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Executive Summary

Governance in Erie County:
A Foundation for Understanding and Action

Introduction

Governance in Erie County is the first major product of The Governance Project, an
effort of the University at Buffalo to marshal data, monitor trends, and analyze
information on structures and issues of governance in the Western New York region.

The report focuses on governance within Erie County, particularly with respect to the
public sector. This more narrow scope is appropriate given the central legal,
financial, and political roles for the public sector in service delivery and policy.

The fundamental premise of the report is that good information is a prerequisite for
understanding, which is essential for good decision making. Within Erie County,
good information exists but much is dispersed and inaccessible. In some instances,
good information is not currently available.

Part I: The Places and People of Erie County

Where We Live: The Places of Erie County

Erie County comprises 1 county, 3 cities, 25 towns, 16 villages, 29 school districts,
49 independent special-purpose governments, and parts of 2 Native American
Reservations.

Within Erie County there are also nearly 900 dependent special-purpose districts that
serve as tax assessment accounting areas for street lighting, sewer, drainage, and other
services. Dependent districts are not autonomous local governments, but are creations
of a parent government (city, town, or village) which governs and administers them.
As a consequence, it is misleading to suggest that there are "1,000 governments” in
Erie County.

Every county resident lives within a minimum of six local governments: the county,
a city or town, a school district, and three countywide special-purpose governments.
Depending on location a resident may also reside in up to six more local
governments: a village, fire district, housing authority, independent sewer or water
authority, and 2 municipal IDA,



L The structure of governance in Erie County is neither particularly fragmented nor
integrated compared to other metropolitan areas in the nation and New York State.

L Government arrangements are one of numerous factors affecting how metropolitan
regions function. Research on the significance of government arrangements and
values of governance (such as efficiency, equity, participation, accountability and
responsiveness, and economic growth) reinforces that there is no single optimal
arrangement because values of governance often conflict (Appendix A).

Who We Are: The People of Erie County

. As of 1990, Erie County had 968,500 residents, 8 percent more than in 1950. Of that
total, the City of Buffalo had 328,000 persons, 43 percent fewer than in 1950. The
suburban and rural areas had 640,000 persons, 101 percent higher than in 1950.

L Since 1970, population decline has been relatively widespread, with 11 of 28 cities
and towns and 14 of 16 villages losing population. County population overall is down
13 percent from a high of 1,113,500 in 1970.

L] Population is highly concentrated, with over 82 percent of county residents living in
the City of Buffalo or eight nearby cities and towns.

® Most jurisdictions are quite small: 36 of the 44 municipalities have populations below
25,000.

® The population of Erie County is relatively old, aging rapidly, and segregated to a
high degree by race and to a slightly lesser extent by class. Residents are less likely
than ever before to live in married couple households. A growing number of children
live in families without both parents.

L Mobility patterns are multi-directional. Most suburban mobility is attributabie to
movement between suburbs rather than city to suburb. City inmigration is attributable
- to persons from outside the county and from surrounding suburbs.

How We Live: Reconciling Places and People

L The everyday lives of Erie County residents are multi-jurisdictional, as evidenced by
cross-border patterns of work, play, shopping, and personal health care, especially
within the concentrated metropolitan core.

L] The resulting mismatch between jurisdiction borders and patterns of everyday life is
not uncommon and does not require amelioration if jurisdictions are fairly uniform in
resources and need. A places-people mismatch is of concern when some jurisdictions
bear a disproportionate burden in providing an area’s cultural facilities or services, or
caring for an area’s neediest residents.



Among the ways to address a mismatch between where we live and how we live are
three that represent the range of approaches: 1) regionalize services and governance
to eliminate a mismatch; 2) establish systems of cross-border compensation, such as
tolls, non-resident fees, and cross-border payments, to account for a mismatch; and 3)
establish different service area boundaries for different functions through mechanisms
such as special-purpose agencies, interjurisdictional agreements, and municipal-county
transfers to accommodate a mismatch.

Patterns of governance and service delivery in Erie County display all three

approaches. Public debate currently focuses on whether that system is effective and,
if not, how the region could enhance and improve it.

Part II: Framework for Governance in Erie County

Historical Framework

Municipal borders within the county have been remarkably stable. Except for minor
adjustments, town boundaries are the same today as they were in 1857, nearly 140
years ago. The last incorporation was the Village of Orchard Park in 1921.

There is a long history of urban-rural rivalry in the region, with more specific rivalry
between the City of Buffalo and its suburban neighbors.

Longstanding political borders and intermunicipal rivairy have hampered past efforts
to regionalize services. '

Nonetheless, since the 1930s intermunicipal agreements, formation of special-purpose
governments, and transfers of functions from municipalities to the county have
resulted in de facto regionalization of several services, including transportation, social
services, health services, central police functions, some parks, and funding for region-
serving cultural facilities.

Legal Framework

Although the New York State Constitution grants broad home rule powers to local
governments, the ability of localities to exercise those powers relies on state budget
policy and the day-to-day actions of the state legislature.

The Constitution grants considerable authority to local governments to collaborate
through formal and informal joint agreements in service provision.

There are profound contradictions in the current politics of state mandates on the one

hand, and strong home rule, reduced state income taxes, and reduced state restrictions
on local policy on the other.
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The shift to a block grant model of federal and state funding to local governments will
have significant effects on delivery of social services, mass transit, housing,
infrastructure funding, and other services.

The legal structure of local governance embodied in the state Constitution, statutes,
and regulations is not the primary battleground of government reform in the 1990s
and beyond. More important will be whether and how the state and localities work
within the legal framework to improve local governance and service delivery.

Financial Framework

Local governments vary considerably in tax burdens and how they allocate revenues
to budget categories. The reasons for variation are numerous, including variations in
resident needs and demands, municipal size, levels of service, condition of
infrastructure, reliance on special-purpose governments, and the amount of ratable
commercial and industrial land. As a consequence, comparative evaluation of
municipal efficiency or cost-effectiveness based on financial variations is unwise and
unwarranted.

Trends in local government finance include: diminished reliance on property taxes
relative to intergovernmental aid, user fees, and other taxes; greater use of revenue
bonds relative to general obligation bonds; and creation of public authorities to
circumvent municipal debt ceilings and tax limits.

Persistent conflict between municipalities and Erie County government over financial
affairs (notably disposition of the last 1 cent of the 8 cents per dollar sales tax)
renders highly improbable the institution of tax base sharing agreements.

Nonetheless, there is considerable intermunicipal exchange of revenues through

contracts and agreements for services such as snow plowing, fire protection, and data
processing.

Part III: Patterns of Service Delivery in Erie County

Service Profiles

The report examines the structure and issues of governance for 16 common local
government services: planning, economic development, transportation (airport, rail,
port, transit), roads, housing, water, sewer, solid waste, fire protection, emergency
medical services, police, courts, social services, heaith, libraries, and parks and
recreation.

The 16 services display varying degrees of regionalism. Social services, for example,
are relatively regionalized while recreation services are typically localized.
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Generalizations are problematic, however, because different functions within a service
often display different degrees of regionalism. Within police services, for example,
forensics and criminal investigation functions are under countywide control, while
street patrols are often provided at the municipal level.

Such inter- and intra-service variation is appropriate given the nature of different
service functions, their potential for economies of scale, their use of capital facilities
and labor, and their "spillover" effects on other services or jurisdictions.

Services vary in the extent of private and nonprofit sector involvement. Although
virtually every service has some private and nonprofit interest (courts are the nearest
exception to the rule), a few are highly intertwined with non-public sectors. The line
between public and private provision of health services, for example, is increasingly
blurred, with common practices of private physicians treating patients at public
hospitals and private HMOs serving public-supported Medicaid patients. Social
services, which entail a complex system of referrals between public, private, and
nonprofit providers, offer another exampie.

Library services offer the purest example of a "service federation" in the county, with
individual, typically municipally based, library systems retaining a measure of
autonomy under the central Buffalo and Erie County library system.

In several instances, notably economic development, water, sewer, roads, and
emergency medical services, localized service arrangements may diminish service
quality and thus warrant greater scrutiny. For example, over 100 public, private, and
nonprofit entities provide economic development services. There are 30 separate
dispatch agencies for 911 emergency calls.

The decentralized aspects of several services, notably planning, solid waste, and fire
protection, entail both advantages and disadvantages. This renders reform
opportunities technically complex and politically controversial. Volunteer fire
companies, for example, offer the benefits of citizen involvement, volunteerism,
enhanced community identity, and low personnel costs, but also the burdens of
possible inter-company competition, equipment duplication, and firefighter shortages.

Part IV: Assessment and Next Steps

Assessing Regionalism in Erie County

Regionalisin is not an either/or condition. Rather, regionalism should be seen as a
series of continua, each measuring the level of regionalism for dimensions of
governance, such as commuting patterns, service collaborations, regional identity, and
local government revenue sharing. Of importance is whether these dimensions of
governance are positioned appropriately along the continuum and are moving in a
direction to further progress on regional goals.
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Regionalism is not an ideal state to be achieved; bigger government is not necessarily
better government. There are instances when decentralized governance is desirable
and appropriate given different service needs and preferences.

Regionalism in Erie County is most extensive in how people live their everyday lives,
as indicated by cross-jurisdictional patterns of commuting, shopping, and pursuit of
entertainment and personal services, especially in the metropolitan core. Regionalism
is also evident in the relatively extensive network of collaborations at the service
level. The area is far less regionalized with respect to sharing of tax base or
economic development revenues. Psychologically, regionalism is most evident in
matters related to weather, concern for the regional economic base, and issues of
identity as reflected in allegiance to sports teams. Beyond this, residents have strong
attachments and allegiance to their local community.

Good prospects for in-depth case studies of structural change in service delivery are
urban water, sewer, planning, economic development, solid waste, EMS, fire
protection, road services, and parks.

The extent of interdependence within the region indicates that the region has a
common destiny. This implies that in its ability to compete in a competitive global
economy, the region is only as strong as its weakest link. More explicitly, to the
extent that the City of Buffalo falters, the whole region falters.

Common destiny implies not regional government, but rather establishment of
processes and institutions that permit deliberating issues at the regional scale. There
is currently no well-developed mechanism for citizens and policy makers to wear
regional hats in a forum specifically designed to debate issues of regional significance.

Fiscal stress and race/class prejudices are barriers to improving and enhancing
systems of governance in Erie County. Resolution of issues within the region often
flounder due to fiscal competition and race/class relations. These divides hinder the
pursuit of effective governance and hamper the region’s ability to compete effectively
in the global economy.

How We Compare: Governance Elsewhere

Metropolitan policy makers have many options for local government arrangements.
Some require structural change (e.g., metropolitan government, city-county
consolidation, two-tier federations, regional multipurpose districts, and regional
special-purpose governments). Others require no structural change (formalized
governance networks, functional transfers, intermunicipal service agreements, and
privatization or non-profitization).

With the exception of regional special-purpose governments, models involving

structural change are relatively rare in U.S. metropolitan areas because of strong
opposition from many quarters, including voters. The experience of places that have
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undergone structural change is mixed in terms of cost savings, service coordination,
and reduction of service inequities.

By contrast, non-structural changes are common ¢lsewhere and in Erie County.
Formalized regional governance networks are gaining attention as a useful means to
address issues of governance in regions characterized by complex local government
arrangements and strong opposition to structural reform. Under such networks a
region establishes a formal process for identifying and deliberating avenues for
regional or intercommunity cooperation. A typical outcome is a plan for regional
cooperation, including a process for monitoring achievement and updating the plan.

A survey of selected metropolitan areas reveals a wide range of interest in and efforts
to redesign local government arrangements to improve the effectiveness of
governance. Where regionalism is on the metropolitan agenda, efforts generally focus
on non-structural changes, given the political improbability and uncertain advantages
of more radical structural changes.

Next Steps: An Action Agenda

The need for good information to foster good decision making in governance is
critical. The region lacks a mechanism for centralizing and disseminating accurate,
up-to-date, comprehensive information on governance and service delivery in the
region.

The information and analysis in this report are necessary but not sufficient for
effective governance, The goal of thinking and acting regionally in Erie County will
necessarily involve an ongoing dialogue and a series of deliberate action steps by a
collaboration of stakeholders in the region.

There is no "silver bullet" for effective governance. In some cases, services and
policy making may benefit from greater regionalism; in other cases, a decentralized
structure of governance works fine.

There are numerous precedents -- internal and external to the county - for mutually
beneficial arrangements for governance and service delivery. The tough question for
the region is how to broker the tradeoffs between different goals of governance, such
as efficiency, equity, accountability, and political participation.

Although this report focuses on the public sector because of its central role in service
delivery and policy making, governance itself embraces a range of public, private,
and nonprofit entities. Further study on the relations between sectors in the region
would be valuable.

Four steps are proposed as an initial effort to build a base of useful information,

communicate better with one another and promote cooperative approaches to regional
challenges:
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1) convene a regional forum to present analyses and conclusions of this report and
begin the process of deliberating governance concerns of regional significance.

2) develop an accessible, on-line regional information network for the exchange of
information between area residents, governments, businesses, foundations, not-for-
profit institutions, schools, and other potential users. This network would itself be
a regional collaboration, sustained by and of use to multiple information providers
in the area.

3) conduct a large-scale survey of area residents and stakeholders to determine
attitudes and beliefs about issues of governance. Currently, a major gap in the
region’s ability to understand and act on issues of regional significance is lack of
systematic information about resident and business preferences and opinions with
respect to governance.

4) hold a series of follow-up forums on issues of governance for targeted
audiences, as indicated below. The forums would provide a process and
framework for deliberating issues at the regional scale. Of immediate value are
forums specifically directed at:

- Municipal Officials. This forum woulid enable elected officials and
staff to share ideas about service delivery, possible collaborations,
effective ways to lower costs, legislative roadblocks to good
governance, participation in the regional information network, and
other topics.

- Information Providers and Users of a Regional Information Network.
This forum would enable potential information network users and
information providers to collaborate in the planning, construction, and
implementation of a regional information network.

-- Legislators. This forum would bring together elected state and
regional officials to focus on issues of concern to Western New York
residents and governments. The gathering would be an opportunity to
present ideas that need legislative redress or support for moving
forward.

As the major university center in the region, the University at Buffalo can and should
play an important role in an ongoing discourse on issues of governance, over and
above the publication of this report. Particularly as a state institution, the university
has a genuine obligation to be an active partner in the development of the community.
It is also true, however, that for a regional collaboration to be successful, every sector
of the region must join in the cooperative venture.
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Chapter 1

Introduction: The Challenge of Effective Governance

One of the fundamental challenges facing society is the task of organizing governing
institutions to provide for the collective needs of residents in an effective, efficient manner.

As in virtually every area of the country, the desire for a responsive, cost-effective
structure of governance dominates the political discourse within Erie County. The purpose of
this report is to encourage and advance this dialogue and to propose a series of action steps to
support that critically important effort.

The work of The Governance Project is founded on the basic premise that a vigorous
region with a hopeful future requires competent, informed decision-making. This is true in
every sector of the community, but most certainly in the public sector, which is the focus of
this report. Good decision-making has many prerequisites, including hard work, good will,
available talent, and regional resources. This region is rich is such attributes.

Good decision-making about
governance, however, also requires useful,
reliable information on the structures and

: T?ze purpose of this repart is ;ta

issues of governance that drive the region. encourage and advance
Although ample information exists within ; dzaiogue on how to create a
Erie County, it is relatively dispersed . responsive, cost-effective

throughout the area and often difficult to
find. There is a great need to centralize
data, monitor trends, analyze facts, and
make such information accessible to every
sector of the community, including
policymakers, taxpayers, and voters. A
deliberate, comprehensive base of reliable
information can serve as a foundation for improved regional discussion, improved
understanding, and improved decision-making.

. structure of governance and to
_propose action steps to support
that ﬂmi:caﬂy :mpaﬁamf eﬁm‘t g

This overall goal to provide useful and accessible information on governance in the
region creates the backdrop for more precise questions, such as:

. How centralized should governance and service delivery be?

L] What are the optimal geographic scales for a varied range of government functions,
from raising revenues to arranging for garbage collection?

. How do systems of governance best protect public health, safety and welfare at the

neighborhood, municipal, regional, national, and global scale?



L] What are the roles of private and nonprofit entities in systems of governance?

L] How can we reconcile the needs of geography-based communities with other
"communities” based on professional occupations, demographic atiributes, or other
interests?

L How can systems of governance respect diverse cultures and individual freedoms,
while also protecting majority will and the legitimate needs of the collective over the
individual?

L What is the role of new technologies in changing systems of governance?

Compounding these important questions is the perception of many people that our
systems of governance are too complex, too redundant, and too costly. Many believe that
such systems must be "reinvented” if they are to confront basic societal chalienges.

This report on governance in Erie County originates in such challenges. The goal is
to further the understanding of the region by:

® providing basic information on the structures and issues of governance and service
delivery in the area; and

] analyzing and drawing policy implications from this information as a basis for future
inquiry, discussion, and action.

The report often challenges conventional wisdom on the structure and processes of
governance in the region. Conventional wisdom refers to the common beliefs and opinions
we hold that influence how we conceive of and function in the region. It is incumbent upon
us all to better understand and critically challenge the conventional wisdom, which, to the

extent it is wrong or misleading, may act as
a barrier to positive change.

Cﬁﬂwﬂund:ng IkeSe quemﬂm IS Governance in Erie County: A

Foundation for Understanding and Action is
the percep tion gf many. peop. le the first major product of The Governance

 that our systems. ﬂ'f governance Project, a university-based effort to study
. are too cﬂmp.ﬁex, too recﬁmd’an; * governance in Western New York. The
and too costly. . Governance Project was initiated in early

1994 by William R. Greiner, President of
the State University of New York at
Buffalo. In establishing The Governance
Project, President Greiner brought together a multi-disciplinary team of university faculty
with expertise in local government history, finance, political structure, and policy. The
mission of The Governance Project, described in the sidebar on the following page, is to
marshal data, monitor trends, and analyze information related to governance in the region.

The focus in this report is the portion of the Western New York region included
within the boundaries of Erie County. We note at the outset that limiting our analysis to a
county subarea is both useful and constraining. On the one hand, the county unit of
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government is large and diverse enough to capture the complexity of governance structures,
patterns of service delivery, and landscapes, without being so large as to preclude detailed
analysis of that complexity. In addition, demographic and other data are often gathered and
reported at the county scale, which
facilitates analysis. Numerous state and
federal programs operate at the county
scale, which reinforces the county as a
useful scale for data and analysis. More
particularly, Erie County represents an
exceptional cross-section of Western New

L‘ne Cﬁm@ mﬂmsm M e

,_ mngﬁ of urban SHBHFI?&IF ami'  York, including a range of urban, suburban,
i raral settlements as well as a and rural settlements as well as a diversity
dwers;ty af pmples and plucgs*. :

of peoples and places. Until recently,
moreover, the boundaries of Erie County
were coterminous with the boundaries of
Buffalo Metropolitan Area, a statistical unit
used by federal and state agencies to implement programs, allocate resources, and report
data.!

At the same time, there are several drawbacks to the county scale of analysis for
governance research. Most basically, counties are political units that do not necessarily
reflect economic, social, or natural environmental spheres of influence. Watersheds, climatic
patterns, pollution, tourists, and other people and phenomena move freely across porous
county lines. In addition, the boundaries of school districts, special districts and public
authorities, and even municipal governments can and do extend beyond county boundaries,
which makes the county a problematic unit for analysis. Erie County, like any county, cannot
wholly substitute for a larger, more complex region.

Organization of the Report

Governance in Erie County: A Foundation for Understanding and Action is divided
into four sections following this introduction.

As an essential context for understanding local governance, Part I profiles the places
and peopie of Erie County, focusing on the municipal structure of local government, the
presence of special-purpose governments, demographic characteristics, growth and settlement
patterns, the social geography of cities, suburbs, and rural areas, and patterns of household
and family structure. In analyzing these topics, the profile often challenges conventional
wisdom about who we are, where we live, and how we live in Erie County.

! In 1993, the Office of Management and Budget, the agency responsible for defining boundaries
of metropolitan areas, combined the two separate and adjacent metropolitan areas of Buffalo (Erie
County) and Niagara Falls (Niagara County) into a single metropolitan area to be known as Buffalo
Metropolitan Statistical Area. Of note is that this change represented a return to the pre-1970 definition
of "metropolitan,” which since 1910 had included the two counties.
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Part II outlines the evolution of the historical, legal, and financial framework for
governance in Erie County. The section begins with a chronology of jurisdiction formation
within the county and the forces that have shaped the area’s political evolution. The analysis
then turns to the legal codes, statutes, and powers that ordain local government rights and
responsibilities in New York State. The final chapter of Part II focuses on local government
finance, including a discussion of revenue sources, expenditures, local reliance on aid from
federal and state governments, intergovernmental transfers, and municipal tax burden.

Part 111, the longest in the report, focuses on structures and issues of service delivery
in Erie County. The section begins with an overview of the range of possible service delivery
arrangerents, then profiles sixteen common county or municipal services provided in the
region. Many profiles include maps of service areas and tables summarizing basic data on
service and financial arrangements. Several services, notably general government (including
municipal assessment, clerk, and legislative functions), schools, and some utilities are omitted
from the services profiled because of their distinctive institutional arrangements or because
they are not typically included on the menu of general-purpose government services.

Part IV synthesizes the report with an assessment of the structures and status of
regionalism within Erie County. To put that assessment in context, one chapter discusses
alternative models of governance found in other North American metropolitan regions. The
report concludes with a summary of general findings and a proposed regional action agenda
for assembling and using reliable information essential to competent decision-making in the
public sector.

A Note on Data and Terminology

The information contained in this report comes from a variety of primary and
secondary sources on governance, many specifically focused on Erie County. Sources include
books, journals, news articles, government reports, published data on local government
finance and demographics, and interviews with national, state, county, municipal, and district
staff members and officials. Although every effort has been made to ensure accuracy, errors
may remain in the report. We appreciate hearing about corrections, clarifications, and the
availability of updated information to make future reports as useful as possible.

Several terms used in this report warrant clarification. The term "Erie County" can
be confusing in that it refers to both a unit of government and a geographic area. Where the
context does not point to the appropriate meaning, we add the word "government,"” as in
"Erie County government," or "the government of Erie County” to refer to the political
jurisdiction.

The report focuses on the public sector dimensions of governance. The term
"governance" includes not only public sector governments, but also private and not-for-profit
institutions. Although the private and nonprofit sectors are addressed throughout the analysis,
the report gives primary attention to the public sector. This more narrow scope is appropriate
for an initial report, given the central legal, financial, and political roles for the public sector
in service delivery and policy.



Finally, it is important to clarify the meaning of "central city,” "cities,” and "city" as
used in this report. By Bureau of the Census convention, the term "central city” refers to the
core city of a metropolitan region, in this case the City of Buffalo. We follow Census Bureau
conventions and thus use "central city" interchangeably with "City of Buffalo." Note that
“central city" encompasses the entire territory within Buffalo City limits, not a small portion
of the city. "Central city" is thus not equivalent to "imner city,” "central business district," or
“downtown," which would refer to a central subset of the City of Buffalo. "Cities," by
contrast refer to the three city jurisdictions in the County: the City of Buffalo, City of
Lackawanna, and City of Tonawanda.



Chapter 2

Where We Live: The Places of Erie County

The first step to understanding governance within Erie County is understanding where
we live. Where we live in jurisdictional terms is significant: it determines where we pay
taxes, where we receive the bulk of our government services, where we vote, and where we
are represented politically.

This chapter has three purposes: 1) to provide an overview of local government
arrangements in Erie County; 2) to place those arrangements in context by comparing them to
other metropolitan regions in the state and nation; and 3) to consider whether and why those
arrangements may matter for achieving goals of governance, such as efficiency, equity,
accountability, and economic growth.

The Structure of Governance in Erie County

Erie County contains parts of two Native American Reservations (Cattaraugus and
Tonawanda), and 123 independent units of local government (table 2-1). By type, the 123
local governments comprise:

L 1 county;
+ 3 cities;
L ] 25 towns;
L 4

16 villages (including the Village of Gowanda, partially located within
Cattarangus County);

L 4 29 schootl districts (including several school districts whose boundaries extend
outside Erie County; excluding Buffalo School District, which is a dependent
district of the City of Buffalo); and -

* 49 independent special-purpose governments (comprising entities identified
by the New York State Comptroller as independent local governments. By
function, these include 33 fire districts, 6 housing authorities, 6 industrial
development agencies, 1 soil and water conservation district, 1 sewer
authority, 1 water authority, and 1 transit authority).

Governments empowered to provide a wide range of functions are known as general-
purpose governments. In New York State, these include counties, cities, towns, and villages
(map 2-1).



Table 2-1
Units of Local Government in Erie County

County (1):
Cities (3):

Towns (25):

Villages (16):

School Districts
29):

Erie
Buffalo

Alden
Ambherst
Aurora
Boston

Brant
Checktowaga
Clarence
Colden
Collins

Akron
Alden
Angola
Blasdell
Depew

East Aurora

Akron Central
Alden Central

Ambherst Central
Cheektowaga Cent.
Cheek./Sloan Union Free
Clarence Central

Cleveiand Hills
Depew

East Aurora
Eden Ceantral

Lackawanna

Concord
Eden

Elma

Evans

Grand Island
Hamburg
Holland
Lancaster

Farnham
Gowanda (pt.)
Hamburg
Kenmore
Lancaster

Frontier Central
Gowanda Central
Grand Island Central
Hamburg Central
Holland Central
Hopevale Union Free
Iroquois Central
Kenmore/Tonawanda
Lackawanna

Lake Shore Central

Tonawanda

Marilla
Newstead
North Collins
Orchard Park
Sardinia
Tonawanda
Wales

West Seneca

North Collins
Orchard Park
Sloan
Springville
Williamsville

Lancaster Central
Maryvale

North Collins Central
Orchard Park Central
Springville/Griffith
Sweet Home Central
Tonawanda

West Seneca Central
Williamsville Central

continued on next page




Part I

The Places and People of Erie County

Part I examines the connections between where we live, who we are
and how we live in Erie County. The analysis reveals a common mismatch:
people work, shop, get health care, and find recreation throughout the
region, even as they live, vote, and pay taxes within a single jurisdiction.
- Such a mismatch is of little concern if jurisdictions are fairly uniform in
resources and need. To the extent some places bear a disproportionate burden of
caring for the region’s neediest residents or providing the bulk of the area’s

region-serving facilities, however, the mismatch can signal fiscal and social inequity.

Chapter 2 outlines where we live, focusing on the local government structure
of Erie County. Chapter 3 reviews who we are, including‘demographic attributes,
the social geography of race and class, and patterns of mobility within Erie County.
Chapter 4 examines how we live in terms of our patterns of commuting, shopping,
health care, and leisure to assess the.match or mismatch between where we live,

who we are, and the activities of our daily lives.



Units of Local Government in Erie County (con't.)

Independent Special Districts (49):

Housing
Authorities (6):

Industrial
Development

Authorities {(6):

Fire Districts
(33).

