibility of an authority, its primary focus is on whether an authority is
feasible from the perspective of its potential support by the public and municipalities.
The organization of the Feasibility Study is summarized below:
► Section 2 presents the background information provided to the public and municipal
participants during public meetings, as part of interviews with municipalities, and at a
session of the York County Municipal Administrator’s Association (YCMAA). The
information describes the decision drivers, examines the opportunities and challenges
associated with participation in a regional effort, and presents different authority structure
concepts.
► Section 3 summarizes the process used to obtain public and municipal input about the
feasibility of a stormwater authority and presents key results.
► Section 4 presents the Feasibility Study findings. This includes a finding that, among the
stakeholders that participated in this process, there is support for a regional
stormwater authority. Participants in the Feasibility Study process generally indicated
their support based on the perception that regional cooperation:
► Has worked to the benefit of York County residents and municipalities in the past;
► Provides many smaller and mid-sized municipalities with the opportunity to take
advantage of services and technical assistance that would otherwise not be possible
due to cost and staff constraints; and
► Adds efficiency that can optimize the per capita cost of providing stormwater services
across the region.
Section 4 also provides a roadmap for how to work through the legal, technical, and
financial decisions that will need to be addressed before final consideration and
implementation of a regional stormwater authority.
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2. DISCUSSION OF DRIVERS TOWARD REGIONAL STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT
During the public and municipal events held over the course of the Feasibility Study process,
YCPC and Amec Foster Wheeler presented participants with information about the drivers for
considering a regional stormwater management approach and the benefits and challenges
associated with regional cooperation. These presentations described the options that York County
leadership has for cooperating on inter-municipal stormwater management activities. This
Section 2 summarizes the concepts presented during public meetings and conversations with
municipal leaders.
2.1. Existing Cooperation
There is a strong history of inter-municipal cooperation in York County (Section 1.1) that provides
a foundation for additional regional services. Municipal officials stated on numerous occasions
during the process that York County municipalities already work collaboratively to provide
services more effectively and efficiently. Commonly shared services include snow-plowing,
cooperative purchasing, community events, grant applications, and emergency services.
There was general consensus during the open discussions among the municipal officials
participating in the Feasibility Study process that the YCPC’s Regional CBRP initiative is highly
valued by participating municipalities. Municipal officials expressed general satisfaction with
YCPC’s ability to gain compliance with DEP’s standards for TMDL strategies, serve as a technical
resource on water resource issues, and administer the region’s water quality decision making
process.
Further, throughout the public input process, public meeting attendees and survey respondents
generally supported a regional approach to water resource issues. There were no public
statements made during any of the meetings to suggest that the YCPC should retreat from
existing regional cooperative efforts.
2.2. Diverse Communities
Municipalities each have a set of unique needs. All 72 York County municipalities have a different
mix of characteristics in administrative capacity, access to technical expertise, land use,
development patterns, finances, and age of development. Therefore, each community
approaches regional cooperation with different needs and expectations. An expanded regional
approach will need to consider these different perspectives and priorities from both technical and
political standpoints.
2.3. Scale of a Regional Stormwater Program
The scale of a regional stormwater authority can influence the services, representation, costeffectiveness, and responsiveness of the organization. Stakeholders participating in the
Feasibility Study process were presented information on the following concepts as they relate to
the geographic scale of a regional authority.
2.3.1. MS4 Regulation.
An important spatial difference among York County municipalities, when it comes to water
quality regulation, is whether or not they exist within the Urbanized Area as defined by the
U.S. Census Bureau. Currently, DEP refers to the 2000 Census version of the Urbanized
Area when defining the set of communities regulated under the MS4 program. However, it
is likely that the 2018 MS4 General Permit (PAG-13) will reference the 2010 Census.
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Therefore, the set of MS4 communities in York County is likely to expand and change.
Figure 1 presents the change from the 2000 Urbanized Area to the 2010 version as
delineated by the U.S. Census Bureau.
Communities currently participating in the Regional CBPRP are both MS4 and non-MS4
municipalities. MS4 municipalities participating in the Regional CBPRP have gained
compliance with their MS4 Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan responsibilities
through the current MS4 permit period. For non-MS4 municipalities, their participation may
benefit them if DEP designates them as a new MS4 community in the future.
Since DEP currently tracks pollutant reduction to the Chesapeake Bay based on county
boundaries, continued regional and countywide water quality planning efforts will be
beneficial to York County.
Figure 1. Map of Urbanized Area in York County

2.3.2. Efficiency.
A regional authority created to manage defined elements of a stormwater management
program may enable participating communities to realize economies of scale when
providing services. Partnering municipalities may share expensive equipment, coordinate
to seek out technical assistance on engineering or water quality strategies, or jointly
perform public education activities. These services have application to both MS4 and
unregulated municipalities.
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2.3.3. Representation, Leadership, and Responsiveness.
A regional authority with a broad geographic scope may find it challenging to accommodate
the goals and priorities of each individual municipality it serves. This could be addressed
by expanding the authority’s leadership board to include a representative of each
municipality. However, this broad representation could result in an unwieldy decision
making process. The balance between providing adequate representation with the need
to create an efficient decision-making process will need to be considered during any
stormwater authority implementation process.
2.4. Services Included in a Regional Stormwater Program
2.4.1. Public Education and Engagement.
All MS4 communities are required to implement a strategy to engage the public and
educate them about stormwater issues. However, municipalities typically use standard
outreach materials and templates provided by the DEP or US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) for distribution to their residents. A regional authority may be able to pool
resources to develop a more formalized campaign that defines target audiences and
establishes specific messages. Such a campaign could result in a more effective, engaging
program that raises awareness and changes behaviors that negatively impact water
quality.
2.4.2. System Inspections.
Municipalities, both MS4 and non-MS4, are responsible for general system maintenance,
which includes system inspection and rehabilitation. It also includes preventing and
eliminating illicit discharges. Both the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law and the Federal
Clean Water Act prohibit the discharge of pollutants to water bodies. Therefore, all
municipalities should have a program in place to prevent pollutant discharge, including:
► Dry weather monitoring of the municipal outfalls to monitor for illicit discharges.
► Periodic inspection of post-construction stormwater management BMPs approved by
the municipality as part of a land development.
► Regular assessment of the conveyance infrastructure within the public right of way to
look for clogs and deterioration and to identify maintenance needs.
► Evaluation of municipal facilities, such as garages and storage areas, to monitor for
sources of pollution that could discharge to surface water.
A regional authority coordinating these types of inspections could provide consistency and
expertise for these tasks that individual municipalities working alone may not be able to
achieve. As an example, the regional coordination of inspections at construction sites
through the York County Conservation District is already a well-accepted program in York
County. However, municipalities may be hesitant to allow open access to their facilities,
their system, and the systems of their residents, especially if they feel the regional
authority’s standard is different than its own, either higher or lower.
2.4.3. Good Housekeeping Training for Municipal Operations.
Training of public works departments and others who manage municipal facilities can
reduce the potential for pollutants to discharge to local water bodies. This is an explicit
requirement for MS4 municipalities. These pollutants include, but are not limited to, salt,
vehicle fluids, and sediment. A regional authority providing training to municipal employees
and contractors could develop curricula on applicable good housekeeping techniques and
adjust training modules as necessary to meet local needs and to address regional issues.
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2.4.4. Water Quality.
Water quality has been one of the strongest drivers for municipalities in York County to
participate in regional stormwater planning efforts. The participants in the Regional CBPRP
are currently operating under the Regional CBPRP approved by DEP. In the draft 2018
MS4 permit, the measure of compliance will be a factor of each MS4 community’s storm
sewershed and land use. Some municipalities may need to comply with the standards of
multiple impaired watersheds. Therefore, the degree of technical expertise needed to
comply with the proposed regulations in the draft 2018 MS4 permit will likely increase. A
regional perspective would increase municipalities’ access to technical assistance and
better enable the selection of the most effective water quality BMPs, thereby reducing the
burden on individual MS4 communities.
2.4.5. Infrastructure Maintenance and Replacement.
Currently, there is no consolidated map of storm sewer infrastructure for York County
municipalities. As part of their compliance responsibilities, most MS4 communities have
outfall maps, and some have maps of their pipes in varying levels of detail. If a map were
developed of all the storm sewer infrastructure across the County, a regional authority could
begin the process of assessing the conveyance network to identify current conditions. With
this information, the regional authority could establish goals and priorities for maintaining,
replacing, and expanding the storm sewer network.
Such a capital plan would provide benefits for the entire region. However, a service that
focuses on system upgrades may benefit communities with greater land use intensity more
than it would benefit rural communities that have a lesser amount of infrastructure.
2.4.6. Long-Term Regulatory Compliance.
York County municipalities have generally been successful at maintaining compliance with
their MS4 permits since original authorization to discharge in 2003. While the US EPA has
taken some enforcement actions, there is a better understanding by municipalities of
current PAG-13 compliance responsibilities. The challenge for York County, however, is
that individual compliance at a municipal level is insufficient to remove local streams from
the impaired waters list or to meet Chesapeake Bay water quality targets. Rather, meeting
county targets requires a cohesive, regional strategy that relies on the cumulative
compliance of individual municipalities. If county targets or federal or state requirements
are not met, this could lead to increased NPDES/MS4 regulations, more stringent TMDL
planning efforts, and higher regulatory requirements.
2.5. Funding Stormwater Services
A regional authority would have multiple options for organizing itself and generating revenue to
support regional stormwater services. The following summarizes options that were presented at
public meetings.
2.5.1. Opt-In versus All-In
A key issue discussed by process participants is whether the authority should be opt-in
versus whether the authority would be structured to automatically provide services to all
municipalities upon creation. An “all-in” approach would provide for greater economies of
scale and ease of administration. However, there may be resistance from some
municipalities if participation was made mandatory. The approach would also depend on
the scope and scale of services (MS4-focused versus broader) as well as the mechanism
chosen to fund the authority (local contribution versus directly charging property owners).
January 2016
York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Amec Foster Wheeler Environment & Infrastructure

Page 6

2.5.2. Revenue Generating Mechanism
Depending on the scope and scale of a regional authority, there are multiple options for
generating revenue to support the selected services. The current regional approach relies
on direct contributions from municipalities based on a funding formula. It is then up to each
municipality to decide how to generate the necessary revenue. An alternative approach
would be for the authority to take responsibility for billing property owners based on a
measure of the services provided. For example, there are municipalities in Pennsylvania
that charge property owners based on their amount of impervious cover. There are multiple
derivations of this approach depending on the data available and the goals of the program.
Depending on the type of services being provided, another consideration would be whether
to charge all residents or only those residents within Urbanized Areas.
2.6. Summary
There are both challenges and opportunities to consider when forming a regional authority to
manage stormwater. A regional authority may be better positioned to address water quality issues
that are watershed-based and span municipal boundaries. As municipal stormwater management
responsibilities grow, a regional authority may be able to perform stormwater services more
efficiently and more effectively. However, control of stormwater activities by a regional authority
will also mean less control at the local municipal level. For an initiative to create a regional
authority to succeed, expectations need to be clearly established among all stakeholders.
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3. FEASIBILITY STUDY PROCESS AND OBSERVATIONS
3.1. Approach
The goal of the Feasibility Study is to assess the feasibility of a regional stormwater authority in
York County primarily from the perspective of municipal and public support and, if feasible, to
begin to define the potential scope, scale, and funding source of such an authority. To understand
if the support to create a regional stormwater authority exists, YCPC felt it critical to actively seek
out both the municipal and public perspective through a variety of methods.
There are 72 municipalities in York County. Municipalities vary in geographical size, topography,
population density, demographics, land use, age of development, degree of development
pressure, and finances. These factors, among others, help to form each municipality’s priorities
for water resources management. Therefore, when developing a process by which to gather
information for the Feasibility Study, YCPC sought out voices from across the County that could
represent these diverse perspectives. This Section 3 describes the integrated activities utilized
to inform these diverse audiences and to gauge their level of support for enhanced regional
cooperation on stormwater management strategies.
3.2. Feasibility Study Committee
YCPC selected ten individuals from across York County to help guide the overall process and to
represent the diverse interests and perspectives of York County stakeholders. This Feasibility
Study Committee (FSC) included elected municipal officials, municipal managers/staff, authority
members, water company officers, solicitors, and engineers (Appendix B). These individuals are
familiar with municipal stormwater management responsibilities and each has a general
understanding of stormwater management strategies.
The FSC played an important role in the Feasibility Study process. Key tasks included:
1. Providing feedback on proposed public engagement strategies so that information going
out to the public was understandable and aligned with the target audience and the purpose
of the Feasibility Study.
2. Reviewing the information collected from the public and municipalities and to assist in
interpretation and development of conclusions.
3. Providing input on proposed findings to be included in the final report.
4. Providing guidance on how to communicate the findings to the County Commissioners
and other stakeholders.
The FSC met a total of five times from October 2014 to October 2015.
3.3. Public Input
The public input process consisted of two phases, an online web survey followed by two public
meetings. The first phase (Public Survey) was designed to provide all York County stakeholders
with a convenient opportunity to provide their general thoughts on stormwater priorities and
regional cooperation. The second phase (Public Meetings) was designed to provide stakeholders
with an opportunity to learn more in-depth information on water resources challenges, ask
questions, and respond with comments. A full description of the public input process and results
are included in Appendix C in the form of the Public Opinion Memorandum.
3.3.1. Public Survey
A Public Survey was developed to gain a better understanding of public attitudes toward a
potential multi-municipal approach to stormwater management. Specifically, the purpose
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of the survey was to help gauge public sentiment about the question “Is a stormwater
authority feasible in York County?”
The survey was distributed to as many York County stakeholders as possible, including
residents, institutions, and business owners. Survey distribution occurred by:
► Posting a link to the web survey on the County website;
► Providing the link to municipalities and conservation groups to post on their websites;
► Sending email invitations to individual addresses from the York County Planning
Commission’s database; and,
► Including the link to the web survey on announcements posted in public spaces across
the County.
The survey included 11 questions designed to assess the following:
► What is the general public awareness about stormwater-related issues in York
County?
► What are the priorities of the public with respect to addressing stormwater needs?
► What is the public’s willingness to act on these priorities through investments using
public funds?
► What considerations affect the public’s willingness to consider new funding for
addressing priorities?
► Is the public willing to give up some degree of local control at the city/ township/
borough level for an increase in efficiency?
To maximize participation, the survey was designed to take five minutes or less to
complete. YCPC also promoted that participants would have a chance to win gift cards
donated from local businesses. A total of 735 completed surveys were received between
mid-December 2014 and the end of January 2015. The following graphics highlight key
qualitative observations from the survey responses about water resource issues:
► As shown in Figure 2, the number of survey participants “somewhat” concerned about
water quality and flooding are similar. However, a much greater number of participants
are “very” concerned about water quality as compared to flooding.
Figure 2. Response to Public Survey Questions 1 and 3
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► As shown in Figure 3, survey participants feel that their community should prioritize
local water quality above the Chesapeake Bay and local flooding issues.
Figure 3. Response to Public Survey Question 7
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► As shown in Figure 4, survey participants are generally willing for their community to
give up some local control over water resources issues if a cooperative effort was more
effective.
Figure 4. Response to Public Survey Question 11
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► As shown in Figure 5, survey participants are willing to pay more to support an
expanded stormwater program that addresses local water resources priorities.
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Figure 5. Response to Public Survey Question 10
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3.3.2. Public Meetings
Following the completion of the Public Survey, two facilitated public meetings were held.
The goals of the meetings were to 1) provide general information about growing stormwater
challenges that communities are facing across Pennsylvania and the Susquehanna
watershed and 2) provide meeting participants with the opportunity to express their
thoughts on current water resources priorities and the circumstances under which they
would consider a cooperative approach to stormwater management. The result of these
discussions was a broad picture of community support for some degree of regional
cooperation.
In addition to the meetings being open to the general public, YCPC, Amec Foster Wheeler,
and the FSC (Study Partners) wanted to ensure that participants represented a diverse
range of perspectives and backgrounds. To accomplish this, the Study Partners
implemented a recruitment campaign to seek out representatives from all municipalities as
well as different associations and organizations. The meetings were structured to maximize
participant interaction through the use of voting software, facilitated discussions, and
opinion polling. These meetings also provided a town hall-style forum at which attendees
were asked more detailed questions relating to the scope, scale, and funding source of a
proposed authority than was possible through the Public Survey.
Public Meeting #1 – March 25, 2015, West Manchester Township Building
Approximately 91 people attended the first Public Meeting and participated in a series of
presentations, discussions, and voting. Participants were provided an overview of
stormwater challenges, asked baseline questions regarding their current understanding of
stormwater issues, and engaged in a facilitated discussion of their stormwater interests and
concerns.
Following an overview presentation of municipal stormwater challenges, an additional
presentation was made on possible methods by which municipalities could meet their
stormwater management challenges. Options included transferring funding from other
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municipal programs, continuation and/or expansion of existing inter-municipal cooperation
among municipalities, and formation of a stormwater authority.
The following statements are representative of the key messages expressed by
participants at the first Public Meeting:
► Broad-based public education on stormwater topics is necessary at all levels;
► Collaborative efforts must point out cost saving opportunities; and
► Development of a regional stormwater program must consider the individual needs of
individual municipalities.
Public Meeting #2 – May 20, 2015, York County Administrative Center
Approximately 39 people attended the second Public Meeting. Attendees were provided
with highlights of the public and municipal input to date. The remainder of the meeting
focused on options for multi-municipal cooperation, specifically seeking input on two
questions:
► What stormwater management services would you like to see done cooperatively
versus what should remain a local responsibility?
► If a multi-municipal authority approach is pursued, what type of organizational
structure would most meet your needs and the needs of the region?
To gain input on the first question, meeting participants were asked to indicate their
preference for implementation of 12 stormwater-related services. That is, should these
services be provided regionally or locally? Table 1 presents the participants’ support for
regional implementation and local municipal implementation for each of the 12 services.
After calculating the weighted score, six stormwater services have the greatest support for
regional implementation.
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Table 1. Preference of regional or local implementation of stormwater services
Stormwater Service

Strongly
Support
Regional

Somewhat
Support
Regional

Neutral

Somewhat
Support
Municipal

Strongly
Support
Municipal

Don’t
Know

Weighted
Score*

Chesapeake Bay Water Quality
Compliance Projects

16

8

1

0

1

0

116

Public Education on
Stormwater Topics

12

9

2

0

2

0

104

Water Quality Permit (MS4)
Reporting

8

6

5

3

3

1

88

Construction Site Inspection

7

8

2

3

5

1

84

Post-Construction BMP
Inspection

9

5

2

3

5

1

82

Public Engagement in
Stormwater Activities

6

9

2

1

7

0

81

Grading Permit and Land
Development Plan Review

4

6

5

4

6

1

73

Storm Sewer Network
Replacement/Rehabilitation

4

6

3

6

5

1

70

Storm Sewer Mapping and
Assessment

6

4

2

5

7

1

69

Street Sweeping

3

3

2

7

11

1

58

Illicit Discharge Detection &
Elimination

2

3

4

8

6

1

56

Storm Sewer Maintenance

0

1

4

8

12

1

44

* Note: for purposes of this discussion, a weighted score of 75 represents an average score of “Neutral.” Scores less than 75
represent services where meeting participants preferred a local municipal approach; scores greater than 75 represent a general
preference for regional implementation. Weighted scores were calculated by assigning a value to each possible response.
“Strongly Support Regional” was designated a value of “5”; “Strongly Support Municipal” was designated a value of “1.” The
weighted value equals the sum of each response multiplied by its designated value.

Next, a set of seven principles related to the governance, authority, and scope of a regional
authority were presented. Within each principle was a set of options that could be
implemented. The seven principles are presented in Table 2. A facilitated discussion of the
pros and cons of options associated with each principle was held and then participants
voted on their preferred implementation option. Participants clearly identified their preferred
option for six of the seven principles. The options associated with the Scope of Services
principle provided by a regional entity were generally split as shown in Principle 4 of Table
2.
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Table 2. Governing Structure Matrix
Principle
1. How Decisions
Are Made
2. Accountability
3. Regulatory
Liability
4. Scope of
Services
5. Service
Delivery
6. Revenue
Collection
7. Revenue
Generation

Options

Selected Preference

By a small or large board? Appointed by
the County or appointed by each
municipality?
Should board members be citizen
representatives somewhat removed from
political pressures or elected officials that
can be held accountable for decisions?
Transfer permit compliance responsibilities
to the regional authority or keep it local?
Should participating municipalities have the
option to select the services they need or
must they participate in all services offered
regionally?
Hire regional staff to provide stormwater
services or purchase contracted services?
Should funds be collected by the region or
by each municipality?
Revenue calculated based on property
value, impervious area, or municipal
population?

Hybrid - members appointed by County and
rotating members representing municipalities.
Mix of municipal elected officials and citizen
representatives.
Shift regulatory and permit compliance where
possible to the regional authority.
Split between:
 All in - municipalities must opt-in to all services
provided (exact services to be determined).
 A la carte - each municipality selects the
services it wants from a menu of options.
Regional stormwater authority is a mix of
contracting and staff depending on the most
efficient approach.
Revenue collected by the regional stormwater
authority - some revenue provided back to
municipalities for local services.
Based on impervious surface area.

