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GOALS OF SEWER CONSOLIDATION: 

• SAVE TAXPAYER MONEY 

• REALIZE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

• REDUCE COST OF CAPITAL PROJECTS THROUGH ECONOMIES OF SCALE 

• IMPROVE ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINT  

• REDUCE SEWER BACKUPS AND OVERFLOWS 

• INTERFACE WITH REGULATORY AGENCIES MORE EFFECTIVELY 
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“The County Board has broad authority to consolidate the County’s Sewer Districts and  

determine the proportionate share of capital, operating and maintenance costs to be  

borne by all property within the consolidated districts.” 
 
C. Todd Miles, Bond Counsel 2/11/1987 

 

 

 

“The local sewer collection systems in Westchester County are owned by the individual  

municipalities and the obligation to fix the I & I problems in the sewers rests with each  

municipality.  The County Executive (Andy Spano) undertook the I & I Rehabilitation  

Program on behalf of the municipalities, resulting in significant County-wide savings.  

Each of the contributing municipalities became an active partner in the overall program 

and each executed a separate Consent Order with Westchester County.” 
 
Inflow/Infiltration Rehab Program Effectiveness Evaluation Report, December 2003 3 



“Every problem has a solution; every challenge is 

surmountable.” 
 

County Executive George Latimer, 2020 

 

 

 

“I think that a well executed consolidation plan would 

be good for the County and its future.” 
 

Former DEF Commissioner Tom Lauro, March 2020 
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WESTCHESTER COUNTY SEWER DISTRICTS 
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WHY CONSOLIDATE “COUNTY ONLY” SEWER 
OPERATIONS? 

• To set the actual tax for County sewer service the same for all comparably valued homes in all 

municipalities within the county. eg. 1992 Bennett Kielson study shows Pelham residents paying 

either $225.36 or $323.07 depending on the sewer district they reside in. Consolidation would 

equalize this. 

• To share significant future capital costs in one district or at one plant with all County parcels. 

• I & I best handled on a regional basis with possible economies of scale in contracting. 

• Possible future capital cost savings with larger projects garnering cost savings through bidding 

vs. a series of smaller capital contracts.  
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WHY NOT CONSOLIDATE “COUNTY ONLY” SEWER 
OPERATIONS? 

• No actual savings to be achieved through consolidation since all operations and maintenance costs are 

already apportioned and therefore consolidated. However, needs to be noted Capital Costs are 

currently not consolidated. 

• Purchasing and personnel costs are already handled on a consolidated basis. 

• Political and legislative difficulty of achieving consensus and approval when some communities will 

financially benefit at the expense of other communities who will pay more with no qualitative 

improvement in service.  

• Finally, achieving County Consolidation is a zero-sum exercise with the exact same Gross Cost simply 

divided differently among the 13 districts. Analysis shows some districts will pay more and some will 

pay less but no true financial savings, O & M and Capital included, will be achieved. Appendix (1) 
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WESTCHESTER COUNTY SEWER CONSOLIDATION 
OPTIONS: 

COUNTY ONLY: 

A. 13 County Sewer Districts and 7 County Wastewater Resource Recovery Facilities (WWRRF) consolidated in one 

 Consolidated District: 

 1. O & M plus capital costs including existing and future debt service, or 

 2. O & M plus capital costs, minus existing debt service but including future capital costs, or 

 3. O & M only.  (This is what we currently have.) 

 

COUNTY AND MUNICIPAL: 

B. 13 County Sewer Districts and 7 WWRRF and ALL MUNICIPAL SEWER SERVICE in One Consolidated Sewer District.  

       

      Comprehensive Consolidation of all personnel, O & M, and Capital with Consolidated County Sewer District directly 

      taxing users and relieving Municipalities of sewer expenses.  Savings achieved through eventual attrition and 

      reduced management duplication.  Real opportunity for significant Capital Savings due to larger contracts and 

      economies of scale. Improved oversight and greater infrastructure investment within larger consolidated district  

      vs. current patchwork of uneven municipal capital investment and maintenance. Lead to greater operational and      

 environmental benefits.  

 

     Would also result in giving the responsibility for system maintenance to the same organization that benefits from 

 proper maintenance of the system, that is Westchester County.     
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C. 13 County Sewer Districts and 7 WWRRF and SOME MUNICIPAL SEWER SERVICE in One Consolidated District.  

      See Consortium of New Rochelle, Town of Mamaroneck, and Villages of Larchmont and Pelham Manor that already  

      want to join together with County. See Nassau County Experience where some but not all communities have joined. 

 

      Non-joining communities will utilize County’s Sewer Service and WWRRF via IMA’s. 

 

D. Creation of Westchester County Sewer and Storm Water Authority by New York State legislative action. 

 

E. Public Private Partnership for all or some of the above. Again, see Nassau County experience.   
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS:  

1. Non-Profits paying County Sewer Tax vs. currently not paying municipal general tax that includes sewer service. 

Estimates of non-profits generating 12-20% sewer usage within County with New Rochelle stating 30% in their 

city.  