Other Public
Authorities

or Districts (4):

Buffalo
Lackawanna
Erie County
Amherst
Eggertsville (Amh.)
Snyder {Amh.)
Aurora-Colden #6 (Aur/
Col)
South Wales #1  (Aur/
Wales)
Bellevue #9 (Chk.)
Cleveland Hill #6 (Chk.)
Doyle #1 (Chk.)
Fire Dist. #8 (Chk.)
Forks #3 (Chk.)
Pine Hill #5 (Chk.)
Southline #106 (Chk.)
Buffalo Sewer Authority
Erie County Water Authority

Tonawandas
(City and Town)

Cheektowaga

Clarence

Concord

Univ. Crest #4

Walden #2
Clarence #1

Colden
Collins

Eden

Spring Brook
North Evans
Lake View
Holland #1

Orchard Park

(Chk.)

(Chk.)
(Clar.)

(Cold.)
(Coll)
(Eden)
(Elma)
(Evns)
(Hmbg.)
(Holl.)

(0.P.)

Erie County Soil and Water Conservation District
Niagara Frontier Transit Authority

Lancaster
(Village)
Kenmore

Hamburg

Lancaster

Brighton #5  (Tona.)

Ellwood #1 (Tona.)
Kenilworth #2 (Tona.)

River Road #3 (Tona.)
Sheridan Pk.

#4
West Sen. #1

(Tona.)
(W.5.)

West Sen. #2  (W.S.)
West Sen. #3  (W.S.)
West Sen, #4 (W.S.)
West Sen. #5 (W.S.)

West Sen. #6 (W.S.)




Map 2-1 Municipalities In Erie County
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General-purpose governments of the
same type do not overlap one another.
Those of different types may overlap. A
county, for example, overlaps municipal
governments (cities, towns, villages). In
some cases a village spans two towns or
counties. In Erie County this occurs in
three instances: the Village of Depew spans
the towns of Cheektowaga and Lancaster;
the Village of Williamsville spans the towns
of Amherst and Cheektowaga; and the
Village of Gowanda spans both town and
county lines, namely the towns of Collins
(Erie County) and Persia (Cattaraugus
County).

Governments whose powers are restricted to a single or limited few functions are
known as special-purpose governments. Special-purpose government is an umbrella term that
includes both special districts, which have the power to levy taxes, and public authorities or
public bepefit corporations, which do not have taxing powers but raise revenues through
revenue bonds or user fees. In contrast to their general-purpose counterparts, special-purpose
governments may overlap one another and general-purpose governments. Although
uncommon, even special-purpose units of the same type (for example, housing authorities or
school districts) may overlap. Erie County contains one of these atypical cases: the
boundaries of the Erie County Industrial Development Agency (IDA) overlap those of the
other five municipally coterminous IDAs in the county.

Maps of many special-purpose governments are included in the service profiles found
in chapter 8. Map 2-2 shows the boundaries of school districts, which are not analyzed

further in this report.

In addition to these independent governments, Erie County has 22 dependent special-

purpose districts and approximately 875
town districts that function as special taxing
areas. Over 400 (more than 45 percent) of
the dependent districts in Erie County
provide street lighting services to
subdivisions or neighborhoods in the towns.
Another 175, or 20 percent, are town water
districts, approximately 120 (14 percent) are
sewer districts, and just over 100 (12
percent) are drainage districts. The most
prolific creator of dependent town districts
is the Town of Amherst, which administers
nearly 400, followed by the Town of
Tonawanda with over 150,

The 8?’5 mwu dISIHﬁIS in the
county are not considered
separate units of government,
but are rather adwministrative
taxing units operated by a -
genaraf—pwpase parent
gﬂvemment




Map 2-2  Erie County School Districts
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The distinction between dependent and independent districts is important and often
overlooked. Unlike independent districts, dependent districts do not have autonomous
legislative bodies and revenue raising powers. Instead, they depend on a general-purpose
"parent" government (county, city, town, or village) to determine policy and provide the
service. Dependent districts are ror considered separate units of government. Rather, they
are administrative taxing units operated by a general-purpose government.

Local Government Layering

Although residents typically have their most frequent interactions with and intense
allegiance to their municipal government, "local government layering"” means that resident-
government interactions and allegiances may be extraordinarily complex. Figure 2-1

illustrates the nature of local government
layering in Erie County.

Each of Erie County’s nearly one
million residents resides within a minimum
of six local governments -- the county, a
city or town government, a school district,
and three county-sized (or larger) special-
purpose governments (the Niagara Frontier
Transportation Authority, Erie County Soil
and Water Conservation District, and Erie
County IDA).

Each of Erie County’s resi
resides within a minimum of six
local governments. Depending

receive services from up to s

on location, a resident may als

more local governments.

Depending on location, a resident may also be served by up to six more local
governments: a village government, a fire district, an independent water authority, an
independent sewer authority, a housing authority, and a municipal IDA. In addition, a

-_ Res;demrs of vd!agues in genem!
 and the Village of Lancaster in.
pamcuiar, have the greatest
potential for additional =~
- government layers beypnd ﬂ’w
Bl mmmum, ' :

resident may receive services by any of
dozens of private and nonprofit entities that
provide a wide array of "public” services in
the area.

Considering public providers only,
residents of villages in general and the
Village of Lancaster in particular have the
greatest potential for additional layers
beyond the six minimum. Village of
Lancaster residents are necessarily within a
village, fire district, water authority,
housing authority, and municipal IDA, in

addition to the six governments common to all county residents. By contrast, residents of the
City of Tonawanda and many rural towns have the least potential for local government layers
beyond the minimum. These entities are more likely to provide services in-house, contract
with private purveyors, or choose to not provide certain services.



Figure 2-1

Local Government Layering in Erie County

Every resident of Erie County
resides within a minimum of
six local governments:

Depending on location, Erie County
residents may also receive services

Jrom up to six more local gevernments:

Erie County residents also receive
services from numerous private and
nonprofit entities:

*» & o o

* S & & ¢ o
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Patterns of local governance are normally even more complex than the local government
layering figure suggests. For example, residence within a government unit does not mean
that residents necessarily benefit from all
services offered, even if they pay a share of
; costs through taxes. Also, residents may
Re :daf:s Hﬂt Impf_}* rgflfivef servilclaes fr:i)m -at;:other juris(dictfjoltnl,1
e : either rormally and with payment (as 1n the
"ESEWME : S** :{fkvugfz} It‘,m“ 2y - case of a Town of Cheektowaga resident
imply paying a share of s erv IM _ contracting with Buffalo Sewer Authority
costs. . N&H}"Eﬂdﬂﬂfs may often. for sewer services), or informaily and
‘use S‘Emaes, sometimes w;tk : without payment (as in the case of a Town

of Colden resident spending an afternoon in
""md Sﬂmemes w;tkaus a Town of Aurora park). The cross-border

..Pﬂymﬁﬂt G use of roads, public safety, street lighting,
- i dixs : solid waste, water, and sewer services is
extremely common. Only rarely is such
daily sharing of facilities and services accounted for in intermunicipal agreements, in part
because of the administrative complexity of doing so and in part because of the spirit of
cooperation that exists between and among local governments,

Does Erie County Have Too Many Governments?: Trends and Comparisons

A common perception within the region is that Erie County has too many
governments. The county total of 123 local governments to serve just shy of one million
people seems excessive to some and thus an area for reform. Analysis of trends in
government within the region and in other metropolitan areas, however, suggests that,
numerically at least, the absolute and relative number of governments is not particularly high.

Trends

Every five years since 1952 the U.S. Bureau of the Census has conducted a Census of
Governments to count the number of local government units by type in every U.S. county.
Nationwide, three trends in government emerge:

. the number of school districts has fallen steadily (continuing a dramatic and
longstanding trend since the turn of the century);

® the number of independent special-purpose governments has risen steadily
(also a continuation of an earlier trend); and

o the number of general-purpose governments (counties, municipalities,
townships) has held steady, with only slight increases in municipalities offset
by decreases in townships; the number of counties remains stable.

The Erie County experience partially mirrors these national trends. Bureau of the

Census tallies indicate that since the early 1950s the number of local governments has fallen,
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driven by a decline in school districts from

o : 90 districts in 1952 to 29 today.? Contrary
'Smce Ibe eaﬂ_}* IFSQS thE . to national trends, Erie County has 5 fewer

-number of local gﬁmmm in independent special-purpose governments

 Erie County has fallen, driven today than in 1952, 34 down from 39.
Pa d&gj';ng in school ;ﬁsgmj‘g ~ (This decline may be misleading because the
io fmm 90 m {’fs e 1952 if(? 29 Bureau of the Census excludes several types
i of independent districts that have formed
_ tﬂday e e : since the early 1950s; see footnote 1.) The

number of cities, towns, and villages in Erie
County has remained unchanged since 1952

(and well before as discussed in chapter 5).

As a consequence, the number of local governments overall and per person is lower
today than 40 years ago, as shown in figure 2-2, which tracks the population and number of
local governments in Erie County for the 1950-1990 period. The simultaneous decrease in
the number of local governments and increase in population between 1950 and 1970 resulted
in a drop from 1.9 to 1.0 governments per 10,000 persons. Since 1970, the stability of local
governments combined with slight population declines has meant a slight increase to 1.1
governments per 10,000 persons.

Figure 2-2

Population and No. of Local Governments
Erie County, 1950-1990
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! U.S. Bureau of the Census data sometimes differ from those provided by the New York State
Comptroller due to different definitions used by the two agencies. In particular, the Census Bureau excludes
one cross-county village and school district. More significantly, the Census Bureau counts only independent fire
districts and the soil and water conservation district as independent special-purpose governments, thereby
excluding 15 other entities (IDAs, housing, water, transit, and sewer authorities) counted in the local
government totals presented earlier.
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Comparisons

Although the number of governments per person reveals little about the effectiveness
of a system of governance, a numerical comparison of the structure of local government
within Erie County and other places provides a useful context for understanding governance in
the region.

Such a comparison indicates that Erie County has neither a particularly fragmented
nor integrated arrangement of local governments relative to other areas in the nation and New
York State. Indeed, the county is far less "government-heavy” than many places. Consider,
for example, the data below which compare the structure of government in the non-Buffalo
portion of Erie County® with two states that have around the same population.

Number of:

Municipalities = School Special- Total Local
Place 1990 Pop. and Towns Districts Purp. Govts. Govts.
Erie County 640,000 43 28 49 120
(outside Buffalo)
Vermont 563,000 287 276 104 667
(whole state)
South Dakota 696,000 1,279 180 262 1,721

(whole state)

The comparison is not meant to suggest that Erie County is like Vermont or South
Dakota in ways other than population totals, nor that it should either emulate or serve as a
model for governance for these states. The point is rather that different places make quite
different choices about local government arrangements. Despite popular perception, in
numerical terms the choices Erie County residents have made are far from extreme.

This point is reinforced by the comparison of local government structure in Erie
County and other metropolitan and nearby counties around the nation and state. To enable
comparisons, the data are from a single source, the 1992 Census of Governments, compiled
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. As noted, Census Bureau and New York State use
different definitions for independent local governments, resulting in tallies somewhat different
from those shown previously.

* The City of Buffalo has been omitted from the analysis in order to be as conservative as possible.
Including Buffalo, which has one government for 328,000 persons, would increase the region’s numerical level
of political integration.
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Compared to 12 other U.S. metropolitan counties local government structure within
Erie County falls about in the middle in terms of absolute and relative numbers of local
governments (per land area and per person) (table 2-2).°

The data indicate that Erie County has more local governments than the central
counties of Baltimore, Milwaukee, Portland, and Detroit metropolitan areas, about the same
as Cleveland metropolitan area, fewer than Louisville, Phoenix, Seattle, and St. Louis
metropolitan areas, and far fewer than Houston, Los Angeles and Pittsburgh metropolitan

areas.

ﬁ'wre are more generai-purpas&
governments in Erie County

- than in the central counties of

: Hausmn, Sﬁatﬂe, and Pkﬂem,
wﬁmk kavg 1‘ 5 m 2 t:més* ﬁ:e

The ranks shown in the table depend
in great part on the number of special-
purpose governments, which are especially
numerous in the Houston and Los Angeles
areas (and generally in metropolitan areas in
the southwest and west). There are more
general-purpose governments in Erie County
than in the central counties of Houston,
Seattle, and Phoenix, which have 1.5 to 2
times the population of Erie County. At the
same time, Erie County has half as many

general purpose governments as the central counties of St. Louis and Louisville metropolitan
areas, which are about the same population or smaller. Erie County is far less fragmented

than Pittsburgh’s Allegheny County, which
has 129 general purpose governmenis
serving a population only a third larger than
Erie County’s. Of interest is that Erie
County, like all other comparison counties,
has many more governments than Baltimore
County, which has exceptionally few
governments, especially for an older,
eastern metropolitan region.*

With respect to land area, Erie
County’s one government per 10 square
miles places it toward the low end of the

Ar the same Hme Ene Caunty
.has hm‘f as many genemi—
. pw'pcme gavemmen‘ts as me

areas, wh;ck are ubau,t tke
 same population or smaller.

® The 12 metropolitan counties were selected to include several commonly compared to Buffalo
Metropolitan Area (Cleveland, Pittsburgh, Baltimore, Louisville, Milwaukee, St. Louis, and Detroit) and
several others ouiside the northeast and midwest that offer perspective on the range of political structures
nationwide (Houston, Seattle, Los Angeles, Phoenix, and Portland, OR). In Baltimore and St. Louis, the
central city and central county are independent and non-overlapping; data are for the county unit only.

4 As noted, local government tallies for the City of Baltimore are not included in the total for Baltimore
County because the city and county are independent. Yet, even if we included the three local governments in
Baltimore City (one municipality and two special-purpose governments), the new total of five local governments
for the Raltimore Metropolitan Area would remain the lowest by far.



Table 2-2

Comparatwe Political Structure: Erie County vs. U.S. Metropolitan Counties

Special Purpose
County (Central City) Total Govts. Genl. Purpose Govts. Govis.
Harris, TX (Houston) 518 29 489
Los Angeles, CA (Los Angeles) 337 37 250
Allegheny, PA (Pittsburgh) 296 129 167
St. Louis, MO (St. Louis) 156 89 67
King, WA (Seattle) 140 31 109
Maricopa, AZ (Phoenix) 137 25 112
_— Jeg;erson, KY (Loulsvnlle) 126 9¢ 30
| EREE NY(BUEFALGY waé«%ﬁ%ﬁ‘iﬁ”i&%@ﬁiﬁfaé e ﬁﬁﬁm"f&m éﬁ%%@%ﬁa@
Cuyahoga, ‘OH (Cleveland)
Wayne, MI (Detroit) 91 46
Muitnomah, OR (Portiand) 52 45
Milwaukee, WI (Milwaukee) 43 23
Baitimore, MD (Baltimore) 2 1 1
Totat Govts./10 Sq.
County (Central City) Total Govts. Land Area (sq. miles) Mile
Allegheny, PA (Pittsburgh) 296 727 4.07
Jefferson, KY (Louisville) 126 336 3.26
St. Louis, MO (5t. Louis) 156 505 3.09
Harris, TX (Houston) 518 1,734 2.99
Cuyahoga, OH (Cleveland) 102 459 222
Milwaukee, WI (Milwaukee) 43 241 1.78
Wayne, MI (Detroit) 91 615 1.48
Multnomah., OR (Portland) _ 431 1.21
s ¥iB v W%:?}%&;}&ng%fﬁ* a ﬁﬁ‘mm e
Los Angeles CA (Los Angeles) 337 4,070 0.83
King, WA (Seattle) 140 2,128 0.66
Maricopa, AZ (Phoenix) 137 9,127 0.15
Baltimore, MD (Baltimore) 2 598 0.03
Total Govts./10,000
County (Ceuntral City) Total Govts Pop. 1990 pop.
Allegheny, PA (Pittsburgh) 296 1,336,449 221
Jefferson, KY (Louisville) 126 664,937 1.89
Harris, TX (Houston) 518 2,818,199 1.84
St Louis, MO (St. Louis) 156 993,529 1 57
INYBEFEANDY L e gﬁaﬁﬁéﬁamﬁwﬁ?g% i mfgﬁﬁﬁﬁ
ng, WA (Seattle) 140 1,507,3
Muitnomah, OR (Portland) 52 583,887 0.89
Cuyahoga, OH (Cleveiland) 102 1,412,140 0.72
Maricopa, AZ (Phoenix) 137 2,122,101 0.65
Milwaukee, W1 (Milwaukee) 43 959,275 045
Wayne, MI (Detroit) 91 2,111,687 0.43
Los Angeles, CA (Los Angeles) 337 8,363,164 0.38
Baltimore, MD (Baltimore) 2 692,134 0.03

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1992 Census of Governments, Vel. 1, No. 1

Note: Totals differ from data in text due to different definition of independent special districts.
General purpose governments includes county, cities, towns or townships, villages
Special purpose govemments mcludes school districts and independent special districts



rankings for the comparison counties, far behind the central counties of Pittsburgh, Louisville,
St. Louis, and Houston metropolitan areas. Of interest is the very similar number of
governments serving the central counties of Phoenix and Louisville metropolitan areas, the
former of which is around 30 times larger in land area than the latter.

Erie County ranks somewhat higher in terms of governments per 10,000 population,
but still considerably below the more politically fragmented central counties of Pittsburgh,
Louisville, Houston, and St. Louis. Erie County has over twice as many governments per
person compared to Milwaukee County, which has approximately the same population size.

Closer to home, within New York State the first impression is that Erie County indeed
has a high number of local governments compared to 14 selected metropolitan or nearby
counties (table 2-3). Erie County’s 106
local governments are the highest tally in
Western New York. The number of local

H&‘th 1 1 gﬂ#emmeﬂts per

. __jﬂ 000 PErsons, Erie Cﬂ“ntf 1s ~ governments in Erie County is lower than
tied with Monroe County - that of the several similarly populated
(Rochester Metro Area) m’i;tﬁe . downstate counties of Suffolk, Nassau, and
least pa&ﬂcaf{y fragmemed - Westchester. This is primarily because of

_ .t those counties’ larger number of special-
- county on a per capifa basis, pUrpose governments.
compared to 14 mem}pohtan

~and neighboring mumﬁze{s i i In relative terms, however, Erie

e New I’ﬂ?‘k Stﬁtf i County defies a label of highly fragmented.
i . On a per land area basis Erie County ranks

pear the middle of the New York counties,

with about 1 government per every 10

square miles. The compact, politicaily decentralized counties of Nassau and Westchester rank

well above Erie County on this measure, while several large counties or those with few local

governments rank below. Of considerable interest is that with 1.1 governments per 10,000

persons Erie County is tied with Monroe County (Rochester Metropolitan Area) as the least

politically fragmented county in per capita terms. Not surprisingly, the relatively sparsely

populated counties in Western New York rank highest on this measure.

In short, although numbers by no

means tell the whole story, data simply do it
not support the conventional wisdom that In shorf rke dﬂm Hmpb' do }Mt
Erie County has a particularly fragmented Sﬂppﬂ” the conventional :
political structure. In numerical terms, Erie wisdom that Erie County has a
County is neither particularly fragmented particularly fragmented pohtzcal

nor integrated relative to other U.S. or New Stm‘.cmre
York counties. :
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Table 2-3

Comparative Political Structure: Erie County vs. N.Y. Counties

County Total Govts. Geni. Purpose Govts. Special Purpose Govts.
Suffoli 206 4] 165
Nassau 168 70 98
WeStCheSter ST, 123 s 47* 76 R
E‘“ﬂﬁwﬁmﬁwﬂﬁwﬁi A émw A 52 .
Cam:augus 86 48 38
Chautauqua 79 45 34
Monrce 77 31 46
Cnondaga 74 36 32
Albany 55 20 35
Broome 47 25 22
Schenectady 35 9 26
Wyoming 35 26 9
Genesee 34 21 13
Niagara 34 21 13
County Total Govts. (a) Land Arez (sq. miles) Total Govts./10 Sq. Mile
Nassau 168 287 5.85
Westchester 123 438 2.81
Suffolk 206 912 2.26
Schenectady 35 206 1.70
663 1.16
524 . 1.05
* R xﬁﬁgﬁ%ﬂ% : m }% o *m%%ggiwﬁg? pEEEE
785 0.94
1,219 0.83
1,064 0.74
495 0.69
712 0.66
1,306 0.66
526 0.65
35 395 0,59
Total Govts. (a) Pop. 1990 Total Govts./10,000 pop.
86 84,234 10.2
35 42 507 3.2
34 60,060 5.66
79 141,895 557
101 250,336 4.03
35 149,285 2.34
47 212,160 2.22
55 292,594 1.88
74 468,973 1.58
206 1,321,864 1.56
34 220,756 1.54
123 874,866 141
168 1 287 348 1.31
o m L %&%”? o
713,968 ;




The Significance of Local Government Arrangements

What difference does it make that Erie County has its particular arrangement of local

governments? The answer rests in the presumption that local government arrangements
matter, and that they affect how the region functions politically, fiscally, and socially. Many
believe that judicious reform of political arrangements -- transferring functions, creating
metropolitanwide special-purpose governments, privatizing service delivery, or consolidating

services -- will lead to better performance
on various dimensions of governance, such
as efficiency, equity, responsiveness, and

Whar ewd‘enﬂe exz“srs rkal ~ -G

regmnmd &ervwe dei’wﬂry ; But what do we really know about
- costs EEEE oris mr ¢ ’efﬁmenf the effects of different local government
 than mummpa:l serwce debvery 9 arrangements? Rhetoric aside, what
 Are smaller gove‘r‘nmﬁnrs more - evidence exists that regional service delivery
- a L‘ C aunt a’fde" Wk&?ﬁ b et er .. costs less per capita or is more efficient than
municipal service delivery? Are smaller
' jm ‘mtg new businesses: governments really more accountable and
. politically fragmented or ~ responsive? When it comes to attracting

pakncaﬂymtegm:ed areas? new businesses, which is the stronger

magnet: politically integrated regions -- the
"one-stop-shopping model” -- or politically
fragmented ones -- the "play-one-off-

against-the-other model"? In short, how does the arrangement of local governments in a
metropolitan area really matter?

A growing body of research on the significance of local government arrangements

sheds some light on these questions. A review of this literature is found in Appendix A. Of
immediate interest are these findings:

knowledge is relatively scant about the actual significance of local government
arrangements on dimensions of governance such as efficiency, cost, equity,
accountability and responsiveness, political participation, and economic growth.

measuring and isolating the effects of local government arrangements are difficult
methodological tasks.

goals of governance often conflict with one another, implying that there is no single
optimal arrangement of local governments. For example, decentralized (politically
fragmented) local government arrangements appear to hold down the costs of
government, but are less equitable in terms of service standardization than are
centralized (politically integrated) arrangements.

in theoretical terms, the optimal system of governance is one that includes a mixture
of large and small governments, each tailored to the production and distribution
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characteristics of a single function. Such arrangements have drawbacks in terms of
service coordination and the practical inability to monitor and participate in hundreds
of individual government units, however.

® government costs tend to be lower in politically decentralized compared to politically
integrated regions. This is apparently due to competitive pressures that keep costs in
line. Political complexity via special-purpose agencies and intermunicipal
arrangements can also accommodate diverse resident preferences and service
economies of scale.

®  politically integrated arrangements are apparently superior with respect to
standardizing service levels, narrowing service disparities, simplifying who provides
which services within a region, and engendering strong psychological attachments at
the regional rather than local scale.

® studies generally indicate that publicly monitored private contracts, that is,
privatization, is more efficient than either public provision or competitive private
provision without public intervention. This holds true provided contract awards are
competitive and the public sector monitors the private provider to ensure
accountability and responsiveness.

®  local government arrangements are only weakly related to levels of satisfaction with
service provision. Researchers speculate that other factors related to service quality,
customer characteristics, historical events, and local leadership are more significant.

®  evidence is mixed for whether politically integrated or fragmented metropolitan areas
have the edge in economic growth, after controlling for regional differences. Cross-
sectional studies are too crude to get at the complex location decisions of corporate
officials and residents. Case study research, however, generally reveals strong
support by business inierests for regionalized government.

Because local government arrangements are, of course, only one of numerous factors
that influence the functioning of metropolitan regions, it is impossible to directly attribute
outcomes such as efficiency, political participation, government accountability, or economic
growth to the arrangement of local governments. There is no universal optimal jurisdictional
structure; rather there are different choices for how to arrange governments based on
historical factors, political realities, socio-economic considerations, and other factors.

27



Chapter 3

Who We Are: The People of Erie County

An understanding of governance in Erie County requires knowledge of its people. In
this chapter we provide a profile of the people of the county, reviewing some of the key
demographic and socio-economic changes they have experienced in recent years. The profile
also examines settiement patterns within Erie County, including characteristics of housing
stock, occupancy, family composition, and residential and occupational mobility.

As the following sections make clear, in recent decades the region has undergone
overall population decline as well as shifts in patterns of age, race, and class. The people of
Erie County are more mobile, and their places of residency are more dispersed than in the
past. These changes in who we are indicate the need to rethink the conventional categories of
city and suburbs and particularly the demographic and class composition of these areas.

Who We Are
The Uneven Evolution of the Population of Erie County

The population of Erie County increased by slightly more than 21 percent during the
past half century. This overall growth masks a far more complex and uneven set of patterns,
however (table 3-1).

The population of the county
increased by 39.4 percent between 1940 and
1970, when it peaked at 1,113,500
. The City of Buffalo lost 43. g . residents. This growth was offset somewhat

SR i LEmT by a decline in population between 1970 and
- percent of its population in the 1990, leaving the county with 968,500

kzsrﬁ;ur decades, dropping - residents. Most of this decline occurred in
- from 580,000 to 328,000 . the City of Buffalo which lost 43.4 percent
. persons. During the same . . . of its population in the last four decades,

i islati Hhasa s dropping from 580,000 to 328,000 persons.
period popu n outside the Over the same period the population outside

. city more than doubled, from g cengral city ("OCC," which includes

319,000 to 640,000 persons. town, village, and other city population)

______________ o _ ; soared by over 100 percent, from 319,000
to 640,000 persons.

Five factors characterize these overall population trends. First, for all its decline, the
City of Buffalo remains the most populous jurisdiction in the county, nearly three times the
size of the Town of Amherst, the county’s second Jargest. Still, whereas the people of the
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city once accounted for around 80 percent
of the county poputation, they represented
only 34 percent in 1990.

Second, most of the 43 jurisdictions
outside of Buffalo are very small places.
Fourteen of the 25 towns have populations
under 11,000 residents and 12 of the 16
villages have populations under 7,000.

i vdfagss sufraurrdmg Buffala

ﬂniy sz.r: kave pﬂpumzmns

Indeed of all the cities, towns, and villages surrounding Buffalo, only six have populations

exceeding 25,000.