Upon completion of the voting exercise and discussion of the results, participants were
provided one final opportunity to provide input about the feasibility of an inter-municipal
stormwater authority in York County via an exit question. Participants were asked:
► Should an inter-municipal stormwater authority of some sort be established to provide
service in York County? Nineteen voted “Yes;” two voted “No” (Figure 6).
Figure 6. Response to Public Meeting Exit Question
No, 2

Yes, 19
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3.3.3. Discussion of Public Input
The Public Input phase of the Feasibility Study spanned six months from December 2014
to May 2015. During this process, a web survey, facilitated discussions, electronic voting,
overview presentations, open-ended exit questions, and voting matrices were utilized to
solicit public input on stormwater management activities and possible paths forward for
regional cooperation. Through the survey and the meetings, York County stakeholders
were provided with multiple opportunities to offer their insight on the stormwater
management programming in their community and across the County.
Through the process, the Feasibility Study Partners recorded the following concerns from
the public about an expanded regional approach:
► What services would a regional authority provide?
► What if my community does not need all of the services provided?
► What if my community desires a higher level of service than the regional authority
offers?
► Would an authority be authorized to require municipalities to take action?
► How would a regional authority be funded?
► Who would decide how these funds are spent?
While there was support for keeping many responsibilities at the local level, there was also
strong support for a regional approach to several key program elements, including, but not
limited to, Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan compliance, public education/
involvement, and MS4 permit reporting. Further, there was recognition that, for such an
approach to be successful, a coordinated outreach effort is needed at every level, including
the general public, municipal staff, and appointed/elected leaders.
3.4. Municipal Input
The Municipal Input process consisted of three phases, an online web survey of all York County
municipalities, hour-long interviews with 10 selected municipalities, and a two-part questionnaire
distributed to the same 10 municipalities asking specific questions about their local stormwater
program and associated costs. The first phase (online web survey) provided all York County
municipal officials with an opportunity to offer their thoughts on stormwater priorities and regional
cooperation. The second phase provided the Study Partners an opportunity to drill down into the
specifics of individual municipality’s stormwater priorities, successes, and challenges. The
responses of the 10 municipalities to the program and cost questionnaires (phase three) provided
both qualitative and quantitative information on the pace, frequency, and cost of stormwater
programs. The full description of the Municipal Input process and results are included in
Appendix D (Municipal Survey Analysis) and Appendix E (Local Stormwater Program Cost
Overview).
3.4.1. Municipal Survey (Phase One)
From December 2014 to February 2015, YCPC hosted a web survey to seek out the
perspective of municipal staff and elected/appointed officials about municipal sentiment
toward municipal stormwater responsibilities in York County and the feasibility of a regional
stormwater authority.
YCPC staff distributed the Municipal Survey to each municipality in the County. YCPC
tracked participation in the Municipal Survey and received responses from 70 of the 72
municipalities. YCPC also encouraged multiple responses from municipalities, resulting in
a total of 128 participants in the Municipal Survey from those 70 municipalities. Of
respondents, 27% were elected officials; the remainder were appointed officials or
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municipal staff. The Municipal Survey provides valuable insight about current municipal
attitudes toward existing stormwater programs, anticipated challenges, and opportunities
for funding and regional cooperation.
Although York County communities are diverse, a common thread ran through the
responses. Municipal Survey participants generally feel they are providing adequate
stormwater services that address local priorities. However, they are mindful that stormwater
challenges are potentially growing beyond current municipal capabilities. The following
bullets highlight the major themes resulting from the Municipal Survey.
► Distributed Priorities. Several questions throughout the Municipal Survey asked
respondents to choose among multiple stormwater-related services and provide
feedback on the current levels of stormwater management service provided, citizen
concerns, and priority levels for water resources issues. In general, Municipal Survey
participants responded that they felt equally strong about the importance of each
service. This reflects that municipal officials understand that they are responsible for
a wide variety of stormwater services. However, based on their responses, municipal
officials place a slightly greater value on the continuance or upgrade of infrastructure
replacement services as opposed to services to protect water quality and mitigate
flooding.
► Importance of Local Water Quality. Of the total respondents, 44% stated that
protecting water quality in the Chesapeake Bay is a priority. In contrast, 64% stated
that protection and clean-up of local streams is a priority. At least two explanations
may exist for these survey results. One is that YCPC has already facilitated a Regional
CBPRP that gets this issue “off the plate” of many local municipalities. The second is
that the Chesapeake Bay may be considered a downstream issue without direct
benefit to York County.
► Understanding the True Cost. As shown in Figure 7, nearly a quarter of respondents
stated they were unaware of their annual stormwater budget. Over half of the
communities stated that they invest less than $25K annually in their municipal
stormwater program. It is possible that municipalities do not track their stormwater
activities and associated costs in a manner that clearly shows the true cost of the
service. One of the benefits of a stormwater authority would be the need to track the
actual cost of stormwater management, which would then allow for the municipalities
to seek out efficiencies.
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Figure 7. Response to Municipal Survey Question 11

Don't Know
23%
Less than $25K
53%

Greater than
$25K
24%

► Stretched Resources. Only 10% of the survey respondents stated that stormwater
program funding is generally steady and is sufficient to meet the needs of the
community (Figure 8). The rest of the respondents were either unaware of their
stormwater spending, knew that funding for the stormwater program regularly
fluctuates, felt that funding is only available for emergencies, or that funding is steady,
but insufficient.
Figure 8. Response to Municipal Survey Question 13
Don't Know
21%

Steady and
Sufficient
10%

Available for
Emergencies
Only
16%

Fluctuates
Annually
24%

Steady but
Insufficient
29%

However, when municipalities were asked about the level of service they felt their
municipality offered residents and business, most stated that existing stormwater
infrastructure operation and maintenance activities are sufficient, generally meeting the
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needs of the community (Figure 9). This response does not match the earlier response
when only 10% stated that the program funding was steady and sufficient. Based on results
for these two questions, one explanation may be that the current services they provide are
sufficient to meet local needs, even if the services themselves are insufficiently funded.
Figure 9. Response to Municipal Survey Question 5
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Sufficient
Service

Neutral

Insufficient
Service

Don't
Know

► Land Use Regulation. Respondents generally indicated that their ordinances
sufficiently mitigate flooding, erosion, and water quality impacts resulting from new
development. These ordinances address stormwater generated from new
development, but do not resolve existing infrastructure or flooding problems unless
redevelopment is involved. However, there was significant concern about long-term
maintenance and enforcement issues associated with the private stormwater
management facilities required by these ordinances.
► Opportunities for Cooperation. Survey responses indicate that a majority of
municipalities would like additional support for implementing their stormwater
management programs in the following areas: 1) educating and involving the public in
stormwater-related activities, and 2) inspection of stormwater controls that occur on
private property.
► Role of Education. Approximately 50% of respondents selected public education and
public involvement as components of their stormwater program for which they would
like additional support. Based on the survey responses, there is a recognized need for
public education for all stakeholders on current and future stormwater needs and
challenges. This can start with documenting current municipal stormwater services,
understanding the true cost of services, and initiating a process to set local priorities.
3.4.2. Municipal Interviews and Program Cost Estimates (Phases Two and Three)
In December 2014, representatives from 10 York County municipalities (Figure 10)
participated in an in-depth discussion of their stormwater program services and associated
costs. Municipalities were selected to represent varying sizes, population, governance
structures, land uses, and regulatory position (MS4 versus non-MS4).
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Figure 10. Map of Municipal Interview Participants

The first part of a two-part Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire was distributed to the
officials of these 10 municipalities. The questionnaire guided each municipal official through
the process of identifying the type and extent of stormwater services they currently provide
and developing a basis upon which to estimate costs. Where the web based Public Survey
and Municipal Survey asked questions about the general willingness of individuals to
participate in regional programs, the Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire was designed
to collect data about specific services and costs.
The questionnaire was not intended to identify every hour spent and dollar utilized to
provide stormwater services. Instead, the questionnaire grouped services into broad Cost
Centers (Table 3) so that municipal stormwater managers could take a holistic view of
stormwater management activities and the multiple individuals and departments that play
a role in delivering these services.
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Table 3. Questionnaire Cost Centers

Ordinance Adoption, Implementation, and
Enforcement
 Plan review
 Site inspections
Asset Management
 Infrastructure mapping
 Catch basin clean-out
 Culvert dredging
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
 Storm sewer pipe repair
 Catch basin repair
Water Quality
 Street sweeping
 Outfall inspections
 Municipal good housekeeping

Flood Mitigation
 Pre-storm cleaning
 Post-storm debris removal
 Emergency repairs
Capital Improvements
 Storm sewer replacement
 Watershed planning
Public Education and Engagement
 Increasing public awareness of stormwater
issues
 Coordinating stream clean-ups
Program Administration
 Grant writing
 Contract management

The first part of the questionnaire, the Program Module, asked general questions about
stormwater-related services currently provided by the municipality. Each of the 10
municipalities was requested to complete the Program Module and then participate in an
interview to discuss their current municipal program.
Participants were asked questions about current stormwater program successes and
challenges, stormwater issues on the horizon, long-term strategies, and opportunities for
regional cooperation. The intent of the interview process was to gain a holistic perspective
of how and why municipal stormwater management activities are performed.
The following themes were commonly expressed by municipal officials during the course
of the interviews.
► Municipalities commonly work together. Regional opportunities exist to share services
such as police, fire, libraries, community events, and snow removal. Each potential for
shared services is considered on a case-by-case basis and is generally initiated by a
single municipal representative reaching out to their counterpart in another
municipality.
► There is value in keeping services local. The stormwater needs of a built-out borough
are different from the surrounding townships experiencing land development.
► Opportunities to share services with immediately adjacent municipal neighbors are
limited by the availability of staff time to coordinate agreements and the absence of
any comprehensive evaluation or calculation of the potential benefits that could be
realized from a partnership.
► Shared services and regional opportunities will likely save money in the long run, but
need to have committed leadership to initiate and open conversations about
responsibilities.
► Grant funding is often a necessary catalyst required to initiate capital improvement
projects or medium to large scale stormwater infrastructure replacement projects.
► MS4 responsibilities and regulations are not going away. Municipalities are looking for
ways to identify their required actions and efficiently achieve an appropriate degree of
compliance.
► Municipal staff have achieved awareness of their municipality’s stormwater
responsibilities (Act 167 ordinance, MS4, infrastructure maintenance), but local
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elected officials, which have a higher rate of turnover and different interests, often do
not fully understand existing regulations or their impact.
► The County’s leadership role on the Regional CBPRP took a lot off the plate of
municipal staff and elected officials and will likely reduce the cost of compliance.
► Activities by upstream municipalities have negative impacts on downstream
municipalities and it is perceived that there is insufficient stormwater management to
reduce those impacts.
► Pipes, basins, inlets, and curbs are aging; there is no formalized plan to inspect,
assess, or replace these features.
These interviews set the stage for the second part of the questionnaire, the Cost Module,
which was distributed to the 10 participants in January 2015 and completed by seven
participants. The Cost Module asked for details about the costs of the same Cost Centers
used in the Program Module. An introductory webinar was held to help optimize the time
taken by the municipal representatives to complete the Cost Module and aid in
standardizing the data collection process.
The Cost Module of the questionnaire resulted in the following general observations:
► There is a lack of awareness or local understanding of the true cost of stormwater
management.
► Many foresee that additional regulations, increased frequency of significant storm
events, and aging infrastructure will increase their responsibilities and increase the
cost of municipal stormwater management.
► Each municipality could identify at least one element of their stormwater program they
would like to expand. These included:
► Ordinance adoption, implementation, and enforcement;
► Asset management;
► Infrastructure repair and replacement;
► Water quality improvements and controls to meet regulatory requirements;
► Flood mitigation;
► Capital improvements;
► Public education and engagement; and
► Program administration.
3.5. Chesapeake Bay TMDL Compliance Estimate
The anticipated cost to comply with Chesapeake Bay TMDL responsibilities associated with the
MS4 permit is one of the major drivers of the discussion regarding the feasibility of a stormwater
authority. While current reduction targets are not municipality-specific and no specific wasteload
allocations have been assigned, the current draft 2018 MS4 permit (PAG-13) requires individual
municipalities to reduce total suspended solids (TSS) by 10% and total nitrogen (TN) by 5%. As
a result, it is important to understand the potential costs since this is an important factor in
determining whether a regional stormwater authority can result in significant cost savings through
economies of scale and efficiencies.
Since the 2018 MS4 permit is still in draft form, the compliance standards put forth are not yet
confirmed. However, Amec Foster Wheeler developed a series of scenarios designed to estimate
the cost of compliance with Chesapeake Bay TMDL pollutant reduction responsibilities as
proposed. As the basis for these scenarios, Amec Foster Wheeler calculated the TSS reductions
that would be required by York County MS4 communities over the five-year permit cycle if the
current draft of the 2018 MS4 permit is issued (Table 4).
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Table 4. 2018 Draft Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Responsibilities
Land Use

TSS (lbs/ac/yr)

Impervious
Pervious
Total
York County Required Reductions (10%)

1,669
214

TSS
(lbs/yr)
43,573,207
16,937,363
60,510,571
6,051,057

MS4 communities will have many options for how to achieve these proposed pollutant reductions.
Water quality BMPs can include construction of features such as bioretention gardens, naturalized
stormwater basins, underground detention vaults, rain gardens, and others. Each of these BMPs
has a different cost for construction and a different efficiency for removing pollutants. Therefore
three scenarios were developed using different mixes of these water quality BMPs to develop
compliance cost estimates. Individual project capital costs in this analysis use rates researched
and published for costs of various BMPs (King and Hagen, 2011) prepared for the Maryland
Department of Environment, as well as estimates from the U.S. EPA. The actual cost of
compliance will depend on a number of different factors, including the feasibility of different
projects, whether projects can be located on public property, and other site-specific constraints
and challenges.
► Scenario 1 – Typical BMP Mix. This scenario utilizes a mix of water quality BMPs that is
typical in suburban/urban municipalities in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. Table 5 below
presents the general costs of a diverse set of bioretention, filtering practices, ponds and
wetlands, and pond retrofits that could be planned and constructed to achieve the York
County pollutant reduction goals for the five-year permit cycle beginning in 2018.
Table 5. Scenario 1 Cost Estimate (Multiple BMP Types)
Portion of
TSS
Practice
TSS
Reductions
Reductions
(lbs/yr)

Unit Cost
($/lb TSS)

Capital Costs

Bioretention

14%

854,911

$87

$74M

Filtering Practices

14%

854,911

$42

$36M

New Ponds and Wetlands

36%

2,076,621

$15

$31M

Pond Retrofits

36%

2,163,147

$13

$29M

Total

$ 170M

► Scenario 2 – York County Model. This scenario reflects the same mix of projects
originally presented in York County’s Regional CBPRP that was approved by DEP. In the
Regional CBPRP, participating York County municipalities proposed that 95% of their
pollutant reductions would be the achieved through stream restoration projects. The
remaining 5% of their committed pollutant reductions are proposed to come from
bioretention, pond retrofit, and forested buffer projects. Table 6 presents the costs
associated with these activities in the same proportion for the five-year permit cycle
beginning in 2018.
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Table 6. Scenario 2 Cost Estimate (York County Regional CBPRP Mix of BMPs)
Practice
Stream Restoration
Bioretention, Pond
Retrofit and Forest
Bufers

Portion of TSS
Reductions

TSS Reductions
(lbs/yr)

Unit Cost
($/lb TSS)

95%

5,748,504

$7

$40M

5%

302,553

$87

$26M

Total

$66M

Capital Costs

► Scenario 3 – Stream Restoration Only. Scenario 3 (Table 7) utilizes the most costefficient method for preventing regulated pollutants from discharging from York County to
the Chesapeake Bay: stream restoration. To accomplish the necessary TSS reductions
by solely using stream restoration as a pollutant control measure, York County
municipalities would need to restore at least 22 miles of stream between 2018 and 2023.
Table 7. Scenario 3 Cost Estimate (Stream Restoration Only)
Practice
Stream Restoration

Portion of TSS
Reductions

TSS Reductions
(lbs/yr)

100%

6,051,507

Unit Cost
($/lb TSS)

Capital Costs

$7

$42M

Total

$42M

3.6. Municipal Administrator’s Presentation
Following the completion on the public input, municipal input, and TMDL compliance estimation
tasks, the Feasibility Study Partners reached out to the York County Municipal Administrator’s
Association. Preliminary findings of the Feasibility Study were presented at the Association’s
regular meeting on September 24, 2015. Municipal administrators from approximately 30 York
County municipalities attended this meeting, held at the Dover Township Community Building.
Meeting participants were provided with an overview of the successes to date of York County’s
regional approach to stormwater management. The typical municipal stormwater management
challenges in south central Pennsylvania and the observations made during the Feasibility Study
Process were also shared along with a discussion of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL compliance cost
estimate scenarios.
In the second half of the meeting, a potential framework for a regional stormwater authority, based
on feedback from the public and municipal input processes, was presented. This potential
framework is described in detail in Section 4. The meeting participants asked questions about
the following topics and provided their comments from the perspective of their municipalities.
► What is the timeline for creation of regional authority?
► Does the entity need to be County-wide and will municipalities need to opt-in to
participate?
► Does the County have the power to create a regional authority?
► Will the regional authority be able to hold an MS4 permit?
► The complexity of the PAG-13 shows the importance of regional cooperation.
► The funding mechanism must be equitable for services provided.
► Municipalities would benefit from a comparison of the cost of compliance as an individual
community, cost of compliance as a region, and non-compliance.
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► YCPC could play a role in appropriately increasing the sense of urgency about
Chesapeake Bay TMDL responsibilities among York County communities.
Upon completion of the meeting, the municipal administrators that attended provided input on the
following three exit questions.
► Question 1. Do you think the creation of a County-wide authority is a good way to address
municipal stormwater challenges? (Figure 11)
Figure 11. Response to YCMAA Meeting Exit Question #1
No, 1

No Answer, 1

Yes, 24

► Question 2. Is your elected body likely to agree with the recommendation that the County
should create a county-wide stormwater authority? (Figure 12)
Figure 12. Response to YCMAA Meeting Exit Question #2

Yes, 10
Unsure, 12

No, 5
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► Question 3. Would you like staff of the York County Planning Commission to present the
recommendation to create a County-wide stormwater authority to your elected body?
(Figure 13)
Figure 13. Response to YCMAA Meeting Exit Question #3

No, 11
Yes, 12
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4. FINDINGS AND NEXT STEPS
This Feasibility Study was designed to answer the question of whether a stormwater authority is
feasible in York County, and if so, what is the scope and scale of such an authority and how would
it be funded. Input obtained from the public and municipalities through this study indicates that:
1. It is technically feasible to establish a regional stormwater authority; and
2. There is considerable interest in a more collaborative approach to stormwater
management in York County.
Through the process of conducting open surveys, interviewing municipal officials, meeting with
the public, and listening to municipal administrators, it became clear that York County
stakeholders believe that it is worth giving up some local control and decision-making
responsibility in order to gain the benefits that regional cooperation can offer.
This section of the report provides the terms of this support based on the input provided from the
public and municipal officials during the Feasibility Study. Five guiding principles that set the
framework for how an authority could be organized are presented below. These principles are
followed by an outline of next steps that that would be taken if the York County Commissioners
agree to further explore the creation of an authority.
4.1. Five Principles of a York County Regional Stormwater Authority
The following describes the potential scope, scale, and funding source for a stormwater authority
based on the feedback provided through the public and municipal input processes. These
principles are intended to act as a working concept and a starting point for the next phase of
development of the authority.
Principle 1: Geographic Scale and Participation
If the County Commissioners act to establish an authority, the majority of the participants in the
Feasibility Study indicated a County-wide authority is appropriate. The options to create an
authority where each municipality would need to decide to opt in or where a subset of County
municipalities would be selected to participate based on geography or MS4 designation were not
preferred. A County-wide authority covering all 72 municipalities would be able to have a more
holistic list of water quality projects, predictable revenue stream and cash flow, and consistency
providing services.
Principle 2: Scope of Services
During the public and municipal input stages of the Feasibility Study, participants suggested that
the County take on more than just the administration of the Regional CBPRP and add services
that could serve all municipalities. Participants expressed general support for offering the
following core set of services across the County. The services listed below are consistent with the
voting presented in Table 1 and the open discussion with participants during the Feasibility Study
meetings.
► Public Education
► Public Engagement
► Erosion Control Inspections
► MS4 Reporting
► Regional CBPRP Implementation
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Principle 3: Leadership and Representation
Participants in the public meetings stated their preference that the authority be led by an authority
board appointed by the York County Commissioners. Participants indicated that representation
should include a mix of municipal officials and a representative group of stakeholders.
Principle 4: Staffing and Work Force
Through the public meetings and municipal interviews, participants stated their preference that
the stormwater authority ramp up the services provided over the first several years. Once
established, the authority would have core staff to administer the program. Individual services
would be provided through a mix of staff and contract services depending on the most efficient
use of resources and a desire to maintain flexibility to adapt to changing stormwater management
needs.
Principle 5: Funding Sources
Municipal representatives in the Feasibility Study indicated that the authority should be
responsible for exploring multiple funding sources, including grant funding from state agencies
and foundations and loans from PennVest. Strong interest was expressed in a stormwater fee
approach to revenue-generation, based on the area of impervious surface on a parcel. The details
of such a funding mechanism that could equitably distribute the cost across the County would
need to be addressed in the next phase of authority implementation.
4.2. Future Authority Services
As the stormwater authority matures, participants in the public meetings expressed interest in
exploring additional services that could be provided by the authority, including such areas as:
► MS4 Mapping
► Illicit Discharge Detection & Elimination
► BMP Inspection & Reporting
► Storm Sewer Replacement Funding
4.3. Next Steps
If the York County Commissioners decide to further explore the authority concept, several
additional steps would be necessary to help define the nature and scope of the authority and to
provide the Commissioners with the information necessary to make a final decision. The following
are the primary steps identified by Amec Foster Wheeler:
► Stakeholder Engagement. Continue the efforts of the FSC and strategically expand the
membership and process so that stakeholders can serve as a sounding board for next
steps. Recommendations made by these stakeholders can support implementation of a
stormwater authority by identifying shared stormwater management goals and agreeing
on implementation strategies.
► Public Education. Develop a consistent, easily understandable message to the public
about the process, purpose, and policies impacting each municipality and citizen of the
County. Transparency is critical during the process of developing a stormwater authority
so that it builds understanding of the purpose and services the authority will provide, as
well as its benefits.
► Legal Framework. Define agreements between the authority and the municipalities for
implementing an authority that is consistent with the principles stated above. Define the
regulatory relationship between the authority, the DEP, and the municipalities for MS4
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permit responsibilities. Clarify the authority’s ability to mandate participation by
municipalities and the ability of municipalities to opt-in to receive services. Document the
legal framework for the operating structure and governance of the authority.
► Revenue Generation. Determine the most appropriate method to equitably distribute the
cost of the services provided by the authority. Consider the need to measure impervious
surfaces as a means to equitably distribute costs to property owners or municipalities.
► Billing System Assessment. Evaluate options for distribution, collection, and tracking of
bills to the participants benefitting from the services provided by the authority.
► Future Program Refinement. Prepare a plan that outlines the services offered and the
resources needed to achieve the community’s short and long-term stormwater
management goals. A clear and complete understanding of the authority’s stormwater
program of services, including understanding the revenue requirements defined in the
development of the charter and an operating plan. Once this program is defined, complete
a business model for long-term authority operation that addresses roles, responsibilities,
policy, and funding. This business plan should address the authority’s services and
responsibilities in relationship to the delivery of stormwater services within the
municipalities in the County.
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APPENDIX A
Pennsylvania Municipalities Authorities Act Amendment (2013)
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GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE (53 PA.C.S.) - PURPOSES AND POWERS
OF MUNICIPAL AUTHORITIES
Act of Jul. 9, 2013, P.L. 569, No. 68
Cl. 53
Session of 2013
No. 2013-68
SB 351
AN ACT
Amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the Pennsylvania
Consolidated Statutes, in municipal authorities, further
providing for purposes and powers.
The General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania hereby
enacts as follows:
Section 1. Section 5607(a) of Title 53 of the Pennsylvania
Consolidated Statutes is amended by adding a paragraph to read:
§ 5607. Purposes and powers.
(a) Scope of projects permitted.--Every authority incorporated
under this chapter shall be a body corporate and politic and shall
be for the purposes of financing working capital; acquiring,
holding, constructing, financing, improving, maintaining and
operating, owning or leasing, either in the capacity of lessor or
lessee, projects of the following kind and character and providing
financing for insurance reserves:
* * *
(18) Storm water planning, management and implementation
as defined in the articles of incorporation by the governing
body. Authorities, existing as of the effective date of this
paragraph, already operating storm water controls as part of a
combined sewer system, sanitary sewer system or flood control
project may continue to operate those projects.
* * *
Section 2. This act shall take effect in 60 days.
APPROVED--The 9th day of July, A.D. 2013.
TOM CORBETT