2. Municipal Development considerations within a Consolidated Sewer System regarding potential future flow. Also 

see Enforcement authority over “illegal connections.” 

3. Consider Consolidated Sanitary Sewer Service but not Storm Water collection. Latter is too expensive and 

involved, and with exception of portion of Yonkers are separate collection systems. In coming years pressure 

might very well be brought to eliminate Combined Sewer and Storm water system in Yonkers as well.  

4. Phase in Consolidation over 10-20 years to minimize short term disruptions. 

5. Require Communities to 100% invest in their sewer infrastructure before transferring assets to County.  i.e. 

Sewer system rehabilitation and flow study reports showing compliance with County Sewer Act requirement of 

150 gallons per capita per day. Or have Consolidated Sewer District contract for necessary infrastructure at 

potentially lower cost due to economies of scale and charge-back cost to appropriate community.  
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS : 

6. Sewer Personnel countywide in different unions:  CSEA, Teamsters, AFSCME, perhaps others.   New 

Rochelle for example has working sewer supervisor in CSEA while other workers are AFSCME Local 663. 

7. Very real Capital Savings potential:  Larchmont saved approximately 30% on one sewer maintenance 

contract alone through Consortium. BNR Nitrogen removal contract saved Taxpayers $237 million.  

8. Legal Considerations of any Plan (IMA, County Ownership or Authority) are most central. See County 

Attorney John Nonna’s April 30, 2018 memo, “Initial Legal Review of Options Proposed in the 

Consolidation Feasibility Study.” Appendix (2) Good iteration of issues and potential solutions.  See also 

potential opportunity/necessity of procuring County Easements for what are now municipal responsibilities.  

9. If one or more Westchester municipalities refuse to join Consolidated District, then charge them a district 

fee through an IMA. This way no one community can stand in the way of County Sewer Consolidation. 

10. Real practical and financial pressure on any refusing communities when they see participating              

communities saving on maintenance and future capital costs along with eventual tax cap relief. 
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS CONTINUED: 
 11. Leave Septic areas of county for future consideration.  

12. Taxing based on sewer/water usage vs. assessed value. 

13. Reliance on CMOM (Capacity Management Operations Maintenance system) and GIS based system for most 

efficient and standardized operation of consolidated system as well as Asset Management System. 

14. Meeting with Dolph Rotfeld, PE, BCEE, FNSPE of Dolph Rotfeld Engineering garnered “Endorsement” of 

Comprehensive Sewer Consolidation. 

15. See NYSAC memo discussing other New York State Sewer Consolidation efforts. Need to review other 

Counties who have taken over Local Municipal Sewer Systems. Appendix (3) 

16. See list of NY State created Sewer Authorities from Assemblywoman Amy Paulin’s office. Appendix (4) 

17. See “Save the Sound” July 27, 2018 memo, “Re: Save the Sound Comments on the Westchester County-wide 

Shared Services.” Appendix (5) 

18. Law Department could explore whether we could amend the County Sewer Act to declare any municipality 

lying wholly or partly within the Consolidated District to be obligated to conform to district requirements, 

except perhaps the NY State created Bronx Valley District.  
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Source: Onondaga County 
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INFILTRATION & INFLOW (I & I): 

• ESTIMATES OF DIRECT ANNUAL COST TO WESTCHESTER COUNTY TAXPAYERS OF APPROXIMATELY $1 

MILLION TO $16.5 MILLION PER YEAR, DEPENDING ON ANNUAL RAIN FALL AMOUNTS.  (ROUGH 

ESTIMATE AS PROVIDED BY DEF STAFF MARCH 2020 USING RECENT RAIN FALL EXPERIENCE.) 

• SEE “SAVE THE SOUND” EMAIL ON WHY CITIZENS SHOULD CARE ABOUT I & I.  

• HOUSE CONNECTION OPTIONS WITH POTENTIAL COUNTY-WIDE LAW. 

• COMPANY LIKE “PIPELOGIC” CONTRACTS WITH COUNTY TO INSPECT/REPAIR PRIVATE HOMEOWNER 

LATERALS PAID BY MONTHLY HOMEOWNER CHARGE. 

• SEE EXFILTRATION WHICH IS RAW UNTREATED SEWAGE ESCAPING LATERALS AND MAKES UP AS MUCH 

AS 25% OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEM.  

• SEE FUTURE CLIMATE CHANGES REGARDING RAINFALL AND RISING GROUNDWATER/SEA LEVELS.  

• OPERATIONAL IMPACTS  (EFFLUENT QUALITY) TO WWRRF’S.  
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MT. VERNON SEWER SITUATION:  

BY ALL ACCOUNTS, CHALLENGED SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE SITUATION. 

NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT. 