Third, population growth in the suburbs has been uneven over time and place (table 3-
2; map 3-1). As late as the 1960s, steady population growth was the rule in most of the

Between 1970 and 1990, 11 of

the 27 suburban cities and
 towns and 14 of the county’s 16
 villages lost population.

county’s suburban municipalities, with only
the city of Lackawanna and the villages of
Sloan and Kenmore losing population. But
between 1970 and 1990 all this changed: 11
of the 27 suburban cities and towns and 14
of the county’s 16 villages lost population.
The big population losers were industrial-
belt communities [the towns of Tonawanda
(23.1%) and Cheektowaga (-12.8%), and
the cities of Tonawanda (-19.8%) and
Lackawanna (-29.1%)] and the distant rural

centers [such as Brant (-20.7%) and North Collins (-14.4%)]. The Town of Amberst had the
greatest absolute gain in population in the past twenty years (17,800, or an increase of
18.8%), even though four other towns (Evans, Orchard Park, Grand Island and Marilla)
experienced greater relative rates of growth (between 20 and 62 percent).

Fourth, the population of Erie County is geographically clustered, with over 82
percent of county residents living in the City of Buffalo and eight nearby jurisdictions: the

cities of Tonawanda and Lackawanna, and
towns of Tonawanda, Amherst,
Cheektowaga, West Seneca, Orchard Park,
and Hamburg. Within this group, the
communities of Orchard Park, Hamburg,
West Seneca, and Ambherst experienced
population growth in the past two decades,
while the other communities lost population.
The cities of Tonawanda and Lackawanna
were especially hard hit, joining Buffalo in
losing over one fifth of their populations
between 1970 and 1990,

The pﬁﬁm tion of Erie: County

is geographically clustered, with
over 82 percent of county
residents living in the Cxtv of
Buffalo and e.tgkt nearby
Jurisdictions.




Table 3-2

Population Change, Erie County Jurisdictions, 1960 - 1990

Name Populstion Absolcte and Percentage Change
1960 1970 1980 1990 £0-90 70-80 60-70 6090

Exic County 1,064,688 | 1,113,491 | 1015472 | 968,532 | (46,940) 6% 98,019 .8.3%| 48,803 4.6%| (96,156) -9.0%
Suburbs (OCC) 531,929 | 650,723 | 6576021 640409 | 17,193 -26%] 6879  L1%| 113794 223%| 108480 204%
utFalo city 532,759 | 462768 | 357,870 | 328123 | 29747 -8.3%]| (104,898) -22.7%| (69,991) -13.1%| (204,636) -32.4%
1 ackawanna city 29541 286571 22701| 20,585| 2,116 93%] (59%) -208%| (907 -31%] (2,979 -30.4%
Tonawanda city 2,561 | 21,8981 18693 | 17284 1409 5% (3,205) -14.6%| 337 16%] (427D -19.8%
Alden town 1,615 9787 | 10093} 10368 275 27% 306 31%) 2172 285%| 2753 362%
Alkden villags 2,042 2651 2,488 2,457 Gn -12% (163} 6.1%| 609 29.8% 415 20.3%
Amherst town 62837| 93920 108706 | 111,725| 3019 28%| 14777 157%| 31,092 49.5%] 48,988 77.8%
Willizmsville, Amherst 6316 6,278 6,017 5,568 (449) -7.5% (#61) -12.5%| s62  8.9% (748) -1L.8%
Aurora town 12338 | 14426 13gm| 13.3% @82) -35%) (554 -3.8%| 1,538 11.9% 502 3.9%
East Avrora village 6,791 7,033 5,803 6,647 156y -23%| (230) 33%| 242 36% (144)  21%)
Boston town 5,106 7,158 7.687 7,445 242) -3.1% 529 74%| 2052 d02% 2339 45.8%
Btant town 2,290 2672 2,437 2,119 (318) ~13.0% 235) -83%] 332 167% a7 -7.5%|
Famhbam village 4 546 404 415 1 2% (142) -260%] 124 29.4% N -1.7%
Checktowaga town 34,056 | 113844 109442 99300 | (10,142} -9.3%| (44020 -39%| 29788 3s.4%| 15244 12.0%
Sloan village 5,803 5216 4,529 3830  (699) -15.4% (63T) -13.2%|  (587) -10.1%|  (1,973) -34.0%
Depew, Cheektowaga 7359 | 14392| 12768 1,068 (1,700) -13.3%| (1,624) -1E3%] 7,033 95.6%) 3709  50.4%)
Williamsville, Checktonaga - - - 15 15 NA - NA - Na 5 Na
Clarence town 13267 | 18168 18,3451 20041 189 10.4% 23) -0.1%| 45901 369%| 6774 SLI%
olden town 2,384 3,020 3,128 2,899 2% -73% 108 3.6%| 636 267%] 515 216%
Colkins town 6,984 6,400 5,037 6,020 983 19.5%| (1363) 213%| (584) -3.4%|  (964) -13.3%
Gowanda village (pt.) 1,079 1,012 249 285 36 42% (163) -16.1%] (67 -6.2% (194} -18.0%
Concard town 6,452 1573 8,171 8,387 216 2.6% 598 79%| 1,121 17.4% 1935 30.0%
Springville villags 3,852 4,350 4,285 4,310 25 0.6% 65) -15%f 498 12.9% 458 11.9%
town 6,630 7,644 1,327 7,416 89 1.2% @I -41%] 1014 153% 786 11.9%
Elma towa 7468 10011] 10574] 10398 a7 -1.7% 563 56%| 2,543 34.1%| 2930 39.2%
vans town 1207 | st} 17961] 17478 (@83) -27%| 3391 Waw%| 2492 206%] 5400 44.7%
Angola village 2,499 2,676 27292 2,231 61 -27%| G2 43%| 177 71% (268) -10.7%
Grand Ishand town 9607 13977| 16770 17561 791 A% 2793 20.0%| 4370 45.5%) 7956 828%
Hamberg, town 41,288 47614| 53270] s3TIs 465 09%[ 5626 118%| 6356 15.4%| 12447  300%
Hamirrg village o145{ 10215] 10582] 10442 (140) -13% 367 3.6%| 1,070 17| 1297 147%
Blasdell villags 3,909 3,910 3,288 2,900 (38%) -11.5% (622) -15.9% 1 0.0%] (1.008) -25.8%)
IHonmdtown 2,304 3,140 3,446 3,560 114 33% 306 97% 836 363% 1,256 54.5%)
Lancaster town 25605 30,634| 30,144] 32185) 2041 68% @00} -1.6%| 5029 196%| 6580 25.7%
Lancaster village 12254 [ 13365] 13,056 11940 (1,116) -6.5% (G0%) -23%] 1L111  9.1% Gl -2.6%
Depew, Lancaster 6,221 7,766 7,081 6,605 (446) -6.3% (715) -9.2%] 1,545 24.8% 384 62%
[Marilla town 2252 3,250 4,361 5,250 389 2.0%] 1611 496%| 998 44.3%| 2998 133.1%
Newatead town 5,825 6322 7231 7,440 209 25% 909 14.4%| 497 ss%]| 1615 277%
Akron village 2341 2,863 2,9m 2,906 65) -22% 108 3.3% 2 0.8% 65 2.3%
North Colling town 3,805 4,090 3,791 3,502 (289 -7.6% (299) -73%] 285 7.5% (303) -3.0%
North Collins village 1,574 1,675 1,496 1,335 (161) -10.3%]  (179) -10.7%| 101  6.4% (239) -15.2%
{orchard Park town 15876 | 19978 | 24359 24611 252 1.0%| 4381 21.9%] 4,102 258%| 8,735 55.0%
Orchard Park village 3,278 3,132 3,671 3,280 391) -10.7% (61} -1.6%] 454 13.3% 2 01%
JSardinia town 2,145 2,505 2792 2,667 128 -45% 287 115%| 360 16.8% 522 24.3%)
[ Tenawanda town 105032 | 107,282 91269) 82,4641 (2805 9%l 1603 -149%| 2250 z21m| (zzsem) -215%
Kenmore village 21261 20980 18474] 17,180 (1,294 <7.0%| (2506) -11.9%| (281) -13%| (4,081) -19.2%]
Wakcs town 1,910 2617 2,844 2,929 85 3.0% 27 ™| 107 37.0%| 1,019 53.4%)
West Seneca town 33644 | 48404  s1210] 478t (3359 66%] 2306 s58%| 14760 a3.9%| 14207 42%

Source: US Bureau of Cersus, Census of Population and Housing, various years.

Note: (1) Town totals inciude villages. (2) *NA" means not applicable. (3} A dash "-" represents zero,



Map 3-1

Erie County Population Change

Percent Change in Erie County Population
By Municipalities between 1960 - 1990
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Fifth, the population of the county, especially suburban population, is on average
older than elsewhere. The median age is 35 years, a notable three years older than the
national median age of 32 years. The New
York State Data Center projects that the
median age of Erie County residents will

T?Ie fas;’est grgw;ng age gmup increase to 43 years by 2010. The fastest

: growing age cohort is persons over 64,
in the area is persons over 64 which in the decade between 1980 and 1990

years. The median age of Eﬂe increased from 12 to 15.3 percent of the
-Cﬂuﬂt} J"ESI@EHKS IS‘ pm;ecred o Erie County population.
increase tq.;4.:3 years by 2010.

The aging of the population can be
explained in two ways. First, the largest
age cohorts are the 25-44 and 45-64 age
groups, representing baby boomers whose presence will continue to dominate the social
demography for the next few decades (table 3-3). Second, the combined impact of advances
in medical technology and health care, the loss of historically high wage jobs that
accompanied the industrial restructuring of the regional economy, and the outmigration of
workers has been enough to exacerbate the aging of the regional population.

The most dependent members of the

county population, children under 18 and . GRLE. LIS
elders over 65, comprise 39 percent of all The most dep enden-f HEEIED

county residents. With few exceptions the the county pop ”‘W”t ﬂmfmn---?—“;-
proportion of dependent citizenry is fairly - under I8 and elders over 65, .
even across the cities and towns of Erie How -tf-‘ﬂmpl"fﬂé‘ 390 percent gf all
County. The towns of Cheektowaga and _ WS ‘
Tonawanda have relatively large numbers of county resudents.
elderly residents, while rural communities,
such as the towns of Wales, Holland, and
Sardinia and the Cattaraugus Reservation have relatively large numbers of young residents.

The age cohorts of the region’s most
productive residents, residents aged 18-64,
have either leveled off or are declining.

pﬂpﬂfﬂﬂﬂn in the Pﬂr two " The group losing the most population in the
' decades has beeri persons .. past two decades has been persons between
between 18 and 24 years, the -~ 18 and 24 years, the productive future of
-produm' ve ﬁ;_!ur ¢ 0 _f-'ﬂ? s the regional work force.
-regional wor. k.f orce. N These trends in aging have

important implications for governance and
service delivery. For example, older
persons generally demand higher quantities of health and public transit services while young
persons demand more recreation and social services. The larger the dependent population, the
greater the pressure on working citizens to shoulder the responsibility for non-working elders
and children.
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Race and Class
Population shifts have been characterized by a sifting of persons by race and class.

Suburbanization in Erie County is nearly a century old, fueled early on by the desire
of African Americans as well as whites to be close to work or live in low-density
neighborhoods of new houses. Many African Americans settled in the City of Lackawanna,
for example, where they worked in the steel mills. Another cluster of African Americans
migrated to the Town of Lancaster. In the decades after 1940, however, racial discrimination
in the form of restrictive covenants, federal lending policy, and operation of the real estate
market sorted the population by race. As a
result, the suburbs today are largely white
and the City of Buffalo houses almost all the

By 1990 ﬂi‘tly 25 percent ﬂf county’s African Americans and Hispanics.'
 Erie County whites lived in Between 1940 and 1990, Buffalo’s
Bﬂﬁ#&ﬂ,. eﬂrta;?ar:ed to 92 . African American population grew by 468
percent of the Afriean percent, swelling from 17,700 to 100,767
. American Pﬂpumﬂ ' (table 3-4). African American immigration
o omp arab!e ﬁgum far Mm 05 coincided with white outmigration, the latter

in some cases caused by the former.

was ?3 per ce"r L - Buffalo’s white population plummeted from
: - 557,600 in 1940 to 212,296 in 1990, a drop

of 61.9 percent. By 1990, only 25 percent

of Erie County whites lived in Buffalo, compared to 92 percent of the African American

population.

More recently, the Hispanic population has followed a pattern similar to African
Americans. During the 1980s, the number of Hispanics, mostly Puerto Rican, grew from
9,499 to 15,287, an increase of 61 percent. Although not as concentrated as African
Americans, in 1990 73 percent of the Hispanic population lived in the City of Buffalo.

The outcome of these settlement patterns is a sorting of Erie County’s population by
race. As a group, the suburbs are overwhelmingly white (97.3%) compared to the cities
(67.6%). At the municipal scale, racial sorting is quite uniform: each of the county’s suburbs
has over 90 percent white population, with many exceeding 97 percent white.> Racial
segregation by political jurisdiction is a striking reality of Erie County life.

! Although scholars and practitioners are divided over appropriate use of the descriptor "Hispanic,” with
some preferring “Latino/Latina,” the term Hispanic is used in this report to be consistent with the U.S. Bureau
of the Census from whose reporis the data were drawn.

2 The major exceptions are the towns of Collins and Alden, which house correctional facilities. Because of
the disproportionately high level of inmates who are minorities, both towns show relatively high minority
populations. The racial composition of these towns’ nonprison populations mirrors that of other suburban
municipalities in Erie County.
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Table 34
Erie County Demegraphics: Race and Ethnicity, 1990

Total . Percent Percent Percent]__, . Percen
Place Persons | VI  qopy | Black gy |Others T |His Totalq
Erie County 968,532| 832,129  859%| 109,668 11.3%} 26,735  2.8%] 21060 2.2%
Suburbs (OCC): 602,540 386344  97.3%) 6,942  12% 925  15%| 4630 0.8%
Buffalo city 328,123 212208 64.7%| 100,767 30.7%) 15,148  46%| 15287 4.7%
Lackawanna city 20,585) 18,324 89.0%] 1,780  26% 481 23%| 1,003 4.9%
Tonawanda city 17,284 17010  98.4% 40 02%| 234 14% 84 0.5%
[ Alden town 10,363 9,566  92.3% 691 6.7%] 111 1.1% 110 1.1%
Alden village 2,457 2445  99.5% 3 03% 4 02% 10 0.4%
 Amherst town 111,725 103,908  93.0%| 2,967  2.7%| 4.850  43%| 1324 12%
Williamsville, Amherst 5,568 5547  99.6% 7 0.1% 14 03% 46  0.8%
| Aurora town 13,390] 13331 99.6% 21 02% 33 0.3% 45 03%
East Aurora village 6.647 6,596 992% 21 0.3% 30 05% 19  0.3%
Boston town 7,445 7405  99.5% 20 03% 20 03% 39 0.5%
Brant town 2,119 1,987  93.8% 37 17% 95  4.5% 21 1.0%
Famham village 415 394 94.9% 7 17% M 34% 7 L%
WCheektowagawwn 99,300 97,760  984% 994 10%] 546  05% 412 04%
Sloan village 3,830 3,806  99.4% 0 0.0% 24 0.6% 30 0.3%
Depew, Cheektowaga 11,068 10990 99.3% 62 0.6% i6  0.1% 66  0.6%
Williamsville, Cheektowaga 15 15 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Clarence town 20,041 19825  93.9% 60 03%f 156  08%|] 100 0.5%
Colden town 2,899 2,899 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
§Collins town 6,020 4908  81L5% 782 13.0%] 330  5.5% 272" 4.5%
Gowanda village (pt.) 885 862 974% 3 0.3% 20 23% "4 0.5%
Concord town 8,387 8205  98.9% 40 05% 52 0.6% 41 0.5%
Springville village 4,310 4263  93.9% 0 0.9% 7 02% 0 0.0%
Eden town 7416 7372 994% 24 03% 200 03% 25 0.3%
Eima town 10,398[ 10386  99.9% 4 0.0% 8§  0.1% 12 0.1%
Evans town 17478] 17,324 99.1% 65  04% 89  0.5% 190 1.1%
Angola village 2231 2,193 983% §  04% 30 1.3% 2% 1.3%
Grand Island town 17,561} 17050 97.1% 201 Li%| 310 1.8% 53 03%
Hamburg town 53,735| 53,118  98.9% 177 03%] 440  0.8% 639 12%
Hamburg village 104421 10,306  98.7% % 04% 90 0.9% 102 1.0%
Blasdell village 2,900 2,884 99.4% 0 0.0% 16  0.6% 58  20%
Holland town 3,560 3,538 99.4% 0 0.0% 22 0.6% 24 0.7%
Lancaster town 32,1850 31851 99.0% 113 04%] 221 0.7% 97  0.3%
Lancaster village 11,940 11,891  99.6% 0 00% 49 04% 4 04%
Depew, Lancaster 6,605 6479  98.1% 21 0.3%f 105 1.6% 10 0.2%
Marilla town 5250 5245 99.9% 0 0.0% 0.1% 46 0.9%
Newstead town 7440 7,363 99.0% 13 02% 64 0.9% 35 0.5%,
Akron village 2,906 2,820  97.4% 13 0.4% 64  22% 19 0.7%
North Collins town 3,502 3423 977% 9 0.3% 70 2.0% 33 09%
North Collins village 1,335 1204  96.9% 0 0.0% 41 3.1% 22 21%
{Orchard Park town 24611 2408 979% 132 05%] 395 1.6% 325 13%
Orchard Park village 3280 3,170 96.6% 0 00%| 110 3.4% 29 0.9%
Sardinia town 2,667 2662  99.8% 0 0.0% 3 02% 31 12%
Tonawanda town 82464] 86,306  98.0% 543 0.7%)| 1,115 1.4% 528 0.6%
Kenmore village 17,180 16,891  98.3% 76 04%| 213 1.2% 157 0.9%
‘Wales town 2,929 2902 99.1% 3 03% 19 0.6% 6 02%
West Seneca town 47,8511 47404  99.1% 180 04%| 267  0.6% 257 0.5%
Subtotal Towns: 600,747 | 3584412  97.3%) 7081  12%| 9248  15%] 4665 0.8%
Subtotal Villages: 94014| 02855  98.8% 312 03% 847  0.9% 657 0.7%

Notes: (1) Town figures include villages. (2) "Subtotals” do net include Reservations,
(3) "OCC" = Outside Ceatral City. OCC includes all cities, towns, and villages in Erie County except the City of Buffalo.

{4) Persons of Hispanic Origin may be witite or black and are considered as a separate ethnic category.
Source: 1990 U.S, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing



Like race, class has emerged as a dividing line between city and suburban areas,
although the distinctions are slightly less stark. Income, poverty, and unemployment rate data
indicate that the decline of the central city and rise of the suburbs has divided the county’s
population along class lines; higher income groups have left their lower income cohorts in the
central city (table 3-5; map 3-2).

Over one-quarter of all central city
residents (26%) live below the poverty line i CGW Pﬂpufm I;S diwdﬁd

compared to slightly over 5 percent of :
suburbanites. Females in the suburbs are along class iines: ﬂﬂe—quﬂn‘gr

twice as likely to live below the poverty line of City of Euﬁ‘dﬂ residents live
as males, while the percentage of males and - below the poverty Ime compared
females living in poverty in the city is more to only a little over 5 per:cgnt 0 :
evenly divided. Nearly one-fifth (19%) of ;

central city households are on public 2 EHﬁWbammS
assistance, compared to only 4.1 percent of
suburban households.

Three towns, Clarence, Elma, and Grand Isiand, have median household incomes at
least 50 percent higher than the countywide median of $28,500. The highest median incomes
for family households (those including persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption) are
found in the Village of Orchard Park and the towns of Clarence and Amherst. As is
common, non-family households, which include single-person households and households of
non-related persons, have lower median incomes than family households. Five jurisdictions
have non-family median incomes at or below the City of Buffalo: the City of Lackawanna,
the villages of Farnham, Angola, and Gowanda, and the Town of Brant. Further evidence of
pockets of poverty in non-city portions of
Erie County is provided by the fact that
nine of the county’s 44 municipalities have

'SIIH ﬂwm are ‘kscrﬂe FGCREEIS more than 10 percent of their female
lation living i .
of poverty in non-city portions  P*" ation living tn poverty
:af b Co I_}‘, > Eﬁﬁ CRHJ’ m With respect to unemployment, 12

: Eeremi' smaH rural vd!ages | percent of city workers were unemployed

1 : . ~ compared to 5 percent of suburbanites. The
jobless rate among central city males was 13
percent and 10 percent among women. By
contrast, in the suburbs, the male unemployment rate was only 5.4 percent and 4.3 among
females. In essence, "full" employment existed in the suburbs but not in the central city.

Thus, while some trends suggest that the region is becoming more socially and
economically uniform, patterns of race and class reinforce differences between the central city
and outer areas. Race and class differences are not absolute, of course. For example,
African Americans and Hispanics live in most suburban jurisdictions in Erie County. In
addition, a surprising number of suburbanites of all races live below the poverty line.
Nonetheless, the preponderance of evidence points to considerable race and class differences
along the city-suburban divide.
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Table3-5

Erie County Demographics: Income and Poverty, 1990

Median Percent below poverty
Total % of |Houschold % of Cnty| Family | Non-family | Persons Males Females
Name Population Total Income Median | Income Income
Eric County 968,532 100.0%| $28.005 100%; $35,061 $14,151 11.%% 10.0% 13.7%
Suburbs (OCC): 640,409 66.1% - - - - 5.3% 3.2% 6.5%
Buffalo city 328,123 33.9% 18,482 66%| 23,887 11,542 249%  222% 20.1%
Lackawanna city 20,585 2.1% 21,310 76%| 28,261 iL,116 16.7% 142% 189%
Tonawanda city 17,284 1.8% 29,483 105%; 34,372 12,860 6.5% 4.3% 8.5%
Alden town 10,368 11%] 33,621 127%| 39,231 180471 32% 2.5% 3.9%
Alden village 2,457 0.3% 29,600 106%)| 35,878 15,259 5.6% 3.7% 7.5%
Amherst town 111,725 1{1.5% 41,466 148%| 49,777 21,146 5.4% 4.3% 6.3%
Williamsville, Amherst 5,568 0.6%} 33,534 120%)| 45,707 16,163 5.1% 4.2% 5.9%,
Anrora town 13,390 1.4% 37,933 135%| 42,798 18,133 3.9% 2.8% 4.9%
East Aurora village 6,647 0.7%{ 37,062 132%)| 43,565 20,144 10.0% 83% 11.7%
Boston town 7.445 0.8% 39,164 140%| 43,627 20,708 2.8% 1.5% 4.1%
Brant town 2119 0.2%] 27,736 99%| 31,000 11,563 11.5% 82%  146%
Fambham village 415 0.0%} 23,250 83%| 26,528 6,690 3.5% 2.2% 4.7%,
Cheektowaga town 99,300 10.3%) 29,223 104%| 34,469 14,873 49% 33% 6.4%
Depew, Cheektowaga 11,068 1.1%] 32,254 115%)] 35,902 16,124 3.1% 1.6% 4.4%
Sloan village 3,830 04%| 25612 91%} 30,921 12,860 8.9% 8.1% 2.5%
Williamsville, Cheektowaga 15 0.0% 12344 44% NA 12344 NA NA NA]
Clarence town 20,041 21%]| 44,740 160%| 50,385 16,762 35% 3.0% 4.8%
Colden town 2,899 03%| 33,790 121%| 39,187 17,875 6.9% 6.5% 7.2%)
Collins town 6,020 0.6% 26,348 94%| 32321 13,523 10.5% 10.6%  10.4%
Gowanda village (pt.) 885 0.1% 22,083 T9%%| 30,987 11,394 16.6% 10.8% 21.8%
|Concord town 8,387 0.9%| 30,759 110%1 35,314 14,181 5.7% 4.4% 6.9%
Springville village 4,310 0.4%| 29,077 104%; 35,189 14,056 2.0% 2.1% 1.8%
Eden town 7,416 0.8% 35,040 125%] 37,868 14,097 6.0% 47% 7.3%!
Elma town 10,398 1.1% 43,780 156%] 48,335 14,828 2.6% 1.7% 3.6%
FEvans town 17,478 1.8% 31,484 112%} 35,501 12,940 79% 6.1% 9.7%!
Angola village 2,231 0.2% 28,556 102%| 33,147 10,859 127%  16.1%  15.1%
§Grand Islend town 17,561 1.8%; 42,661 152%)| 47,298 21,051 2.8% 2.0% 3.5%
Hamburg town 53,735 55%) 35,066 125%] 40,515 17,508 5.1% 3.5% 6.5%
Hamburg village 10,442 1.1%| 37448 134%| 43,976 18,578 9.5% 83% 10.6%
Blasdell village 2,900 0.3% 24,588 88%] 30,938 16,563 10.0% 83% 11.6%
{Holland town 3,560 0.4%( 31,341 112%| 35,268 12,179 8.4% 7.1% 9.7%
Lancaster town 32,185 33%| 32,767 117%| 38,183 17,145 6.6% 5.1% 8.0%
Lancaster village 11,940 1.2%]| 29,618 106%] 35,704 15,052 5.2% 3.7% 6.5%
Depew, Lancaster 6,605 0.7% 27,416 98%| 33,309 15,458 16.0% 83% 11.7%
Marilla town 5,250 0.5% 35,386 126%] 39,519 20,433 3.4% 2.7% 4.0%
Newstead town 7,440 0.8% 28,355 101%] 34,928 13,889 6.3% 4.4% 8.1%
Akron village 2,906 0.3% 26,613 95%{ 36,033 12,400 7.8% 7.3% 8.2%
North Collins town 3,502 0.4%| 30,269 108%§ 35307 16,205 7.1% 6.0% 8.1%
North Collins village 1,335 0.1% 25,045 89%{ 30,565 14,732 16.7% 142% 18.9%
Orchard Park town 24.611 2.5%) 40,419 144%} 45,619 19,119 3.3% 2.3% 4.3%|
Orchard Park village 3,280 03%[ 41,414 148%} 50,902 16,970 6.6% 4.5% 8.5%!
Sardinia town 2,667 03%| 31,987 114%| 335,500 16,400 6.2% 50% 7.5%
Tonawanda town 82,464 8.5%| 31,078 111%| 36,986 17,701 5.0% 3.6% 6.3%
Kenmore village 17,180 1.8% 30,674 110%| 37.436 16,173 4.4% 32% 5.4%
‘Wales town 2,929 03%| 36,250 129%)| 39,727 24,083 40% 3.9% 4.1%
'West Seneca town 47,851 49%| 34383 123%| 40,236 15,487 3.2% 2.4% 4.0%

‘Source: US Bureau of the Census, Census of . Population and Housing, 1990.