APPENDIX B
Feasibility Study Committee
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Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study Committee
Jeff Hines, York Water Company and Codorus Watershed Endowment Committee
Skip Missimer, Red Lion Municipal Authority and Codorus Watershed Endowment Committee
Andrew Miller, Miller Poole Law Firm and Codorus Watershed Endowment Committee
Karla Farrell, Buchart Horn and Codorus Watershed Endowment Committee
Jim Gross, City of York
Tim James, Manchester Twp.
Mark Derr, North Codorus Twp.
Seth Noll, Yoe Boro.
Mark Kimmell, York County Conservation District

APPENDIX C
Public Opinion Memorandum
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York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Public Opinion Memorandum
June 25, 2015
The Feasibility Study Partners developed a two-part public engagement process to establish a
baseline of public understanding of stormwater issues and to gain public input on the
opportunities and challenges associated with multi-municipal cooperation on stormwater
management activities. The first phase involved a Public Outreach Survey broadly distributed to
York County residents, businesses, and institutions. The second phase involved a set of two
public meetings that engaged participants in a series of presentations, discussions, and
prioritization opportunities.
This public input process is critical to informing the Feasibility Study and will be one of the
pillars of the Feasibility Study Report. This Public Opinion Memorandum documents the results
of the engagement process. If York County leaders decide to proceed with a multi-municipal
stormwater management approach, these observations can be used to inform the development of
the approach as well as the outreach, education, and engagement campaign necessary to establish
public buy-in.
1. Public Outreach Survey
The Feasibility Study Partners (York County Planning Commission, Feasibility Study
Committee, Amec Foster Wheeler) developed a Public Input Survey to gain a better
understanding of public attitudes toward a potential multi-municipal approach to stormwater
management. More specifically, the purpose of the survey was to help gauge public sentiment
about the question “Is a stormwater authority feasible in York County?”
To achieve this goal, the survey was distributed to as many York County stakeholders as
possible, including residents, institutions, and business owners. Survey distribution occurred by:
• Posting a link to the websurvey on the County website;
• Providing the link to municipalities and conservation groups to post on their websites;
• Sending email invitations to individual addresses from the County Planning
Commission’s database; and
• Including the link to the websurvey on announcements posted in public spaces across the
County.
To maximize full completion of all questions, the survey was designed to take five minutes or
less to complete. To encourage participation in the survey, YCPC conducted a random drawing
of email addresses of Survey participants and awarded gift cards for local businesses. A total of
735 completed surveys were received between mid-December 2014 and the end of January 2015.
The survey was designed to provide the Feasibility Study Partners with qualitative feedback on
public attitudes concerning stormwater; it does not represent a statistical sampling of opinions.
The survey included 11 questions designed to compare water quality issues with flooding
concerns and to identify the survey participants’ most pressing water resource related issues.
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Similar to the more in-depth Municipal Input Survey that was conducted during the same time
period, the Public Input Survey questions were designed to assess the following:
• What is the general awareness of York County residents about stormwater-related issues?
• What are the priorities of York County residents with respect to addressing stormwater
needs?
• What is the public’s willingness to act on these priorities through investments using
public funds?
• What considerations affect the public’s willingness to consider new funding for
addressing priorities?
• Are residents willing to give up some degree of local control at the city/ township/
borough level for an increase in efficiency?
A summary of the survey results are discussed below; the complete results of the survey are
presented in Attachment 1, along with four figures that present how York County stakeholders
responded to select questions, categorized by zip code.
Observations from Public Survey
The following discussion highlights key observations from the survey about water resource
issues. In summary, survey respondents are generally:
• More concerned about water quality than flooding;
• More concerned about water quality locally than in the Chesapeake Bay;
• Have some willingness to support municipalities working together regionally; and
• Are generally willing to pay more to support an expanded stormwater program.
Questions 1 - 6. The responses to Questions 1 and 6 provide insight into how the public feels
about water quality and flooding issues.
• 92% of all respondents stated that they are concerned about pollution in local water
bodies.
• 45% of respondents feel that local water bodies are more polluted than 10 years ago, 50%
feel that pollution is less or about the same (Attachment 1, Q2).
• 85% of respondents agree with the statement that what people do on the land affects the
quality of local water bodies.
• 71% of respondents are concerned about flooding in their local community (Attachment
1, Q3); 8% stated flooding has had a major impact on them or their family; 52% stated
that flooding has had no impact on them or their family.
• 85% of respondents that stated they were affected by flooding went on to state that
flooding frequency is low.
Questions 7 – 11. These questions asked Survey participants about their priorities for stormwater
management, their willingness to contribute to solutions to meet local needs, and their support
for regional stormwater efforts.
• 91% of respondents stated that ensuring that new development does not cause greater
erosion and flooding should be one of their municipality’s water resources priorities.
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•

88% stated that protection and clean-up of local streams should be prioritized; 81% ensure compliance with regulations; 79% - address local flooding; 73% - protect and
clean up the Chesapeake Bay.
When asked about how municipalities should pay for expanded services to meet these
priorities, 61% stated they would be willing to increase funding using a new source
dedicated specifically to stormwater. This compares to 44% willing to increase property
taxes, and 34% willing to cut funding from other programs to fund stormwater.
85% of respondents stated that they would be more supportive of a fee if it enabled
municipalities to hold developers more accountable for implementing water quality and
flood control standards.
41% of respondents stated that they would be willing to spend at least $5 per month to
address stormwater priorities; 45% stated they would be willing to spend $1 - $2 per
month; 14% are not willing to spend additional money on stormwater (Attachment 1,
Q10).
85% of survey respondents stated that they would be willing to have their local
municipality give up some local control over water quality and flood control activities if a
cooperative effort was more effective and efficient (Attachment 1, Q11).

2. Public Meetings
Following the completion of the Public Input Survey, the Feasibility Study Partners facilitated
two public meetings. The goals of the presentations and facilitated public discussions forum were
to 1) provide general information about growing stormwater challenges that communities are
facing across Pennsylvania and the Susquehanna watershed and 2) provide meeting participants
with the opportunity to express their thoughts on current water resource priorities and the
circumstances under which they would consider a cooperative approach to stormwater
management. The result of these discussions was a broad picture of community support for some
level of regional cooperation.
The Feasibility Study Partners specifically invited participants from diverse backgrounds to gain
broad-spectrum input on current stormwater concerns. To accomplish this, the Feasibility Study
Partners implemented a recruitment campaign to seek out representatives from all municipalities
and many associations and types of businesses. The meetings were structured so as to maximize
interaction between the Feasibility Study Partners and the diverse set of meeting participants,
using voting software, facilitated discussions, and opinion polling. These meetings also provided
a town hall-style forum at which the Feasibility Study Partners could ask more detailed questions
relating to the scope, scale, and funding source of a proposed authority than was possible through
the Survey alone.
Observations from Public Meetings
Public Meeting #1 – March 25, 2015, West Manchester Township Building
Approximately 96 members of the public attended the first Public Meeting and participated in a
series of presentations, discussions, and voting. The Feasibility Study Partners provided
participants with an overview of stormwater challenges, asked baseline questions regarding the
audience’s current understanding of stormwater issues, and engaged the audience in a facilitated
discussion of their stormwater interests and concerns.
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Following an overview presentation of municipal stormwater challenges, the Feasibility Study
Partners provided a presentation on possible methods by which municipalities could fill their
gaps in their stormwater program. Options included cutting funding from other municipal
programs, inter-municipal cooperation between municipalities, and formation of a stormwater
authority. With this foundational understanding, the Feasibility Study Partners led a facilitated
discussion to gain public input on the pros and cons of an inter-municipal stormwater authority
for York County stakeholders.
Following this open discussion, the Feasibility Study Partners repeated the baseline questions
from the first half of the meeting to measure how participant opinions may have changed as a
result of the presentations and discussion (Attachment 2).
Upon exiting the session, participants were also offered the opportunity to respond to an Exit
Question: “Did you change your mind during the process? If so, why? If not, why not?”
(Attachment 3). In general, participants’ responses indicated an increase in support for an intermunicipal approach. Participants also provided some general guidance for moving forward:
• Broad-based public education on stormwater topics is necessary at all levels;
• Collaborative efforts must point out cost cutting opportunities; and
• Development of a regional stormwater program must consider the individual needs of
individual municipalities.
Public Meeting #2 – May 20, 2015, York County Administrative Center
Approximately 30 members of the public attended the second Public Meeting. The Feasibility
Study Partners first presented highlights of the public and municipal input to date. The remainder
of the meeting focused on the topic of multi-municipal cooperative options, specifically seeking
input on two new questions:
1. What stormwater management services would you like to see done cooperatively; what
should remain a local responsibility?
2. If a multi-municipal authority approach is pursued, what type of organizational structure
would most meet your needs and the needs of the region?
To gain input on the first question, meeting participants were asked to indicate their preference
for implementation of 12 stormwater-related services. That is, should these services be provided
regionally or locally? The result of the voting indicated that at least a few participants supported
regional implementation for each of the 12 services offered (Figure 1). However, favor for
regional implementation across the group outweighed local municipal implementation on six of
the 12 services. They are listed below in order of strength of preference for regional
implementation:
• Chesapeake Bay Water Quality Compliance Projects
• Public Education on Stormwater Topics
• Water Quality Permit (MS4) Reporting
• Construction Site Inspection
• Post-Construction BMP Inspection
• Public Engagement in Stormwater Activities
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Figure 1. Results of Public Meeting #2 Stormwater Service Voting
Stormwater Service
Chesapeake Bay Water
Quality Compliance Projects
Public Education on
Stormwater Topics
Water Quality Permit (MS4)
Reporting
Construction Site Inspection
Post-Construction BMP
Inspection
Public Engagement in
Stormwater Activities
Grading Permit and Land
Development Plan Review
Storm Sewer Network
Replacement/Rehabilitation
Storm Sewer Mapping and
Assessment
Street Sweeping
Illicit Discharge Detection &
Elimination
Storm Sewer Maintenance

Strongly Support
Somewhat
Somewhat Support Strongly Support Don’t Weighted
Neutral
Regional
Support Regional
Municipal
Municipal
know Score
16

8

1

0

1

0

116

12

9

2

0

2

0

104

8

6

5

3

3

1

88

7

8

2

3

5

1

84

9

5

2

3

5

1

82

6

9

2

1

7

0

81

4

6

5

4

6

1

73

4

6

3

6

5

1

70

6

4

2

5

7

1

69

3

3

2

7

11

1

58

2

3

4

8

6

1

56

0

1

4

8

12

1

44

Note: for purposes of this discussion, a weighted score of 75 represents an average score of “Neutral.” Scores
less than 75 represent services where meeting participants preferred a local municipal approach; scores
greater than 75 represent a general preference for regional implementation.

Results of the voting show that the group as a whole generally preferred local municipal
implementation for the other six services. However, at least a third of participants favored
regional implementation of three of these six services:
• Grading Permit and Land Development Plan Review (38% supported regional
implementation)
• Storm Sewer Network Replacement/Rehabilitation (40% supported regional
implementation)
• Storm Sewer Mapping and Assessment (40% supported regional implementation)
The Feasibility Study Partners presented the results of this voting exercise, and participants
provided input on their perspective on specific stormwater activities. Common themes from this
open discussion included those presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Public Meeting #2 Voting Exercise Example Comments
Comment
Some services have multiple components where
both regional and local implementation could
apply.
Some services require rapid response times that
could best occur using local crews.
Some services require local knowledge of
infrastructure that is not formally documented.
Some services require high levels of technical
understanding that small and medium
municipalities do not have.

Example
Inspection of post-construction BMPs could be
performed locally, with repairs made by a
regional entity.
Debris on streets caused by construction activities
may need immediate action with the street
sweeper.
Municipal staff are aware of specific catch basins
that need special attention before storm events.
Illicit discharge investigation protocols require
televideo equipment and legal notices.

The Feasibility Study Partners then presented a set of seven principles related to the governance,
authority, and scope of a regional authority that could be established to implement stormwater
services. Within each principle was a set of options that the Feasibility Study Partners asked the
meeting participants to select from. That is, which principles reflect the community’s goals and
priorities? The seven principles are presented in Figure 3.
Figure 3. Governing Structure Matrix
Principle
How Decisions Are Made
Accountability

Regulatory Liability
Scope of Services
Service Delivery
Revenue Collection
Revenue Generation

Options
By a small or large board? Appointed by the County or appointed by each
municipality?
Should board members be citizen representatives somewhat removed from
political pressures or elected officials that can be held accountable for
decisions?
Transfer permit compliance responsibilities to the regional body or keep it
local?
Should participating municipalities have the option to select the services
they need or must they participate in all services offered regionally?
Hire regional staff to provide stormwater services or purchase contracted
services?
Should funds be collected by the region or by each municipality?
Revenue calculated based on property value, impervious area, or
municipal population?

The Feasibility Study Partners facilitated a discussion of the pros and cons of options associated
with each principle and then asked participants to vote on their preferred implementation
options:
To vote, participants applied a green dot to their preferred implementation option for each of the
seven principles. Participants also applied red dots to indicate any option for which they strongly
felt was incompatible with the stormwater needs in their community. The results of this exercise
are included in Attachment 4. Participants clearly identified their preferred option within six of
the seven principles. The principle associated with the Scope of Services provided by a regional
entity was generally split. For this principle 61% of respondents preferred that municipalities
must opt-in to all services provided by a regional body; 39% stated that they preferred an a al
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carte option where municipalities could select only those services it wants from an overall menu
of options.
Upon completion of the voting exercise, participants were provided one final opportunity to
provide their opinion about the feasibility of an inter-municipal stormwater authority in York
County via an exit question. The responses to the following question are included in Attachment
5:
“If an authority were to be created, in which ways might the authority positively
or negatively impact you, your family, your business, or your organization?”
When asked specifically if participants thought that “an inter-municipal stormwater authority of
some sort should be established to provide service in York County,” 19 stated yes; 2 stated no.
Discussion
The Public Input phase of the Feasibility Study spanned six months from December 2014 to May
2015. During this process, the Feasibility Study Partners utilized a web survey, facilitated
discussions, electronic voting, overview presentations, open-ended exit questions, and voting
matrices to solicit public input on stormwater management activities and possible paths forward
for regional cooperation. All told, the Feasibility Study Partners provided nearly a dozen
opportunities for York County stakeholders to provide their insight on the stormwater
management programming in their community and across the County. The following bullets
summarize the re-occurring themes heard through the Public Input process that will inform the
final Feasibility Study Report.
• Municipal stormwater management activities are diverse.
o For some activities, it makes sense to keep responsibility local so that local needs
are met in a timely, effective way.
o For others, it makes sense to implement activities or programs regionally to take
advantage of economies of scale and technical expertise.
• Municipalities have diverse stormwater management needs, depending on land use,
population, administrative capacity, topography, and age of infrastructure.
• Municipalities have generally enacted the same stormwater management regulations.
However, there can be inconsistency in application and enforcement, which is
cumbersome to the development community.
• Education about stormwater management regulations and general standards needs to
occur at every level: the general public, municipal staff, elected leaders, and the
development community.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Public Opinion Memorandum

7

Attachment 1
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York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study - Public Input Survey

Q1 How concerned are you about pollution
in your local streams, lakes, and rivers?
Answered: 735

Skipped: 0

Very concerned

Somewhat
concerned

Not very
concerned

Not at all
concerned

Don't know
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40%

Answer Choices
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Responses

Very concerned

52.93%
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Somewhat concerned

39.32%

289

Not very concerned

6.80%

50

Not at all concerned

0.82%

6

Don't know

0.14%

1

Total

735
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Q2 Compared to 10 years ago, do you think
that your local streams, lakes, and rivers
are more polluted, less polluted, or about
the same?
Answered: 735

Skipped: 0

More polluted

About the same

Less polluted

Don't know
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More polluted
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About the same

29.52%

217

Less polluted
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154

Don't know

4.63%

34

Total

735
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Q3 How concerned are you about flooding
problems in your local community?
Answered: 735

Skipped: 0
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concerned
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Not at all concerned

3.13%
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Don't know

0.54%

4

Total

735
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Q4 Has flooding personally affected you or
your family?
Answered: 735

Skipped: 0

Yes, major
impact

Yes, minor
impact

No

Don't know
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Q5 You indicated that you or your family
were personally affected by flooding. What
would you consider to be the frequency of
flooding?
Answered: 351

Skipped: 384

High Frequency

Low Frequency

Don't Know
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Q6 In general, how much does what people
do on the land affect the quality of local
streams, lakes, and rivers?
Answered: 727

Skipped: 8

A great deal

Somewhat

Not too much

Not at all

Don't know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

A great deal
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11

Not at all
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3

Don't know
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7

Total

727
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Q7 Think about what you believe should be
the priorities of your city/ township/
borough concerning water pollution and
flooding issues. For each issue, rank its
priority from 1 (high priority) to 5 (low
priority).
Answered: 727

Skipped: 8

Protect and
clean-up the...

Address local
flooding...

Ensure
compliance w...

Protect and
clean-up loc...

Ensure new
development...
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Ensure new development does not cause greater erosion and
flooding.
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103

4.41%
32

2.34%
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1.42
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Q8 Think about how your city/ township/
borough would pay for increased services
to meet your water pollution and flooding
priorities. For each funding source, rank
your willingness to consider it from 1
(definitely willing) to 5 (not at all willing).
Answered: 702

Skipped: 33

Cut other
programs and...

Increase
funding, but...

Increase
funding, but...
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5 - Not
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Cut other programs and shift funding to address water pollution and
flooding issues.

11.08%
77

22.45%
156

37.84%
263

18.71%
130

9.93%
69

695

2.94

Increase funding, but use an existing source such as the real
property tax.

14.35%
100

29.70%
207

24.39%
170

15.49%
108

16.07%
112

697

2.89

Increase funding, but use a new source that is dedicated only to
addressing water pollution and flooding issues.

29.43%
206

31.86%
223

21.29%
149

8.71%
61

8.71%
61

700

2.35
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Q9 If your city/ township/ borough was
considering a new fee to address water
pollution and flooding, how would each
statement below affect your willingness to
support the new fee? For each statement,
choose between 1 (strongly increases your
support) and 5 (does not increase your
support).
Answered: 702

Skipped: 33

Funds cannot
be used or...

The amount I
contribute i...

The approach
saves public...

Projects as a
result of th...

Developers are
required to...

0

1

2

3

4

1 - Increases
Support
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53.51%
374

21.32%
149

14.74%
103

3.15%
22

The amount I contribute is linked to my property’s
contributions to the problem.

36.91%
258

23.89%
167

22.75%
159

The approach saves public money by better coordinating
projects and programs.

45.08%
316

30.81%
216

Projects as a result of the fund will keep my municipality
from being fined by regulators.

33.43%
234

Developers are required to implement stringent water
quality and flood control standards.