NEED FOR SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL INVESTMENT.  
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2020 POSSIBLE NEW YORK STATE FUNDING 
OPPORTUNITIES: 

• SHARED SERVICE AWARDS 

• NEW YORK STATE REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL INITIATIVE PROGRAM GRANTS 

• EFC (GRANTS AND LOANS) 

• NEW YORK STATE WATER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT ACT AND INTER-MUNICIPAL WATER 

INFRASTRUCTURE GRANTS - $275 MILLION 

• POTENTIAL $3 BILLION “RESTORE MOTHER NATURE BOND ACT” MONIES 
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SEWER AUTHORITY CONSIDERATIONS: 

1. New York State legislation needed with myriad of legal, financial, practical and operational 

considerations. 

2. Knowledge that the Bronx Valley district is State created in the first place while other 12 

Districts are County created. 

3. After preliminary discussions with Budget Department, two Funding Mechanisms are available 

within a State created Authority: 

a) County imposed Sewer Tax and then pledged revenues to Authority.  This way Authority has 

ability to issue debt. Then County petitions NYS Comptroller for Transfer of Function to adjust Tax 

Cap, or 

b) Authority directly charges user fee and/or assessment.  

 

c) Note that Nassau County Sewer and Storm Water Finance Authority is a financing authority only, 

not an operational authority.  
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KEY STAKEHOLDERS**: 

• ALL MUNICIPALITIES IN COUNTY 

• ELECTED OFFICIALS AT ALL LEVELS 

• HOMEOWNERS 

• NON-PROFITS 

• APPLICABLE UNIONS 

• BUSINESSES/MANUFACTURERS 

• ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER CITIZEN GROUPS 

• DEC, EPA, DEP, AND OTHER GOVERNMENTAL/REGULATORY AGENCIES 

 

 **IMPORTANT TO ANALYZE COST OF CONSOLIDATION RELATIVE TO FINANCIAL BENEFIT OF 

 CONSOLIDATION. FOR EXAMPLE, SCHOOL TAXES GO UP BUT MUNICIPAL TAXES GO DOWN. 

 COUNTY SEWER TAX GOES UP BUT ARE OFFSET BY SAVINGS FROM ECONOMIES OF SCALE 

 AND NON-PROFITS PAYING FOR SEWER SERVICE. ** 
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NASSAU COUNTY EXPERIENCE: 

• See Discussion Memo of January 24, 2020 with Nassau County Officials. 

• 10 year Phase in of Consolidation starting 2003. 

•  Establish Nassau County Sewer and Storm Water Finance Authority. 

•  Entered into Public Private Partnership with Suez Long Island in 2015 to take over operations.  

•  Stated financial promise of $230 million savings over 20 years, “Not likely to be achieved.”  

 

• See Appendix (6) 
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SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: 
 

 

 

Design and Conduct Comprehensive Sewer Consolidation 

Study of ALL Municipal and County Operations (Task II) WITH 

special consideration of New Rochelle District Consortium 

Consolidation (Task I). 

 

Capital Budget Amendment requested for $1.6 Million dollars.  
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HOW TO PROCEED? 

• COUNTY-DRIVEN (RFP) COMPREHENSIVE SEWER CONSOLIDATION STUDY   

• SEEK POTENTIAL GRANT OPPORTUNITIES 

• 1ST YEAR CONDUCT STUDY AND VISIT MUNICIPALITIES AND STAKEHOLDERS – LISTENING TOUR 

• 2ND YEAR REACH CONSENSUS AND IMPLEMENT 

 

• IMPORTANT TO DO COUNTY-WIDE CONDITION ASSESSMENT SURVEY 

• ANALYZE TAX IMPACT ON “TYPICAL” HOMEOWNER IN EACH MUNICIPALITY, NOW AND IN THE FUTURE 

• ANALYZE IMPACT ON MUNICIPAL TAXES AS WELL AS TAX IMPACT ON BUSINESSES AND NON-PROFITS 

• HOW UTILIZE RPA - REGIONAL PLAN ASSOCIATION? 

• PARALLEL OPERATIONAL PLANNING WITH SUEZ NORTH AMERICA AND PERHAPS OTHERS? 
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GOALS OF SEWER CONSOLIDATION: 

• SAVE TAXPAYER MONEY 

• REALIZE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCIES 

• REDUCE COST OF CAPITAL PROJECTS THROUGH ECONOMIES OF SCALE 

• IMPROVE ENVIRONMENTAL FOOTPRINT 

• REDUCE SEWER BACKUPS AND OVERFLOWS 

• INTERFACE WITH REGULATORY AGENCIES MORE EFFECTIVELY 

22 



23 

APPENDIX (1) 
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APPENDIX (2A) 
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APPENDIX (2B) 
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APPENDIX (2C) 
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APPENDIX (2D) 
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APPENDIX (3) 
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APPENDIX (4A) 
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APPENDIX (4B) 
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APPENDIX (5) 
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APPENDIX (6A) 
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APPENDIX (6B) 
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APPENDIX (6C) 