(4) Households = all occupied dwelling units. Family = Households of persons related by birth, marriage or adoption.
Family = Households of persons related by birth, marriage or adoption.
Non-Family = Households of single-persons or groups of unrelated individuals.
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B 0 to $20000, 2 std. deviation below mean  (34)




Family and Household
Paradoxically, as the overall population of Erie County declined over the past two
decades, the number of households increased by 9 percent. This is largely due to major
changes in the composition of the American family. In 1970 over 69 percent of all families
in Erie County were traditional married
couple families; by 1990 this figure had
dropped to 52 percent. Single parent

households accounted for 16 percent of the I 19;0 m,er 65* pere&nf Uf IIH

county’s households, up from 12 percent in ;
1970. Non-family households (those f amilies in Ene Cﬂumy wem

composed of unrelated individuals) - constituted a5 traditional

increased from one-fifth to almost one-third married couple families; by

of all household units and represented the : 15190 ﬁHS fg—urg had dmpped m """
fastest growing household type in the county 52 pere em :
(table 3-6). _ S

Dramatic shifts in household

structure are evident both within and outside the City of Buffalo. Almost the entire decline in

city households is accounted for by the decrease of around 40,000 married couple families.

In the suburbs, while the increase in married couple households slowed almost to a stop (less

than one percent increase between 1970 and 1990), there was a remarkable increase of over

165 percent in non-family households. Single-parent households are increasing in the suburbs

at a rate almost three times that of the central city: between 1970 and 1990, single-parent

households outside the City of Buffalo increased by over 75 percent. Suburban single-parent

households headed by females increased by 76.8 percent between 1970 and 1990, while their
central city counterpart increased by 30.4
percent.

In Ikesuburbs ﬂw numberof Despite these trends, single-parent

T S R households in the central city still comprise
 non-family households twice the proportion of total households

increased over 165 percent | than they do in the suburbs, 24 percent to
between 1 9?0 and 1990. 12 percent, respectively. City-suburban
: Smgjgﬂpargm households are differences are even greater for family
inere asmg m the suburbs EH a leggzeholds (ta!)le 3-7). For example, in
: central city female-headed households
i me almost. tfzr ee mm maf ﬂf comprised 23 percent of all family

fhe centml r:‘tt}’ i ~ households. By 1990, this figure had grown
S to 41 percent. By contrast, in the suburbs

single-parent households had by 1990

increased to 15 percent of all family

households, up from 9.3 percent in 1970.

The implication of these patterns is that the traditional nuclear family, best
characterized by the married couple household, is receding as the dominant household type in
Erie County. Replacing married couples are non-family households which, by 1990, were the
predominant family type in the central city and the fastest growing household type in the
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Table 3 - 6

Household Types in Erie County, City of Buffalo and Suburbs

1970 and 1990

Household Types 1970 % Total 1990 % Total ;:;nggﬁe % Change
Erie County:
Total Households 346,374 160% 376,994 100% 30,620 9%
Married Couple Households 235,597 68% 192,646 51%)| (42,951) -18%
Single Parent Households 41,024 12% 61,326 16% 20,802 51%
Non-Family Households 69,753 20% 122,522 32% 52,769 76%
City of Buffalo:
Total Households 157,951 100% 136,436 100%| (21,515) -14%
Married Couple Households .-86,791 55% 45,287 33%| (41,504) -48%
Single Parent Households 25,717 16% 32,958 24% 7,241 28%
Non-Family Households 45,443 29% 58,191 43% 12,748 28%
Suburbs {QOC):
Total Households 188,423 100% 240,558 100% 52,135 28%
Married Couple Households 148,806 79% 147,359 61% (1,447) -1%
Single Parent Households 15,307 8% 28,868 12% 13,561 89%
Non-Family Households 24,310 13% 64,331 27% 40,021 165%

Note: OCC = Quiside Central City.

Source: US Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing, 1970 and 1990,



Table 3 -7

Family Households by Type

Erie County, City of Buffalo and Suburbs
1970 and 1990

. . 70-90

Family Types 1970 % Total 1990 o Total | gy % Change
Erie County:
All Families 276,621 100%] 254,472 100%| (22,149) -8%
Marrted Couple Families 235,597 85%] 192,646 76%| (42,951) -18%
Single Male-headed Families 8,466 3%| 11,858 5% 3,392 40%
Single Female-headed Families 32,558 12%| 49,968 20%| 17,410 53%
City of Buffalo:
All Families 112,508 100%{ 78,245 100%| (34,263) -30%
Married Couple Families 86,791 77%) 45,287 58%| (41,504) -48%
Single Male-headed Families 4889 4% 5,367 7% 478 10%
Single Female-headed Families 20,828 19%] 27,591 35% 6,763 32%
Suburbs (0CO):
All Families 164,113 100%! 176,227 100%) 12,114 7%
Married Couple Families 148,806 91%| 147,359 84%| (1,447) -1%
Single Male-headed Families 3,577 2% 6,491 4%] 2914 81%
Single Female-headed Families 11,730 T% 22377 13%) 10,647 91%

Source: US Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing, 1970 and 1990.

Note: OCC = Outside Central City.



suburbs. The economically fragile single-
family household is still more dominant in
the central city than in the suburbs, but it is
now growing more rapidly in the suburbs
than in the central city. There is thus a
significant and increasing number of
children throughout the county in families
without both parents. In short, the
distinctions between central city and suburbs
regarding the structure of the household and
the stability of the family type are
increasingly blurred.

Housing Stock

One dimension of Erie County life
that displays significant differences between
city and suburbs is the age of the housing

i?he tradmanaf nuciear faﬂniy,
best characterized

_by the marned mﬂpk : T
household, is receding as the . -
 dominant izousehafd fype m
_ Erie County. Replacmg
married eaup!es are non-, famﬂ'v._
;ﬁousekolds which, by 1990,
were the yredammﬂ famtfy
"-!ype m the ceniral cwy and ﬁse

m rhe suburbs.

stock. Over two-thirds of the residences in the City of Buffalo were built before 1940
compared to only 20 percent of suburban housing. Less than two percent of the housing
stock of the city was built.during the 1980s compared to almost 10 percent of the suburban

housing stock (table 3-8).

Table 3 - 8

- Age of the Housing Stock:
Percent Distribution of Housing by Year Built
Erie County, City of Buffalo, Suburbs, 1990

Place 1939 or 1940-59 1960-79 1980-90
earlier

Erie County 37.8% 31.3% 23.9% 6.7%

City of Buffalo 68.0% 22.7% 7.4% 1.8%

Suburbs 19.0% 36.6% 34.4% 9.9%

Source: 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Population and Housing, 1990,
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Residential Mobility

Patterns of residential relocation indicate that area population has remained highly
mobile. For at least the past three decades slightly more than one-third of the population has
been on the move either from outside the metropolitan area or from one jurisdiction to
another inside the metropolitan area (table 3-9).

Within the City of Buffalo the rate of residential mobility has increased by over five
percentage points over the past three decades. Both the absolute number and proportion of
total City of Buffalo population mobility
that was attributable to inmigration from
Erie County suburbs or from outside the

me mamer wﬂ},} Gver 3:] . county have been increasing. Over 35
- percent of city residents who reported a
percent, ’ﬂf re’ﬁdem mgb{m} _ different residence in 1990 than in 1985
in the suburbs between l935: . were from outside the city compared to 27
- and 1990 was attributed to . percent of persons who reported a different
mwemeﬂr .beﬂt;egn Suburﬁs ﬂr - residence in 1980 than 1975 (table 3-9b).

ﬁ‘ﬂ m ﬂmmde l‘ke coumy Suburban mobility patterns likewise
a&ogm‘ker rather ﬁmn ﬂ' gm tfw challenge conventional wisdom. Over 83
Cuy of Buffaio . percent of residential mobility in the

: ~ suburbs between 1985 and 1990 was
attributed to movement between suburbs or
from outside the county altogether, rather
than from the City of Buffalo. Specifically, in 1970 over 27 percent of all residential
mobility outside the central city could be attributed to outmigration from the central city (a
total of 53,937 persons), compared to only 17.4 percent by 1990 (table 3-9d). Recent new
residency in the suburbs is less likely than in previous decades to originate in the central city.

These trends indicate that the widely held belief that people move from the central city
to the suburbs is less accurate today than in
the past. Indeed, recent data suggest that
people are moving in more diverse, cross-

jurisdictional ways -- with perceptible The conventional notion that =
increases in botp the r:{.te a.l.ld number of people move from the central
people moving in all directions, even as the o i 7 ;

city population continues to decline. Trends city o the suburbs is less :
in residential mobility may be better - aeeurate today than in the pasi.
captured in the notion of a "splintering" S ais S
metropolis, defined less by traditional
patterns of outward mobility than by
diverse, multi-directional trajectories of residency.

47



a. City of Buffalo:

Table3-9

Residential Mobility of Persons 5 Years and Over 1970, 1980, 1990

Place of residence 1970 Percent 1980 Percent 1990 Percent
5 year pror to Census
Total 407,416 334,456 302,579
Same House 250,847 61.6% 192,270 57.5% 169,019 55.9%
Different House 152,323 37.4% 138,747 41.5% 128,203 42.4%
In Buffale 112,362 27.6% 102,649 30.7% 85,462 28.2%
In Erie, outside Buffalo 15,904 3.9% 17,806 5.3% 17,359 5.7%
Outside Erie County 24,057 5.9% 18292 5.5% 25,382 8.4%
| Abroad 4,245 1.0% 3,439 1.0% 5,357 1.8%
b. City of Buffalo:
Persons Living in a Different House 1970-1999
Place of residence 1570 Percent 1050 Percent 1950 Percent
5 year pror to Census
Different House 152,323 100.0% 138,747 100.0% 128,203 100.0%
In Buffalo 112,362 73.8% 102,649 74.0% 85,462 66.7%
Tn Exie, ontside Buffalo - 15,904 10.4% 17,806 12.8% 17,359 13.5%
Qutside Erie County 24057 15.8% 18,292 13.2% 25,382 19.8%
¢. Remainder of Erie Couﬂty 18]
Residential Mobility of Persons 5 Years and Over 1970, 1980, 1990
Place of residence 1970 Percent 1980 Percent 19%0 Percent
S year prer to Census
Total 571,838 613,530 599,302
Same House 368,959 64.5% 400,566 64.8% 390,602 65.2%
Different House 198,242 34.7% 213,457 34.5% 204,494 34.1%
In Buffalo 53,837 9% 44,443 7% 35,545 6%
In Erie, outside Buffalo 106,420 19% 133,008 22% 122,288 20%
Outside Erie County 37,885 7% 36,002 6% 46,661 8%
Abroad 4,637 0.8% 4,507 0.7% 4,206 0.7%)
d. Remainder of Erie County
Persons Living in a Different House 1970-1990
Flace of residence 1970 Percent 1980 Percent 1990 Percent
5 year pror te¢ Census
Different House 198,242 100.0% 213,457 160.0% 204,494 100.0%
In Buffalo 53,937 27.2% 44,445 20.8% 35,545 17.4%
In Erie, outside Buffalo 106,420 53.7% 133,008 62.3% 122,288 59.8%
Qutside Erie County 37,885 12.1% 36,002 16.9% 46,661 22.8%

ote: (1) Erie County, excluding the City of Bufialo.

Source: US Bureau of the Census, Population and Housing, 1970, 1980, 1990.
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Chapter 4

How We Live: Reconciling Places and People

The bridge between where we live and who we are is how we live our everyday lives.
Data on commuting and personal service consumption, including health and entertainment,
suggest that the "jurisdiction of everyday life" extends far beyond the political jurisdiction --
village, town, city, or Native American reservation -- in which one lives. The conclusion is
clear: the people of Erie County, especially those in the cities and near-in suburbs, routinely
cross jurisdictional divides to work, shop, and play. This implies a substantially different
form of urban jurisdiction than that of the conventional descriptors "city" and "suburbs.”

Commuting: The Journey to Work

An important dimension of the day-to-day functioning of metropolitan life is where
people work, particularly with respect to where they live.

In 1990, the City of Buffalo remained the single jurisdiction with the most jobs in the
county. Over 180,000, or nearly 42 percent, of Erie County workers employed within county
boundaries work in the City of Buffalo (table 4-1). City-based jobs are held more by
suburban employees (91,108) than city workers (88,908). Nonetheless, commuting data
reveal a weakening of the traditional role of the central city as metropolitan center of
employment. Although 69.6 percent of City of Buffalo residents who work commute to jobs
in the city, only 29.9 percent of suburban residents who work do so in the central city.
Notably, almost an equal percentage of workers who live in Buffalo, 27.2 percent, commute

to a job outside the city.

The relatively balanced rate of
central city-outside central city commuting
is reflecied in the journey to work patterns
of suburbanites. The largest group of
workers in the county (108,759) live in one
suburban jurisdiction and work in another.
More broadly, the 305,093 workers living
outside the City of Buffalo are relatively
equally split in their journey to work
patterns, with 28.2 percent working in their
home city, town, or village, 35.6 percent
working in a suburban locality other than
their place of residence, and 29.9 percent
working in the City of Buffalo.

There is a relatively balanced
“rate of central city-outside

 central city commuting: 27
percent of city workers
commute 1o suburban jobs,
while 30 percent of suburban
workers commulte to city jobs.
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The county as a whole has thus become an active region of employment and
residence. Workers increasingly cross jurisdiction boundaries to and from work, resulting in
increasingly multi-jurisdictional lives.

Patterns of Entertainment, Shopping and Personal Care

Three aspects of Erie County life--patterns of entertainment, shopping, and health--
serve as an introduction to multi-jurisdictional arrangements. Data from selected institutions
in the region reinforce clear patterns of dispersion and interdependence in Erie County, most
notably in the near-suburbs and the City of Buffalo.

Patterns of Play

Although the City of Buffalo lost a substantial share of population, jobs, and
industries over the past few decades, it has retained many of the region’s major cultural and
entertainment amenities. Live theater, the visual arts, dance, spectator sports, the zoo, and
historical structures are predominantly found in the city. Recent patron, ticketholder,
attendance, and mail-out data for four of
these institutions, the Studio Arena Theater,
the Buffalo Bisons, the Buffalo Sabres, and

Amve pazmns ﬂ?‘ aﬂ.‘endem ﬂf = the Buffalo Zoo, offer evidence of multi-
: E - jurisdictional activity often extending outside
Studio A;e:ia’ BIS{‘JHS Sﬂbres’ - Erie County (maps 4-1 to 4-4).
and Zﬁ'ﬂ ¢ Pﬁlﬂ.ﬁ‘ are more |
Ii?cef} -fo come from QHISIJE Gf The most important trend is that
the C;g; ﬂf Buffagp ﬂmn fmm these f:ity—based arts and entertainment
; wﬁmn . facilities serve the entire region, not merely

; i S city residents. Active patrons or attenders
; : e _ . of Studio Arena, Bisons, Sabres, and zoo

activities more frequently come from
outside of the City of Buffalo than from within. Each institution draws at least 20 percent of
its patrons from a select number of city zip code areas, an even larger number from a few
inner-ring suburban zones, and the remainder from a broader range of less active suburban
and central city areas.
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Map 4-1 Studio Arena Patrons

Studio Arena Patrons in WNY, 1995
By Zipcodes
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Map 4-2  Zoological Society Patrons -

Zoo Patrons in WNY, 1995

By Zip-code : _
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Buffalo Sabres Patrons

Sabres Ticketholders in WNY, 1995
By Zip-Codes g 0 _ ; I
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Map 4-4  Buffalo Bisons Patrons

Bison Ticketholders in WNY, 1995
By Zip-Code

(B 501 to 2500
El 101to 500
26to 100
1 6to 25
™ o0to 5




Patterns of Retail Consumption
Although the central city has retained its hold on many of the region’s key institutions
of arts, sports, and culture, the suburbs
have become the central sites of retail
consumption. There are no major retail

department stores left in the central city and 'wa suburbs ﬁave became éfke
the vacancy rate in Buffalo’s downtown :

shopping areas, the Main Place Mall and central sites of retail
Buffalo Place, is 30 percent. : Cﬁﬂsuﬂ!ﬂmm Incr e'ﬁmgl.}’; W
. people shop in the submhs‘;far
Taking downtown’s place as the cl@tﬁgs’ ﬁ;mﬂurg mjﬂf

preferred place to shop are suburban malls Tian '
and plazas, sites of most prime shopping apr ces, quwy items, Md

space in the county (map 4-5). other per Sﬂnﬂl amenities.
Increasingly, clothes, furniture, major
appliances, luxury items, and other personal
amenities are purchased in these stores.

T S—— Regional retailing can be measured

- Mﬂ St Mm d 6 aiers L :w E la cate d in terms of the two largest items of personal
: - consumption, an automobile and a home.
i or T Ek"ﬂm'ﬂ'd M fk{ SH@W bS - Over the past few years most auto dealers
There are mzty rhree Hew mr - have located in or relocated to the suburbs.
: dgajjgrs mﬂdg ;l‘kg CI!.'}' of The recent departure of Basil Ford leaves
: Bi{ffﬂj S e . only three new car dealers inside Buffalo

- : City limits. The data in map 4-6 suggest
—— - . - that new car shopping places extensive
travel demands on the consumer, who must
travel across the region from one suburban auto dealer to another.

Home sales are a bit more difficult 1o assess. Analysis of total sales for recent years
indicates that the City of Buffalo and Town
of Amherst are the most active markets,
followed by the Town of Cheektowaga (map

4-7). No outlying suburbs or rural areas : .kaﬂ ma}an{}r of home Sa{gg

registered more than 500 house sales :
between 1990 and 1994. A review of - occur in near-in suburbs and

building permits for new units reveals that t&e CL@' _‘-'?f Huffagﬂ,_ :bm new
for the last three years the Town of houses are built almost
Lancaster led the way in new home 'gxg;fusiw;y in the suburbs.

construction, with the towns of Clarence i L
and Hamburg not far behind. The City of — B —————
Buffalo joins the Town of West Seneca near
the bottom in new housing starts for jurisdictions analyzed. In short, the majority of home
sales occur in the inper-ring suburbs and the City of Buffalo, but new houses are built almost
exclusively in the suburbs.
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]
Shopping Malls

Square Footage of Major Malls, WNY
By Zip-code, 1984, 1990, 1992 and 1994
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Map 4-6 New-Car Sales

New Cars Sold in WNY, 1993
By Zip-Code




Map 4-7 Building Permits & Single-family House Sales,
Buffalo and Selected Towns

—

Building Permits, 1990 to 1994
Buffalo and Selected Towns Only
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Single-family House Sales, 1990-1994
In Erie County  (Record Count)

[ 4501107000  (2)
] 3001t0 4500 (1)
] 1501t0 3000  (2)
[] 501t01500  (6)
[} Fewer than 500 (19)




Patterns of Health Services

The locations of health care providers, hospitals, emergency care, and primary care
reveal patterns of centralization in the City of Buffalo with some dispersion in the northern
part of the county. Hospitals and highly specialized services requiring a hospital stay remain
centralized while primary care, diagnostics, long-term therapy, and selected services are
somewhat more spatially dispersed.

Medical doctors provide primary care primarily in the inner-ring suburbs of Erie
County, necessitating client travel within the region (map 4-8). Many doctors have become
increasingly linked together through medical groups and HMOs. Other doctors have relocated
completely from the city to the suburbs or have opened suburban branch offices from which
they operate part of the week. It is not uncommon for a client to travel to two or three
different parts of the county in order to complete a treatment -- moving, for example, from
primary care physician to magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) specialist to hospital to follow-
up therapy.

Reconciling Places and People

Where we live and how we live are different experiences. Increasingly everyday
patierns of life take residents to many places within and outside of Erie County.

For many residents, this means an urban existence quite removed from the political
jurisdiction of their home city or suburb. The routine requirements of shopping for food and
clothing, attending a play, going to a movie, going to a hockey or baseball game, visiting the
doctor, entering a hospital, or buying a car often demand that we leave not only our
neighborhood, but also our city, town, or
village. In fact when data on patterns of
life are superimposed on political and

ZTfu’ munna reqmrements ﬂf demographic data, it is apparent that Erie

: County life is now conducted in what
:ctotkes bfiﬂpp mg, mgﬂda@ r amounts to a "new metropolis” not defined

- movie, visiting the doctor; or or represented by the legal borders of
‘buying a car often demand that - political jurisdictions.

we leave not only our The mismatch between ol .

misma etween places an
HEEgkbﬂrkﬂﬂd, but a}so i {.'H;}?_, . people is not uncommon. It W(Eﬂd be the
town, or ‘i—’lﬂlﬂg Be o - rare enclave that is self-sufficient enough to

..... - sustain itself without ties to adjacent or

more distant jurisdictions. Cross-border
patterns of commuting, shopping, and entertainment are the norm for every metropolitan area
in the United States and elsewhere. Indeed, globalization of the economy and other social
interactions make isolation exceedingly rare and untenable.
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Map 4-8 Certified Primary Care Facilities

Primary Care Facilities in WNY
By Zip-Code
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Because systems of property taxing are jurisdictionally based, the presence of a
mismatch necessarily means that residents of one jurisdiction can use the facilities and
services of another jurisdiction without contributing to their cost through taxes. The cross-
border visitor can enjoy for free many of another community’s offerings, from roads,
sidewalks, and street lights to parks, police,
and emergency services. Provided
jurisdictions are fairly uniform in resources o e ; T
and need, such cross-border privileges are Mz,'srrmfi:‘ is Gf cﬂﬂcem wkgn i
not of significant concern and, except for ST
non-resident fees for use of selected
recreational or other facilities, are rarely
accounted for.

facz!mas or Services or caring

Mismatch is of concern, however, ﬁ??’ m area’s needie st ¥ sxiden

when a jurisdiction bears a disproportionate
burden in providing an area’s cultural i R R A
facilities or services or caring for an area’s

neediest residents. In these instances, the absence of cross-border payments to account for
services received or to support a region’s poor means that some area residents can escape
financial responsibility for a region’s collective responsibilities. In these instances, mismatch
raises questions of equity that regions typically attempt to address.

There are three predominant approaches to addressing a mismatch problem:

e consolidate jurisdictions into regional government, thereby ehmmatlng the
possibility for intra-regional mismatch;

® establish systems of cross-border compensation to account for a mismatch. Such
payments could be tolls, non-resident fees for use of facilities, and other cross-border
payments to equalize area needs and resources; and

® tailor service-area boundaries for different functions to accommodate a mismatch.
Such accommodation could be in the form of special-purpose governments,
“interjurisdictional agreements, and service sharing agreements.

As the service profiles in chapter 8 indicate, patterns of governance in Erie County
display all three approaches to addressing the places-people mismatch. Erie County
government serves as a de facto regional government for the services it provides and charges
for at the county level. (Mismatch remains, of course, for county versus non-county resident
use of facilities.) Many communities have established non-resident fees for specified services
as a means for collecting revenue outside the property taxing mechanisms. There are
numerous special-purpose agencies whose boundaries and revenue raising mechanisms
approximate the entity’s service area. Joint powers and other service sharing agreements are
common between jurisdictions who wish to formally acknowledge joint use of facilities and
services.
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Public debate on issues of
governance in the region often focuses on
whether arrangements to address the people-
place mismatch are effective and, if not,
how to enhance or improve them.

Questions of tax base sharing, the
geopolitical distribution of the area’s
neediest residents and cultural facilities, and
shared responsibility for the central city’s
economy or social fabric are all part of the
public discourse on issues of mismatch,
discussed more fully in later sections of the
report.

: Pubﬁc debate on zssues af
;. gmremance in the region aﬁm

focuses on whether

_arrangements o address tke
. ﬁeﬂple-place mzsmatch are
¢ffective and, if not, how .ﬂv
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Part 11

Framework for Governance in Erie County

Part II provides the historical, legal, and financial framework for
understanding the structure and issues of governance in Erie County.
The focus is on the fundamental rules, notions, and practices of government in
the region as a context for assessing the choices facing the people

and policymakers of Erie County.

Chapter 5 traces the political evolution of Erie County jurisdictions and
identifies three historical themes of consequence: the stability of municipal
borders, longstanding urban-rural rivalries, and the sporadic realization
of regional reform. Chapter 6 outlines the legal rules for local governance
and interjurisdictional collaboration found in the State Constitution
and statutes, and introduces enduring issues associated with state mandates,
home rule powers, and block grants. Chapter 7 reviews trends and practices

in local government finance and analyzes the nature and extent of fiscal

variation berween governments in Erie County.



Chapter 3

Historical Framework

The system of local governance in Erie County is the outcome of decades of
decisions, large and small, that resulted in the particular arrangements we see today. The
story of political evolution in the region has three interrelated themes, each of which has held
and continues to hold great importance for how the local system of governance functions.
These themes are: 1) the longevity and stability of municipal borders in Erie County; 2) the
longstanding rivalry between urban and rural portions of the county in general and the City of
Buffalo and other Erie County jurisdictions in particular; and 3) the recurrence and
achievements of previous attempts at regional reform.

Stability of Political Boundaries in Erie County

City, town, and village boundaries in Erie County have been remarkably stable since
the mid-nineteenth century (table 5-1).

The 42-square mile City of Buffalo has essentially the same boundaries it did in 1853,
putting it in a dubious class with Philadeiphia, Washington DC, San Francisco, St. Louis, St.
Paul, and other cities whose territorial size has not changed in over a century. Town
boundaries are nearly as old: except for minor adjustments, town boundaries are essentially

P R o the same today as they were in 1857, pearly
e e RIS NS A P RN 140 years ago. Despite rapid
Except ﬂ}rmr :%uﬁm@%ﬁ"  suburbanization in the 1920s and again in
_ town boundaries are essentially 10 19505 and 1960s, village borders have
- Iflﬁ' same. fad’ay as me_}* were In ' been fixed for all practical purposes since
}35? ngarjy 140 J;gurs ago, . 1921 when the Village of Orchard Park
Fdlag ¢ arrcm g emmﬁs k ave been becamc-:: Erie County’s last municipal
fixed since 1921. The City of formation.
Bﬂffdfﬂ has v;ﬂuaffy the Sﬂme : The longstanding geopolitical
5 .!’wundmes u‘ d;d m 1) 853 structure of the region has several
e e i implications. The first is the strong sense
E— of municipal identity and fierce resident
loyalty to one’s municipality, especially
among longtime residents. Coupled with New York State’s strong home rule prerogatives,
discussed in the next chapter, ardent localist sentiment provides a particularly challenging
environment for proposals that threaten the character or integrity of local government units.
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Table 5-1

Incorporation Dates of Erie County Municipalities

Incorporation
Town or City Incorporation Date Corresponding Village(s) Date(s)
Aurora 1804 East Aurora 1874
Newstead 1804 Akron 1849
Clarence 1303
Concord 1812 Springyville 1834
Eden 1812
Hamburg 1812 Hamburg, Blasdell 1874; 1893
City of Buifalo 1813-village; 1832-city
Boston 1817
Ambherst 1818 Williamsville 1869
Hoiland 1818
Wales 1818
Erie County (split from Niagara 1821
Co.(est.1808))
Collins 1821 Gowanda 1848
Evans . 1821 Angola - 1873
Sardinia 1821
Alden 1823 Alden 1856
Colden 1827
Lancaster 1833 Lancaster 1849
Tonawanda 1836 Kenmore 1899
Brant 1839 Farnham 1892
Cheeltowaga 1839 Depew;, Sloan 1894; 1896
Orchard Park 1850 Orchard Park 1921
West Seneca (Orig. Seneca; name 1851
change in 1952)
Grand Island 1852
North Coilins 1852 North Coilins 1911
City of Tonawanda 1853 - village; 1903-city
Marilla 13853
Elma 1857
City of Lackawanna 1901

Note: Original town boundaries not necessarily coterminous with current boundaries




A second implication of longstanding boundaries is that many municipalities in the
region have histories that coincide with or predate that of the City of Buffalo. Unlike many
metropolitan regions in which the central
city was the original parent settlement, Erie
g g ey - County has many smaller communities,

Many eawnunmes, mcludmg _ including Springville, Alden, Akron,

i Clarence, Aurora, and Boston, that
,,Sjonngrdleﬁ Afden, Akmn developed early in their own right. Far

Clarence, Aurora, and Bﬂsm ~ from serving as appendages of a large city,

developed early in their own  these communities were independent units
nghr' they have fzzsranes t}im:' te centered around significant farming
coinci de wr.th or pre dﬂte ﬂ! ot t?f enterprises or natural energy resources.

fkf C@ ﬂf Buﬁ ‘do e . A third implication of longstanding
"""" L _ political boundaries is that municipal
borders have not adjusted to a century’s

worth of changes in demographics, settlement patierns, economic restructuring, and
technological advances. For the central city
of Buffalo in particular, the legacy of fixed
borders has been an inability to keep pace
with growth occurring beyond its political & Mum.’c:p al borders i Erie

edge. Unlike many metropolitan areas .
outside New York State, where municipal G{mmy Fuwe not ad;m?md 0

expansion through annexation was a - century’s worth of changes i
commonplace source of municipal vitality, : denwgmpk:cs, settlerment

the City of Buffalo has remained bounded _ Pmem 'f}ﬂﬂﬂﬂmiﬂ = i
by an annexation-resistant necklace of 4 :
suburban jurisdictions. Although the New = rﬁmc -5_'{ aﬁd tep}_zr_mlag:cai
York State Constitution permits municipal - adyances,

annexation, it stipulates that annexations be
approved by residents within the territory to
be annexed. Coupled with strong local attachments to community, legal provisions have long
made annexation extremely unlikely in the region.