62.71%
439

Funds cannot be used or transferred for other purposes.
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Q10 Regardless of the funding source,
would you be willing to spend the following
if you knew that it addressed your water
pollution and flooding priorities?
Answered: 702

Skipped: 33

Up to $1 a
month
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Q11 Would you be willing to have your city/
township/ borough government give up
some local control over water quality and
flood control if a cooperative effort was
more effective and efficient?
Answered: 689

Skipped: 46
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Q12 What is your ZIP Code:
Answered: 689

Skipped: 46
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Q13 Provide your email address and be
entered to win a gift certificate. Your email
will remain confidential and will be deleted
once the survey submittal deadline is past
and the gift card is awarded.
Answered: 603

Skipped: 132
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Question 1: Type of Stakeholder
Economic
Development
Org., 1

Other, 5

Resident, 2

Business Owner/
Representative, 4

Non-Profit Org., 4
Consultant, 7
Academic Org., 2

Elected Official, 7

Municipal Staff, 16
ATTACHMENT 2:

1

Question 2: Level of Government
responsible for Funding Projects
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York County, 5
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ATTACHMENT 2:
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Question 3: % of Run-off Processed in
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Question 7: City/Township/Borough
need to expand stormwater activities
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Question 8: Amount willing to spend
on community’s priorities
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Question 9: Preferred method to fund
expanded stormwater-related
activities
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Question 10: Fee v hard cover on
property
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Question 11: Willingness to have
City/Township/Borough give up some
control of stormwater-related activities
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Public Meeting #1 Exit Question Responses
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Less Supportive (5 cards)
1. Different Muni have vastly different condition/needs within the County and should deal
with their own issues based on local conditions
2. Presentation was too long. Speakers were not clearly heard. Meeting needs to be better
organized; especially time management
3. Needs to have a LOT more research
4. Fees or regulations set at a regional level would not nor could they be fair. Each property
discharges storm water at a different rate. Each operation discharges at a different rate.
Some goes for each project. It must be considered on a case by case effort. Fix the problem
areas. Let the other areas alone
5. Flooding DEP bad knowledge to clean up streams PennDOT do not enforce their rules
Neutral (16 cards)
1. Still supportive (2)
2. Was ALWAYS supportive
3. Already aware of need for a collaborative approach w/ dedicated fund source w/ regional
cooperation. Education message- speak to water supply, connecting proper stormwater
mgmt to infiltration, base flow & quality of life (drought protection) and well water supply.
Proper wording look to “Water Words that work” research to frame the debate.
4. I am supportive of regional approach-this meeting just validated my existing support
5. (NPO)
6. Did not hear anything that was not previously considered
7. I love the concept of a regional approach; however, the responsibility for compliance and
infrastructure maintenance remains at the local level.
8. Always been supportive
9. Need to define function
10. Solution need not be “treatment”. Return runoff to water table by natural filtration, solve 2
problems
11. I already knew the pros-cons of local v regional. You did a great job leading us to embracing
a regional approach
12. County approach best to offer guidance to twps if needed. As a question of what should be
done if funding was not an issue. Define problems define solution, then figure out how to
get us there. Each property owner should be responsible for their quality and quantity of
water leaving their property. They should be educated on how to tell how they are
contributing to the problem. Then they need to take action to reduce impact or be
penalized. But have incentives and education so there is no reason why they aren’t doing
their part. Next mtg ask people to write their comments/thoughts while waiting for results.
Have it be voluntary initially then mandatory later. What are the other communities doing?
Must we reinvent the wheel? I don’t mind paying as long as progress is being made. Not like
now w/other things we spend $ on and nothing gets done. Tell us about what other
communities have done and how it worked or not. Have a break next time!
More Supportive (33 cards)
1. Education
2. Idea presented
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I deal with SW directly as part of my job
Unified regulation (2)
This is too complex an issue to be handled piecemeal
This is an overwhelming issue that needs leadership and consistency
Need a regional approach for a regional problem
By providing regional cooperation with muni’s for funding education and implementation
successful implantation is more likely
9. An available education plan with a simple, equitable, comprehensive, long term plan-where
a dedicated (authority endowed) entity to handle this massive program. And we all
contribute to the costs.
10. Regional approach most effective
11. Meaningful solutions require a broad base of support
12. Supportive if the right approach is taken. Represent a small muni and it would be a cost
benefit for them
13. The county needs to clearly identify the role they will play in facilitating large scale water
quality improvement. Regardless of what the county implements, local gov’t will be
required to respond to the local issues (ie. Blocked inlets, infrastructure repair, and
emergency response to issues) citizens will expect the muni to respond, they will be calling
the muni PWD not the county.
14. Was already supportive but now know more and the importance of storm water
management. I have always believed collaborative approach is the best way
15. Dedicated funding source
16. Received info on what the authority could do for muni’s
17. Changes inter-municipally are difficult to work with- regional improvements give bigger
“bang for the buck”
18. The muni’s with a smaller tax base will not be impacted as much from MS4 or other EPA
regulation with the help from the County
19. Collaborative cost savings
20. The cost (both financial and ecological) of continuing SW MGMT at the Muni/local level in a
“reactive” or “less-proactive” manner is not sustainable. We need a holistic approach w/big
picture or watershed-scale coordination implemented on a county level to achieve realized
WQ results. The current “shotgun” approach does not provide the highest return on
investment (WRT WQ) and is falling behind, strapping future generation with lower WQ and
Higher costs to cleanup
21. Thought certain jobs could be done regionally like planning, funding, having leaving some
activities for municipality
22. VERY supportive of collaborative efforts as a means to cut cost & address SW on level closer
to where WQ exists-the watershed level
23. My rationale coming in is a collaborative effort usually results in a better outcome. This
hasn’t changed & a property business dived over municipalities may have confusion on
several fronts.
24. Inter-municipal approach makes the most sense.
ATTACHMENT 3
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1. Do you think an inter-municipal stormwater authority of some sort should be
established to provide service in York County? 19 Yes’s, 2 No’s.
• One yes comment: to provide planning and governance on county wide level
with implementation on a more local level
2. If an authority were to be created, in which ways might the authority positively or
negatively impact you, your family, your business, or your organization?
Positive:
1. Hoped for improved problem resolution & improved water quality & sustainability &
quality of life
2. Improved implementation, which would limit complaints (most demanding,
emotional aspect of work) improve daily work stress
3. Improve resources for work goals, mission, problem solving
4. I think it would promote cost savings and provide consistency on a greater scale,
eliminating minor differences when crossing municipal boundaries
5. Do not mind municipal participation/contribution of funds but would be adamantly
against direct residential contribution
6. Public education/permitting/mapping
7. To me would be knowing everyone is being treated consistently
8. More common inspection standards
9. Better grant funding
10. The burden of meeting the MS4 requirements would be shifted lessening the load
on our staff that struggles to maintenance facilities
11. Regional education and coordination of large projects is ideal
12. Education information would be better generated & therefore more effective @ a
regional level. Experts would be available to all municipalities
13. Education. Improvements to waters/streams
14. Take responsibility of regulator requirement
15. Clean the waterways of the county and the bay
16. Reduce financial liability
17. Take away daily responsibility
18. May reduce cost
19. Level of service; compliance liability; annual expense/tax; hopefully make a positive
environmental impact county wide; consistency would be good
20. Representation on an area (or basin) basis; reduce local/municipal liability; more
participation from county government; greater revenue generation
21. A county level authority could greatly assist local municipalities reduce the impact of
their stormwater. A county level authority could help local drinking water
systems/authorities with source water protection
22. Could be beneficial to me and my organization
23. One set of rules for the whole county
24. Developers know what to do
25. Provides greatest improvement in water quality since you can prioritize impaired
waters
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Negative:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Implementation of services
Lack of local control/decision making for very rural townships/taxes to pay for it
Timing (fairly)
May be cost-cost to do business, cost to family; however generally hope expertise
would promote cost effectiveness
One more bill (fee) to pay
Some control would be lost creating issues for residents to reach someone capable
of addressing their concerns more immediately
Liability for compliance at the local level is the critical issue to move regional on local
compliance regulations issues
Will reduce income on engineering end
More layers of government & regulation

3. Additional comments/concerns
1. What impact will there be to residential property owners that have BMP’s on their
property that serve a larger community?
2. Better define what pollutants are/need to be addressed
3. We need to have lots of public education prior to instituting fees/taxes
4. I think the regional approach would work well with a CBPRP projects
5. I see the regional approach working with smaller groups (3-4), not entire county
6. Probably the best outcome would be for the federal and state government to place
regulatory requirements on the county and the county fund and manage the best
way to clean the water of the county
7. I voted for “municipal” for nearly every question simply because the public has/will
have greater access to local officials and many of these officials are elected. The
public has much more political power at a local level. However, the broad scope
must be regional. Municipalities will have to act collectively to implement these
changes.
8. Inspecting facilities like stormwater retention ponds will ease the burden on our
staff. This could be done in a similar fashion to the county bridge inspection
program. Regional outreach and education seems like an excellent idea as well. We
have worked with our neighbors to have regional education programs and only have
10-20 attend. There may be more attendance with less effort of staff at a regional
level.
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York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Municipal Survey Analysis
March 18, 2015
York County is comprised of a diverse set of communities that each have a stake in water
quality, flood mitigation, and the cost of regulatory compliance. The stormwater-related
challenges faced by these communities depend on the age of the infrastructure, topography, land
use, and ability to generate revenue. From December 2014 to February 2015, the York County
Planning Commission (YCPC) hosted a web survey to seek out the perspective of municipal staff
and elected/appointed officials about public sentiment toward municipal stormwater
responsibilities in York County and the feasibility of a regional stormwater authority.
To maximize participation, the survey was designed to take 10 minutes or less to complete. The
22 questions in the survey were designed by the Feasibility Study partners (YCPC, the
Feasibility Study Committee, and Amec Foster Wheeler) to provide qualitative feedback on the
attitudes of municipal staff and officials on stormwater management issues and needs. Similar to
a Public Survey that was conducted during the same time period, the Municipal Survey questions
were designed to assess the following:







What is the general awareness of York County municipal leaders about stormwaterrelated issues?
How do they feel their concerns differ from the general public?
What are the priorities of York County municipal leaders with respect to addressing
stormwater needs?
What is the willingness of communities to act on these priorities through investments
using public funds?
What considerations affect communities’ willingness to consider new funding for
addressing priorities?
Is there willingness to act regionally to gain better results and more effectively address
local municipal needs?

YCPC staff distributed the Municipal Survey to each municipality in the County. Understanding
that municipal staff may reside in communities other than where they work, respondents were
asked to respond in context of the community in which they serve. YCPC tracked participation in
the Municipal Survey and received responses from 70 of the 72 municipalities. Of respondents,
27% were elected officials; the remainder were appointed officials or municipal staff. YCPC also
encouraged multiple responses from municipalities, resulting in a total of 128 participants in the
Municipal Survey from those 70 municipalities.
In addition to the Municipal Survey and the Public Survey, YCPC and Amec Foster Wheeler
conducted 10 key person interviews with select municipalities to gather details about their
stormwater program activities, program costs, available resources, and significant challenges.
The Municipal Survey, the Public Survey, and the 10 key person interviews will be integrated
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into a Stormwater Authority Feasibility Report, expected to be finalized in summer 2015. This
report will create a picture of local attitudes toward the concept of inter-municipal stormwater
management, including its scale, scope, and authority.
The complete results of the Municipal Survey are included in Attachment 1. The following
discussion highlights key observations from the Municipal Survey about existing stormwater
programs and future challenges from the perspective of municipal staff and leadership. These
observations can be used to inform the development of an outreach, education, and engagement
campaign targeted at municipal officials about stormwater management issues and options for
regional cooperation. The Municipal Survey does not represent a statistical sampling of opinions.
Observations of Survey Results
Although York County communities are diverse, a common thread ran through the responses.
Municipal Survey participants generally feel they are providing adequate stormwater services
that address local priorities. However, they are mindful that escalating stormwater challenges
are growing beyond current municipal capabilities.
Questions 1 – 4. The responses to Questions 1 through 4 provide a baseline understanding of the
perspective of surveyed municipal officials about the most general stormwater-related issues.
Assessing the results of these questions as a group, two observations can be made about how
those surveyed view water pollution and flooding problems.
 Survey participants hold roughly equal concern for water quality issues and flooding
issues in their communities. Responses show that 75% of surveyed municipal officials
are Very or Somewhat Concerned about both water pollution and erosion and flooding
problems locally.
 Survey participants feel that members of the community are not as concerned about water
quality and flooding issues as municipal officials. Approximately 65% of respondents
feel that the community is Very or Somewhat Concerned about local water pollution and
erosion and flooding problems.
Questions 5 - 13. The responses to Questions 5 through 13 document the general stormwaterrelated services municipalities provide their residents and businesses. Survey participants were
asked to comment on the adequacy and general cost of these services. They responded as
follows:
 Survey participants were generally satisfied with their ability to respond to citizen
concerns about stormwater issues. 81% of respondents stated that residents and
businesses request municipal stormwater services Infrequently or Only after big rainfall
events.
 Survey participants expressed that when they receive stormwater-related complaints,
complaints about drainage network maintenance and flooding required the greatest
response effort. Complaints regarding erosion, water quality, and flows from adjacent
properties require relatively fewer municipal resources.
 Survey respondents were also generally satisfied with their municipality’s ability to
maintain compliance with regulatory mandates (i.e. MS4, floodplain management).
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Although generally satisfied with the level of stormwater-related activities provided by
their municipality, respondents were least confident about their ability to replace storm
sewer infrastructure when it fails or is degraded.
Respondents were satisfied with the ability of their ordinances (stormwater, land
development, floodplain, and zoning) to effectively manage stormwater related to
development activities. 96% of respondents stated that their ordinances are Very or
Somewhat Effective.
62% of respondents stated that their infrastructure operations and maintenance activities
were sufficient and generally meet community needs. The rest of the responses were
evenly split: 16% stated that their infrastructure services were pro-active and stayed
ahead of demand, while 19% stated that their services were reactionary and could only
address emergency issues.
70% of respondents were either Very Concerned or Somewhat Concerned about the
operation and maintenance of stormwater management structures on private property.
20% of respondents stated they did not know if funding for their program was sufficient
or not. Only 10% of respondents stated that funding for stormwater was Steady and
Sufficient. The plurality of respondents (29%) stated that funding was Steady but
Insufficient.
Considering all stormwater services, 69% of respondents stated that they spend less than
$25K annually on stormwater. Attachment 2 provides graphics showing the relationship
between community size and spending levels.

Questions 14 - 16. The responses to Questions 14 and 16 provide insight into respondents’
opinions on stormwater management priorities and how they might fill perceived gaps in the
services they provide.
 85% of all respondents stated that repair and maintenance of their existing stormwater
infrastructure should be their greatest stormwater priority.
 Addressing local flooding and compliance with regulations were shared secondary
priorities with approximately 73% of respondents ranking them as high priorities.
 64% of respondents stated that protection and clean-up of local streams was a high or
very high priority. In contrast, 44% of respondents stated that protection and clean-up of
the Chesapeake Bay was a priority.
 The highest percentage of respondents (approximately 50%) selected Public Education
and Public Involvement as two of the components of their stormwater program for which
they most needed additional support. The third highest stormwater program element for
which municipalities would like additional support is dealing with Private property owner
conflicts over stormwater (38%).
 The fewest number of respondents (20%) would seek additional support with Sediment
and nutrient reduction or Construction and installation of BMPs on public property.
Questions 17 - 20. Questions 17 through 20 solicited opinion on the available ways
municipalities can fund and implement strategies to meet their local goals and priorities.
Municipalities were asked about their willingness to pay for stormwater by 1) cutting other
programs, 2) increasing existing revenue sources, and 3) creating a new revenue source.
 Survey respondents were generally Neutral or Not Willing to implement any of the three
options presented to pay for expanded stormwater services.
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65% of respondents were Not Willing to cut other programs and shift funding to
stormwater. Likewise, 69% of respondents also were Not Willing to increase funding
from existing sources of revenue (i.e. property taxes) to enhance the stormwater program.
For comparison, only 40% of respondents were Not Willing to consider a funding method
that would increase funding from a new, stormwater-only source. 27% of respondents
were neutral on the idea of a new, stormwater-only source; 33% expressed support for the
idea.
Survey participants were asked to consider five statements and how each statement might
affect local sentiment to support a new stormwater fee. The most common response was
that requiring developers to implement stringent water quality and flood control standards
would have the greatest impact on support of a stormwater fee. The statement that funds
could not be used or transferred for other purposes had the least impact on increasing
support.
Respondents were asked to select their willingness to consider a regional approach to
stormwater services, with the understanding that collaboration could result in sharing
decisions with regional partners. 47% of respondents were Definitely willing or Willing
to cooperate regionally if such a relationship was more effective and efficient; 27% were
Unwilling.
Respondents were asked for feedback on which stormwater-related services would be
most appropriate for a regional approach. Responses indicated that the greatest
willingness to cooperate at a regional level is for activities related to responses to citizen
concerns (67%), followed by regulatory compliance (56%), stormwater infrastructure
replacement (55%), and stormwater infrastructure maintenance (55%).

Discussion of Survey Results
Representatives from nearly every municipality in York County participated in the Municipal
Survey. This is one tool to be used to inform the Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study, which
will be presented to the County Commissioners. While not a scientific survey, this Municipal
Survey provides valuable insight about current municipal attitudes toward existing stormwater
programs, anticipated challenges, and opportunities for funding and regional cooperation.
Distributed Priorities. Several questions throughout the Municipal Survey asked respondents to
choose among multiple stormwater-related services and provide feedback on the current levels of
service provided, citizen concerns, and priority levels. In general, Municipal Survey participants
responded that they felt equally strong about the importance of each service. This appears to
indicate that municipal officials understand that they are responsible for a wide variety of
stormwater services. However, based on their responses, municipal officials place a slightly
greater value on the continuance or upgrade of infrastructure replacement services as opposed to
services to protect water quality and mitigate flooding.
Importance of Local Water Quality. Although 44 York County municipalities are contributing
financially to the Regional Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan, only 44% of respondents
stated that protecting water quality in the Chesapeake Bay is a priority. Several explanations may
exist for this survey result. For example, the YCPC has already facilitated a shared
implementation strategy that gets this issue “off the plate” of many local municipalities. In
addition, the Chesapeake Bay may be considered a downstream issue without direct benefit to
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York County. Either way, the fact that 64% of respondents stated that protection and clean-up of
local streams was a high or very high priority indicates that any future outreach concerning
funding or regional cooperation should highlight the benefits to local water quality.
Understanding the True Cost. Over two thirds of communities stated that they invest less than
$25K annually in their municipal stormwater program. It is likely that most municipalities
significantly underestimate the cost of their stormwater programs. This is supported by the
response of 23% of respondents who stated that they were unaware of their annual stormwater
budget. Stormwater authority implementation efforts therefore often undertake a comprehensive
process to identify all of the personnel time and overhead associated with implementation of a
stormwater program, not just the cost of construction materials typically included as a line item
on an annual budget. Analysis of the 10 key person interviews and associated Program and Cost
Questionnaire will shed more light on the true cost of stormwater programs in York County.
Stretched Resources. The highest percentage of survey respondents (29%) stated that
stormwater program funding is generally steady, but insufficient. However, most municipalities
also stated that existing stormwater infrastructure operation and maintenance activities were
sufficient, generally meeting the needs of the community. It appears that survey respondents
believe that the current services they provide are sufficient to meet local needs, even if the
services themselves are insufficiently funded.
Land Use Regulation. Respondents generally thought their ordinances sufficiently mitigate
flooding, erosion, and water quality impacts resulting from new development. These ordinances
address stormwater generated from new development, but do not resolve existing infrastructure
or flooding problems unless redevelopment is involved. However, there was significant concern
about long-term maintenance and enforcement issues associated with the private stormwater
management facilities required by these ordinances. This may be a topic for further research and
discussion.
Opportunities for Cooperation. Survey responses indicate that a majority of municipalities
would like additional support implementing their stormwater management programs in the
following areas: 1) educating and involving the public in stormwater-related activities, and 2)
inspection of stormwater controls that occur on private property. As the Feasibility Study
proceeds, Study partners will evaluate how public education and site inspections services could
be provided via a regional approach.
Role of Education. Approximately 50% of respondents selected public education and public
involvement as components of their stormwater program for which they would like additional
support. Based on the survey responses, many municipal officials are unaware of the cost of their
stormwater services or take a neutral stance on the priority level of specific services needed to
operate and maintain infrastructure. This could suggest a need to apply greater focus on
educating all community stakeholders on current and future stormwater needs and challenges.
Future phases of the Feasibility Study will propose education strategies targeting all stakeholders
about municipal stormwater challenges to inform public opinion on resource allocation needs.
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York County Stormwater Feasibility Study - Municipal Input Survey

Q1 Based upon interactions with members
of municipal staff and elected/appointed
officials, how concerned is your
municipality about pollution in local
streams, lakes, and rivers?
Answered: 128

Skipped: 0
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33.59%

43

Somewhat concerned

41.41%

53

Not very concerned

18.75%

24

Not at all concerned
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Don’t know
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6

Total

128
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Q2 Based upon interactions with members
of your community (e.g. residents, business
owners, etc.), how concerned would you
say they are about pollution in local,
streams, lakes, and rivers?
Answered: 128

Skipped: 0

Very concerned

Somewhat
concerned

Not very
concerned

Not at all
concerned

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Very concerned

14.84%

19

Somewhat concerned

41.41%

53

Not very concerned

33.59%

43
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Total

128
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Q3 Based upon interactions with members
of municipal staff and elected/appointed
officials, how concerned is your
municipality about erosion and flooding
problems in your municipality?
Answered: 128

Skipped: 0
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Total
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Q4 Based upon interactions with members
of your community (e.g. residents, business
owners, etc.), how concerned would you
say they are about local erosion and
flooding?
Answered: 128

Skipped: 0

Very concerned

Somewhat
concerned

Not very
concerned

Not at all
concerned

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Very concerned

23.44%

30

Somewhat concerned

39.06%

50

Not very concerned

28.13%

36

Not at all concerned

6.25%

8

Don’t know

3.13%

4

Total
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Q5 Think about the level of stormwater
management service your municipality
currently offers your residents and
businesses. For each element below, rank
the adequacy of your municipal services
from 1 (sufficient) to 5 (insufficient).
Answered: 118

Skipped: 10
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5 - Insufficient

8
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Q6 How frequently do residents and
businesses in your municipality request
municipal staff or elected officials to get
involved with stormwater issues (i.e.
flooding, water quality, erosion, failing
infrastructure)?
Answered: 118

Skipped: 10
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Only after big rainfall events

41.53%

49

Infrequently

39.83%

47

Never

8.47%

10

Total

118
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Q7 Think about the stormwater problems
that generate complaints from residents
and businesses in your municipality. Rank
each type of complaint based on the
municipal resources expended in response
from 1 (high resources) to 5 (low
resources).
Answered: 118

Skipped: 10

Flooding

Drainage
network...

Drainage
network...

Flows from
adjacent...