These legal and political constraints notwithstanding, for the City of Buffalo one
persistent obstacle to annexation, at least following its controversial annexation of the Village
of Black Rock in 1853,' was the city’s own disinterest in expansion. Several times in the late
1800s and early 1900s the City of Buffalo refused to annex or extend water and sewer
services to fledgling inner-ring suburbs. At the time, Buffalo did not view annexation as a
strategy that was in the interest of city government and taxpayers. As a result of the city’s
refusal to supply water to the major New York Central Railroad locomotive repair shop in the

! The expanding City of Buffalo, which changed its legal status from village to city in 1832, grew
tenfold between the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825 and mid-century in 1850, and continued to
captured the bulk of the region’s population growth throughout the nineteenth century. The annexation
of Black Rock resulted in the current 42-square mile city boundary that was thought at the time to be
sufficiently large to accommodate any future growth.
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Village of Depew in 1892, the railroad developed its own water lines from Woodlawn to the
village enabling it to cventually service other communities along the way. In hindsight,

. seeds far rhz regwn 5

: ﬁagmented anmrgements_far ::_'

wat{zr and sewer se‘rw,ce
dehﬂezy S

Buffalo’s refusal to connect neighboring
suburbs to its utility systems laid the seeds
for the region’s fragmented arrangements
for water and sewer service delivery.

City-Suburban and Urban-Rural Rivalries

The City of Buffalo’s refusal to
extend services to suburban areas also
kindled what by then was already
longstanding rivalry between the city and its
suburban and rural neighbors. Historic

animosities between the City of Buffalo and nearby suburbs go back to at least the early 1820s
when the then-Village of Buffalo won a bitter fight with the Village of Black Rock to be the
western terminus of the Erie Canal. Its subsequent growth, the annexation of Black Rock,

and service disputes into the 1900s fostered
an environment of distrust that hampered
city-suburb collaborations.

In 1937, after several years of
discussion and fiscal distress resulting from
the Great Depression, the Buffalo Common
Council voted 9-6 to detach itself from Erie
County. City officials saw little benefit to
being part of and providing the lion’s share
of funding for Eric County government.
The detachment never occurred, in part

because opponents pointed out that the city’s

70 percent share of county costs was

In 1937 the Buffalo Common
Council voted 9-6 to deftach
itself from Erie County. City

.ﬂ;}‘”wmf.s saw Ittrle berzeﬁt tﬂ

| lion’s E}'mre af ﬁndmg fm’ En€
-Cﬂung: »gavemment '

proportional to contemporary city-county population ratios.

Given this history, it is not surprising that in the 1940s, when the fiscally strapped
City of Buffalo sought assistance from suburban neighbors, it had insufficient claim on
suburban charity to overcome decades of resentment. As noted below, Buffalo did manage in

...........

Cdy»suﬁurban tensmns are ane
 aspect of a broader urban- rural
.~ rivalry that has long
: chamcfenzed relations in Erw
: (‘lﬂum .. :

the postwar period to transfer responsibility
for several services to the county
government, yet even these negotiations
were marked by suspicion and often bad
will. Distrust continues to frustrate some
city-county accords, aggravated by a
standoff over distribution of the "extra 8th
ceni" in sales tax revenue, discussed in
more detail in chapter 7. In recent decades,
city-suburban rivairies have manifested



themselves politically by the failure of any mayor of the City of Buffalo to run successfully
for the post of County Executive.

City-suburban tensions are one aspect of a broader urban-rural rivalry that has long
characterized relations in Erie County. In 1895 and again in 1911 and 1914, local officials
petitioned the state for permission to separate an urban "Buffalo County” from the mostly
rural remainder of Erie County. Had it been approved Buffalo County would have consisted
of the cities of Buffalo, Tonawanda, and Lackawanna, plus the towns of Grand Island,
Topawanda, Amherst, Cheektowaga, and
part of Lancaster, which together comprised
the urban core of the region. The
motivation was fiscal: urban residents and IH 1395 amf agmn in Iﬂﬂ' Md
officials resented the degree to which they 444 7 .
subsidized costly services for rural :

residents, who were thought to pay only a the Sﬁlﬂ,‘ f or Pgmﬁmn o
fraction of their fair share of Erie County separate an urban "Buffalo
Services. County” from the mostly rural

In recent years, intermunicipal
rivalry has centered on competition over a
share of a steadily declining number of new
jobs and economic development opportunities. The institutional fallout of this competition is
the existence of dozens of independent and overlapping public, private, and nonprofit
economic development agencies, a situation described more fully in the Economic
Development service profile in chapter 8.

orem&mder af Ene County.

Regional Reform and Functional Consolidation

A third theme of the evolution of political structure in Erie County is the repeated
attempts at metropolitanization within the region. Proposals for radical restructuring in the
form of metropolitan government or federations have obviously been unsuccessful. What has

occurred, however, is a series of functional
consolidations, resulting in de facto
G Z o - regionalization of several services. These

Aﬁ ear{r p?’ﬂposaf fer . reforms represent incremental adaptations to
i metrﬂpoktan ggpgmmgn; was fixed political borflers within the county.
e 1920 plan o expand e T o e,
o C“.L."’ ﬂf B“.ﬁafﬂ o the Town of consolidations, formation of special-purpose
. Hamburg in the south, the Erie governiments, and intermunicipal agreements
County line in the north, and have satisfied service needs within the
Tmmﬁ Ram in ﬁt-‘i east. Tk e : regioinn, ﬁv;i v;hile municipal borders have
onset of the Depresswﬂ fﬂded rematned fued.
Ifteplan. ..,:.H_:-. - < i 5 5 One of the early proposals for a

form of metropolitan government was the
1929 plan to expand the boundaries of the
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City of Buffalo to encompass all the territory to the Town of Hamburg in the south, the Erie
County line in the north, and Transit Road in the east. Supporters envisioned that the new
200-square mile city, which was to be in place in time for Buffalo’s Centennial celebrations in
1632, would be the world’s largest inland port. The onset of the Great Depression later that
year foiled the plan, which was driven in large measure by the city’s desire to increase its
legal bonding capacity to pay for large-scale public improvements desperately needed to serve
growing residential and commercial populations.

Proposals for metropolitan

government surfaced several times in ~_
subsequent decades in response to Like my Mﬁ op 9kmn Wm

accelerated suburban growth and increasing in f}le 1940s. tkm th 19 6”‘51
city fiscal stress. Like many Erie County considered and
metropolitan areas in the 1940s through  rejected metropolitan

1960s, Erie County considered and rejected government.

metropolitan government. Unlike some R
metropolitan areas, however, including St.
Louis, Pittsburgh, and Cleveland, in Erie
County no proposal for metropolitan government ever proceeded far enough to require a vote.
The only single-purpose service consolidation to reach the ballot box was the unsuccessful
1968 referendum to form a countywide police department, which was approved by city voters
but resoundingly defeated in the suburbs.

Despite defeat of metropolitan government proposals, however, Erie County has had
considerable service-level regionalization at the county or larger scale, as indicated in the
decade-by-decade overview of countywide (or larger) assumption of services in table 5-2.

There have been several motivations for service regionalization. For many services,
regionalization resulted from mutually beneficial municipal to county transfers, primarily from
the City of Buffalo to Erie County. These functional transfers include social welfare services,
Meyer Memorial Hospital (now Erie County Medical Center), Buffalo Airport, several parks,
central police services, municipal libraries, the Botanical Gardens, and greater funding
responsibility for region-serving cultural
facilities including the Buffalo Zoo (later
privatized), Albright-Knox Art Museum,

i Remanakzatw:z kas resuite d Buffalo Museum of Science, Buffalo and
e Erie County Historical Society, the Buffalo
----- S Philharmonic Orchestra, and others. The

mumc.gpa! fﬂ cauﬂ@" o ansfers, City of Buffalo and Erie County are
"new" services being assigned =~ currently considering several more service
o the county, ar:d public ~ transfers, including responsibility for

Bennett Beach, the convention center,
services to the disabled and seniors, and
possibly some city parks.

: ;rakeaver af pmrare prawders

Regionalization has been the result of "new" services being assigned from the start to
the county menu of responsibilities. Among these services are mental health, environmental
services, pollution control, and regional economic development.
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A third type of regionalization was takeover of private responsibilities, which
occurred with state assumption of transit services from the bankrupt Niagara Transit Company

in the early 1960s.

Table 5-2

Service Regionalization by Decade, Erie County

'éﬁéﬁa&'tr:.::::..z i

 Regionalized Services

1930s social welfare; Meyer Memorial Hospital

(now ECMC)

1940s probation; public health; Angola Beach

| 1950s

libraries; airport

1960s transit (takeover from private

corporations)

1970s central police services; regionwide cost
sharing for cultural facilities (zoo,
Albright-Knox Art Gallery, Buffalo
Museum of Science, Buffalo and Erie
County Historical Society, philharmonic
orchestra); "new services": mental health;
environmental conservation, seniors

services

1980s Botanical Gardens, Grover Cleveland
Golf Course, countywide industrial

development

1990s pending: convention center; services for
the disabled; senior transit services;
Bennett Beach; some Buffalo City parks

Not all services proposed for
regionwide provision since the 1930s have
resulted in functional consolidations,
however. Besides the unsuccessful police
consolidation, the postwar period saw the
defeat of proposals to regionalize at the
county level public works, highways, parks,
weights and measures, and Broadway
Market. A recent proposal to consolidate
vital statistics functions, which are currently
performed by individual municipalities, was
once again defeated, just as such proposals

 public works, highways; par
 weights and measures,

The pastwar perwd saw the

sz:sncs.

defeat of proposals to :
regionalize (at the county level

Broadway Market, and v;mi :
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,,,,,,,,, Wi have been since first proposed by area
officials in the late 1960s, nearly 30 years

......... ago.
! mems s:ngvﬁ‘e or aummatw. °
Most face opposition. and they The key message is that service
~aften require protracted ;_ _ consolidations, although not uncommon, are
i negﬂn ﬂROHS b mm-; qffecfed by no means simple. Most face oppf)sition

and often require protracted negotiations
between affected parties. For example, the
establishment of the Buffalo and Erie
County Library system, a federation of
formerly independent municipal libraries, required seven years of negotiations between 1947
and 1954.

. Fames.

In short, the evolution of governance in Erie County tells a story of regional
adaptation and accommodation amidst rigid political boundaries, persistent intergovernmental
rivalries, and strong allegiance to local communities. As later chapters make clear, these
forces continue to influence contemporary intergovernmental relations and reforms.
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Chapter 6

Legal Framework

The legal framework within which governmental units exist, provide public services,
and interrelate with other governments is fundamental to the nature and utility of governance
in the region.

The 45 general-purpose local governments within Erie County are the units most
commonly perceived by the public to be "local governments," not only in the formal legal
sense but also in the sense of community identification and loyalty. In addition, the 78
special-purpose units of Erie County (29 school districts, 49 independent special districts)
have distinct governmental powers and administrative structures. Some of these independent
units cross the borders of general-purpose governments.

The often cited figure of "one ; i L
thousand governments” within Erie County T?wleg&l structure of local

is a number that includes not only these s Rt e e
general- and special-purpose governments, g9 ”Emmgﬂf.” ﬁlndamem

but also many hundreds of special  the nature and utility of
improvement districts. Although properly _ governance in the region.
perceived as limited-purpose entities, these o hpeiitin i
units do not support an independent
structure of administration or personnel.
Rather, they are dependent taxing districts governed and administered by municipal
governments. From a legal standpoint, dependent districts generally exist "on paper” for the
purpose of allocating capital and/or operating costs of lighting, street construction, water and
sewer functions, and other public services.

Unlike some other states, there are no "unincorporated” areas of New York lying
outside of municipal boundaries. With the exception of Native American reservations, all
property lies within a formal or incorporated county and within a formal city or town.
Properties located within towns may, but need not, also lie within villages.

All units of government, both general- and special-purpose, operate within a complex
framework of law and tradition in New York State which has evolved over the past two
hundred years and is continuing to evolve today. This framework affects not only the
structure and services of each governmental unit, but also the critically important relationships
among those units and the potential for new relationships.

The State of New York has established specific constitutional and statutory procedures
for the creation and dissolution of governmental units and for annexation or change of
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boundaries of such units within the state.

nde | - These requirements are not entirely uniform
'I pendenr I!mwetc‘purp gsg - and, to some extent, reflect certain historical
: units are ﬂﬁaﬂ-y I’ke gfﬂwﬁ! o anomalies as general-purpose local
~areaof lo cal g ﬂ"?emmﬂﬂf m . governments evolved throughout the state.

wa Yﬁrk Sﬁm;_ e
: e Limited-purpose units of
government, clearly the growth area of local
government in New York State, also have a
diverse history and status under New York law. For example, while school districts,
industrial development agencies, urban renewal agencies, and public benefit corporations
require an act of the State Legislature to be created, most special districts may be created by
act of a town or county. Of particular importance is the structure of fiscal responsibilities and
restraints on limited-purpose units promulgated in the State Constitution and statutes. Such
legally based fiscal implications, including impact upon credit rating and debt limit, are of
great significance not only to the limited-purpose unit but to the general-purpose locality or
localities involved.

Constitutional Foundations for Local Government

There are numerous statutory and regulatory provisions in state law pertaining to the
role of localities in the total scheme of governance. The foundation, however, of the legal
framework in which local governments must function is the Constitution of New York State.

Although there are many provisions

of importance to localities throughout the = o g el pg gl L
Constitution, including the fiscal framework me b asis “"f I"mj gavemmem .

contained in Article 8, the basis of local , Hgkts Md "r:esponszbdmes IS

government rights and responsibilities is
found in Article 9. Often referred to as the -Ruie # mze of. rke New York
"Home Rule" article of the Constitution, :

these provisions, as amended in 1963, make :Smm Cﬂﬂmnﬂn
a deliberate effort to broaden the scope of
discretionary authority of local governments
and to achieve a greater level of parity among general-purpose units with respect to
constitutional capacity in local lawmaking. As discussed below, the important question in the
1990s is whether this constitutional effort in support of local discretion has practical meaning
and vitality in the face of extraordinarily tough fiscal dilemmas for many counties and
municipalities.

The notion of home rule is fundamentat to an understanding of rights and
responsibilities of localities, particularly because of the evolution of state supremacy in the
State of New York. That is, with the state playing an exceedingly active, aggressive role in
governance, the role of municipalities could easily get lost if not deliberately carved out in the
Constitution and, indeed, consciously protected by the governor and state legislators. Many
local officials argue persuasively that the rights and responsibilities of municipalities are, as a
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practical matter, more tied to annual state
budget policy and day-to-day actions of
elected state officials than to more lofty
constitutional precepts. The tension
between notions of home rule and state
supremacy has been and remains a genuine
crucible in the effort to achieve an effective
and efficient representative republic.

Among other things, Article 9
grants to general-purpose local governments
the power to adopt or amend local laws, by
action of an elected legislative body, which
relate to their "property, affairs or
government” and which are not inconsistent

 With the state playing an
-exceedingly active, aggressive

_:mumc:pnkms could easr.ly get
lost if not deliberately carved
out in the Constitution and,
indeed, consciously protected b

role in governance, the role of

the governor and state
iegzsfatars

with the State Constitution or general law. Moreover, further sections provide for the power
of the locality to act on certain subjects not directly related to its property, affairs, or

government.

An additional purpose of Article 9 is to provide for alternative forms of county
government and to authorize each county to choose between charter and non-charter models.

Issues relating to collection and
 distribution. of revenues hawe
largely dominated political .
discourse in most Junsdzr;nans '
'mmugfmut ﬁze stam Sales :ax

Options pertaining to both administrative
management and legislative functions are
included. Like most large counties, Erie
County has opted for a charter model,
including elected County Executive and
Legislature. The former Board of
Supervisors was replaced with the new
County Legislature on January 1, 1968.

The Constitution also provides
authority to localities to raise revenues.
The ability to impose taxes and fees and to
borrow is fundamental to the existence and
operation of local government. Issues
relating to collection and distribution of
revenues have, indeed, largely dominated

political discourse in most jurisdictions throughout the state. Sales tax policy in Erie County
is a distinctive and disturbing example. Similarly, authority for spending of those funds is,
within certain parameters, granted by the Constltutlon to general-purpose governments and, in

some cases, to limited-purpose units.

As outlined below, Articles 8 and 9 of the Constitution also contain express granis of
authority to local governments to collaborate through formal and informal joint agreements in
the provision of public services. If the frontier of effective and efficient governance is better
coordination among governmental units, this authority and the flexibility granted pursuant to it

is of enormous significance.
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W As local officials often State, the

.Amle 9 ex/pressiy SMIES fkﬂf - goal is to make the State of New York a

. helpful partner with municipalities rather
_ ﬂze ﬂﬂg}m me’ers prmleg*es than an obnoxious big brother. Article 9 is

intended to serve not only as a source of
authority for local governments, but also as
: a protection against improper invasion by
o the state into local affairs. It represents a
5§P ’m@ﬂnﬂ” ﬁgﬂmﬂt ImpF 0pf! e willful statement of the home rule principle
invasion by the state into. faml which motivated the 1963 amendments.

: :aﬁmrs and pl’;wﬂfﬁ& . Indeed, Article 9 expressly states that the

: G "rights, powers, privileges and immunities
granted to local governments by this article
shall be liberally construed.”

This provision is of particular interest because of the legal doctrine known as Dillon’s
Rule," originating from a nineteenth century jurist. Adopted by many state courts, though not
New York’s, Dillon’s Rule asserts the supreme sovereignty of the state as the basic source of
authority for local government and rejects free exercise of powers by a locality. Home rule,
by contrast, affirms basic autonomy and powers to local government unless expressly denied
or limited by a state.

The effectiveness of Article 9 is frequently and vehemently
questioned. Local government flexibility relies more often upon the level of commitment, as
expressed through legislation and annual budgets of the governor and state legislators, than to
local prerogative. The constitutional notion
and protection of home rule is of little
comfort or interest to those counties and

dilemma at least partially driven by state : £
mandates and budgetary policy. Indeed, the kﬂme nde IS ﬁf hﬁk Eﬂmf ‘"T oF

Comptroller of the City of Buffalo recently ?-.mfemﬁ to those counties fmd

questioned whether the city can continue to mumczpalmes fﬁcfﬁé' msalwncy
exist as a viable unit of government.  — a dilemma at least paﬂmﬂy
This gap between constitutional : :dr;vgu by ﬁfm‘e dﬂm’g and

provision and practical application is fertile ﬂudgﬂw Pf’ﬁ@
ground for a possible Constitutional @

Convention in New York State in the next
several years.

Statutory and Administrative Framework
It 1s essential as well to consider the statutory framework that plays a vital role in

establishing the place of local government within New York State and the role of localities
with regard to service delivery. This framework includes statutes that are, by their title,
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obviously and directly applicable to localities. These include, for example: Municipal Home
Rule Law, Statute of Local Governments, General Municipal Law, County Law, City Law,
Town Law, and Village Law. Some of these laws, found in the Consolidated Laws of New
York State, are in fact mandated by the Constitution and have the purpose of adding
specificity and strength to the general grant of authority in Article 9.

Other titles within the state’s statutes, however, may be applicable to local
governments because of the area of substantive jurisdiction. A few of many examples are
Health Law, Environmental Conservation
Law, and Election Law. The breadth of
statutory law pertaining to rights and

responsibilities of localities is enormous; the mg bmm ﬂfﬂtﬂl‘ufﬂl}' Taow

need to be familiar with this array
represents a major expenditure of time and ; p ermmmg 10 n:git ts and

money by every locality in the state. f G@ﬂﬁﬂf}dmes ﬂf tocafmes s

-----

Similarly, administrative regulations ';; fmfhar Wﬁh ﬂ;w arm;};

promulgated by agencies of the state :
government have an increasingly profound o resents a majﬂr er endin

impact upon local governments and ﬂ-f rsme &Hd money by 3 VW}’
taxpayers. For example, even within a -bbﬂﬁt}‘ in a‘}ze state o
substantive area such as land use law, B
historically reserved primarily to local
governments, SEQRA (Stare Environmental
Quality Review Act) regulations directly influence day-to-day actions of municipalities. Many
local representatives cite regulatory rules established by state agencies as more burdensome
and costly to local taxpayers than the
statutes passed by elected state officials.

.t. Mmy Iﬂca{ representm‘;gs. Qﬁe State statutes and reglllatiOIlS also

direct some regional entities directly

o mgu M&f}’ m{es e‘gmzﬁkffi ?),}' _ involved in governance and service delivery

- State agencies as more ' inthe area. For example, the Niagara

: jhurdemme and cﬁsﬂy to local Frontier Transportation Authority, discussed
taxpayers than ﬂ‘w Smiufefs in detail in chapter 8, exists pursuant to

state appointment. Two other regional
entities established in state law, the
Horizons Waterfront Commission and
Western New York Economic Development Corporation, were recently terminated by the new
administration in Albany.

: pmwd. by iloted stato o fficials. state law and is staffed largely pursuant to

Mandates and Service Delivery

Although the State of New York acts as the direct provider of public services in many
areas, its primary role in service delivery, as articulated by the State Legislative Commission
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on State-Local Relations, is to act as "architect in designing the legal structure necessary to
allow, encourage or, if necessary, mandate local governments to provide service to their
constituents.”

This last category of state mandates, both state and federal, that has been the focus of
enormous attention and concern during the 1980s and 90s in New York State. Mandates are
viewed by localities as unnecessary directions driving up costs to municipalities and taxpayers
and often ill-suited to actual local issues and challenges. The principal concern is that these
mandates are infrequently accompanied by
the state funding to pay for them and that,
consequently, the cost burden inevitably

| Mmmﬁ are v:ewe‘d by o : falls upon the local property tax base.
itﬂmlmes as unnecess&r}' :

At the county level of government,

directions dnﬂﬁg HP ‘393&5” 303 | clearly the most visible and controversial
;mmczpa{m&s and raxpayers- : - example is the series of Medicaid mandates
and gﬁgn ill-suited to actual - issued by the state but paid for, in large

part, by county property taxpayers.
According to county officials, mandated
_—_ social services costs now account for over
70 percent of the Erie County budget. In
recent years, a series of proposals, initiated locally and in Albany, have focused upon
reducing the burden of the Medicaid mandates and/or shifting the costs of such programs
entirely to the state level of government.
The Medicaid dilemma is frequently cited to
illustrate the point that constitutional "home

rule” protections ring hollow in the face of - Accardmg to county gfﬁcmis
overwhelming costs mandated upon the  mandated social services costs

local wsues mfd ckal.!enges

county.
now account for over 70
At the municipal level, a series of percent of fke Eﬂ& Cau}zt}? ........ i
environmental mandates provide a typical 'budgﬂ ik e :

syndrome to which local officials take
strong exception. As an illustration, in the
1970s, many localities responded to sewage
treatment requirements by building large wastewater treatment plants designed to meet the
water quality standards promulgated by the state and federal governments. At the time, the
state promised reimbursement to localities of one-third of the ongoing operation and
maintenance costs of such facilities. By the late 1970s and early 80s, the state began to back
off this program of "o and m" reimbursement and systematically reduced the reimbursement
percentage culminating in full elimination of state appropriation by the end of the decade.
Recent requirements for source separation and recycling of municipal solid waste provide
another example of environmentally-based state mandates upon localities.

A variety of remedial or mitigating steps have been proposed at the state level to
lessen the mandate dilemma while improving the system of service delivery. Indeed, at both
the state and federal levels of government, the 1994 election has given increased attention and
momentum to proposals dictating that all new mandates upon lower governmental levels must
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T —__be funded by the level issuing the mandate.

| m g 19? 4 ¢le ctmn fl as gw oh The theory Is not only that such a step
. would be fair and would create a more
__-mcr msed ﬂﬂemn and o ': ~ equitable relationship among governments,
‘momentum o pﬂ?pﬂiﬂfs ~~ but also that if the level issuing a mandate

xdmmfmg ;fMg aj{ Hew: mdg;gg must pay for it, such mandates will become

i-upﬂn IGWET ggv mm Eewifs fewer and more narrow in scope. T:hat is,
the state and federal governments will

must b‘-*’ ﬁmdgd bf ﬁw E'?Wf  presumably be more careful in issuing
: ~  mandates if they, and not lower levels of
government, must bear the cost burden of
those mandates.

Recent months have also seen an increased emphasis on the “block grant” model of
state and federal funding for localities. This model is d351gned to offer greater ﬂex1b111ty and
discretion to states and localities in the use e

of state and federal aid. Critics argue, i BIbEE"G?dHIS‘ grem er

however, that longstanding governmental ) '
programs and policy priorities could be ﬁmbtkty ‘m‘i mﬁcmnﬂ” ta?

scuttled in the process. The proposed block  States and localities? Or a Wﬁ
grant model provides the context for to scuitle lon g-smndm g

important public deliberation of issues of ernm e rograms d
state and federal mandates and the structure g&;; ntaI F! ;ig : ‘m
of federalism in our country. The nature P9 ﬂ’ p ”ﬂws
and extent of public services are at the

center of this inevitable debate.