Erosion

Water quality

0

1

1 - High
Resources

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

3

4

12.93%
15

23.28%
27

25.00%
29

12.93%
15

16.38%
19

9.48%
11

116

2.96

Drainage network
maintenance

7.69%
9

30.77%
36

31.62%
37

9.40%
11

10.26%
12

10.26%
12

117

2.82

Drainage network
replacement

7.69%
9

25.64%
30

29.06%
34

12.82%
15

14.53%
17

10.26%
12

117

3.01

Flows from adjacent
properties

6.90%
8

22.41%
26

25.86%
30

13.79%
16

18.97%
22

12.07%
14

116

3.18

Erosion

4.24%
5

20.34%
24

29.66%
35

13.56%
16

19.49%
23

12.71%
15

118

3.27

8.55%
10

22.22%
26

21.37%
25

11.11%
13

21.37%
25

15.38%
18

117

3.17

Water quality
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Don't
Know

10

2

Flooding

5 - Low
Resources

8

Total

Weighted
Average
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Q8 How effective are your municipal
Stormwater Management Ordinance, Zoning
Ordinance, and Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance at managing
stormwater through the land development
process?
Answered: 118

Skipped: 10

Very effective

Somewhat
effective

Not too much

Not at all

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Very effective

60.17%

71

Somewhat effective

36.44%

43

Not too much

2.54%

3

Not at all

0.85%

1

Total

118
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Q9 How would you describe your municipal
stormwater infrastructure operation and
maintenance activities?
Answered: 115

Skipped: 13

Pro-active –
we’re able t...

Sufficient –
generally me...

Reactionary –
only address...

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Pro-active – we’re able to get ahead of most infrastructure issues

15.65%

18

Sufficient – generally meet the needs of the community

61.74%

71

Reactionary – only address eminent failures or emergency situations

19.13%

22

Don’t know

3.48%

4

Total

115
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Q10 How concerned is your municipality
about the operation and maintenance of
stormwater management structures on
private property sustaining their water
quality and flood mitigation functions?
Answered: 115

Skipped: 13

Very concerned

Somewhat
concerned

Not very
concerned

Not at all
concerned

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Very concerned

15.65%

18

Somewhat concerned

53.91%

62

Not very concerned

21.74%

25

Not at all concerned

6.09%

7

Don’t know

2.61%

3

Total

115

10 / 29

York County Stormwater Feasibility Study - Municipal Input Survey

Q11 In your best estimation, how much
does your municipality spend on
stormwater services annually?
Answered: 115

Skipped: 13

Less than
$5,000

$5,000 to
$25,000

$25,000 to
$100,000

$100,000 to
$250,000

Greater than
$250,000

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Less than $5,000

25.22%

29

$5,000 to $25,000

27.83%

32

$25,000 to $100,000

17.39%

20

$100,000 to $250,000

6.09%

7

Greater than $250,000

0.87%

1

Don’t know

22.61%

26

Total

115
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Q12 What is the population of your
municipality?
Answered: 102

Skipped: 26

#

Responses

Date

1

310

2/24/2015 12:17 PM

2

4617

2/4/2015 3:24 PM

3

512

2/4/2015 3:03 PM

4

2582

2/4/2015 2:33 PM

5

2698

2/4/2015 2:26 PM

6

2,476

2/4/2015 2:09 PM

7

<2000

2/2/2015 8:09 AM

8

562

1/30/2015 6:57 PM

9

3,099

1/30/2015 2:04 PM

10

5100

1/29/2015 1:11 PM

11

Don't know

1/29/2015 6:52 AM

12

3019

1/28/2015 9:23 AM

13

445

1/27/2015 8:29 PM

14

1300

1/27/2015 2:42 PM

15

2800

1/27/2015 2:10 PM

16

4,800

1/27/2015 2:09 PM

17

3796

1/27/2015 10:28 AM

18

1850

1/27/2015 10:03 AM

19

6000

1/26/2015 4:59 PM

20

8000

1/26/2015 4:23 PM

21

Close to 1,000

1/26/2015 12:36 PM

22

490

1/26/2015 11:07 AM

23

2167

1/23/2015 4:07 PM

24

517

1/23/2015 3:56 PM

25

4500

1/23/2015 3:46 PM

26

2,753

1/23/2015 3:32 PM

27

4500

1/23/2015 3:09 PM

28

3,800

1/23/2015 2:54 PM

29

724

1/23/2015 2:21 PM

30

905

1/23/2015 1:33 PM

31

7,382

1/23/2015 12:03 PM

32

15285

1/23/2015 11:55 AM
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33

952

1/23/2015 11:34 AM

34

4500

1/23/2015 10:45 AM

35

approx 400

1/22/2015 8:44 PM

36

6,043

1/21/2015 10:35 AM

37

6,400

1/20/2015 1:32 PM

38

6,400

1/20/2015 1:31 PM

39

1900

1/19/2015 2:06 PM

40

0

1/16/2015 3:29 PM

41

750

1/16/2015 3:29 PM

42

5435

1/16/2015 3:25 PM

43

2500

1/15/2015 9:44 AM

44

2300

1/14/2015 4:24 PM

45

2500

1/14/2015 3:29 PM

46

2500

1/14/2015 2:55 PM

47

2,500

1/14/2015 2:30 PM

48

less than 1,000

1/14/2015 11:24 AM

49

3,900

1/13/2015 3:46 PM

50

26,000

1/13/2015 3:23 PM

51

3078

1/7/2015 1:42 PM

52

2,800

1/6/2015 8:51 AM

53

17,504

1/5/2015 3:41 PM

54

2000

12/28/2014 8:12 AM

55

8905

12/23/2014 1:01 PM

56

3380

12/22/2014 11:55 AM

57

18,500

12/22/2014 11:20 AM

58

2673

12/22/2014 9:55 AM

59

7200

12/21/2014 4:49 PM

60

29,000

12/19/2014 9:08 PM

61

8905

12/19/2014 3:06 PM

62

28,000+

12/19/2014 12:14 PM

63

15000

12/19/2014 9:45 AM

64

6447

12/19/2014 9:03 AM

65

20,000

12/18/2014 4:27 PM

66

~20,000

12/18/2014 3:15 PM

67

229

12/18/2014 2:51 PM

68

6343

12/18/2014 1:42 PM

69

Aprrox 15,000

12/18/2014 12:42 PM

70

8900

12/18/2014 12:13 PM
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71

7494

12/17/2014 7:56 PM

72

approx 2,000

12/17/2014 3:30 PM

73

1800

12/17/2014 2:08 PM

74

352

12/17/2014 12:29 PM

75

2050

12/17/2014 12:03 PM

76

7800

12/17/2014 11:30 AM

77

7,587 ( '13 estimate )

12/17/2014 10:49 AM

78

2000

12/17/2014 10:28 AM

79

5939

12/17/2014 10:16 AM

80

242

12/17/2014 10:14 AM

81

2,025

12/17/2014 9:53 AM

82

2500

12/17/2014 9:34 AM

83

7510

12/17/2014 9:33 AM

84

6000

12/17/2014 9:21 AM

85

18000

12/17/2014 9:16 AM

86

18,894

12/17/2014 8:53 AM

87

15500

12/17/2014 7:57 AM

88

16,482+/-

12/16/2014 4:57 PM

89

43250

12/16/2014 4:12 PM

90

21,000

12/16/2014 3:37 PM

91

610

12/16/2014 3:24 PM

92

12578

12/16/2014 3:24 PM

93

2500?

12/16/2014 3:22 PM

94

19000

12/16/2014 3:17 PM

95

21,000

12/16/2014 3:14 PM

96

4,000

12/16/2014 3:07 PM

97

4200

12/16/2014 3:05 PM

98

21078

12/16/2014 3:05 PM

99

500

12/16/2014 3:02 PM

100

2310

12/16/2014 3:02 PM

101

506

12/16/2014 2:57 PM

102

16,000

12/16/2014 2:56 PM
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Q13 How would you describe the annual
funding available to perform your current
stormwater related activities?
Answered: 115

Skipped: 13

Available for
emergency...

Fluctuates
annually

Steady but
insufficient

Steady and
sufficient

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Available for emergency situations only

15.65%

18

Fluctuates annually

24.35%

28

Steady but insufficient

28.70%

33

Steady and sufficient

10.43%

12

Don’t know

20.87%

24

Total

115
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Q14 Think about what you believe should
be the priorities of your municipal
government concerning water issues. For
each issue, rank its priority from 1 (high
priority) to 5 (low priority).
Answered: 114

Skipped: 14

Protect and
clean-up loc...

Protect and
clean-up the...

Repair and
maintain...

Address local
flooding...

Ensure
compliance w...

0

1

2

3

4

1 - High
Priority

5

6

7

9

3

29.82%
34

34.21%
39

25.44%
29

7.02%
8

3.51%
4

114

2.20

16.96%
19

26.79%
30

27.68%
31

18.75%
21

9.82%
11

112

2.78

Repair and maintain existing stormwater
infrastructure.

49.11%
55

35.71%
40

13.39%
15

1.79%
2

0.00%
0

112

1.68

Address local flooding issues.

40.18%
45

36.61%
41

15.18%
17

5.36%
6

2.68%
3

112

1.94

44.25%
50

28.32%
32

16.81%
19

6.19%
7

4.42%
5

113

1.98

Protect and clean-up the Chesapeake Bay.

Ensure compliance with State and Federal
regulations.
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5 - Low
Priority

10

2

Protect and clean-up local streams.

4

8

Total

Weighted
Average
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Q15 To meet your community’s stormwater
management goals, in which areas could
your municipality use more support (check
all that apply)?
Answered: 114

Skipped: 14

Public
education
Public
involvement
Mapping and
illicit...
Erosion
control...
Post-constructi
on Stormwate...
Municipal good
housekeeping...
Sediment and
nutrient...
Construction
and...
Private
property own...

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Public education

51.75%

59

Public involvement

48.25%

55

Mapping and illicit discharge detection

23.68%

27

Erosion control inspections and enforcement

25.44%

29

Post-construction Stormwater Management Plan review and inspections

26.32%

30

Municipal good housekeeping (ie, municipal staff training, MS-4 recordkeeping, etc.)

26.32%

30

Sediment and nutrient reduction

20.18%

23

Construction and installation of BMPs on public property

20.18%

23
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Private property owner conflicts over stormwater

37.72%

43

Don’t know

19.30%

22

Total Respondents: 114
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Q16 What is your feeling about adopting
new municipal ordinances that would
provide greater protection of local streams,
lakes, and rivers?
Answered: 106

Skipped: 22

Our current
ordinances a...

I favor
greater wate...

Don’t know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Our current ordinances are adequate

75.47%

80

I favor greater water quality protection legislation

9.43%

10

Don’t know

15.09%

16

Total

106
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Q17 Think about how your municipality
would pay for increased services to meet
municipal priorities. For each funding
source, rank the willingness of your
municipality to consider it from 1 (definitely
willing) to 5 (not at all willing).
Answered: 106

Skipped: 22

Cut other
programs and...

Increase
funding, by...

Increase
funding, but...

0

1

2

3

4

1 - Definitely
Willing
Cut other programs and shift funding to stormwater.

5

6

2

7

8

3

4

9

5 - Not
Willing

10

Total

Weighted
Average

0.95%
1

3.81%
4

30.48%
32

26.67%
28

38.10%
40

105

3.97

Increase funding, by using an existing source such as the real
property tax.

0.96%
1

6.73%
7

23.08%
24

35.58%
37

33.65%
35

104

3.94

Increase funding, but use a new source that is dedicated only
to stormwater.

8.57%
9

24.76%
26

26.67%
28

19.05%
20

20.95%
22

105

3.19
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Q18 If a decision was made to increase
municipal spending on stormwater
activities in your municipality, how much
do you think each statement below would
affect your residents’ and businesses’
willingness to support the new fee? For
each statement, choose between 1 (strongly
increases your support) and 5 (does not
increase your support).
Answered: 106

Skipped: 22

Funds cannot
be used or...

The amount
contributed ...

The approach
saves public...

Projects as a
result of th...

Developers are
required to...

0

1

2

3

4

1 - Increases
Support

5

6

7

8

2

3

4

17.92%
19

17.92%
19

25.47%
27

16.98%
18

The amount contributed by the property owner is linked to
their property’s contributions to the problem.

21.90%
23

22.86%
24

27.62%
29

The approach saves public money by better coordinating
projects and programs.

21.90%
23

26.67%
28

Projects as a result of the fund will keep my municipality from
being fined by regulators.

20.95%
22

Developers are required to implement stringent water quality
and flood control standards.

40.38%
42

Funds cannot be used or transferred for other purposes.
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9

5 - Does Not
Increase
Support

10

Total

Weighted
Average

21.70%
23

106

3.07

13.33%
14

14.29%
15

105

2.75

29.52%
31

8.57%
9

13.33%
14

105

2.65

23.81%
25

32.38%
34

11.43%
12

11.43%
12

105

2.69

21.15%
22

23.08%
24

7.69%
8

7.69%
8

104

2.21
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Q19 For each statement below, rank the
willingness of your municipality to
participate in a regional approach to
provide stormwater management services
from 1 (definitely willing) to 5 (not at all
willing).
Answered: 106

Skipped: 22

Give up some
city/ townsh...

Dedicate funds
generated in...

Dedicate funds
generated in...

0

1

2

3

4

5

1Definitely
Willing

6

7

2

3

8

4

9

5 - Not
Willing

10

Total

Weighted
Average

Give up some city/ township/ borough control over water quality and
flood control decisions if a regional cooperative effort was more
effective and efficient.

19.05%
20

25.71%
27

28.57%
30

8.57%
9

18.10%
19

105

2.81

Dedicate funds generated in your municipality to a regional water
quality, infrastructure repair, or flood control projects in another
municipality if it benefited your community.

13.21%
14

23.58%
25

32.08%
34

12.26%
13

18.87%
20

106

3.00

9.43%
10

14.15%
15

33.02%
35

22.64%
24

20.75%
22

106

3.31

Dedicate funds generated in your municipality to regional water quality,
infrastructure repair, or flood control projects in another municipality if it
benefited the region.
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Q20 Think about the ability of your
municipality to deliver the following
services to your residents and businesses.
For each element, rank your willingness to
participate in a regional approach to
provide these services from 1 (definitely
willing) to 5 (not at all willing).
Answered: 106

Skipped: 22

Capital
projects for...
Capital
projects for...
Stormwater
infrastructu...
Stormwater
review of la...
Stormwater
infrastructu...

Street sweeping

Engineering
and inspecti...
Watershed
studies and...
Regulatory
compliance
Response to
citizen...
0

1

2

3

1 - Definitely
Willing
Capital projects for flood mitigation

Capital projects for water quality

Stormwater infrastructure maintenance

Stormwater review of land development
plans

4

5

6

7

8

9

2

3

4

15.09%
16

23.58%
25

31.13%
33

17.92%
19

12.26%
13

106

2.89

15.09%
16

25.47%
27

33.02%
35

15.09%
16

11.32%
12

106

2.82

20.95%
22

34.29%
36

26.67%
28

8.57%
9

9.52%
10

105

2.51

23.58%
25

27.36%
29

32.08%
34

9.43%
10

7.55%
8

106

2.50
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5 - Not
Willing

10

Total

Weighted
Average

York County Stormwater Feasibility Study - Municipal Input Survey
Stormwater infrastructure replacement

Street sweeping

Engineering and inspection services

Watershed studies and plans

Regulatory compliance

Response to citizen concerns

19.05%
20

37.14%
39

26.67%
28

7.62%
8

9.52%
10

105

2.51

23.58%
25

22.64%
24

27.36%
29

8.49%
9

17.92%
19

106

2.75

17.14%
18

32.38%
34

27.62%
29

9.52%
10

13.33%
14

105

2.70

13.21%
14

29.25%
31

33.96%
36

10.38%
11

13.21%
14

106

2.81

25.47%
27

31.13%
33

24.53%
26

10.38%
11

8.49%
9

106

2.45

27.36%
29

39.62%
42

19.81%
21

5.66%
6

7.55%
8

106

2.26
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Q21 What is the name of the municipality
you serve? (Answers to this question will
not be linked to Survey responses.)
Answered: 104

Skipped: 24

#

Responses

Date

1

Railroad Borough

2/24/2015 12:26 PM

2

West York Borough

2/4/2015 3:29 PM

3

Cross Roads Borough

2/4/2015 3:06 PM

4

Paradise Township

2/4/2015 2:41 PM

5

Monaghan Township

2/4/2015 2:36 PM

6

MONAGHAN

2/4/2015 2:29 PM

7

East Hopewell Township

2/4/2015 2:15 PM

8

North York Borough

2/2/2015 8:14 AM

9

Winterstown Borough

1/30/2015 7:03 PM

10

Fawn Township

1/30/2015 2:21 PM

11

Hellam twp

1/29/2015 4:21 PM

12

springfield township

1/29/2015 1:25 PM

13

Mount Wolf Borough

1/28/2015 12:44 PM

14

Lower Chanceford Township

1/28/2015 9:30 AM

15

.

1/28/2015 5:01 AM

16

Fawn Grove Borough

1/27/2015 8:37 PM

17

WINDSOR BOROUGH

1/27/2015 2:51 PM

18

Washington Township

1/27/2015 2:19 PM

19

Peach Bottom Township

1/27/2015 2:14 PM

20

Codorus Township

1/27/2015 10:38 AM

21

Jacobus Borough

1/27/2015 10:12 AM

22

Chance ford twp

1/26/2015 5:04 PM

23

West Manheim Township

1/26/2015 4:27 PM

24

Yoe Borough

1/26/2015 12:45 PM

25

Franklintown Borough

1/26/2015 11:12 AM

26

Borough of Spring Grove

1/23/2015 4:11 PM

27

Judy Hilliard

1/23/2015 3:59 PM

28

Seven Valleys Borough

1/23/2015 3:59 PM

29

WARRINGTON TWP

1/23/2015 3:52 PM

30

Warrington Township

1/23/2015 3:21 PM

31

Shrewsbury Borough

1/23/2015 3:00 PM
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32

New Salem Borough

1/23/2015 2:30 PM

33

East Prospect Borough

1/23/2015 1:34 PM

34

Lower Windsor Township

1/23/2015 12:09 PM

35

Newberry Township

1/23/2015 11:59 AM

36

Goldsboro Borough

1/23/2015 11:40 AM

37

Hellamtownship

1/21/2015 12:17 PM

38

Hellam Township

1/21/2015 7:34 AM

39

Hellam Township

1/20/2015 1:38 PM

40

Hellam Township

1/20/2015 1:36 PM

41

Loganville Borough

1/20/2015 11:25 AM

42

Dover Borough

1/19/2015 2:33 PM

43

Delta Borough

1/16/2015 3:33 PM

44

Hopewell Township

1/16/2015 3:31 PM

45

dillsburg

1/15/2015 11:15 AM

46

Dillsburg Borough

1/15/2015 9:50 AM

47

dillsburg boro

1/14/2015 4:59 PM

48

Dilslburg Boro

1/14/2015 3:33 PM

49

Dillsburg borough

1/14/2015 3:00 PM

50

UnKnown

1/14/2015 2:42 PM

51

York Haven Borough

1/14/2015 11:33 AM

52

Springettsbury Township

1/13/2015 3:34 PM

53

Heidelberg Township

1/7/2015 1:50 PM

54

Hallam Borough

1/6/2015 8:58 AM

55

Windsor Township

1/5/2015 3:59 PM

56

Hallam Borough

12/28/2014 8:17 AM

57

North Codorus Township

12/23/2014 1:08 PM

58

Manheim Township

12/22/2014 12:00 PM

59

Manchester Township

12/22/2014 11:24 AM

60

Hallam Borough

12/22/2014 10:04 AM

61

Conwago

12/21/2014 4:55 PM

62

Springettsbury

12/19/2014 9:13 PM

63

North Codorus Twp

12/19/2014 3:11 PM

64

York Twp

12/19/2014 12:19 PM

65

Hanover Borough

12/19/2014 10:02 AM

66

Shrewsbury Township

12/19/2014 9:08 AM

67

Yorkana

12/18/2014 7:57 PM

68

Fairview Township, York County

12/18/2014 4:35 PM

69

West Manchester Twp

12/18/2014 3:21 PM
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70

Yorkana Borough

12/18/2014 3:04 PM

71

Red Lion Borough

12/18/2014 1:45 PM

72

Fairview Township

12/18/2014 12:47 PM

73

North Codorus twp.

12/18/2014 12:26 PM

74

Red Lion

12/18/2014 11:33 AM

75

Jackson Twp

12/17/2014 8:11 PM

76

Jackson Township, York County, PA

12/17/2014 5:41 PM

77

North Codorus Township

12/17/2014 4:50 PM

78

Hanover Borough

12/17/2014 2:31 PM

79

Lewisberry Borough

12/17/2014 12:34 PM

80

Stewartstown Borough

12/17/2014 12:13 PM

81

Jackson Township

12/17/2014 11:42 AM

82

Jackson Township

12/17/2014 10:58 AM

83

Glen Rock Borough

12/17/2014 10:36 AM

84

Wellsville Borough

12/17/2014 10:25 AM

85

Carroll Township

12/17/2014 10:20 AM

86

Glen Rock

12/17/2014 10:00 AM

87

Conewago Township

12/17/2014 9:43 AM

88

Hellam

12/17/2014 9:26 AM

89

Fairview Township

12/17/2014 9:23 AM

90

West Manchester Township

12/17/2014 9:01 AM

91

Fairview Township

12/16/2014 5:02 PM

92

City of York

12/16/2014 4:16 PM

93

Dover Township

12/16/2014 3:55 PM

94

North Hopewell Twp

12/16/2014 3:43 PM

95

Jefferson Borough

12/16/2014 3:31 PM

96

SPRING GARDEN TOWNSHIP

12/16/2014 3:31 PM

97

Dover Township

12/16/2014 3:30 PM

98

New Freedom

12/16/2014 3:10 PM

99

Dover Township

12/16/2014 3:10 PM

100

Dallastown Borough

12/16/2014 3:10 PM

101

Penn Township

12/16/2014 3:09 PM

102

Felton

12/16/2014 3:08 PM

103

Borough of Wrightsville

12/16/2014 3:06 PM

104

Felton Borough

12/16/2014 3:02 PM
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Q22 What is your role in your municipality?
Answered: 104

Skipped: 24

Elected
official

Appointed
official

Staff

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Answer Choices

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

Responses

Elected official

26.92%

28

Appointed official

34.62%

36

Staff

38.46%

40

Total

104
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Q23 You selected "Staff" in the previous
question. Please list your job title within
your municipality. (optional)
Answered: 26

Skipped: 102

#

Responses

Date

1

Secretary

2/4/2015 2:41 PM

2

Administrative Assistant

2/2/2015 8:14 AM

3

secretary/treasurer

1/30/2015 2:21 PM

4

Engineer

1/28/2015 12:44 PM

5

Borough Manager

1/23/2015 4:11 PM

6

Adm. Secretary

1/23/2015 3:59 PM

7

Borough Secretary

1/23/2015 1:34 PM

8

Public works Roadmaster

1/21/2015 12:18 PM

9

Zoning Officer

1/20/2015 1:36 PM

10

Borough Manager

1/19/2015 2:33 PM

11

Director of Public Works and Wastewater Treatment

1/13/2015 3:34 PM

12

Assistant Secretary

12/22/2014 10:04 AM

13

MS-4 Lead Technican

12/18/2014 12:47 PM

14

Engineering Staff

12/17/2014 2:31 PM

15

Borough Manager

12/17/2014 12:34 PM

16

Zoning Officer / Codes Enforcement

12/17/2014 11:45 AM

17

Secretary/Treasurer

12/17/2014 10:25 AM

18

Zoning Officer

12/17/2014 10:20 AM

19

Public Works Director

12/17/2014 9:01 AM

20

Zoning Officer

12/16/2014 3:56 PM

21

Secretary/Treasurer

12/16/2014 3:31 PM

22

Director of Community Dev & Planning

12/16/2014 3:31 PM

23

Public Works Director

12/16/2014 3:30 PM

24

Public Works Director

12/16/2014 3:10 PM

25

Borough Administrator

12/16/2014 3:10 PM

26

Secretary / Treasurer

12/16/2014 3:03 PM
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Estimated Annual Spending on Stormwater Services
by Municipal Population
26 Survey Respondents (23%) selected "Don't Know"
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1. Purpose

The York County Planning Commission (YCPC) is assessing the feasibility of a multi-municipal
approach to addressing the stormwater management needs of York County. Over 40 York
County municipalities have already engaged in the initial steps of multi-municipal planning by
formalizing and jointly funding a regional approach to compliance with their MS4 and water
quality responsibilities related to sediment and nutrient reductions under the Chesapeake Bay
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The goal of this cooperative agreement is to achieve
efficiencies and economies of scale that are not possible with implementation at the municipal
level. To build on this effort and identify other opportunities for cooperation, YCPC initiated a
Feasibility Study to conceptually define the potential scope and scale of a multi-municipal
approach to implementing stormwater strategies that meet local goals.
Feasibility Study Partners (YCPC, the Feasibility Study Committee, and Amec Foster Wheeler)
developed a process to draft a Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study Report that involves three
inter-related data gathering efforts. First, the Public Survey and Public Meeting #1 provide
insight into public opinion about water quality, flooding concerns, and regional cooperative
opportunities in York County. Second, the Municipal Survey gauges the attitude of municipal
leaders on their current and future stormwater responsibilities. Last, this report focuses on the
results of the Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire and Municipal Staff Interviews, which were
designed to identify and begin to quantify the current level of effort expended on stormwater
services. They also provide insight into the scope of existing services and how much
municipalities are individually spending to deliver these services. The Study Partners will
consider this input to inform practical recommendations about the nature of services that could
be performed at a regional scale.
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2. Methodology

In December 2014, the Study Partners selected a representative sample of ten York County
communities (Figure 1) to participate in a more in depth discussion of their stormwater program
services and associated costs. Selected communities included municipalities of varying sizes,
population, governance structure, land use, and regulation.
Figure 1. Map of Municipal Interview Participants

Following the selection of the communities, the Study Partners developed and distributed the
first part of a two-part Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire. The Program Cost Estimate
Questionnaire guided municipalities through the process of identifying the type and extent of
stormwater services they currently provide and developing a basis upon which to estimate order
of magnitude costs. Where the web-based Public Survey and Municipal Survey asked questions
about the general willingness of individuals to participate in regional programs, the Program
Cost Estimate Questionnaire was designed to collect objective data about services and costs.
The Questionnaire was not intended to identify every hour spent and dollar utilized to provide
stormwater services. Instead, the Questionnaire grouped services into broad Cost Centers (Table
1) so that municipal stormwater managers could take a holistic view of stormwater management
activities and the multiple individuals and departments that play a role in delivering these
services.
The first part of the Questionnaire, the Program Module (Attachment A), asked general
questions about stormwater-related services currently provided by the municipality. The Study
Partners requested that each of the 10 municipalities complete the Program Module and then
participate in an interview to discuss their current municipal program. The data gathering effort
York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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accommodated for the variety of municipalities participating by asking common questions that
could achieve general understanding by the diversity of municipal representatives.
The interview was free-form in nature, but Study Partners generally asked participants questions
about current stormwater program successes and challenges, stormwater issues on the horizon,
long-term strategies, and opportunities for regional cooperation. The intent of the interview
process was to gain a holistic perspective of how and why municipal stormwater management
activities are performed.
Table 1. Questionnaire Cost Centers

Ordinance Adoption, Implementation, and
Enforcement
 Plan review
 Site inspections
Asset Management
 Infrastructure mapping
 Catch basin clean-out
 Culvert dredging
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
 Storm sewer pipe repair
 Catch basin repair
Water Quality
 Street sweeping
 Outfall inspections
 Municipal good housekeeping

Flood Mitigation
 Pre-storm cleaning
 Post-storm debris removal
 Emergency repairs
Capital Improvements
 Storm sewer replacement
 Watershed planning
Public Education and Engagement
 Increasing public awareness of stormwater
issues
 Coordinating stream clean-ups
Program Administration
 Grant writing
 Contract management

These interviews set the stage for the second part of the Questionnaire, the Cost Module
(Attachment B), which was distributed in January 2015. The Cost Module asked for details
about the costs of the same Cost Centers used in the Program Module. The Study Partners hosted
an introductory webinar to help optimize the time taken by the municipal representatives to
complete the Cost Module and aid in standardizing the data collection process.
Seven of the 10 municipalities that completed the Program Module and participated in the
interview and webinar also completed the Cost Module (Table 2). The findings of these data
collection activities are discussed in this report. Webinar slides are provided in Attachment C.
Table 2. Municipal Participation
Municipality
Fairview Township
Franklin Township
Hanover Borough
Jackson Township
Red Lion Borough
Shrewsbury Township
Windsor Township
Wrightsville Borough
York Township
York City

Program
Module
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X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Interview

Webinar

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Cost
Module
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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3. Initial Perspective

a. Current Cooperative Approach

YCPC and its partner municipalities have already made considerable investments in a multijurisdictional approach to defining and implementing Chesapeake Bay TMDL compliance
strategies. The Regional Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan (CBRPR) has demonstrated
the potential benefits of a collaborative planning effort. The implementation of a consolidated
approach can result in not just an efficient and cost effective TMDL compliance program but can
also be used to address broader community goals, such as improving safety by reducing flood
risks and roadway drainage problems, improving water quality, and protecting and restoring
local water resources.

b. Diversity of Communities

The Study Partners wanted to capture information from a comprehensive spectrum of
municipalities within York County. Therefore, 10 municipalities were selected that represent a
diversity of land use, population, geographic scale, program priorities, and application of
regulations. The communities included the City of York, one township of the 1st class, four
townships of the 2nd class, and four boroughs. Profiles of participating municipalities are
included in Attachment D; highlights are presented below.
 Population ranged from approximately 2,300 (Wrightsville) to nearly 44,000 residents
(City of York).
 Geographic size was as small as a 0.7 square miles (Wrightsville) to nearly 36 square
miles (Fairview).
 Population density ranged from 243 residents per square mile (Franklin) to as high as
8,311 residents per square mile (City of York).
 The number of municipal employees was as high as 315 (City of York) and as low as 4
(Franklin).
 Eight of the ten municipalities are regulated by Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) -permits. Seven of the MS4 permitted municipalities participate in the Chesapeake
Bay Regional Pollutant Reduction Plan; one of the non-MS4 municipalities participates
in the Regional Plan.
 Agricultural land use covered less than 3% of land area in three municipalities (City of
York, Hanover, Red Lion); and greater than 60% in three others (Jackson, Shrewsbury,
Windsor).
 Residential land use covered less than 25% of land area in two municipalities
(Shrewsbury, Jackson); and greater than 45% in two others (Red Lion, Wrightsville).
 Annual municipal budgets ranged from $1M (Wrightsville) to nearly $100M (City of
York).
Each of these factors, as well as availability to discretionary funds and access to technical
expertise and professional services, influence how each individual community makes decisions
on the level of stormwater management services.
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4. Interview and Questionnaire Feedback

As discussed above, municipal representatives participating in the data gathering activities were
offered an opportunity to provide feedback on their municipal stormwater programs through a
one-hour interview with Study Partners and a two-part Questionnaire.
Municipal Interviews
The following themes were commonly expressed by municipal officials during the course of the
interviews.
 Municipalities commonly work together. Regional opportunities exist to share services
such as police, fire, libraries, community events, and snow removal. Each potential for
shared services is considered on a case-by-case basis and is generally initiated by a single
municipal representative reaching out to their counterpart in another community.
 There is value in keeping services local. The stormwater needs of a built-out borough are
different from the surrounding townships experiencing land development.
 Opportunities to share services with immediately adjacent municipal neighbors are
limited.
 Shared services and regional opportunities will likely save money in the long run, but
need to have committed leadership to initiate and open conversations about
responsibilities.
 Grant funding is often a necessary catalyst required to initiate capital improvement
projects or medium to large scale stormwater infrastructure replacement projects.
Without these funds, stormwater infrastructure replacement activities are limited by the
availability of funds from the Municipal Liquid Fuels Program and general fund revenue.
 MS4 and TMDL responsibilities are unfunded mandates that are not going away.
Municipalities are looking for ways to identify their required actions and efficiently
achieve a minimum degree of compliance.
 Stormwater management is an afterthought. Municipal staff have achieved awareness of
their municipality’s stormwater responsibilities (Act 167 ordinance, MS4, TMDL,
infrastructure maintenance), but local elected officials, which turnover regularly and have
different interests, often do not fully understand existing regulations or their impact.
 The County’s leadership role on Chesapeake Bay TMDL activities took a lot off the plate
of municipal staff and elected officials and will likely reduce the cost of compliance.
 The perceived insufficiency of stormwater management activities by neighboring
municipalities has negative impacts on downstream municipalities.
 Pipes, basins, inlets, and curbs are aging; however there is no formalized plan to inspect,
assess, or replace these features.
The following illustrate the broad spectrum of concerns expressed by some of the interviewees.
 “What is the role of PennDOT managing the runoff discharging from their right-of-way
that impacts local streams and properties?”
 “Homeowners associations are beginning to neglect their maintenance responsibilities
and the municipality may need to take action to force compliance or perform restoration.”
 “Regional consistency of stormwater management regulations is important for the
development community.”

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Local Stormwater Program Cost Overview

5



“Elected officials will not raise taxes, so revenue for an expanded stormwater program
must come from cuts to other programs or a new source.”

Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire
Each Module of the Questionnaire was structured to include a general municipal background
section, followed by the eight Cost Centers listed in Table 1. These Cost Centers were used to
encourage municipal representatives to take a more holistic view of their stormwater programs,
rather than simply relying on the municipality’s current department organizational structure. As
presented in Table 2, all 10 communities selected to participate in the data collection process and
completed the Program Module; seven completed the Cost Module. The responses of these
communities are summarized below. The intent of the Questionnaire was to quantify municipal
stormwater program activities and associated costs.

a. General Municipal Background

This section asked general questions about the number of municipal employees, the
municipality’s annual budget, and the presence/absence of any specific stormwater line items in
the municipal budget.
 The average municipal budget of the municipalities completing the Cost Module was
$21M, with a range of $1M to $97M.
 Five of the seven municipalities had specific line items for stormwater activities in their
2015 approved budget.
 York Township’s itemized stormwater management budget of $260K is 14 times greater
than the average budget of the other six communities ($18K).

b. Ordinance Adoption, Implementation and Enforcement

This first Cost Center asked a series of questions related to the activity of municipal staff
implementing and enforcing ordinances that regulate the treatment and discharge of stormwater.
Each municipality has adopted and is implementing the Stormwater Management Ordinance
included in the County’s 2011 Stormwater Management Plan. Nearly all municipalities also
stated they implement and enforce stormwater management regulations in their Subdivision and
Land Development Ordinance and Floodplain Management Ordinance. Six of 10 municipalities
stated they use their Zoning Ordinance to help regulate stormwater and provide controls.
When asked about who is primarily responsible for reviewing proper application of these
ordinances, all but one use contracted services to perform these reviews. Seven of 10
communities stated that at least 75% of review services are covered by the review fees paid by
the applicants; three communities stated that less than 75% of review expenses were recovered
by review fees.
Following approval of land development plans, it is common that the surveyed municipalities
utilize a mix of local, county, and contracted personnel to perform inspections to confirm that
erosion controls are in place and properly functioning. Eight of 10 municipalities utilize the
County Conservation District to perform inspections, often supplemented by municipal staff or
contracted services. The remaining two municipalities rely on either contracted services or inhouse municipal staff to perform inspections.
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Inspections to confirm post-construction stormwater management practices are also performed
by a mix of inspectors, with contracted inspectors being the most often utilized.
When asked about the completeness of a map of post-construction stormwater management
practices on private property that were approved by the municipality:
 One of 10 municipalities stated that their map was fully complete.
 Six stated the map was partially complete.
 Three municipalities were not aware of an inventory of approved stormwater
management practices.
When asked about inspection of these post-construction stormwater management facilities:
 Five of 10 municipalities stated that there are no ongoing inspections.
 Four stated that this activity is performed by local staff.
 One relies on contracted services.
Nine out of 10 municipal respondents stated that their stormwater regulation and enforcement
activities were sufficient, generally meeting the needs of the community.
Table 3 describes the cost to provide the above services, as reported by seven of the 10
municipalities.
Table 3. Municipal Ordinance Adoption, Implementation and Enforcement Expenses (2014 estimate)
Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$21,800
$9,300
$31,100

$600 – 84,500
$0 – 20,000
$8,000 – 94,600

Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$3.69
$0.88
$4.57

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0.02 - 20.74
$0 - 3.55
$0.48 – 20.74

c. Asset Management

Under this Cost Center, municipalities were asked about the features that make up their
stormwater conveyance network and the services they provide to operate and maintain the
network.
 Five out of 10 municipalities were able to quantify the general features that make up the
assets of their stormwater conveyance network.
 Three municipalities own and maintain specialty stormwater infrastructure (i.e. high
hazard dams, levees).
 Six municipalities have a GIS that includes a map of their stormwater infrastructure.
 Two municipalities maintain a paper map of their stormwater infrastructure.
 Two municipalities do not maintain a map of their stormwater infrastructure.
Of the drainage network features presented on these maps, municipalities were most confident
about the completeness of their outfall mapping; communities generally stated that mapping of
roadside swales, private BMPs, storm sewer pipes, and catch basins are not completely mapped.
Seven of the 10 municipal respondents stated that their Asset Management Program is sufficient
to meet the needs of the community. Two Questionnaire respondents did not know about the
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ability of their Asset Management Program to meet local needs; and one stated that their
program was reactionary, only able to address emergency situations.
Table 4 presents the average cost of providing municipal stormwater services related to Asset
Management, as reported by seven of the 10 municipalities.
Table 4. Cost of Asset Management Activities (2014 estimate)
Average
Expense of
Municipal Staff
$5,520

Average Expense
of Contracted
Services
$1,714

Average Total
Annual
Expense
$7,234

Municipalities
Providing Service
(out of 10)
8

Conditions
Assessments
BMP Inspections

$3,978

$1,143

$5,121

4

$1,909

$2,557

$4,466

5

Catch Basin Clean-out

$7,613

$0

$7,613

8

Pipe Clean-Out

$3,685

$714

$4,399

8

$47,996

$0

$47,996

8

Service
Update System Map

Leaf Pick-Up
Culvert Dredging

$2,419

$0

$2,419

6

Maintenance of Public
BMPs
Replies to Landowner
Complaints
Landowner Issue
Resolution Assistance

$4,174

$7,450

$11,624

7

$2,352

$286

$2,637

8

$1,337

$286

$1,623
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Table 5 describes the cost to provide the services in Table 4 as reported by seven of the 10
municipalities.
Table 5. Municipal Asset Management Expenses (2014 estimate)
Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

Municipal Staff Services

$80,400

Contracted Services
Total Services

$13,100
$93,500

$15,400 –
204,900
$0 – 27,600
$19400 –
230,900

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$5.21

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$2.05 - 9.04

$0.74
$5.95

0 - 1.58
$2.93 – 9.69

d. Infrastructure Repair and Replacement

Following the inventory of the stormwater network in the Asset Management Cost Center, the
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement Cost Center asked specific questions about the municipal
program to maintain these features and associated cost. Seven of the 10 communities stated that
their Infrastructure Repair and Replacement Program is sufficient, three stated it is reactionary
and only able to address eminent failures or emergency situations.
These activities are nearly 100% performed by municipal staff; not performed via contracted
services. Table 6 shows the average quantity of features repaired or replaced by the seven
communities responding to the Questionnaire.
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Table 6. Municipal Infrastructure Repair and Replacement Activities and Expenses (2014 estimate)
Feature
Storm Sewer Pipe
Inlets
Catch Basins
Manholes
Outfalls
Public BMPs
Average cost of staff time to perform
these services

Average # Repaired/
Replaced Annually
392 LF
20
9
3
2
6
$14,839

e. Water Quality

The Water Quality Cost Center asked a series of nine questions about the municipal activities
that can reduce the discharge of pollutants to local water bodies via stormwater runoff.
 Street Sweeping
o Eight of 10 municipalities perform regular street sweeping.
o Six municipalities own a street sweeper.
o Five municipalities share equipment (i.e. vac truck, loader, sweeper); one shares
contracted services; four municipalities act independently.
o Six municipalities track the street mileage they sweep annually. York sweeps
4,000 miles annually; the other five municipalities average nearly 500 miles
annually.
o Five municipalities track how much they collect, averaging 500 tons in 2014.
o Five municipalities track the number of hours the street sweeper is operated, three
reported these figures on the Questionnaire (Fairview – 400 hours, Hanover 1,800
hours, and York City 1,500 hours).
 Outfall Inspections.
o Five of 10 municipalities track the percentage of outfalls inspected.
o 60% of outfalls inspected in 2014.
o 69% of outfalls inspected in 2013.
 Municipal Facility Good Housekeeping.
o Eight of 10 municipalities completed staff training.
o Six municipalities have Spill Prevention and Pollution Prevention Plans that are
less than five years old.
o Five municipalities have reviewed and updated in the last five years their
Standard Operating Procedures for activities that could be a threat to release
pollutants via stormwater.
o Four municipalities maintain written Operation and Maintenance Plans that have
been updated in the last five years.
One municipality stated that their Water Quality activities proactively address water quality
issues. One other stated that their program is reactive, only addressing emergency issues. Eight
of 10 municipalities stated that their program sufficiently meets community needs.
Table 7 describes the cost to provide the above water quality related services as reported by
seven of the 10 municipalities.
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Table 7. Municipal Water Quality Expenses (2014 estimate)
Street Sweeping

Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Dry Weather Outfall
Inspections
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Municipal Facility
Good Housekeeping
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Total Water Quality
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services

Average
Annual
Expense
$20,100
$600
$20,700

Range of Annual
Expenses

Average
Annual
Expense
$2,500
$1,100
$3,600

Range of Annual
Expenses

Average
Annual
Expense
$20,800
$200
$21,000

Range of Annual
Expenses

Average
Annual
Expense
$43,400
$1,900
$45,300

Range of Annual
Expenses

$0 – 53,600
$0 – 4,000
$0 – 53,600

$0 – 9,500
$0 – 3,800
$1,100 – 9,500

$600 – 52,000
$0 – 1,500
$600 – 52,700

$12,600 – 71,700
$0 – 5,000
$12,600 – 71,700

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$1.50
$0.02
$1.52

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0 – 4.74
$0 – 0.14
$0 – 4.74

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.15
$0.16
$0.31

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0 – 0.47
$0 – 0.78
$0.11 – 0.78

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$2.59
$0.01
$2.60

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0.13 – 8.21
$0 – 0.05
$0.19 – 8.21

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$4.24
$0.19
$4.43

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$1.64 – 9.26
$0 – 0.78
$1.64 – 10.04

f. Flood Mitigation

Among the ten municipalities participating in the Questionnaire, flooding was generally not a
widely-held concern. Two municipalities stated that flooding of streets and intersections from
drainage system surcharges can cause impacts to properties and the transportation network. One
of the 10 municipalities expressed moderate concern about flooding from overbank flows. As
most municipalities indicated that are generally not impacted by flood waters on a regular basis,
as a group they did not identify the likely cause of flooding problems.
Seven out of 10 stated that their Flood Mitigation programs are reactionary, dealing only with
emergency situations. This may be because municipalities may feel that flooding is an infrequent
event, not requiring a great degree of planning.
Table 8 describes the cost to provide the above flood mitigation services as reported by seven of
the 10 municipalities.
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Table 8. Municipal Flood Mitigation Expenses (2014 estimate)
Pre-Storm System
Cleaning

Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Post Storm Debris
Removal
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Emergency Repairs
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Erosion Control and
Soil Stabilization
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services
Total Flood Mitigation
Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$8,800
$0
$8,800

$6,000-23,200
$0
$6,000-23,200

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$9,200
$0
$9,200

$1,500- 26,200
$0
$1,500- 26,200

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$3,400
$400
$3,800

$0 – 13,400
$0 – 2,500
$0 – 13,400

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$2,900
$0
$2,900

$0 – 7,000
$0
$0 – 7,000

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$24,300
$400
$24,600

$5,300 – 69,800
$0 – 2,500
$5,300 – 69,800

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.56
$0
$0.56

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0-1.39
$0
$0-1.39

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.90
$0
$0.90

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0.05 – 1.57
$0
$0.05 – 1.57

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.31
$0.02
$0.33

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0 – 0.80
$0 – 0.14
$0 – 0.80

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.19
$0
$0.19

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0 – 0.42
$0
$0 – 0.42

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$1.95
$0.02
$1.97

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0.48 – 4.19
$0 – 0.14
$0.48 – 4.19

g. Capital Improvements

In the Capital Improvement Cost Center, the 10 municipalities were asked about their recent
capital improvement projects, as well as their understanding of the backlog of capital projects
that have yet to be addressed.
In the Program Module of the Questionnaire, municipal officials were asked to provide
information on their tracking of capital projects.
 Two out of 10 municipalities regularly update their list of capital projects.
 Four municipalities have not updated their list of capital projects in several years.
 Four municipalities have no documentation of their capital projects backlog.
 Two municipalities have performed watershed, drainage area, or source water protection
studies in the last five years to learn about upstream land use, conveyance structures, and
impacts on flooding.
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When asked about actual spending in 2014 on capital projects, five municipalities responded that
they contracted out capital improvement projects totaling $385K. Figure 2 presents how this
$385K was split among four categories (no capital projects associated with Watershed Planning
were funded in 2014). Table 9 presents statistics on municipal expenses associated with staff
time required to oversee and implement the capital projects.
Figure 2. Municipal Backlog of Capital Improvement Projects
Flood Mitigation
Structures
3%

Water Quality
36%

Sewer
Replacement
61%

Table 9. Municipal Capital Improvement Expenses (2014 estimate)
Capital Improvement
Projects

Municipal Staff Services

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$12,000

$600 – 54,000

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.78

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0.09 – 3.24

Municipal officials provided the following value estimates of their documented backlog of
capital projects.
 Four of 7 municipalities estimate that the cost of their documented list of backlog projects
is less than $100K.
 Two have documented backlog between $500K and $1M.
 One municipality estimated the value of the backlog of capital projects to be between
$1M and $5M.
The Cost Module also asked about each municipality’s understanding of existing backlog that
may not be documented.
 Three of 7 municipalities stated that they believe that their undocumented list of capital
projects is less than $100K.
 One municipality estimates that there is between $500K and $1M of undocumented
backlog.
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Three municipalities estimate that there is between $1M and $5M of undocumented
backlog.
Six municipalities believe that their undocumented backlog is at least as much as their
documented backlog, if not greater.