Other remedial steps designed to improve the quality and efficiency of services range
from dramatic revisions to the structure of governance by creation or dissolution of
municipalities to more limited measures such as transfer of functions, transfer of costs,
increased private contracting, and greater use of cooperative arrangements in service delivery.

Collaborative Arrangements Among Local Governments

Of special significance to this report is the clear legal authority for local governments
in New York State to collaborate in the provision of public services. Considerable flexibility
is provided to local governments for such collaborations. Both the State Constitution (Articles
8 and 9) and General Municipal Law (Section 5-G) deal directly with the opportunity for joint
agreements among local governments. Such opportunity extends to virtually any function or
service that a single local government is authorized to provide separately.

A specific listing of areas appropriate for governmental agreements is provided in the
General Municipal Law, but there is apparently no limitation implied by the listing. In fact, a
wide breadth of both formal and informal collaborations among municipalities has already
evolved in this region and throughout New York State. The service profiles in chapter 8
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outline many current examples of

B ﬂfh fh e SI RI ¢ C‘an SMH an d collaborative arrangements among
municipalities, including mutual aid

 General. Mxmmspai Law de‘d L agreements in fire and road services,
 directly with the opportunity for ~  village-town relationships on police, sewer,
jﬁiHI agfeﬁm&rﬁs ﬂmoﬂg jg.cd 2 and other public services, district-wide

sharing of library resources, and transfer of
services or functions from one level of
government to another.

governments. Indeed, such
goppamm fxli&nds m wmmﬂy

. sy;gfe urm‘ cauld pfﬂi’;dﬂ Agreements and potential

: 15 . agreements for new collaborations are

3S€FHMI}’ viewed by many officials and taxpayers as a
primary vehicle for improved quality and
efficiency of the service delivery system
within existing legal structures of governance. The information and analysis in this report
outline many of the existing and potential agreements designed to serve this critically
important purpose.

From the state perspective, a more I,

deliberate and effective structure of oy gyl

L e - New c&l!&bﬂmtmns are viewed
incentives, including fiscal incentives, that :

encourages collaborations among by many officials and taxpayers -
municipalities is one of the frontiers of as a primary vehicle for
state-local relations. improved quality and efﬁc:ency ;

of the sService dﬂizve srem
Although the legal structure within f ry S}'

which local governments function is SRR e (P
fundamental to the nature and value of those

governments and also provides the context for themes and trends of governance in the region,
the structure itself is not the primary battleground of governmental reform and efficiency in
the 1990s. Rather, the compelling question is whether the state and localities, working
together, can successfully utilize the legal framework that currently exists as the basis for
purposeful, useful improvement in the delivery of public services to residents and taxpayers.
It is possible this question will be pursued not only in the day-to-day, evolving relationship
between the state and local governments, but perhaps in the context of the potential
Constitutional Convention that will be considered in New York State within the next few
years.
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Chapter 7
Financial Framework

In theory, financing local government is a straightforward process. Based upon input
from residents and businesses (through, for example, local elections, public hearings, and
opinion polls), government decides the type of services to provide, in what amounts, and at
what level of quality. Through research and budget proceedings, the government estimates
the total cost to provide these services, typically for a year or two at a time. Government
also estimates the cost of long-term projects,
such as road building, construction of a
health clinic, or repayment of an

: In .; ﬁ'ifﬂry ﬁﬂ ancm g IO c aI i ~ outstanding loan (the amount of which is
3 : gov ernm E nt i s a .5‘1'1" ﬂgw s rw ar d . fixed by an advance capital cost estimate).
~ process. In pr actice itis’ To meet resident and business
- anyrkmg but Sl?’azgfltfﬂrward needs, government must raise sufficient

revenues to fund the total cost of the
services demanded. Common revenue
sources include various taxes, grants,
borrowed monies, leases, interest on investments, and fees paid by residents and nonresidents
who use certain public facilities and services. Based on past experience and current trends,
government estimates how much revenue it can expect to raise from each source and
establishes a budget that mixes current revenue and borrowing.

Because property tax levies are,
especially in recent years, a particularly
unpopular revenue source, government

typically seeks as much revenue as possible Beméis&' pmperiy tax fey,ies- am’

from non-property tax sources. After
estimating how much revenue it can oop emaﬂy in recent i ears, o

reasonably raise from non-tax sources, .fpamculm' Iy unpapu!ar revenue
government determines how much it must source, governrent @plﬂﬂll}’
raise from local property taxes to make up seeks as much revenue as

the shortfall between non-property tax
revenues and total cost of services. Given
its tax base (the total assessed value of
property within jurisdiction boundaries),
government then determines a tax rate,
typically expressed in dollars and cents per $1,000 of assessed value, that will guarantee
sufficient revenues to fund services.

possible from non-pr 0}13:1}’ tay
saurces
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In practice, of course, financing
local government is anything but

M&H}‘ rgs:demfs aﬂd raxpa J-" ETS straightforward. Over the past several

expeet gﬂvemmﬁm‘ to "mm decades, changes in economic conditions,
ar even IHCI‘EHEE sewme ________ federal and state legislation, and resident
.gu@w and qua!igy gpgn a;; - attitudes toward government and various
t}wy cﬂnm.butﬁ mg‘ e . funding sources have increased the

complexity and difficulty of local
government budgeting. Federal and state
governments have sharply reduced the
amount of aid provided to localities, while at the same time increasing their mandated service
responsibilities. Persons who have fallen on hard times need a wider range and higher level
of public services than ever before. Many residents and taxpayers expect government to
maintain service quantity and quality even as they contribute less.

Exacerbating the challenge of financing local governance in Erie County are five
factors beyond the control of the region’s governments. First is the restructuring of the
regional economy in response to shifts in
national and global economic forces, which
has left many local jurisdictions, particularly
those with an industrial heritage, with it Exw:erbatmg the Gh ﬂﬂenge ﬂf

lagging tax bases to offset the costof @ ~ =
services. A second factor affecting local ﬁnauw g Iﬂcﬂl g overnarce m

government finance is inter-regional Erie Cﬂm{l’ are ﬁ"e fﬂﬂtﬂ”
population shifts within the United States, in  beyond the control of the
particular from the "frostbelt” to the  region’s governments:

"sunbelt," as peo;_)le and firmg move in economic restructuring, inter-
response to perceived economic e e b e S R e
opportunities and higher quality of life. A 2 mgwm pOPuman Sf“ff% .

third factor is profound change in the demogmphw Ehlﬁﬁ‘,

region’s demographic composition, attended Subufbaﬂxmn, cmd ' mﬂfgdgtgg,
by necessary assistance to the unemployed
and chronically underemployed, the elderly,
and other groups. Fourth, for older cities
and inner suburbs, intra-regional movement of population and employment from the
traditional urban core to the less-dense, newer surrounding suburban and rural towns has put
differentially greater pressure on the finances of some locales. Finally, there are the
controversial "mandates™ imposed on local governments by federal and state governments
without the funding to effectively carry out these mandates.

In communities where government is unable to meet increased demands for service,
businesses, industries, and residents often emigrate to other communities or regions. Net out-
migration reduces the community’s tax base, prompting tax rate increases, more out-
migration, still higher tax rates, still more out-migration, and so forth in a downward spiral of
decline. In turn, decline shakes the confidence of the financial community on which
communities depend for favorable bond ratings and loans. Financiers may raise the rate at
which the Jocality can borrow and may back away from investing in the community, thereby
hastening and intensifying decline.
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T . - T —_ Most Erie County communities face
i ey '--f i these fiscal challenges. In response,

-_{m rﬁp{m‘w Iﬂ'ﬁ Scﬂgﬂmﬁ i governments have four choices: increase
-_gové‘ﬁtmﬁhfs k“}’e faur ckﬂwﬁ;‘ . revenues, reduce services, borrow money,

._.IH{;‘J‘EES‘E revenues, reduce ?i: - or achieve efficiencies. Fiscal stress renders
‘ ggrp;cggdr 5917-0};: mmey’ Qr f - two of these, borrowing and increasing
5 ﬂ EEH oy e E_ﬂiﬂ en ﬂ ES ~ revenues, especially through taxes,

particularly problematic. As a result,
service reductions and an urgent search for
efficiencies increasingly dominate staff and

council agendas.

Financing Local Government

The expenditure budget for every local general-purpose government is comprised of
three distinctive components: (1) the operations and maintenance (O&M) budget, which
covers all routine day-to-day costs; (2) the annual capital budget, which covers construction
costs of all new facilities plus acquisition of expensive, long-lived equipment; and (3) the debt
service component of the capital budget, which escrows a share of annual revenues in order to
cover completed capital construction projects bonded in prior years.

Local governments in the region vary in how they allocate revenues to these budget
categories, as indicated by the percentage figures in table 7-1. The largest share of municipal
revenues, around 80 percent on average, goes to current operations, although actual
percentages ranged in 1992 from 61 percent in the Town of Newstead to nearly 99 percent in
the Town of North Collins.

The wide range stems in part from
the fact that in any single year a jurisdiction
may incur large capital expenditures, either

planned or unplanned, that will necessarily : Tke !argest Shﬂrﬁ ﬂf mumcxpa!

decrease the percentage share allocated to '
current operations. This phenomenon is _budg ets around 80 pe ercent on

apparent in the Erie County case: during average, goes o current
the year analyzed the Town of Newstead ﬂpemﬂﬂn‘& s
devoted nearly 38 percent of its budget to
capital expenditures, followed by the Town
of Boston with nearly 34 percent. Capital
expenditures in these and similar towns in prior or subsequent years may have been quite low.
In a similar vein, the budget share for capital spending in low capital expenditure towns such
as North Collins and Sardinia may have been high in prior years. Snapshots of capital
expenditures thus require careful interpretation.
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Table 7 -1
Capital Budgets, Debt Service, and O&M Budgets
Erie County Municipalities, Year Ended December 31, 1992

EXPENDITURES ($000)
CAPITAL & EQUIPT. DEBT SERVICE CURRENT OPERATIONS TOTAL
PLACE Amount % of Total Amount % of Total Amount % of Total Amount
ERIE County $27251.6 2.8% $54.783.3 5.7% $830.924.2 91.5% $962.959.1
BUFFALO City 54,3273 15.2% 22,1738 6.2% 281,707.5 78.6% 358.208.6
LACKAWANNA City 547.2 37% 1.830.8 12.4% 124396 84.0% [4.817.6
TONAWANDA City 7,252.3 11.0% 574.8 0.9% 58.071.8 88.1% 65.898.9
Subtotal: Cities 362,126.8 14.2% 324,579.4 5.6% $352,218.9 80.2% $438,925.1
AKRON Village 3215 11.5% 90.6 3.2% 2,3773 852% 2,7894
ALDEN Village 1350 9.8% 174.5 12.6% 1,074.7 77.6% 1.384.2
ANGOLA Village 247.6 16.0% 145.0 2.3% 1,159.5 74.7% 1,552.1
BLASDELL Village 41.3 22% 163.0 8.7% [,678.6 89.1% 1,8829
DEPEW Village 4272 53% 524.5 6.5% 7,069.0 88.1% 8.020.7
EAST AURORA Village 1,203 .4 18.8% 568.2 8.9% 4.626.9 72.3% 6.398.5
FARNHAM Village 149 9.5% 7.7 4.9% 1346 85.6% 1572
GOWANDA Village 2835 11.2% 538.4 21.2% 1,712.2 67.6% 2.534.]
HAMBURG Village 451.0 8.5% 208.1 3.9% 4,628.6 87.5% 5.287.7
KENMORE Village 1,080.3 12.2% 779.6 8.83% 7.019.2 79.1% 8.879.1
LANCASTER Village 372.7 6.8% 979.1 17.9% 4.132.1 75.3% 5.483.9
NORTH COLLINS Village 86.8 14.3% 639 10.5% 4575 75.2% 608.2
ORCHARD PARK Village 412.6 28.4% 4.1 0.3% 1.036.4 71.3% 1.453.1
SLOAN Village 78.3 2.4% 0.0 0.0% §54.9 91.6% 933.2
SPRINGVILLE Village 463.5 11.4% 3935 9.7% 32109 78.9% 4,067.9
WILLIAMSVILLE Village 416.5 12.4% 362.2 10.8% 2,568.5 76.7% 3.347.2
Subtotal: Villages $6,036.1 11.0% 35,002.4 %1% $43,740.9 79.8% $54,779.4
ALDEN Town 171.5 6.6% 471.9 18.1% 1,964.1 75.3% 2,607.5
AMHERST Town 40773 5.0% 10,732.5 13.2% 66,3857 81.8% 81.195.5
AURQORA Town 210.9 6.2% 150.0 4.4% 3.020.6 89.3% 33815
BOSTON Town 1,156.9 33.6% 87.8 2.6% 2,194.9 63.8% 3,439.6
BRANT Town 68.9 7.8% 45.5 5.2% 766.2 87.0% 880.6
CHEEKTOWAGA Town 3,179.7 7.2% 4,119.7 9.3% 37.102.1 83.6% 44,401.5
CLARENCE Town 1.038.3 11.8% 1.057.1 12.0% 6.733.6 76.3% 8.829.0
COLDEN Town 898 11.3% 00 . 0.0% 705.4 88.7% 795.2
COLLINS Town 68.7 5.4% 154 1.2% 1.187.5 93.4% 1.271.6
CONCORD Town 88.6 6.5% 0.0 0.0% 1.277.3 93,5% 1.365.9
EDEN TFown 122.5 4.3% 153.8 6.0% 22782 89.2% 2.554.5
ELMA Town 25938 7.4% 9.5 0.3% 3,255.5 92.4% 3,524.8
EVANS Town 2,110.2 20.6% 1,1143 10.9% 7,037.6 68.6% 10,262.1
GRAND ISLAND Town 633.6 5.7% 1,766.2 16.0% 8,621.2 78.2% 11,021.0
HAMBURG Town 5,063.7 15.2% 2,187.0 8.3% 19,133.9 72.5% 26,384.6
HOLLAND Town 162.8 13.6% 179.2 15.0% 851.8 71.4% i,193.8
LANCASTER Town 510.7 5.1% 853.2 8.6% 8.579.0 86.3% 99429
MARILLA Town 102.6 10.1% 62.1 6.1% 848.4 83.7% 1.013.1
NEWSTEAD Town 903.6 37.6% 434 1.8% 1,453.6 60.6% 2.400.6
NORTH COLLINS Town 0.6 0.1% 9.9 1.3% 746.3 98.6% 756.8
ORCHARD PARK Town 346.5 3.3% i.480.0 14.2% 8.578.0 82.4% 10.404.5
SARDINIA Town 159 2.4% 0.0 0.0% 643.8 97.6% 639.7
TONAWANDA Town 83953 15.2% 34959 6.3% 43.234.0 78.4% 55,1252
WALES Town 475 8.9% 0.0 0.0% 485.5 91.1% 533.0
WEST SENECA Town 4,097.1 17.5% 1.815.9 7.8% 17.471.1 74.7% 233841
Subtotal: Towns $32,923.0 10.7% $29,850.3 92.7% £244,555.3 79.6% $307,328.6

Source: NYS Office of the Comptroiler; Special Report on Municipal Affairs, 1992




Finally, although constitutionally imposed debt limits might lead one to expect that
debt service would be a fairly uniform fraction of annual local expenditure budgets, actual
annual debt service expenditures vary widely across Erie County. Debt service in the
county’s three cities, for example, ranges from around 1 percent in the City of Tonawanda to
12.4 percent in the City of Lackawanna.

xxxxxxxxxxx = Certain constraints apply to local

i governments’ budget-making process. By
i .E}' Sfaﬁe’ mw mc&l budgﬁs must state law, local budgets must be balanced.

bf bﬂlﬂﬂﬂed and are Subgﬂﬂt to In addition, local budgets are subject to
- cans:uutwrmt tmng limits and  constitutional taxing limits and debt limits
___dgb,j j;m vehich restrict their which restrict their borrowing for capital

projects. In recent years, there has been a
notable rise in the number of dependent
assessment districts for purposes such as
street lighting or sewers. Chief among the
advantages of these districts is that they are not subject to municipal tax limits and thus
provide a convenient mechanism to circumvent politically unpopular property tax increases or
limits on borrowing.?

ﬁa{mwmg: fm_f__.cgpml projects.

Operations & Maintenance Budgets

Local governments in Erie County raise revenues for operations and maintenance
from a combination of sources:

®  real property taxes (plus special fees, fines, and other charges associated with the
taxation of real property);

®  local licensing and fee revenue, including building permits, birth and death
certificates, marriage licenses, inspections, and user charges;

® an 8 percent county sales tax authorized by special act of the state legislature. Half of
this tax is retained by the state, one-eighth is retained by Erie County, and the
remaining three-eighths is shared among local governments, school districts, and
county agencies according to a complex distribution formula;

®  state aid (or reimbursement) for expenses other than public schools (which are
budgeted and funded according to a separate state school aid formula); and

e federal aid (or reimbursement) for entitlement programs such as Medicare and
Medicaid, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, and Home Relief. While only

2 Since the 1950s sewer debt has been specifically excluded from constitutional debt limits. More
broadly, localities can get any revenue-funded project excluded from the comptroller’s limit on county-
based bond debt.
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the county receives entitlement program funds, cities, towns, villages, and the county
receive other forms of federal aid.

Historically, local property taxes accounted for the majority of municipal revenues.
For most communities, this share has declined steadily over the last several decades as
intergovernmental aid, sales and income
taxes, and fees proved more politically
palatable. Elected officials now resist

raising revenues via taxes, favoring less “? Ef&ﬁtﬁd ﬂfﬁm rﬁm Iﬂ:ﬂ?ﬂ,

collective forms of revenue, such as fees
and sales taxes, that more closely relate f aWMg IESS EGHEC{WE Jorms of

payers to beneficiaries. This trend is of revenue, such. a5 fees and sales
concern in that fees and sales taxes are ':EII.'IL'&‘S that more CIQSEI_}J relate
regressive, that is, they require the poor to : pgj;grs fﬂ‘ ﬁgﬂfﬁcmm _5" mg
pay proportionately higher amounts of trend is. Qf conicern becaiise i
income than the rich. B e G
Such sources are regressive.
Data for 1992 compiled by the New = = el L
York State Comptroller on local government
revenues by jurisdiction are shown in tabie 7-2. Excluded from the table is state aid to local

school districts; only in exceptional cases are school district boundaries coterminous with
municipal boundaries.

The state comptroller reports that annual operations and maintenance expenditures for
the 45 general-purpose governments in the region (including Erie County) totalled
approximately $1.6 billion in 1992. Of this sum, $470 million, or 29 percent, is raised in
local property taxes. Local property tax tends to be the largest single component of local

revenues, although there are exceptions.
The City of Buffalo receives more in state
= = aid than it raises locally. Local property
; Aﬂnuaf apamnans ‘md - taxes once comprised a significantly larger
il .- fraction of local budgets, but that has
L - changed since the 1930s as federal and state
i me 45 g EHE?'&I .I’WPGSE { ' transfers have been mandated for public
i gov&mmerus in the region  health, welfare, housing, education, and
(mgudmg Erie Cgmg_gﬁ totalled other costly functions.

pr mﬂmme{}, ’ﬂ‘ 6 bﬂf;ﬂ % Iﬂ. The largest revenue component for
1992. ﬂf Ikm m $47H : ~ Erie County is federal and state

mdktm, or 29 ,percenr IS mﬁ*ed . reimbursement for public assistance and
in Ioca{ p;p gpgn}: mxgg_ © . Medicaid. The second and third largest are
: e .. two general revenue components of the
budget, property tax and sales tax. Other
revenue components are much smaller,

9%
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Distribution of the proceeds from the 8 cents per dollar sales tax has become highly
controversial, partly because of the fiscal stress felt throughout the entire region and partly
because the sales tax is so sizeable. Under the present agreement New York State retains 4
cents per dollar. Of the remaining 4 cents per dollar returned by the state for local
redistribution, Erie County retains 1 cent. The remaining 3 cents per dollar are split by
formula: Erie County has a 35% share, local school districts have a 29% share, cities share
just over 10%, and cities, towns, and villages split the remaining 26 percent. For 1994, this
distribution amounted to over $350 million, as follows:

1994 Sales Tax Distribution
Erie County Local Share
(4 cents of total 8 cents per dollar sales tax levy)

Entity Share Amount (000)
County of Erie 1 cent assessment $ 89,024
share of remaining 3 cents:
County of Erie (.353055) 94,390
School Districts (.290000) 77,532
Cities (.100087) 26,758
Cities, Towns, Villages (.256858) 68,671
Total $356,375

The history of the sales tax controversy is instructive. Under state law, the state
levies a sales tax (currently 4 cents per dollar) and permits both counties and cities to impose
their own sales taxes. Cities are limited by law to a 1 cent per dollar sales tax rate, but they
may opt to have counties collect their tax if a county tax is being levied. The City of Buffalo
chose to do this. Erie County historically gave back to its cities, towns, and villages a higher
percentage than was true of other urban counties in the state.

The cities in Erie County negotiated
a favorable agreement with the county some

years ago when the sales tax agreement was Tk & :P?'ﬁi;‘.‘l‘ﬂf' S ale Sm.x.' disp:ute is

renewed. The cities argued that since the e eamIIEE
largest volume of the most lucrative sales over disposition of the last 1

took place within their borders, they should ~ ¢cent per dollar sales tax
receive a larger share of the sales tax than - collected by Erie County. The
should the outlying towns. During the early fssu e, which remai Er b

1980s Erie County faced an unprecedented : 5
budget shortfall and was obliged to add ; '”T”"‘?-Sg”‘i"?df 5.a bellwetker ﬂ
another 1 cent to the then-7 cents per dollar = CHY-county ﬁwﬂf it elations.

sales tax. The present sales tax dispute is
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sales tax. The present sales tax dispute is over disposition of the last 1 cent per dollar sales
tax collected by Erie County.

The tax issue, which remains unresolved, is a bellwether of city-county fiscal
relations. Some argue that the cities of Buffalo, Lackawanna, and Tonawanda should split the
whole of the additional 1 cent per dollar sales tax since the tax was generated for decades
primarily from purchases made inside the borders of these most densely developed portions of
the region. Others contend that the cities should receive the same tax distribution deal as they
have enjoyed in the past, their basic 1 cent per dollar plus a share of the additional 1 cent
already divided among county, school districts, cities, towns, and villages.

County officials indicate that public assistance and Medicaid costs have risen faster in
each of the last four years than have sales tax revenues. Officials argue that there is a
disproportionately high number of welfare recipients in the cities and that the county must
have the revenues from the additional 1 cent per dollar to meet the needs of residents who
are, in the main, city dwellers. They further argue that most of the enterprises that generate
significant sales tax revenue (industries, major department stores, auto and major appliance
dealerships) are no longer located inside the cities but in the suburbs. Thus, the argument
that the cities made for their own benefit in the 1950s is now used to their disadvantage.

Capital Budgets

Local governments must also secure revenues to fund the substantial cost of acquiring
capital equipment or constructing major physical facilities, such as schools, roads, and
bridges. Erie County and its constituent municipalities develop and manage capital budgets
for these purposes. Aithough capital budgets are approved annually, they are based upon
fong-term capital programs, typically six to ten years in length.

Capital budgets are determined once

Un de r N 1‘3}}’ Yark SI ﬂl‘ e mw D borrowing has been authqrized, either by
i voter approval of a bond issue or by

C{IHHIIES ﬁm MI munw;pai;nm, legislative approval of a bond resolution.

may issue revenue bonds. TG Bonds are of two types: general obligation
circumvent ;}&g con Hram; : bonds, backed by the full faith and credit of
m tm_'l’ mum ap mg : cremfe the government that issues them; and

revenue bonds, which are tied to projects
pubkc autkonﬂes, ka M ;fe that, upon completion, generate a revenue

T‘EW?ME bﬂﬂdmg Cﬂpdﬁlfffy ~ stream used to retire bond debt. Under
e . New York State law, counties, but not
municipalities, may issue revenue bonds.
Municipalities may issue tax increment

financing bonds,’ which are rarely used. To circumvent this legal constraint, many

* Under tax increment financing (TIF) localities designate an area as a TIF district, thereby
freezing taxes at a given level on properties within the district. TIF bonds are then issued and their
proceeds pay for public improvements needed to induce private investment in the district. For the term
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municipalities create public authorities, which have revenue bonding capability. This, in part,
explains the proliferation in recent years of public benefit corporations.

Bond purchasers are granted a claim upon the taxing authority of the issuing
jurisdiction, which can encumber the jurisdiction’s operations. Typically, local governments
set aside a portion of annual revenues in bond accounts accruing interest to repay the notes
when they come due. Bonds are issued for varied periods, with short-term notes repayable in
1-3 years, medium~term bonds, 5-10 years, and long-term bonds longer than 10 years.

Historically, local governments funded capital projects by issuing general obligation
bonds. In recent years revenue bonds have become much more common and popular at the
county level. One reason for this is that general obligation bonds pledge a jurisdiction’s "full

faith and credit” to retire the bond, a
promise that implies service reductions or
tax increases should the jurisdiction be
unable to repay the debt. Another reason is
that general obligation bonds can require
voter approval. By contrast, revenue bonds
pledge revenues raised from the associated
facility or project and do not require voter
approval. Not surprisingly, local officials
and citizens tend to prefer revenue bonds, a
preference reflected in the rapid growth of
revenue bond debt.

Erie County government’s capital
budget is larger and more complex than that

Jacility or project and do not

Revgnue ‘bonds pledge ,nm

raised from the associated

require voter approval. Not. . .
surprisingly, local officials anc
citizens tend to prefer revenu

bonds over general obligation

- bonds, which pledge a
: ;msdwu_ﬂn s ‘lfull fmt& and

r:redw i

of any other unit of local government in the
area. The county’s capital budget and 6-
year capital program include federal
Community Development Block Grant funds, dedicated sewer funds, a fund for capital grants
to localities, and a capital projects fund.

Municipalities develop capital budgets based upon property taxes, anticipated federal
and state aid, and grants from Erie County. A significant amount of capital budgeting is also
done through school districts and other special-purpose governments.

Issues of Local Government Finance

Analysis of local government financial data raises four key issues: degree of economic
dependency, the extent of intergovernmental transfers, differential tax burdens, and the
fallibility of per household expenditure comparisons.

of the TIF bonds, the amount of the tax increment generated by the new land use above the old frozen
rate is held in an interest-bearing account to repay bondholders.
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1. Degree of Dependency

The larger local government units rely to a greater extent on federal and state aid than
do smaller towns and villages, which tend to rely more upon locally generated resources
(table 7-2). The City of Buffalo, for
example, receives $65 million, or 23
percent, of its total revemues in non-school ™ T U

state aid, while the Town of Holland b Dependency isa douﬁ!eaadged

receives only 7 percent, or $81,800. 5
Dependency, or receiving monies from ‘”Swgrd' mare ﬁtﬂdﬂ f or nee{fed

higher-level governments, is a double-edged services, but also more exposure Gl
sword: on the one hand, the jurisdiction lothe fundmg vagaries and
receives much needed funds for services; on po licy deman 4?15 of k!gh er-lev ¢ f
the other it is more exposed to the funding & gﬂvem I‘S

vagaries and policy demands of the higher- : ”M” s
level government.