When adding up the estimated backlog of capital improvement projects between the seven
municipalities, the low end of the range of total project cost estimates approaches $6M. The high
end of the range of existing backlog may be as great as $20M.
Five of the municipalities participating in the Questionnaire identified 49 capital projects, both
documented and undocumented, that they indicated are important to complete. They categorized
these projects into five types as presented in Figure 3. Consistent with Figure 2, there is a strong
need among respondents for funding to meet System Replacement and System Upgrade needs.
Figure 3. Municipal Backlog of Capital Improvement Projects
Water quality
14%
Flood mitigation
4%
Watershed
master planning
and modeling
2%
System
replacement
59%
System upgrades/
upsizing
21%

h. Public Education and Engagement

The results of the Public Education and Engagement Module of the Questionnaire show that
respondent use an average of four different types of communication tools to educate the public
about stormwater, flooding, and water quality issues.
 Eight out of 10 municipalities use a municipal website.
 Seven municipalities promote events (clean up, rain barrel, labeling, etc.) that engage the
public in water resources activities.
 All 10 municipalities distribute printed material to households.
 Nine municipalities make printed material available in community locations.
 One municipality utilizes social media to educate and engage the public.
 Seven municipalities actively partner with local and regional organizations in public
education and outreach activities. These organizations include the County Conservation
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District, the local school district, FEMA, the Watershed Alliance of York, neighboring
municipalities, the Lower Susquehanna Riverkeeper, the Chesapeake Bay Foundation,
and YCPC.
One municipality has a method in place to evaluate the effectiveness of its public
education and engagement program.

Table 10 describes the cost to provide the above public education and engagement services as
reported by seven of the 10 municipalities.
Table 10. Municipal Public Education and Engagement Expenses (2014 estimate)
Public Education and
Engagement

Municipal Staff Services
Contracted Services
Total Services

Average Annual
Expense

Range of Annual
Expenses

$4,000
$1,200
$5,200

$600 – 14,700
$0 – 2,500
$900 – 16,700

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$0.23
$0.13
$0.36

Range of Annual
Expenses/
Resident
$0.09 – 0.53
$0 – 0.43
$0.15 – 0.68

i. Program Administration

The final Cost Center of the Questionnaire asked how the municipalities administer their
stormwater programs, including grant applications, inter-municipal cooperation, and general
administrative responsibilities.
 Four out of 10 municipalities stated that their stormwater program administration services
are dispersed widely throughout their municipal staff.
 Five municipalities stated that administration responsibilities are distributed to a few
individuals.
 One municipality has a single individual responsible for administration of the stormwater
program.
Four of the seven respondents to the Cost Module of the Questionnaire stated that municipal
personnel spend up to one to two weeks annually serving in an administrative function to
facilitate the implementation of their municipality’s stormwater program.
The Questionnaire asked municipalities to consider their ability to boost their local stormwater
program by applying for grant funding.
 Three out of 10 municipalities did not pursue grant funding.
 Five municipalities were successful in attaining grant funds.
 Two municipalities submitted grant applications, but were unsuccessful.
These five municipalities that received grants reported that they obtained a total of $430K of
grant funds in 2014 for stormwater-related services. These grant funds were matched by another
$93K, for a total investment of $523K. Funding sources included PADEP, Pennsylvania’s Act
101 program, Community Development Block Grants, and the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. Project types included recycling and leaf collection, storm sewer replacement, and
design of Green Infrastructure features.
Municipalities reported on whether they share resources and services with surrounding
municipalities to reduce cost and provide a higher level of service.
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Seven out of 10 municipalities share or cooperate with other municipalities or regional
organizations on at least one stormwater-related activity.
Three municipalities share resources or cooperate with others on ordinance adoption,
implementation, and enforcement.
Three municipalities cooperate on public education and engagement tasks.
Two municipalities cooperate to provide asset management services.

j. Summary of Financial Priorities

The seven communities completing the Cost Module of the Questionnaire reported that they
spent over $2.5M on stormwater services in 2014. This equates to an average of $355K per
municipality per year. When linked to spending per resident, a typical York County municipality
may spend on average $38 per resident on stormwater services annually (Table 12). When the
total stormwater budget for all seven municipalities ($2.5M) is divided by the total population of
the seven responding communities (120,352), the average municipal stormwater expense results
in $21 per resident. Figure 4 presents how that average program cost is distributed among the
eight Cost Centers used in the Questionnaire.
Table 12. Cumulative Municipal Stormwater Management Expenses (2014 estimate)
Cumulative Total –
All Cost Centers

Fairview Township
Jackson Township
Red Lion Borough
Windsor Township
Wrightsville Borough
York Township
York City
Average
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$348,960
$220,887
$321,158
$147,529
$242,973
$530,633
$675,274

Average Annual
Expense/
Resident
$21
$30
$66
$8
$105
$19
$15

$355,345

$38

Average Annual
Expense
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Figure 4. Municipal Stormwater Management Expenses by Cost Center (2014 estimate)
Public Education/
Engagement
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Program
Administration
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Capital Improvements
39%

Ordinances
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Asset Management
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Replacement
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Flood Mitigation
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Water Quality
14%

The stormwater program expenses presented in Figure 4 do not tell the complete story of
stormwater management in York County since they do not include grants from PADEP, CDBG,
NFWF, and others. These grants increase total expenditures by an average of $50K, or
approximately 15%. Also not included is the value of supplemental services provided by the
County Conservation District, YCPC, the Watershed Alliance, the Riverkeeper, the Chesapeake
Bay Foundation, school districts, Susquehanna River Basin Commission, and FEMA. Based on
these assumptions, the typical cost to annually implement the average York County
municipality’s current stormwater program may exceed $400K.
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5. Discussion of Observations

a. Realistic Program Cost Estimates

Comparing the results of this Questionnaire to the January 2015 web-based Municipal Survey
reveals a potential disconnect in local understanding of the true cost of stormwater management.
In the Municipal Survey, officials representing 70 of York County’s 72 municipalities responded
and provided an estimate of their annual stormwater expenses. Of the 128 responses, 30% did
not provide an answer or stated they did not know how much they spent on stormwater services.
Of the 70% that provided an estimate, more than two-thirds of respondents estimated they spent
less than $25K annually; less than 10% estimated they spent more than $100K.
As described in analysis of the Questionnaire, the typical York County municipality may spend
between $300K and $400K each year on their basic stormwater program when materials,
contracted services, and personnel time is calculated. By understanding the true cost of
stormwater programs, municipalities may gain motivation to share or centralize services.

b. Growing Municipal Responsibilities

Throughout the Questionnaire, most municipalities stated that their stormwater program
sufficiently meets local needs. However, during the interviews, most municipalities expressed
concern that they were just holding on. Many foresee that additional regulations, increased
frequency of significant storm events, and aging infrastructure will increase their responsibilities
and increase the cost of municipal stormwater management. Specifically, municipalities
commonly expressed concern over the need to perform one or two major infrastructure
replacement projects in the next few years; or saw an increase from PADEP on Chesapeake Bay
TMDL enforcement.

c. Regional Opportunities

Each municipality implements a program of stormwater-related activities that balance local
needs for infrastructure, flood mitigation, and water quality with available budgets, staff
capacity, and equipment resources. Where some municipalities heavily invest their own
resources in infrastructure repair, others coordinate storm sewer replacement with funded
transportation projects or with available grant funds. In the case of public education and
municipal good housekeeping activities, some municipalities regularly partner with their
neighbors and regional organizations, while others independently administer their program. Each
Cost Center includes a variety of implementation strategies among the diverse municipalities.
Although this information gathering process revealed a diversity among the participants’ goals
and priorities, it also presented some common themes. An overarching them is that each
municipality could identify at least one element of their stormwater program they would like to
expand. The following bullets present some opportunities identified through this process for how
a regional approach could help York County municipalities achieve targeted expansion of
specific program elements. These program elements are organized by Cost Center. Not each of
these opportunities will apply to every municipality; the intent is to identify program elements
where a regional approach may make sense locally.
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Ordinance Adoption, Implementation, and Enforcement
 Site Plan Reviews – Considering that all York County municipalities base their
Stormwater Ordinance on the County Act 167 Plan model ordinance, stormwater plan
review may be able to occur by a common review team. This could standardize how plan
reviews are performed and add consistency for developers and contractors that may work
in multiple communities.
 Private BMP Inspection – Inspection of BMPs that were approved by the municipality
as part of the land development process will be necessary as part of expanding MS4
permit requirements. A dedicated team that inventories and inspects these features and
that provides standardized reports may result in efficiencies.
Asset Management
 Infrastructure Mapping – Standardization of mapping data into a single GIS can serve
municipalities by enabling tracking of problem areas and maintenance needs and
activities. Complete mapping on a regional scale can also provide necessary information
when performing watershed studies and updates to the County 167 Plan.
 Infrastructure Assessment – A strong understanding of infrastructure condition can
assist in long-term scheduling and budgeting of replacement activities that address the
most immediate needs and help to avoid costly emergency repair projects. A regional
approach may be more likely to afford a survey and utility line camera equipment.
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
 Funding Solutions – The average community participating in the Questionnaire had over
80 miles of roadway and replaced 392 LF of storm sewer annually. If only one half of
these streets were served by storm sewer it would take over 500 years for a municipality
to replace its entire stormwater conveyance network. To bridge the gap between available
resources and the need to increase the pace of infrastructure replacement, a regional
stormwater authority could be formed to equitably and efficiently collect fees to perform
projects or distribute to municipalities for their use.
Water Quality
 Street Sweeping – Street sweeping is most often performed by municipal staff that
operate equipment owned and maintained by the municipality. Street sweepers and
vacuum trucks represent a significant capital investment and are not operated year-round.
By sharing equipment that could operate throughout the year, municipalities may see cost
savings.
 Good Housekeeping – Developing standardized operating procedures and pollution
prevention plans could allow for centralized training of municipal personnel performed
by industry experts and educators.
Flood Mitigation
 Watershed Planning – Using a comprehensive GIS database that includes infrastructure
mapping, a regional entity could develop plans on a watershed or sewershed basis to
proactively address flooding and safety issues by identifying and prioritizing potential
culvert and bridge failures.
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Capital Improvements
 Capital Improvements Plan – Similar to the list of projects listed in the Regional
Chesapeake Bay Pollutant Reduction Plan, municipalities could benefit from a regional
approach to making capital improvements. Such an approach could better coordinate
other funding sources, inter-municipal projects, project and design bidding, and revenue
generation.
Public Education and Engagement
 Public Education Campaign – A regional approach to public education could take
advantage of high-reach regional media, including radio and television, that is costprohibitive for a single municipality.
 Public Education Evaluation – By regularly evaluating the effectiveness of a public
education program, municipalities can adjust the allocation of resources to most
efficiently direct specific messages towards target audiences. Cooperating on a regional
level could provide access to more sophisticated evaluation tools, such as statistically
valid surveys and focus groups.
Program Administration
 Project Administration – A central office administering a regional stormwater program
may take on duties such as oversight of capital projects, grant writing, contracting (if
contracts held by an authority), outreach events, permit compliance and reporting, and
revenue management.
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Attachment A
Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire Program Module
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Municipal Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire
The York County Planning Commission is exploring the feasibility of a regional approach to
stormwater management. A key component of this process is to obtain a better understanding of
the scope of existing services and how much municipalities are currently spending to deliver
these services. In Pennsylvania, local governments perform a variety of stormwater related
tasks. In order to simplify the data collection process and aid in evaluating existing services, the
project consultant has developed a list of “Cost Centers” to group activities and efforts
commonly undertaken by municipalities in managing stormwater. These Cost Centers include
the following:









Ordinance Adoption, Implementation, and Enforcement
Asset Management
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
Water Quality
Flood Mitigation
Capital Improvements
Public Education and Engagement
Program Administration

YCPC is requesting that each of the municipalities participating in the interview process
complete this Questionnaire in order to offer a more in depth look into individual stormwater
programs. This effort is intended to help identify common services, needs, and order of
magnitude costs. The Questionnaire is divided into two Modules.
1. The Program Module asks general questions about stormwater-related services currently
provided by the municipality. This should be completed prior to your scheduled interview
with YCPC and the project consultant.
2. The Cost Module will be provided to municipal representatives following the interview.
To aid in completion of the Cost Module, YCPC requests interviewee participation in a
Webinar in late January to walk through the process of completing the Module. Topics to
be covered during the Webinar will be instructions on how to calculate ‘loaded’ hourly
rates for personnel performing stormwater management activities and how to calculate
total costs of infrastructure projects, including design, permitting, construction and
inspection
The project consultant and YCPC will compile the responses to both Modules for analysis and
reporting by the end of February.
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Program Module
A. General
1. Please provide your name and your position at the municipality you serve.
2. Are the details and statistics included in the Municipal Profile provide with this
Questionnaire accurate? If not, please provide appropriate revisions.
 Yes, the statistics are accurate
 No, revisions noted above
3. Please provide the number of Full Time Equivalents employed by your municipality as
applicable.
Department
# of FTEs
Total Municipal Employees
Public Works Department
Engineering Department
Road Department

B. Ordinance Adoption, Implementation and Enforcement
4. Indicate which of the following ordinances your municipality uses to regulate stormwater.
Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Stormwater Management Ordinance
Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance
Floodplain Management Ordinance
Other (please describe):

Yes






No






Don’t Know






5. During land development and grading permit review, who is primarily responsible for
reviewing proper application of your ordinances that regulate stormwater?
 Staff reviewer
 Contracted reviewer
 Don’t know
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6. Are the municipality’s costs (inclusive of staff time and contracted services) to review land
development and grading permit applications typically covered by review fees?
 100% of review services are generally covered by review fees.
 At least 75% of review services are generally covered by review fees.
 50% – 75% of review services are generally covered by review fees.
 Less than 50% of review services are generally covered by review fees.
 Don’t know
7. Following approval of a land development plan or grading permit, who is primarily
responsible for performing inspections to confirm erosion and sediment control practices are
installed as designed?
 Staff inspector
 Contracted inspector
 Conservation District
 There is no inspection to confirm erosion and sediment control practices
 Don’t know
8. Following approval of a land development plan or grading permit, who is primarily
responsible for performing inspections to confirm post-construction stormwater management
practices were installed as designed?
 Staff reviewer
 Contracted reviewer
 Conservation District
 There is no inspection of post-construction stormwater management practices during
construction
 Don’t know
9. Does your municipality maintain and update an inventory of post-construction stormwater
management practices on private property that have been approved by the municipality?
 Yes, the inventory is complete
 Yes, the inventory is partially complete
 No, we do not maintain an inventory
 Don’t know
10. Who is primarily responsible for periodic inspections of post-construction stormwater
management practices on private property to assess proper operation and maintenance?
 Staff inspector
 Contracted inspector
 Property owner provides inspection report
 There is no regular inspection of post-construction stormwater management practices
after construction
 Don’t know
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11. How would you describe your municipal stormwater regulation and enforcement activities?
 Pro-active – we’re able to get ahead of most regulatory and enforcement issues
 Sufficient – generally meet the needs of the community
 Reactionary – only address emergency situations
 Don’t know

C. Asset Management
12. Please provide the following statistics on your municipality’s infrastructure. Responses do
not need to be exact; approximate lengths and counts are sufficient.
Infrastructure Component
Linear Feet of Storm Sewer Pipe

Estimated
Amount

Roadside Swales
Number of Storm Sewer Inlets
Number of Stormwater Catch Basins (with sump to
collect sediment and debris)
Number of Stormwater Manholes
Number of Stormwater Outfalls
Publicly Owned BMPs (e.g. detention basins, retention
basins, rain gardens, etc)
Privately Owned BMPs
13. Does your municipality own and maintain any specialized stormwater infrastructure, such as
high hazard dams, levee systems, flood protection channels, siphons, etc.?
 Yes (please indicate type)
 No
 Don’t know
14. Describe the format in which the map of your municipal stormwater conveyance system is
maintained:
 We do not maintain a map of the system
 Municipality operates a GIS system and manages the map internally
 Consultant operates a GIS system and manages the map for the municipality
 Municipality maintains a paper map
 Don’t know
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15. Provide an estimate of the degree to which your municipality’s map of the municipal
stormwater conveyance system is complete. For each feature below, rank the completion of
your mapping from 1 (complete) to 5 (not mapped).
Mapping Complete <-------> Not Mapped
Feature
1
2
3
4
5
Don’t Know
Storm Sewer Pipes






Roadside Swales






Storm Sewer Inlets






Stormwater Catch Basins






Stormwater Manholes






Stormwater Outfalls






Publicly Owned BMPs






Privately Owned BMPs






16. Does your system map include details on when each feature was installed, size and
dimensions, material, date of last inspection, and date of last repair? For each feature below,
check if information is typically available.
Feature
Storm Sewer Pipe
Catch Basins
Storm Sewer Inlets
Stormwater Manholes
Stormwater Outfalls
Publicly Owned BMPs
Privately Owned
BMPs

Date of
Installation

Dimensions

Material

Date of
Inspection
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Last
Repair









Don’t
Know
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17. Think about the stormwater asset management activities your municipality currently
provides. For each activity below, indicate if your municipality provides the service, does
not provide the service, or has discontinued the services in the last 5 years.
Operations and Maintenance
Activity
Catch Basin Clean-Out
Pipe Clean-Out
Leaf Pick-up
Culvert Dredging
Maintenance of Public BMPs
Replies to Landowner Complaints/
Requests for Inspections
Landowner Issue Resolution
Assistance

Service
Service not
Service
provided provided discontinued
























Don’t
Know








18. How would you describe your municipal asset management activities?
 Pro-active – we’re able to get ahead of most asset management issues
 Sufficient – generally meet the needs of the community
 Reactionary – only address emergency situations
 Don’t know

D. Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
19. How would you describe your municipal stormwater infrastructure repair and replacement
activities?
 Pro-active – we’re able to get ahead of most infrastructure repair and replacement
issues
 Sufficient – generally meet the needs of the community
 Reactionary – only address eminent failures or emergency situations
 Don’t know

E. Water Quality
20. Does your municipality perform regular street sweeping?
 Yes, we perform street sweeping using a planned approach
 Yes, we perform street sweeping on an as-needed basis
 No, we do not perform street sweeping
 Don’t know
21. Does your municipality own a street sweeper?
 Yes
 No
 Don’t know
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22. Does your municipality partner with another municipality or authority to share street sweeper
or vacuum truck services?
 Yes, we share equipment with the following municipalities: ___________________
 Yes, we share contracted services with the following municipalities: ____________
 No
 Don’t know
23. Please quantify the frequency of sweeping and the tons of material collected annually.
Street Sweeping

Miles Swept
Annually

Miles Swept Annually
Tons of Material Collected Annually
Hours of Sweeper Operation Annually

miles
tons
hours

Don’t Know




24. How many storm sewer outfalls to streams does your municipality present on the storm
sewer map? How many of these were inspected for dry weather flows in 2013 and 2014?
Number of Outfalls
Shown on Map

Percentage
Inspected in 2014
%

Percentage
Don’t Know
Inspected in 2013
%


25. Think about the stormwater management good housekeeping activities your municipality
currently performs at municipal facilities. For each activity below, indicate if your
municipality has completed the following activities, in the last 5 years.
Municipal Good Housekeeping
Completed
Not
Don’t
Activity
Completed
Know
Perform Staff Training



Update Spill Prevention or Stormwater



Pollution Prevention Plans
Review and Update Standard Operating



Procedures
Develop, Implement, and Maintain a



Written Operations and Maintenance
Plan
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26. How would you describe your municipal water quality management activities?
 Pro-active – we’re able to get ahead of most water quality issues
 Sufficient – generally meet the needs of the community
 Reactionary – only address emergency situations
 Don’t know

F. Flood Mitigation
27. How would you characterize the severity of impact caused to properties in your municipality
and the transportation network by typical flooding problems based on their frequency and
properties/areas impacted? Please rank the following flooding concerns. 1 (severely
impacted) to 5 (no impact):
Type of Flooding
Flooding from overbank
flows
Flooding of streets and
intersections from drainage
system surcharges
Development of sinkholes
Flooding of properties in
neighborhoods and districts

Severely Impacted <---------------> No Impact
1

2

3

4

5











Don’t
Know
































28. To the best of your knowledge, what is the root cause of flooding in your municipality? For
each cause of flooding below, rank the likelihood that it is the cause of flooding in your
municipality, 1 (likely cause) to 5 (unlikely cause).
Likely Cause <----------------> Unlikely Cause
Cause of Flooding
Don’t
1
2
3
4
5
Know
Under-sized storm sewer






system
Deteriorating or clogged






storm sewer
Un-managed runoff from






upstream land use
Encroachment on streams






and floodplains
29. How would you describe your municipal flood mitigation activities?
 Pro-active – we’re able to get ahead of most flooding issues
 Sufficient – generally meet the needs of the community
 Reactionary – only address emergency situations
 Don’t know
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G. Capital Improvements
30. Does your community maintain and update a documented backlog of capital improvement
projects related to stormwater?
 Yes, this documented list of projects and estimated costs is regularly updated
 Yes, this documented list of projects is regularly updated
 We have not updated our list of projects in several years
 No, we do not have a documented list of projects
 Don’t know
31. Have you performed any watershed, drainage area, or source water protection studies to learn
more about the upstream land use and conveyance structures and their impacts on flooding
issues or water quality in the last five years?
 Yes (please identify the study area) ________________________________________
 No
 Don’t know

H. Public Education and Engagement
32. Indicate which forms of public education and outreach your municipality uses to
communicate topics related to stormwater management, including flooding and water quality.
Select all that apply.
 Municipal website
 Social media
 Cable station
 Newspaper articles/advertisements
 Events (stream clean-ups, rain barrel workshops, storm drain labeling, water quality
meetings)
 Printed material distributed to households (bill inserts, newsletter, etc.)
 Printed material available at community locations (municipal building, library,
schools, etc.)
 Other, please describe: _______________________
33. To what degree does your municipality actively partner with third party organizations
(Conservation District, watershed organization, etc.) in public education and outreach
efforts?
 No partnerships with third party organizations to provide public education and
outreach
 Yes, partner with third party organizations in 1 to 2 activities annually
 Yes, partner with third party organizations in 3 to 5 activities annually
 Yes, partner with third party organizations in 6 or greater activities annually
 Don’t know
If yes, please identify the partnering organizations: __________________________

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire, Program Module – 12/23/2014
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34. Does your municipality have a means of evaluating the success of its education and outreach
programs? If yes, do you utilize informal surveys, formal surveys, water quality sampling, or
other means?
 Yes, please describe: _______________________
 No
 Don’t know

I. Program Administration
35. How is the administration of the stormwater program organized?
 There is a single individual responsible for program administration
 Several individuals are responsible for program administration
 Responsibilities are spread widely among municipal divisions/departments
 Don’t know
36. Did your municipality pursue grant funding for stormwater-related projects in the last 5
years? If yes, please provide an estimate of awarded funds and source: __________________
 Yes, we were successful in attaining funding
 Yes, but we were unsuccessful in attaining funding
 No
 Don’t know
37. Does your municipality cooperate or share resources on stormwater activities with other
municipalities? Check all resources/activities that apply. If yes, please identify partnering
municipalities for each activity:
 Ordinance Adoption, Implementation, and Enforcement ________________________
 Asset Management _____________________________________________________
 Infrastructure Repair and Replacement _____________________________________
 Water Quality _________________________________________________________
 Flood Mitigation _______________________________________________________
 Capital Improvements ___________________________________________________
 Public Education and Engagement _________________________________________
 No, we do not cooperate or share resources on stormwater activities

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire, Program Module – 12/23/2014
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Attachment B
Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire Cost Module

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Local Stormwater Program Cost Overview

Municipal Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire
The York County Planning Commission is exploring the feasibility of a regional approach to
stormwater management. A key component of this process is to obtain a better understanding of
the scope of existing services and how much municipalities are currently spending to deliver
these services. In Pennsylvania, local governments perform a variety of stormwater related
tasks. In order to simplify the data collection process and aid in evaluating existing services, the
project consultant has developed a list of “Cost Centers” to group activities and efforts
commonly undertaken by municipalities in managing stormwater. These Cost Centers include
the following:









Ordinance Adoption, Implementation, and Enforcement
Asset Management
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
Water Quality
Flood Mitigation
Capital Improvements
Public Education and Engagement
Program Administration

YCPC is requesting that each of the municipalities participating in the interview process
complete this Questionnaire in order to offer a more in depth look into individual stormwater
programs. This effort is intended to help identify common services, needs, and order of
magnitude costs. The Questionnaire is divided into two Modules.
1. The Program Module asks general questions about stormwater-related services currently
provided by the municipality. This should be completed prior to the scheduled interview
with YCPC and the project consultant.
2. The Cost Module will be provided to municipal representatives following the interview.
To aid in completion of the Cost Module, YCPC requests interviewee participation in a
Webinar in on January 20 at 11:00am to walk through the process of completing the
Module. Topics to be covered during the Webinar will be instructions on how to calculate
‘loaded’ hourly rates for personnel performing stormwater management activities and
how to calculate total costs of infrastructure projects, including design, permitting,
construction and inspection.
The project consultant and YCPC will compile the responses to both Modules for analysis and
reporting by the end of February.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Program Cost Estimate Questionnaire, Cost Module – 1/14/2015
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Cost Module
A. General
1. What is the total amount of your municipality’s approved 2015 budget?
Click here to enter text.

2. Are there specific line items in the budget for stormwater management activities? If so, what
are the line items and what is the amount for each?
Click here to enter text.

B. Ordinance Adoption, Implementation and Enforcement
3. Consider your Zoning, Stormwater Management, Subdivision & Land Development, and
Floodplain Management ordinances. Estimate the man hours expended annually by
municipal employees for stormwater-related activities to administer ordinance
implementation and enforcement, perform site inspections during construction, and perform
periodic post-construction BMP inspections. Do not include the cost of municipal expenses
that are generally compensated by fees associated with land development plan and permit
review.
Provide an estimate of the loaded rate of the municipal employees performing these services.
As to be described in the Webinar, the loaded rate includes an employee’s wage or salary and
benefits (i.e. payroll taxes, insurance, benefits, etc.).
Estimated Man Hours of
Municipal Employees

Click here to enter text. Hours

Average Loaded
Rate

Click here to enter text.

4. Estimate the annual cost of contracted services to administer ordinance implementation and
enforcement, perform site inspections during construction, and perform periodic postconstruction BMP inspections. Do not include the cost of contracted services that are
generally compensated by fees associated with land development plan and permit review.
Click here to enter text.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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C. Asset Management
5. Estimate the man hours expended annually by municipal employees performing each of the
following asset management activities. It may be that these activities are performed by
different personnel and/or crews. Therefore, please provide an estimate of the average loaded
rate of the municipal employees performing each of these services.
Activity

Estimated Man Hours of
Municipal Employees

Update System Map

Click here to enter text. hours

Conditions Assessments

Click here to enter text. hours

BMP Inspections

Click here to enter text. hours

Catch Basin Clean-Out

Click here to enter text. hours

Pipe Clean-Out

Click here to enter text. hours

Leaf Pick-up

Click here to enter text. hours

Culvert Dredging

Click here to enter text. hours

Maintenance of Public BMPs (e.g.
detention basins, rain gardens, etc)
Replies to Landowner Complaints/
Requests for Inspections
Landowner Issue Resolution
Assistance

Click here to enter text. hours

Average
Loaded Rate

$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.

Click here to enter text. hours

$ Click here to
enter text.

Click here to enter text. hours

$ Click here to
enter text.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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6. Estimate the annual cost of contracted services to perform each of the following asset
management activities.
Contracted
Services

Activity
Update System Map
Conditions Assessments
BMP Inspections
Catch Basin Clean-Out
Pipe Clean-Out
Leaf Pick-up
Culvert Dredging
Maintenance of Public BMPs (e.g.
detention basins, rain gardens, etc)
Replies to Landowner Complaints/
Requests for Inspections
Landowner Issue Resolution
Assistance

$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.
$ Click here to
enter text.

D. Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
7. During a typical year, quantify the stormwater conveyance features repaired or replaced in
your municipality. Note: large scale improvement activities that are beyond simple repair
and minor replacement will be addressed under the Capital Improvement Cost Center and
should not be included when answering this question.
Feature
Length of Pipe (linear feet)
Number of Inlets
Number of Catch Basins
Number of Manholes
Number of Outfalls
Number of Public BMPs

Replacement

Repair

Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.

Click here to
enter text.
Click here to
enter text.
Click here to
enter text.
Click here to
enter text.
Click here to
enter text.
Click here to
enter text.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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8. During a typical year, what percentage of stormwater conveyance infrastructure repair and
replacement projects are performed by municipal employees? By contracted services? Note:
large scale improvement activities that are beyond simple repair and minor replacement will
be addressed under the Capital Improvement Cost Center and should not be included when
answering this question.
Municipal
Employees

Feature Replaced/Repaired
Storm Sewer Pipe
Inlets
Catch Basins
Manholes
Outfalls
Public BMPs

Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%

Contracted
Services

Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%
Click here to enter
text.%

9. Estimate the man hours expended annually by municipal employees performing
infrastructure repair and replacement activities. Please also provide an estimate of the
average loaded rate of the municipal employees performing these services.
Estimated Man Hours of
Municipal Employees

Click here to enter text. hours

Average Loaded
Rate

Click here to enter text.

10. Estimate the annual cost of contracted services to perform infrastructure repair and
replacement activities.
Click here to enter text.

E. Water Quality
11. Estimate the man hours expended annually by municipal employees performing each of the
following water quality activities. Please also provide an estimate of the average loaded rate
of the municipal employees performing these services.
Activity

Estimated Man Hours
of Municipal
Employees

Street Sweeping

Click here to enter text. hours

Dry Weather Outfall Inspections

Click here to enter text. hours

Municipal Facility Good
Housekeeping

Click here to enter text. hours

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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12. Estimate the annual cost of contracted services to perform the following water quality
activities.
Contracted
Activity
Services
$
Click
here
Street Sweeping
Dry Weather Outfall Inspections
Municipal Facility Good
Housekeeping

to enter text.
$ Click here
to enter text.
$ Click here
to enter text.

F. Flood Mitigation
13. Estimate the man hours expended annually by municipal employees performing each of the
following flood mitigation activities. Please also provide an estimate of the average loaded
rate of the municipal employees performing these services.
Activity

Estimated Man Hours
of Municipal
Employees

Pre-Storm System Cleaning

Click here to enter text. hours

Post-Storm Debris Removal

Click here to enter text. hours

Emergency Repairs

Click here to enter text. hours

Erosion Control and Soil
Stabilization

Click here to enter text. hours

Average
Loaded
Rate

$ Click here
to enter text.
$ Click here
to enter text.
$ Click here
to enter text.
$ Click here
to enter text.

14. Estimate the annual cost of contracted services to perform the following flood mitigation
activities.
Contracted
Activity
Services
$ Click here
Pre-Storm System Cleaning
Post-Storm Debris Removal
Emergency Repairs
Erosion Control and Soil
Stabilization

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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G. Capital Improvements
15. What is the cost of your community’s documented backlog (since 2005) of planned capital
improvement projects related to stormwater management? This figure should include design/
repair of flood mitigation structures, large storm sewer replacement projects, and large water
quality projects.
☐ Less than $100,000
☐ $100,000 to $500,000
☐ $500,000 to $1,000,000
☐ $1,000,000 to $5,000,000
☐ Greater than $5,000,000
16. In your best estimation, what is the cost of your community’s undocumented backlog of
capital improvement projects related to stormwater management? This figure should include
conceptual cost estimates of projects the municipality is generally aware of.
☐ Less than $100,000
☐ $100,000 to $500,000
☐ $500,000 to $1,000,000
☐ $1,000,000 to $5,000,000
☐ Greater than $5,000,000
17. Of the stormwater-related capital improvement projects (both documented and
undocumented) your municipality is aware of, estimate the percentage of each category
represented in the total cost of all backlog projects:
Percentage of
Number of
Type of Project
Total Backlog
Projects
Cost
Click here to enter
Click here to enter
System replacement
System upgrades/upsizing
Watershed master planning and modeling
Flood mitigation
Water quality

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.
Click here to enter
text.

text. %
Click here to enter
text. %
Click here to enter
text. %
Click here to enter
text. %
Click here to enter
text. %
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18. In 2014, what were the contract values of your municipality’s capital improvement projects
related to stormwater management? Please include in the total the estimated cost of design,
permitting, construction, and other contracted services.
Estimated Annual
Activity
Cost
$
Click
here
to enter text.
Repair/ replacement of flood mitigation structures
$ Click here to enter text.
Large scale storm sewer replacement projects
$Click here to enter text.
Watershed master planning and modeling
$ Click here to enter text.
Water quality projects (i.e., stream restoration, riparian buffers,
basin naturalization)
19. Estimate the man hours expended annually by municipal employees performing activities
required for implementation of capital improvement projects. These may include oversight of
construction contracts, resolution of permitting issues, grant administration, or land-owner
coordination. Please also provide an estimate of the average loaded rate of the municipal
employees performing these services.
Estimated Man Hours of
Municipal Employees

Click here to enter text. hours

Average Loaded
Rate
Click here to enter text.

H. Public Education and Engagement
20. Estimate the man hours expended annually by municipal employees performing public
education and engagement activities. These may include stream clean-ups, newsletter
articles, stormwater website posts, printing and postage, workshops and meetings, and storm
drain labeling. Please also provide an estimate of the average loaded rate of the municipal
employees performing these services.
Estimated Man Hours of
Municipal Employees

Click here to enter text. hours

Average Loaded
Rate

Click here to enter text.

21. Estimate the annual cost of contracted services to perform public education and engagement
activities
Click here to enter text.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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I. Program Administration
22. In 2014, was your municipality awarded grant funding (or did your municipality utilize grant
funding from previous years) that could be applied to any of the following stormwaterrelated activities?
Activity
Ordinance Adoption,
Implementation and Enforcement
Asset Management
Infrastructure Repair and
Replacement
Water Quality
Flood Mitigation
Capital Improvements
Public Education and
Engagement
Other

Examples

Yes/No

Act 167 ordinance adoption

Click here to
enter text.

Storm sewer mapping, GIS software,
leaf pick-up, pipe/culvert clean out
Storm sewer replacement (less than
$100,000)
Street sweeping, good housekeeping at
municipal facilities
Post-storm clean-up, channel
stabilization
Storm sewer replacement, storm basin
construction (greater than $100,000)
Rain barrel workshop, backyard
habitat promotion

Click here to
enter text.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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23. If your municipality was awarded grant funding in 2014 (or utilized grant funding from
previous years) for stormwater-related activities, provide details on the value of the grant,
matching funds, the source of the grant, and details on the work that was funded (i.e. length
of pipe replaced, number of workshops presented).
Grant
Matching
Grant
Activity
Details
Value
Funds
Source
Click here to enter text.
Ordinance Adoption,
$ Click here Click here to Click here
enter
text.
to
enter
to
enter
text.
Implementation and
text.
Enforcement
Click here to enter text.
Asset Management
$ Click here Click here to Click here
to enter text.

enter text.

Infrastructure Repair and
Replacement

$ Click here

Click here to
enter text.

Water Quality

$ Click here

Click here to
enter text.

Flood Mitigation

$ Click here

Click here to
enter text.

Capital Improvements

$ Click here

Click here to
enter text.

Public Education and
Engagement

$ Click here

Click here to
enter text.

Other

$ Click here

Click here to
enter text.

to enter text.

to enter text.
to enter text.
to enter text.
to enter text.

to enter text.

to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here
to enter
text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.
Click here to enter text.

24. Are there hours expended by municipal employees performing stormwater related services
that are not captured in the questions above? These could include time managing capital
projects, resolving landowner complaints, coordinating storm response and clean-up. If so,
please quantify.
☐ No additional hours. All hours expended by municipal employees are captured in the
questions above.
☐ Yes, up to a day annually.
☐ Yes, up to a week annually.
☐ Yes, up to two weeks annually.
☐ Yes, up to a month annually.
25. Please comment on any other stormwater-related activities, challenges, opportunities, or
expenses not addressed by the questions above that affect your municipality. Click here to
enter text.

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
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Attachment C
Webinar Slides

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Local Stormwater Program Cost Overview

York County
Municipal Stormwater Program
Cost Estimate Webinar
January 20, 2015, 11:00 – Noon
Dial In (866) 324-4184, Passcode: 1334730
Felicia Dell, Director
York County Planning Commission
Nathan Walker, AICP
Brian Merritt, LEED-AP
Water Resources Planner
Water Resources Project Manager
AMEC Foster Wheeler
1

Feasibility Study Goals
• To provide input to the County Commissioners:
• Is a Stormwater Authority feasible in York County?

• And if so:

• What is the scope of the Authority?
• What is the scale of the Authority?
• How would the Authority be funded?

2

Project Partners
• York County Planning Commission
• York County Community Foundation

• Codorus Creek Watershed Endowment

• Feasibility Study Committee

• Representing a diverse set of York County stakeholders

• Project consultant

3

Project Timeline
1

Input Activity
Public Survey

Time Frame
12/2014 –
1/2015
12/2014 –
1/2015
1/2015

Target

2

Municipal Survey

3

Municipal Interviews and
Program Cost Estimates

4

Public Meetings

3/2015

5

Municipal Meetings

5/2015*

All York County stakeholders, with specific invitations to select
institutional, industrial, commercial, and municipal leaders
All York County municipal leaders

6

Public Presentation

7/2015*

Public meeting of the County Commissioners

All York County stakeholders
All York County elected officials and municipal leaders
10 select York County municipal representatives

4

Webinar Goal
• To provide clear instruction to select municipal representatives about
how to collect information on the cost of their current stormwater
program.

5

Municipal Input Questionnaire and Interviews
• Municipal Participants
o Fairview Twp
o Franklin Twp

o Hanover Boro

• So far:

o Jackson Twp
o Red Lion Boro

o Shrewsbury Twp

o Windsor Twp
o Wrightsville Boro
o York Twp York

City

• Interviews with 9 municipalities
• Program Module of the Municipal Services Questionnaire

• Remaining steps

• Webinar
• Cost Module of the Municipal Services Questionnaire
• Availability for follow up questions from YCPC
6

Municipal Questionnaire
• 25 Questions
• 8 Cost Centers
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ordinance, Adoption, Implementation and Enforcement
Asset Management
Infrastructure Repair and Replacement
Water Quality
Flood Mitigation
Capital Improvements
Public Education and Engagement
Program Administration
8

Questionnaire Terms and Concepts
• Man Hours of Municipal Employees
• Average Loaded Rate
• Capital Improvements
• Contracted Services
• Repair/replacement vs. Capital Improvements
• Inlets vs. Catch Basins
• Accounting for Grants

9

Questions

10

Next Steps
•
•
•
•
•
•

Complete Survey by January 29 and return to Lindsay Gerner
Be available for possible follow-up questions from YCPC
Promote the Public Survey and Municipal Survey
Promote the March public meetings
Attend the Spring municipal meetings
Look for the Feasibility Study Report this Summer
11

Attachment D
Municipal Profiles

York County Stormwater Authority Feasibility Study
Local Stormwater Program Cost Overview

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider

Sewer Providers

Fairview
2nd Class Township
16,668
28
60
168
492
103
1,778
477
10,989
52
382
6,455
7,558
3
6

95.65
59.54
Permit
8,102
Yes
$8,237
50
PA Amer West Shore Reg
Water System
United Water-Mech RC
Rabold WS
Fairview Twp North STP
Fairview Twp WWTP South
Lower Allen Twp Sewer
Authority

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

Franklin
2nd Class Township
4,678
10
42
27
235
50
1,488
315
6,636
12
32
1,560
3,136
0
0
43.69
21.44
Permit
1,125
no
N/A
4
Dillsburg Borough
Authority
Walmare Manor MHP

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

Hanover
Borough
15,289
130
62
536
896
200
222
6
36
150
192
5,127
875
2
5
48.04
6.98
Non-MS4
2,361
Yes
$7,248
161
Hanover Municipal
Waterworks
Hanover Borough STP

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider

York Water Company

Sewer Provider

Jackson Twp Sewer Authority

Jackson
2nd Class Township
7,494
3
10
80
482
42
475
295
8,460
38
1,165
2,957
3,316
2
10
47.15
31.28
Permit
3,301
Yes
$5,899
9

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

Red Lion
Borough
6,373
50
24
145
47
88
129
6
6
63
121
1,997
369
0
0
21.51
5.04
Permit
842
Yes
$2,226
9
Red Lion Municipal
Authority
General Dynamamics

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

Shrewsbury Township
2nd Class Township
6,447
4
8
95
518
73
364
373
13,647
27
98
2,553
3,196
1
0.81
78.31
46.72
Non-MS4
0
Yes
$3,629
9
York Water Company

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

Windsor
2nd Class Township
17,504
18
66
94 (120)
341
76
495
373
9,886
52 (61)
449.02 (405)
6015 (6449)

5,317
4
8
88.36
40.53
Permit
10,774
Yes
$5,598
16
York Water Company

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

Wrightsville
Borough
2,310
10
2
58
21
44
63
7
38
29
62
829
162
0
0
7.07
1.98
Permit
355
Yes
$867
8
Wrightsville Water
Supply Company

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff

Water Provider

Sewer Provider

York
1st Class Township
27,793
95
204
384
1,577
166
766
262
6,156
36
160
8,087
6,229
1
0.07
110.65 (122.9)
54.22 (52.01)

Permit
10,832
Yes
$11,748
43
York Water Company,
Yoe Dallastown Water
Auth., Red Lion
Municpal Auth.
York Township

Municipality
Type of Municipality
2010 Census Population
Land Use
Apartment (# of Parcels)
Apartment Acres
Commercial (# of Parcels)
Commercial Acres
Exempt (# of Parcels)
Exempt Acres
Farm (# of Parcels)
Farm Acres
Industrial (# of Parcels)
Industrial Acres
Residential (# of Parcels)
Residential Acres
Utility (# of Parcels)
Utility Acres
Road Mileage
Municipal
State
MS4 Permit Status
Area within UA (acres)
CBPRP Participant
CBPRP Contribution (yearly)
Total Muni Staff
Water Provider
Sewer Provider

York City
City
43,718
237
56
1,166
410
889
651
2
1
339
462
12,176
1,036
2
3
94.04
8.44
Permit
3,411
Yes
$14,662
315
York Water Company