The relative financial independence of outlying towns and villages is interpreted by
some as an indication of an enviable spirit of self-reliance. Others point out that the more
financially dependent cities have a disproportionately large share of the poor, the elderly, the
unskilled, and the chronically unemployed concentrated within their borders. These
jurisdictions have suffered most from deindustrialization, which has eroded their tax bases to
the point where they can no longer cover the cost of services required by residents. Such
communpities receive relatively higher levels of compensatory assistance from the state and
federal governments to supplement local property taxes. In the comparison cited above,
Buffalo is attempting to meet the needs of a diverse community of 328,000, whereas
Holland’s population, which is more homogeneous, totals 3,560.

Even when population sizes are similar, residents’ needs may be vastly different. For
example, the City of Lackawanna and the Town of Clarence both serve about 20,000 local
residents. Lackawanna receives $170,000 per year in federal aid, while Clarence receives
only a limited amount of federal community development block grant funds. The Town of
Clarence, however, has no public housing projects located within its boundaries and four
times fewer persons living below the poverty level compared to Lackawanna.

The data in table 7-2 challenge the
conventional wisdom that large cities alone

: + feed at the federal and state troughs. The
Tfte dm ﬁkaﬂeng ¢ Ikﬁ - data reveal that some of the outlying rural
Cﬂmmmmaj wisdom that Iarge : .' towns such as Marilla, Wales, and Sardinia
cities alone feed at the federal also show high ratios of external aid
and state fmughs Meany 5 5 . compared to local revenues. Moreover, the
ouﬂymg mm; IGW?I s have k:gfz Town of Amberst and the Villages of

Gowanda, Kenmore, Orchard Park, Sloan,
 ratios of exter ”“I aidto local 4 williamsville join the cities of the

""" }"EVEHHES« aa] - :“i'f. region in receiving at least 25 cents of state
: o G ~ and federal revenue for every tax dollar
-} l'aised Iocally.
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At the opposite end of the spectrum, the Towns of Alden, Evans, North Collins, and
West Seneca join the Villages of Alden, Angola, Blasdell, Depew, and Springville in
receiving less than a dime of external support for every local tax dollar raised.

In short, there is a range of economic dependency that only to a very general degree
fits stereotypical patterns of dependent cities and self-sufficient suburbs and rural towns.
Indeed, one of the most significant observations that can be made about patterns of economic
dependency is that no local jurisdiction produces services for its residents without some
assistance from higher levels of government.

2. Intergovernmental Transfers

A second dimension of local government finance is the extent to which iocal
governments financially interact with one another. A major source of local revenue is income
earned through various contracts and agreements between governments. In 1992, revenue to
local governments from other local governments totalled $26 million, a sum equal to over 80
percent of the value of federal aid to cities in the region.

Ordinarily, transfer payments for utility

services such as water and sewer account fxzfergov emm EIHGI ﬁﬂ ﬂ?! CHII

for a large percentage of intergovernmental

transfers. However, evidence of transfers are common. Nine
intergovernmental cooperation is in fact . mﬂagﬁrs share the: cost of fi

more robusi. Nine villages share fire ] prafemgn semﬂes e;_g}et fowns 5
protection services, exchanging nearly a - share pubkc safe@ costs;

million dollars per year among them. .
Nearly the same amount is exghanged ;anﬂﬂwr EIGWH rawns Share fhe_;_-;.
among 11 local towns for snow removal ' !GOSFS ﬂf snaw ?‘Emﬂ‘ll'ﬂi SEWHJ‘ES*
services. Eight towns account for a quarter e
of a million dollars a year in shared public
safety costs. Shared services agreements
range across a wide spectrum of other services, from solid waste and transportation to data
processing and dog control.

3. Differential Tax Burdens: Can Places Be Compared?

A third local government finance issue concerns the differential tax burden faced by
residents across and within different municipalities in Erie County.

Table 7-3 has been labelled, "Is There a Differential Tax Burden?" for a reason. Like
the data sometimes reported in the popular media, the numbers appear to indicate that
residents in the more densely developed and heavily settled places pay higher taxes for
residential properties of identical assessed value. The range of variability on properties with
the same assessment is as high as 127 percent, which implies vast differences across
municipalities in the bundle of services provided.
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Table 7-3

Is There A Differential Tax Burden?
Residential Property Tax Burden, by Jurisdiction, 1993
Hypothetical $100,000 Home

Municipal County Total tax Total taxes Equalization Total equalized
Name tax rate (%) | tax rate (%) | rate (%) on $100.000 rate (%) taxes on $100.000
property property
Erie County (Average) 4.90 11.24 16.15 $1.614.73 90.94 $1.468.41
Cities (Average) 11.52 9.44 20.96 2096.21 94.04 1971.28
Suburbs (Average) 4.42 11.37 13.80 1579.32 90.71 1432.79
Buffalo city 17.88 11.20 20.08 2907.56 T4.74 2173.11
Lackawanna city 4.60 8.44 13.04 1303.69 104.53 1363.01
Tonawanda city 12.09 8.69 20.77 2077.38 102.83 2136.17
Alden town 2.06 10.22 12.28 1228.27 83.07 1044.89
Alden village 242 10.22 12.64 1264.49 85.07 1075.70
Amherst town 3.84 9.65 15.49 [1548.96 86.12 1333.96
Williamsville village 6.07 9.65 15.72 1372.39 86.12 1354.14
Aurora town 333 9.93 13.26 1325.80 83.85 1111.68
East Aurora village 2.00 9.93 11.93 1193.30 83.83 1000.58
Boston town 2.65 9.52 12.17 1216.65 89.63 1090.48
Brant town 4.45 7.11 11.56 1156.40 119.42 1380.97
Farnham village 3.03 7.11 10.14 1013.75 119.42 1210.62
Cheektowaga town 8.06 10.80 18.86 1886.20 80.06 1510.09
Sloan village 8.06 10.80 18.86 [886.20 80.06 1510.09
Depew village 7.30 10.80| 18.10 1810.00 80.06 1449.09
Clarence town 2.52 .08 11.60 1160.10 90.80 f1033.37
Colden town 3.89 9.60 13.49 1348.85 87.39 1181.46
Collins town 390 8.40 12.30 1230.00 10173 1251.53
Gowanda village (pt.) 3.81 8.40 12.21 1221.00 101.75 124237
Concord town 4.80 10.00 14.80 1480.00 84.54 1251.19
Springville village 1.80 10.00 11.80 1180.00 84.54 997.57
Eden town 6.27 10.48 16.75 167536 80.74 1352.69
Elma town 3.77 94.13 97.90 9789.50 8.90 87126 *
Evans town 7.90 7.86 15.76 1575.70 108.74 1713.42
Angola village 3.78 7.86 11.64 1163.60 108.74 1263.30
Grand Istand town 3.60 10.74 14.34 1433.80 80.74 [157.63
Hamburg town 6.00 192 13.92 1391.90 105.98 1475. 14
Hamburg village 2.65 7.92 10.57 1037.00 105.93 1120.21
Blasdell village 2.65 7.92 10.57 HI37.00 105.98 1120.21
Holland town 4.18 7.20 11.38 1138.00 120.77 1374.36
Lancaster town 4.79 7.80 12.39 1259.00 107.87 1358.08
Lancaster village 2.64 7.80 10.44 1043.60 107.87 1125.75
Marilla town 5.00 9.16 14.16 1416.00 90.08 1275.53
Newstead town 2.31 10.80 13.11 1311.00 78.38 1030.18
Akron village 1.92 10.80 12.72 1271.80 78.58 999.38
North Collins town 7.98 10.59 18.57 1856.88 80.78 1499.99
North Collins viliage 5.18 10.59 15.77 1576.80 80.78 1273.74
Orchard Park town 3.00 8.33 13.33 1332.90 99.30 1323.57
Orchard Park village 4.36 8.33 12.89 1289.00 99.30 1279.98
Sardinia rown 232 7.56 9.88 988.10 110.31 1089.97
Tonawanda town 6.17 [0.61 16.78 [678.00 §1.92 1374.62
Kenmore village 3.21 10.61 13.82 1382.00 81.92 1132.13
Wales town 1.40 9.74 1114 1E14.00 85.69 954.59
West Seneca town 11.99 10.38 2237 2237.00 79.88 1786.92

* Elma has no general town tax, the 5.77% rate in the municipal tax rate column is for the town highway
tax only. Eima collects its taxes on property through special district taxes.
Source: Erie County. Department of Budget, Management & Finance. 1992 Annual Report



In fact, the data in table 7-3 are problematic. Because localities have considerable
latitude in selecting the quantities and quality of services, costs are likely to vary widely. An
example of non-comparability is that financial data for the City of Buffalo include school
district finances, but data for other municipalities, which have independent school districts, do
not. The amount of ratable industrial and commercially developed land in each jurisdiction
also varies widely. Tax equalization rates published annually for all local jurisdictions
compare only those service delivery costs financed by the property tax.

In the great majority of cases the tax burden is smaller for villages than for their
surrounding town or nearby cities, although there are a few exceptions (namely the villages of
Alden, Williamsville, and Sloan). One reason is that the scope or quantity of public services
within a village is typically smaller than that of its surrounding town. Another is that village
governments are more likely to share services and equipment or to contract with other
governments in order to reduce overhead costs, thereby reducing ratepayer burden.

An additional factor affecting comparisons of tax burdens is the presence of school
districts and dependent assessment districts. Every household in the county is associated with
one or more special-purpose entity that
levies taxes over and above municipal and
county taxes. Depending on the number

Far numemug reasﬁﬂs, and_ type of special-_purpose enFitieg, within
- which 4 household is located, it will have

SHHp kmc 74 msemm {}f Iﬂﬂd some additional tax burden, ranging from
..mx_ bﬁ? deﬂs for c&mpﬂf‘ tIﬂPE . negligible to quite substantial.
purposes are wrtuaﬂy
- m{;anmg{ggg _ e Given these factors, simplistic

presentations of local tax burdens for
comparative purposes are virtually
meaningless. To illustrate this point,
consider a sample of four residential locations in different parts of the Town of Amherst
(table 7-4 and map 7-1). Assume that at each location is a hypothetical residential property
assessed at $100,000. Because each property is served by separate and unique service
districts, four ratepayers pay four different tax bills, despite owning homes of equal value in
the same jurisdiction. Although general town and county taxes are identical at $1,562,
variations due to school and other district taxes yield tax burdens that range from $4,246 to
$5,128. Stated differently, it is possible to observe as much as a 20 percent variation in
property tax burden on homes of equal value inside the same town. Simplistic comparisons of
tax burdens across municipal boundaries cannot capture these important distinctions between
places.
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Table 7 - 4
Comparative Tax Burdens: Town of Amherst

Tax Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4

Total Valuation $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Percent School Tax 1.50% 2.23% 1.97% 2.49%
School Tax $1,496.00 $2,226.00 $1,973.00 $2,485.00
General Town $417.09 $417.09 $417.09 $417.09
Highway 179.41 179.41 179.40 179.41
County 220.48 220.48 220.48 220.48
Library 83.42 88.42 88.42 §8.42
State Mandate 656.51 656.51 656.51 656.51
TOTAL $1,561.92 $1,561.91] $1,561.91 $1,561.91
Speci istrict Taxes

Fire Protection $198.11 $124.21 $141.64 $160.36

Light District 115.54 28.12 291.36 87.21

Central Alarm 24.13 14.24 16.23 19.23

Water District 19.19 3.58 5.87

Water District 26.98 6.85 20.00

Water District 161.96

Garbage District 326.62 192.11 216.37 259.88

Sanitary Trnk Sewer 138.86 106.84 119.74 443,49

Sanitary Trnk Sewer 267.99 28941 474 .40

Sanitary Trnk Sewer 6.30

Storm Water Drain 64.81 271.90 65.18 110.73

Storm Water Drain 66.42
TOTAL Special District $1,188.54 $1,265.64 $1,350.80 $1,080.90
TOTAL TAX $4,246.46 $5,053.55 $4,885.70 $5,127.81

Source: Town of Amherst Taxes and Assessments 1995




Residential Locations for Comparative Tax Burden Analysis

Map 7-1 Town of Amherst

N. Campus Blvd.

Maple Rd.

{‘ N. Bailey Ave./

/" Village of Williamsville




4. Per Houschold Expenditures

The final issue of local government finance is interpretation of per household
expenditure data. As localities make decisions about their expenditure budgets, frequently
they face tradeoffs between quality and cost. Voters and their elected officials are keenly
aware of how much quality they are prepared to insist upon and what price they are willing to
pay. To interpret a locality’s high per capita or per household cost as evidence of economic
inefficiency of its government may mask taxpayers’ commitment to quality with respect (o
public services. Similarly, low per capita cost of government services may have less to do
with putative efficiency in service delivery
than it does with service deficiencies. As
with tax burdens, comparative judgments
that use per capita expenditures to assess
which local governments are most efficient
run a serious risk of mismeasurement.

- ecmwmzc snejﬁaenc may
To illustrate this point, consider the  mask taxpayers’ m;nmﬂ HE,
data in table 7-5, which show 1992 : quafu}r with res;;eﬂt it
expenditures for parks and recreation " services.
services for selected municipalities. The
data indicate a wide range in per household
costs for total parks and recreation spending
and separately for parks and recreation expenditures. One might speculate on the reasons
why the Town of Clarence spends over $125 per person on park facilities while the Town of
Amberst spends $24 per person. Facility
size? Construction date? Number or type
P R of facilities? Similarly, why might the
- Why migfl?f' one j!tﬁStﬁEIﬁm Town (}f Alden spend _$24 per person for
spe nd more per person than recreation when the City of Tonawand.a
i - spends only $9 per person? Fewer private
' u:mather on parks and r. ecremn - options and therefore greater demand?

_ services? Facility size? ..~ More highly trained or paid personnel?
Construction date? Number or
type of fax:dzﬂes ? Fewer private

There are numerous plausible
answers to such questions. It may be that

'ﬂpﬂﬂns? Gr eater demandf’ : residents of these jurisdictions have very
. More highly trained or paid . different demands for parks and recreation
. personnel? There are - services and convince their elected officials

to allocate funds accordingly. Alternatively,
demand for parks and recreation services
may be identical across jurisdictions, but
localities make different arrangements for
provision: some may contract for services with private or other public agencies, while others
produce services in-house. Perhaps large per household costs in one year signal a one-time
major expenditure in order to start a new program or complete maintenance that had been
deferred on a recreation facility. Or it may be that one locality is indeed wasteful while
another is frugal in its parks and recreation operations.

- numerous plausible reasons.
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Drawing inferences from per household expenditure data is risky business. Even
more risky, given the variety of reasons for per capita spending differentials, is drawing
inferences from comparative spending data across jurisdictions. One simply cannot tell from
per capita spending alone whether a jurisdiction spends "too much” or "too little" on a
service.

These observations make clear how

difficult it is to understand contours of the D P : i
. . . : WL Fron -PpEer
tax and services landscape in this and other | ng inferences fro 2

metropolitan regions. The historic absence fzausehﬂld expenditure data
of regionwide systems of local government risky business.

financing in the United States has resulted in i

a tableau of fiscal responsibility in
metropolitan areas that is as uneven as the
distribution of poverty or economic development.

The actual variability in the finance costs of local public services is an outgrowth of
the unusually large range of choices available to local governments in arranging for and
delivering those services. One must evaluate with care assertions about the financial status of
area municipalities.
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Part 111

Patterns of Service Delivery in Erie County

Part Il focuses on service defivery, often the most visible of the public
sector’s tasks. Whether governments provide a service, how often, how well,
and at what cost are daily concerns of residents and businesses. Indeed, how a
community resolves service delivery issues has enormous influence on quality of life

and, by extension, on the political fortunes of elected and appointed officials.

Chapter 8 first provides an overview of three commonly misunderstood concepts
of service delivery: service efficiency, level of centralization, and
degree of privatization or nonprofitization. It then discusses the concept
of a regional continuum, which provides a useful framework for assessing service
delivery arrangements. Subsequent service profiles summarize service delivery
arrangements for 16 common public services: planning, economic development,
transportation, roads, housing, water, sewer, solid waste, fire protection,
emergency medical services, police, courts, social services, health, libraries,
and parks and recreation. Each profile outlines the structure of governance
for the service, the evolution of that structure, financial considerations of

service delivery, and key issues of governance for regional deliberation.



Chapter 8:

Service Delivery

No government function is more basic to local taxpayers and businesses than service
delivery. Service delivery provides a contact point with government: the crossing guard who
shepherds schoolchildren, the road crew that fixes potholes, the municipal clerk who issues
marriage licenses, and the librarian who checks out books are the envoys between a

government and its people.

Dimensions of Service Delivery

Although provision of certain services may be mandated by law, specific
arrangements for how to actually deliver those services are typically not mandated. Not
surprisingly, service delivery arrangements vary widely. Depending on an area’s history,

politics, demographics, economic structure,
local finances, consumer preferences, and
legal constraints, a region may organize
service delivery in vastly different ways.

Three commonly misunderstood
dimensions of service delivery are
particularly salient: the nature of efficiency,
degree of centralization or decentralization,
and the status of private or nonprofit entities
in service delivery.

The Nature of Efficiency
There is considerable confusion

about the concept of efficiency. For a
service to be efficient requires that it meet

;;S‘ervme d’e!we:'j: prgvzder o
contact point with govern
the crossing guard who
-lsfféepfzerds sr}?zfaﬂlckﬂdren' the

:rke munmpai cierk who zssua,;
 marriage licenses, and the .
 librarian who checks oui.bwk :
are the envoys between a "
- government and is people.

two basic criteria: first, that it be provided in the quantity and quality that people want; and
second, that it be produced at the lowest possible cost (see Appendix A for elaboration).

Efficiency is thus more than a simple measure of cost or consumer preferences.
Rather it is a combined measure of value, or colloquially, "bang for the buck."”

As such, efficiency takes into account service quality, quantity, and cost. Gauging
efficiency requires detailed information on consumer preferences, production processes, and



service output, both in quality and quantity
terms. Because these data are rarely
collected and hard to measure, determining
whether something is efficient is difficult.

As a consequence, easy-to-measure
cost variables like expenditures per person
are often though erroneously used as
substitutes for the concept of efficiency.
The typical presumption is that the lower

Far a,servwe ‘tﬂ be eﬁ’iawnt
 requires that it meet two bamc
criteria: first, thatitbe
provided in the qmmmy and
 quality that people want; and
- second, that it be pmduced ar

Iowest pass;bfe cost.
the expenditure per person, the more -
efficient the service delivery. A least-cost
approach that does not consider service
quality, however, does not equate to efficiency. Indeed, it might well be that high costs per
capita are more efficient than low per capita costs, given the quality of service outputs and the
nature of consumer demand.

One aspect of service delivery that is often viewed as inefficient is duplication of
service. Duplication may in fact be inefficient if the costs of duplication cutweigh the
benefits. Yet this is not automatically the
case. For many services, duplication is
essential for ensuring that back-up provision
is available in the event of service
interruptions or emergencies. Just as users
of computer technology are wise to
duplicate or back up their work on
diskettes, so systems of governance are wise
to duplicate or back up their services in one
or more agencies. Few would argue that
back-up providers of health and public
safety services, for example, should be
abolished to eliminate service duplication.
The duplication itself is what guarantees
adequate service levels.

4 Iusx: as users af ﬂmrgouter o

5 gdfskeﬂas

; ﬁg@vmmme a‘re wise a;g
duplicate or back up tke;r
faerv;ces in ﬂm? r;lr more.

Degree of Centralization

A second service attribute of interest is the degree of centralization or decentralization
in service delivery. Services may be arranged at a variety of levels, from the highly
decentralized level of the individual to the highly centralized level of global provision.

The degree of service centralization depends on a number of factors:

®  legal provisions (at what levels can entities legally provide the service?);

®  geographic dispersal of service beneficiaries (Who wants and needs the service?; where
are these potential beneficiaries located?);
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®  ingtitutional capabilities (Which entities have the technical, financial, and managerial

resources to provide the service?);

®  historic arrangements (how have services been provided in the past?; is there a history
of cooperation or competition among service providers?); and

. properties of the service itself (is the service subject to economies of scale?; how
varied are preferences for the quantity and quality of service provided?; how much
service uniformity do customers desire?; does the service generate effects that spill

over jurisdiction borders?)

.Semces mﬂf geagr@pkmaﬂy
dispersed customers, a narrow
range of ﬁrefermms mpzta!—-
intensive technology, and
 effects that SEIH over service
_ @area» baundf:mes rend to be
felan ve!_};r t:‘femmhzed.

these are often provided at the regional level.

By contrast, services that are labor-
intensive, subject to a wide range of
preferences, generate few effects beyond
their service area, and have geographically
concentrated customers tend to be
decentralized. Recreation services, for
example, which tend to be labor-intensive,
generate few spillover effects, and are
associated with a wide range of preferences
in service type and quality, tend to be
provided at the relatively decentralized
municipal scale. Other services with these
attributes include elementary education and
police patrol.

mde range o f preferemes,
. generate few effects bgyand
_ their service area, and have
geagmpkmd{}* trﬁ:fmentmr&d
customers. rend to be
decentralized.

Services with geographically
dispersed customers, a narrow range of
preferences, capital-intensive technology,
and effects that spill over service area
boundaries tend to be relatively centralized.
Sewer services, for example, which are
capital intensive and associated with narrow
range of preferences -- everyone wants
about the same level of service, regardless
of ethnicity, race, class, or other attribute —
are often regionally provided. Other
services with these attributes include
airports, transit, and water; not surprisingly,

There are numerous ways to centralize a service when appropriate. Among these are
assignment of the function to a regional or state government, creation of an areawide special-
purpose government, and shared services agreements between two or more governments. The
efficiency advantages of centralization are hotly debated (see Appendix A); empirical evidence
generally contests the notion that service centralization is more efficient.



Level of Private and Nonprofit Service Provision

Virtually every “"public” service, from fire protection to health to recreation, was once
provided by private agencies, especially to people who could afford private contracts. As
high-density urbar living became more prevalent through urbanization and industrialization in

the late 19th century, the need increased for public control over services.

In addition to

safeguarding public health and safety, public provision enabled equitable and uniform service
provision irrespective of socio-economic class of customers.

Today service delivery arrangements span a continuum from purely private to purely
public, with numerous hybrid cases in between. The specific degree of private or nonprofit

activity depends on numerous factors:

legal provisions (What are the legal constraints on formation and operation of private

political ideology (does the society support private markets?, centralized planning?,

interest and capability of private providers (can private sector entities make a profit?

do public sector agencies have the technical and managerial resources to provide the

the extent and capabilities of the nonprofit sector (do appropriaie nonprofits exist?

societal preferences for service equity (how important is it that services be provided at

°
and nonprofit entities?);
°
other?)
°
service?);
[ ]
are there sufficient donors to fund programs?);
.
uniform levels to all residents?); and
°

by individuals?)

. prqﬁt” 'Dﬂ pubm: sector
agencies have the technical and

. managerial capabilities to
pmwde the service? Are ﬂzere
sufficient donors to ﬁmd non-

pmﬁt progrms"
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properties of the service itself (for example, can the service be consumed and funded

Private provision is most
appropriate for services that are divisible
(that is, can be priced for individual users),
command sufficient demand to make a
profit, and do not require universal or
uniform service levels. For example,
recreation services such as skiing and
bowling are ordinarily private, given the
potential for profits, the ability to charge
patrons individually, and the lack of
pressure to provide a standardized level of
these services to every resident.



By contrast, public provision is most appropriate for services that are not divisible,
warrant collective funding, and require standard service levels to protect public health, safety,
and welfare. Transit services and low-income housing, for example, tend to be operated by
public agencies in part because private providers cannot make sufficient profit to provide these
services and because their availability to all residents is considered socially desirable.

Nonprofit provision is most
appropriate when there are specific target

populations that require or demand a higher Nﬂﬂp fﬂﬁt P FOVISION 1S most

level of a particular service, and when there app Fﬂ}? m Wken tker €. We :
are sufficient public or private donors :Spﬂﬂ;ﬁc mrget p@puﬁatwns :har 1
willing to fund that service. The American FEQ’HH"& or demand a k;gﬁgr :
Heart Association, for example, provides level of a particul lar service m

special research, education, and counseling vhen the ‘ont public
services for persons specifically interested i~ Y/*¢¥ L€ € are Suﬂmm"- ;i
heart disease. L or prnrate donors wdfmg to

:'_fund that service.

These generalizations aside, the
lines between public, private, and nonprofit
sectors are increasingly blurred. There are
virtually no public services that do not or can not have a private or nonprofit counterpart. At
the same time, public agencies increasingly
exhibit private sector tendencies, such as
operating profit-generating corporations or

me IIHES berw&’ﬂ pubkc v : raising revenues from user fees and charges.

Customers routinely support public, private,
P H}-’ate argd Rﬂ}l P mﬁ L sec,tam and nonprofit libraries, recreation facilities,

- ar E umr ﬁﬂﬂftgij’ Abjunfd ; o _‘ health facilities, water purveyors, security
i D e forces, education facilities, and other
services. Interestingly, many "new”
services, such as environmental protection
and information management, have since their inception come in public, private, and
nonprofit models.

There is no single public-private-nonprofit mix that is optimally efficient. Depending
on an area’s goals for a particular service, however, it may lean toward one or another sector
as the primary service provider. Private delivery enables the well-to-do to opt out of the use
of or reliance upon public services. Persons of more modest means do not have such a
choice: If the public sector doesn’t provide a needed service, those with low incomes must
often go without. The public sector is obligated to serve all residents. Private organizations
are under no such mandate, except insofar as it is stipulated by contracts they enter into with
governments. Nonprofit providers also selectively serve customers due to the need to impress
private donors who support the nonprofit’s operations.

Arranging versus Delivering Services

Adding complexity and nuance to the notions of efficiency, centralization, and
privatization is a fourth dimension of service arrangements. The tasks of policymaking,
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financing, arranging for, and actually

delivering a service may be performed by Th e pubk ¢ S E ctar i 5 ﬂbﬁ g Atk : d m
different entities. For example, a town

might arrange for solid waste collection by serve all residents. Private i
contracting with a private firm, which in organizations are under no su;:fg.; -
turn performs the actual weekly pickup of mg}gd‘m‘g’ gxcgp[ ngfar as.
curbside garbage. A village might arrange govemnj ¢ (mtrm s,tqgu Iate‘ :

for snow plowing services by joining with et
other municipalities to form a road :
maintenance district, which actually plows Jzke:wm E&feﬁa«wdy servﬁ

the snow. A state agency may set minimum p.:}temml fusf&mem
standards for air quality, but leave the L 5_? i :
financing and achievement of those

standards to local government.

Separation of service tasks means

Oﬂ'en ﬂRE?'fOG;:' & d is that Ik e . that even small units of government can
------ remain economically and politically viable.
tasks of Pﬂhcymgr L Achieving economies of scale in service
financing, arranging fﬂ!' ami provision, for example, does not require
ﬂcmy dg{;pen;gcr a service consolidation of many small governments
may 13 E P erfﬂmwd by d&jfemnt into a single large government. Rather,

small or fiscally stressed local governments
could agree to share services or equipment
with one another or, alternatively, transfer
service responsibilities to a higher-level
government. In this way small units meet service demands at reasonable cost without
sacrificing political autonomy. Task separation also means that individual governments may
not control policy decisions even while they finance or actually provide the service.

The Regionalism Continuum
S Two important and commonly
i Regwm{zsm .Ekﬁuld be SEE’/H HS ~ misunderstood facets of regionalism are
@ series of continua each o that
: mﬂfsunngmg degree ﬂf 1) regionalism is not an either/or
regionalism for different condition; and
~ dimensions of governance, such
as cﬂnunuﬁng ngms Eemlié 2} regionalism is not an ideal state.
caﬂabamnans, Tegwmd Sl g Regionalism should be seen not as
- identity, aﬂd fax rewnue _ an either/or condition that either exists or
shmng S .. does not in an area. Rather, regionalism

o . should be seen as a series of continua each
: measuring the degree of regionalism for
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different dimensions of governance, such as commuting patterns, service collaborations,
regional identity, and tax revenue sharing.

For example, a region with relatively isolated, economically self-sufficient
conuounities that cooperate in a tax base sharing program might be represented by the
following points along a regional continuum:

Commuting Service Sharing Identity
Shopping Fiscal Sharing

M ° ° ° °
Low High
Regionalism Regionalism

Commuting and shopping patterns in this fictional region are relatively localized or
decentralized, relative to patterns of service or fiscal sharing. Area residents have a high
degree of psychological identity with and commitment to the region as opposed to their local
community.

Levels of regionalism along a continuum are relative rather than absolute. There is
no quantitative measure of regionalism, which makes metropolitan comparisons difficult.
Nonetheless, the regional continuum framework allows a region to assess its relative levels of
regionalism for different dimensions of
governance and also to track these levels
over time by monitoring the direction of

Tke mgwnmr “mﬂnuum - movement along the continuum.

fI’ mﬂgwark Em!ﬂs 5 regm to it Different tasks within a single
ﬂSSESS Hsrﬂmﬂf _gﬂ’ﬁlﬁ ﬂf . service may fall at different positions along
regionalism for different = aregional continuum. For example, some
dimensions of | governance and . police functions, such as forensics or central
GIS o to H*ucﬁ these IQREIS over ¢ investigation, may be at the high end of the

regionalism continuum while foot patrol
time by ﬂwmmnng the falls near the low end of the continuum.

;rdzrec;tz{fﬂ of ma;femenr along | rke - Sheriff patrols, which serve selected areas,
c&nﬁnuum ; ; might fall at an in-between position along
: : the regionalism continuum.

The second key point about regionalism is that it is not an ideal state. High
regionalism is not inherently superior to low regionalism. For some services, for example
recreation services or parking, municipal-level control is appropriate. To regionalize such
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services would create inefficiencies in the T ———
form of diseconomies of scal_e gnd restraints Hzgh rgginmiism; is not

on consumer preferences. Similarly, R b e
bureaucracies that have grown so large as to m‘&e‘r *?fu{j?‘@#pem v m
prohibit personal service or flexibility could  regionalisnmi. G
improve efficiency by moving away from T e :

regionalism toward greater localism. For
other services a move toward greater
regionalism may be appropriate. The key consideration for a region is whether the existing
position of the function adequately meets resident and business needs.

Patterns of Service Delivery In Erie County

To explore structures of service delivery and levels of regionalism in Erie County, we
examined 16 key public sector functions: planning, economic development, transportation
(airports, rail, transit, and port), roads, housing, water, sewer, solid waste, fire protection,
emergency medical services, police, courts, social services, health services, libraries, and
parks and recreation. Several other functions, including education and utilities, were not
examined in part because they are the primary responsibility of nonmunicipal agencies. They
may be covered in subsequent Governance Project analyses.

The service profiles that follow summarize findings of these investigations. Each
profile contains an overview, the structure of governance for the service, evolution of that
structure, the financial framework for service delivery, and key governance issues associated
with the service. Although the public sector remains the central focus, each profile indicates
the role played by private and nonprofit entities in delivering the service.
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Service Profile #1:

Planning

Overview

Planning is a public service in evidence at all levels of government. At the federal
and state levels, planning is more often included as part of particular policy-based departments
such as transportation, housing, and environmental quality. At the local level, planning
occurs not only in service-specific agencies or departments, but also in separate departments
devoted to planning as a general municipal function. The power to plan is a closely guarded
municipal function, given by state law to the locality.

Planning as a function of government embodies three key dimensions. Planning is:

® a community service. Planning consists of numerous functions including

policymaking, master planning, land use regulations, design, economic development,
and the regulatory functions of zoning, subdivision review, and code administration.
The substance of planning has direct bearing on community quality of life, from the
economic appeal of the jurisdiction to new investors and residents to the style of street
signs in historic preservation districts and the presence of affordable, safe housing for
low-income residents. Though seen by
some as expendable, planning as a day-
to-day, comprehensive community

service has as significant and lasting Plamung k&.i‘ di?’ﬁﬂt he &ﬂﬂg

an influence on public health, safety, G R SR e g

and welfare as virtually any other iy On COnmUnuy. quality of life,
governmental function. ' fmm fke economic appeal of

the _,mnsd‘mﬁﬂn to the style af -

L a professional practice. Planning street g;gns in historic ;

reflects the financial c?mmltrpent of a I)}'ESEW MMM &SI?‘E cts to the
government {0 professional rigor and

institutional reform through its staffing ; 'P"' e’gence ﬂf aff ordab!e, Sﬂﬁf
and budgetary practices. The practice ‘housing ﬁ}! Iow-mcame :
of planning is increasingly carried out j‘gﬂdenfg

by trained planning professionals in
communities nationwide.

L] a political function. More than many functions, planning evidences a clear
democratic link to citizenry through an elected or, more commonly, appointed board
of citizens that reviews and otherwise makes decisions affecting local development.
As such, planning illustrates the benefits and pitfalls of local political democracy with
its rich practices of public hearings, citizen reviews, and regulatory oversight. At a
basic level, the nature of a planning board’s power and influence is the bellwether of
political commitment.
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Governance Siructure

Through Article 9 of the NYS Constitution and also through the Municipal Home
Rule Law and the Statuie of Local Governments, New York State delegates to the cities,
towns, and villages the power to establish
land use controls. These localities are able
to enact laws to ensure the public safety,
health, and moral and general welfare of the
citizenry. This legislation enables localities

: Im p!annmg bﬂﬂf‘d o EI?.RE’?' . ~ to execute and administer laws regulating
- nte d volunte ers, or fk ; ; : land use, however it does not require them
appoi I ﬂ €  {odosoinany particular way. Ultimately,
 elected Ie'gfﬂaaw bﬂdf mg I& ~ local development is subject to the controls
. per;;f“arm pfcmmﬂg ﬁmmans designed by each municipality. The
~ primary responsibility for such planning is
vested in the local planning board.

Every municipality in Erie County has the equivalent of a local planning board. In
most cases, the planning board is comprised of volunteer members appointed by the chief
executive, the legislative body, or both. In others, the elected legislative body performs the
duties of a planning board. In either case, local bodies produce their own mode of review
and requirements, prepare or arrange to have prepared a comprehensive plan and other area
plans, direct the work of professional staff, if available, and institute procedures for public
hearings and actions based upon citizen input. The main activities of the local planning board
are to vote recommendations to the municipal governing body regarding zoning changes,
authorize building permits, enact and enforce subdivision controls, initiate and update
comprehensive plans, and perform other duties related to land use.

It should be noted that nowhere is it
required that planning be administered by
professionals. As a condition of

not have any planning experience, opening ‘
the way for appointments that are primarily no H-p Fﬂf E‘gswrmf plan; HEI’S

political. In most jurisdictions in the county  S€FVing Hﬂﬂ*‘f?fﬂffﬂmm
there are "non-professional” planners : -
serving "non-professional” boards.

Most towns and villages also have a
separate zoning board, comprised of members different from those on the planning board --
which undertakes appeals of the planning board’s decisions regarding land use. Typically, a
zoning board considers issues of zoning variance recommended by the planning board,
approved by the legislative body, and administered by a public official.

The Erie County Department of Environment and Planning (DEP) provides oversight

and review as well as technical assistance on a project-by-project basis. Legally it is not
permitted to supplant the local land use authority, nor does it have the capacity of fully
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supporting local planning needs. Thus the county staff functions in a decidedly "reactive”
way responding to requests from the town clerks to review and coordinate local zoning actions
influencing land use within 500 feet of any municipal boundary. The county staff works with
municipalities on other actions, if asked and if resources are available.

Like all other local governments,

Erie County, too, has a planning board :

called the Development (Péoordiliting Board. Tke Gniy mcﬂjj um{ﬁﬂwﬂf Wit
Made up of 15 members appointed by the full-time Pr ﬂfﬁﬂﬂnaﬂy staffed
County Executive, the board’s primary : p@;mng_ depmffmem?saam Erie
function is to review the annual capital  County, the City of Btiffalo,
budget and, in concert with the DEP staff, - m rke fowns Qf Amk Erﬂf an

to prioritize the capital program of the
county for the County Executive, even
though it does so without a countywide
master plan.

H’amburg

The only local jurisdictions with full-time professionally staffed planning departments
are Erie County, the City of Buffalo, and the towns of Amherst and Hamburg. When
detailed technical assistance has been demanded, some municipalities have maintained
standing arrangements with private consultants to be the "planner of record."

The City of Buffalo provides planning services through the Department of Community
Development, headed by a Commissioner of Development and broken into two divisions: the
Division of Development and the Division
of Planning. The Division of Development
e ; S . is responsible for review and oversight of
: Wuhauewmayarm;dnew = real estate and federally fur(lged CGc;mmunity
SRS T e e ey Development Block Grant (CDB
; Hrgmg’lsf mm HUB,BH_}? am_ S - construction projects and contracts for
Division of Planning hos begun  ~  pyilding community facilities. During the
_ fo prepare targeted sﬁfategm . last five to six years, the Division of
Pj&ns fg;- sp&c;ﬁ“c ThiE B - . Planning has been reduced to working

1 ergkbﬂrh oods an d an updam f;llmost exc'luswely on zoning and land use
issues. With a new mayor and new urgings

of the Compr Ehem”’e P lan for . fom the Department of Housing and Urban
the CIQ‘ e - Development (HUD), it has begun to
: g Sieiio....... prepare targeted strategic plans for specific
neighborhoods and an update of the
comprehensive plan for the city. The
Division of Planning reports and makes recommendations on these activities to the Buffalo
Planning Board, Common Council, and Mayor.

Planning as a professionally-facilitated service of land use regulation and oversight is
found only in the largest jurisdictions. Although most towns and villages produced some
form of a comprehensive plan using federal funds in the 1960s, most of these plans have
never been updated and in many cases, it is reported, they have literally been lost. The most
common working planning document in the municipalities of Erie County is the municipal
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m zoning plan—the ongoing record of the

decisions of the zoning board of the
Mhough HIQSI tﬂwns ‘mé jurisdiction. In the vast majority of smaller

villages | p?‘ oduced some fﬂr n 9f towns and villages these activities of

a mﬁwrekenmve pﬁ}ﬂ usmg ©  planning and zoning remain essentially
fedgrﬁi fundg n ﬁw 19603 ‘most  volunteer efforts of citizen review,
ﬂf these Pm hare REPEJ‘ been .. recommendation, and regulatory oversight.

------- The practice of planning as either a
updated and in many cases, it is comprehensive indicator of regional change

reported, fkf’? M"E ﬁtﬂ" ﬂH}’ . or as a special policy function is rare. The
I}em ESI. : | major exceptions are environmental policy

o initiatives of the DEP and comprehensive
plan preparation in the Town of Lancaster
and City of Buffalo.

Evolution of Governance Structure

The formal practice of successful planning goes back many decades in Erie County
and in the City of Buffalo. There were two key early city planning history events. The first
was the planning and development of the City Beautiful-based, integrated, citywide parks
system designed by Frederick Law Olmsted. As discussed more fully under the Parks and
Recreation profile, the city employed the redoubtable Olmsted, who designed the famous
parkway system, including Delaware Park, Front Park, South Park, and Humboldt (now
Martin Luther King, Jr.) Park.

The second event was preparation of
the Comprehensive Plan of the City of
Buffalo initiated in 1926 by the City R e :
Planning Association of Buffalo. The plan,  The formal practice of
which was both produced and in large part sucee. .i'sfuf- pl’aﬁnmg g"ée;‘i back

implemented by the city, proposed a "civic -
center," replete with the Statler Hotel and many decades in Erie County

City Hall. -ami’ tﬁe C:ty af Buﬁafa

Over the same period, the region
was not without its efforts at regional
planning. Between 1925 and 1947, the Niagara Frontier Planning Board worked to add an
element of coordination and cooperation to the regional development process. After World
War II this effort was split between the Erie County Planning Board and the Niagara County
Pianning Board. Federal matching funds in support of comprehensive planning and regional
oversight and coordination of planning and policy was the impetus for a new regional effort,
the Erie-Niagara Regional Planning Board, in 1961. This latest agency of regional planning
was most successful during the years of fiscal federalism, when federal aid to local
governments was at its height and the board served to monitor the expenditure of these funds
in light of integrated, comprehensive plans or directions for regional and local development.

Because of the federal stimulation of comprehensive planning at the local level, at a
minimum area municipalities today have zoning plans covering their jurisdictions. However,

124




as with the initiation of the Erie-Niagara
Regional Planning Board, many

current land use practices of planning,
including comprehensive plans, zoning

3.fP£annmg pmmces are not 50
much grounded in the nch

 traditions of the 1926 : regulations, and subdivision controls, are
:Cbm_pmkgnswg P{,gn gf t}fge Cyjy not so much grounded in the rich planning
: sﬂf Bﬂﬁafa or t}'ze e my refﬂrm - traditions of 1926 Comprehensive Plan of
28 -~ the City of Buffalo or the early reform
: eﬁb ris ﬂf the Nig Mga‘m“ Fr ﬂﬂnﬁr ~ efforts of the Niagara Frontier Planning
B Iﬂnmﬁg Board as they are in Board as they are in the carrot and stick
the carrot and stick efforts of efforts of 1960s fiscal federalism. The local
1 96{}3 ﬁ.SMi fzderalwm -~ move to comprehensive planning was an

expedient one, stimulated by the fiscal and
legislative efforts of the State and the
Federal Comprehensive Planning Assistance
Program dating from the late 1950s through the mid-1970s.

These federal funds, allocated under ™= ST
section 701 of the Federal Housing Act i G
produced a whole host of planning efforts at - E-Rggmm P mmng by !he Eﬂe o
. the regional as well as the local level. With Niagara Planning Board has ”H :
the demise of these federal categorical grant but d!SﬂppEHF ed, mmzmzzarl bJ’ i 32'
programs (along with A-95 reviews and the dgcfmmg funds and no I;ohf,;caj
grants under 701), New York State was left cansnm on cy.
to offer only limited assistance to planning
and zoning in municipalities. Regional
planning by the Erie-Niagara Regional
Planning Board has all but disappeared, minimized by declining funds and no political
constituency.

Financial Framework

There is no direct revenue stream either produced by planning or otherwise dedicated
to planning. The planning agencies of the cities and the county all have at least advisory
involvement in the expenditure of federal funds or capital budget allocations.

The pattern of expenditures by municipality is uneven. According to data provided by
the New York State Comptroller, in absolute terms the $555,000 spent by the City of Buffalo
on planning and zoning dwarfs the amounts spent by other jurisdictions. On a percentage
basis, the towns of Holland, Clarence, and Colden devote the relatively highest shares to
planning functions, although as a percentage of total spending, planning and zoning command
approximately 1/10 of 1 percent of total spending.
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Governance Issues

There are several issues to consider with respect to planning activity within Erie
County. First, for most of the 1990s the
Erie-Niagara Regional Planning Board has
been dormant, a victim of the demise of
federal and state support for local planning
and unable to secure support from the local
jurisdictions for regional planning. With

~ the exception of such state-designed regional
-ZI.S‘ pmwded rkmugk a p!erkam -~ policy entities as the Niagara Frontier

'Gf mummpalfy—bamd pmciw&s-- - Transportation Committee or the New York

State Department of Economic
all gmuwﬂd in the IegaE ﬁght Development, the planning function is

] .Gf each mﬂmﬂpﬂfﬁ}* 1o . provided through a plethora of municipally-
immntmn quwnamﬂus cﬂl’tﬁ'ﬂf ~ based practices~all grounded in the legal
"ﬂ!’EI" H‘E ;}!annmg ﬂﬂd Iand use right of each municipality to maintain

autonomous control over its planning and
Iand use decisions. Without fiscal
inducements, however, regional planning
remains a tough sell and one that will not be
undertaken at any risk to the boftom line rights of land use control. Attempts to reform the
disparate conditions of planning service delivery must recognize the deeply-rooted rights of
the municipality to control! land use and the linkages of this right to the democratic processes
of public hearings and citizen boards.

At the same time, because the planning and development decisions of one jurisdiction
affects others and because so many planning activities, from transportation and housing to
economic development and environmental protection, are performed regionally, area
municipalities must cooperate far more systematically and extensively with one another over
planning matters. They must also build upon the base of regional planning already at work in
some county service agencies and special-
purpose governments. One limited
exception to the lack of general planning
coordination is the Erie County-coordinated Areiz: mm‘f@aﬁﬁe s must
CDBG Consortium, a meeting of smaller

municipal jurisdictions, coordinated by the coop erate Jar more.

county, that jointly negotiates how to systematically and ﬁxfﬁ"“"d}'
allocate the pooled block grant funds of with one another over planming
participating jurisdictions. By all accounts, matters,

this collaboration is a successful one which
has enabled smaller jurisdictions to achieve
more numerous and more ambitious

development goals than was possible under the previous non-collaborative system.

A second planning issue concerns regional planning efforts beyond Erie County.
Officials of Erie and Niagara counties should collaborate more closely, either through a
reconstituted and reinvigorated Erie-Niagara Regional Planning Board or another mechanism
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-Dependmce ﬂf r}m regwrz s
municipalities on outside
_ consultants for planning

_ expertise can have the effect ﬂf
zdnmnzs}img ﬂw &keh&ﬂad tkar

 plans are sensitive to. mfai'

- conditions and, as a
consequence, plm:s becom
contested pmducts that

' :ufammdy are not ;mp!emenred.

non-professional planning practice on the quality

of such planning functions as land use and
subdivision controls. Alihough citizen

participation in land use planning, subdivision
controls, zoning decisions, and platting is an

example of direct participation in the fundamental

property relations of a liberal democracy, the
lack of rationality and coherent direction in town
and village development has been raised as an
issue in many of the 44 municipalities of Erie

County.

This lack of technical and professional

expertise is often offset by an equally vexing

problem for other town critics: some

that achieves sound regional planning.
Likewise, officials in Erie County
jurisdictions should capitalize on existing
links to forge ongoing planning activities
with officials in other surrounding counties
in Western New York and Southern
Ontario.

Finally, the paucity of professional
planners in most municipalities should be
evaluated to determine the effect of largely

Officials of Erie and
Niagara counties should
collaborate more ctesely,
either through a
reconstituted and:
reinvigorated Er
Regional Planning. erd‘-o-
another mechanism that
.achieves sound regwnal’
planmng

jurisdictions, to make up for a lack of professional expertise, allocate funds for occasional
private planning services. Dependence of the region’s municipalities on outside consultants
for planning expertise can have the effect of diminishing the likelihood that plans are sensitive
to local conditions. As a consequence, plans may become contested products that ultimately

are not implemented.

In sum, planning in Erie County is in a conflicted state, requiring change. Such
change should respect the basic legal rights of the citizens of local jurisdictions to maintain
control over the direction of land use in their areas whiie enabling a broader multi-
jurisdictional structure of regional planning. The region has a history of regional planning to
both build on and learn from. At the policy level, although regional planning has suffered
some reverses in recent years, there are still important countywide and special-purpose
agencies in such areas as transportation, housing, and economic development with which to

build new regional approaches to planning.
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Service Profile #2:

Economic Development

Overview

Over the past few decades, the Buffalo region, once a center of national industrial
dominance, has become a victim of economic restructuring. During this time, in Western
New York and elsewhere, economic development has become a central interest of public and
private leaders in all local jurisdictions. Economic development now represents a formal
activity of a variety of state and local governments. Activities include:

L job retention and training
firm retention, expansion, modernization, and attraction
formulation of industrial sector strategies and development plans

marketing efforts to attract and/or retain firms

public-private partnerships to enhance productivity and retain jobs

* & & & o

provision of bonds, loans, and other forms of direct and indirect financing of
intra-regional economic activities

Governance Structure

Economic development services are provided by 140 agencies in both the public and
private sectors and at every level of government (table 8-1). At the local level, every
municipality in the region, through the office of mayor of the 19 cities and villages or the
office of supervisor of the 25 towns, offers some form of technical assistance to businesses.
Seven federal agencies, 7 line agencies of
the state and 4 county agencies offer a
broad range of financial, business, planning,

O Sa There are few services that

There are few services that benefit benefﬁ iisihs framSp Eﬂfﬂ- :
more from special-purpose governments and  PUTPOSe governments and pul

public authorities than local economic authorities than local economic

authorized the creation of local development
authorities through the New York State
Industrial Development Act, codified in

development. In 1969 New York State " development.
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Article 18-A of the General Municipal Law of New York State. Pursuant to this legisiation,
six area jurisdictions formed industrial development agencies (IDAs) in the late 1970s or early
1980s: Erie County and the towns of Amherst, Clarence, Lancaster, Concord, and Hamburg.
Except for the Erie County and Ambherst IDAs, the IDAs are either inactive (no staff) or they
contract with the Erie County IDA (ECIDA) to provide necessary staffing.

In addition to IDAs, the state authorizes formation of local development corporations
(LDCs), which, like IDAs, operate to attract and retain commercial and industrial firms. A
number of Erie County jurisdictions have LDCs or LDC-equivalents (map 8-1).

IDAs provide a flexible and broad avenue for local capital improvement. The IDAs
are effectively local public lending agencies formed to provide low-cost financing of firm
location, expansion, or capital improvement
through the issuance of industrial
AT TR development bonds.  No public funds are
Most IBAbﬂﬂdS are fax- used directly in IDA financing: IDAs are

FHD sy G non-taxing entities. Because they are
exempl. DA PTop ertles may | government agencies, most IDA bonds are

also be exempt fram Droperty | Gxexempt. IDA properties may also be

. taxes, a&kougk most IDAs ~ exempt from real property taxes, although

- make paymem,g in keu gf faxeg . asa practical.matter most IDAs contri.but-e
(PMTS} . via a mechanism known as payments in lieu

e 25 of taxes (PILOTs). Some projects also
w include sales and use tax exemptions as
well. IDAs may purchase land or make
property improvements using bond proceeds. A private firm, in separate agreements, may
lease facilities from the IDA, and the IDA may use these payments to retire the bond
obligations.

A variety of economic development agencies have been created in Buffalo, including
the special municipal board that operates Memorial Auditorium, War Memorial Stadium, and
NorthAmericare Park (Bison baseball field). The City of Buffalo also operates the Buffalo
Economic Development Corporation (BEDC) that, unlike an IDA, cannot issue bonds. The
BEDC, which was formed as a 501-C3
LDC, uses Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) funds, bonds raised by

IDAs, loan repayments, and interest to write  The Buffalo Efgnﬂme -

down loan costs secured through private” g r oration
lenders or incurred through special city Develap IERE Carpar 7
exemptions authorized by the Common which raises revenues from
Council. The BEDC is a good example of publfm and pnmte sources, is a.
how a municipality can take the lead on good gxgmpig gf fww a ;
g“bﬁlc infrastructure and private municipality can take rke lead
opment projects.
Al on public infrastructure and
The private and nonprofit private development projects

organizations of economic development
range from such longstanding traditional
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Map 8-1 Municipal Economic Development Agencies

Municipal Level IDA's and LDC's
(Excluding Erie County IDA)
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marketing and business service agencies, such as local chambers of commerce, to the more
recently formed, loosely organized Group of 18, an organization of the top corporate leaders
in Erie County, including chiefs of banks, manufacturing corporations, and the president of
the University at Buffalo. Recently the Buffalo Chamber of Commerce and the downtown
development organization known as the Greater Buffalo Development Foundation were
consolidated into a new organization, the Greater Buffalo Partnership (GBP), whose board of
directors includes most of the Group of 18. In addition to the GBP, which has interests in

regional analysis, marketing, and tourism,
there is a host of private development
agencies, including 16 chambers of
commerce, the Greater Buffalo Convention
and Visitors Bureau, Buffalo Place, the
Buffalo World Trade Association, the
Private Industry Council (PIC) and various
industrial forums and councils, offering
similar types of services.

Along with the Board of

Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES),

almost all institutions of higher education
offer job training programs. Two examples
are the Canisius College Center for
Professional Development and Erie
Community College’s corporate training
program. Most colleges and universities in
the county also provide technical assistance
to business and industry. Centers include
UB’s Center for Industrial Effectiveness,

EA fu?sf af pnvate develﬂpment
agencies, including the :Grea.ter"

‘Greater Buffalo Convention

Place, the Buffalo Werld Tr*"-’e
-Assac:anan the Private
5 _Indushy Council and various
industrial forums and counc:is
offer regional marketing,
tourism, and analysis.

Buffalo Parmership, 16
chambers of commerce, the

and Visitors Bureau, Buffalo

Buffalo State College’s Small Business Development Council, and Canisius College’s Center

for Entrepreneurship.

funcﬁﬂn has been embedded in
vanety of local government
services: planning, public
- works, housing, and the
- broader concerns of urban
- renewal and community
development. '

All three of the area’s major utilities
have economic development departments,
offering a variety of regional economic
development services that include helping
businesses with marketing, responding to
regulations, and producing economic data.

Evolution of Governance Structure

Historically the development
function has been embedded in a variety of
local government services: planning, public
works, housing, and the broader concerns of

urban renewal and community development. More recently, as the nation’s economy has
shifted its geographic locus of dominance (from frostbelt to sunbelt and from city to suburb),



as well as its dominant mode of production (from manufacturing to service base), economic
development has come into its own as a key service of government.

The Buffalo region is no stranger to such changes and to the formulation of economic
development services. In this region the notion of economic development has long been, and
continues to be, subsumed within the
activities of various government agencies,
i e e including municipal and county
fn ﬂus ?eegmn ﬂﬁwzom:c?' o governments, public works departments, the

. water authority, sewer districts,
d'e wszmem 15 ﬂﬁ EH Sﬁb Sﬂm Ed transportation agencies, municipal housing

m the :muvmes Gf FaHﬂHS authorities, the Buffalo Urban Renewal

g‘ﬂ vemment agenczes mﬂlutim g Agency, special municipal agencies such as

50{,4!3 gﬂpgmmgntsj Puﬁhc W{H’k,ﬁ‘ . that operating Memorial Auditorium, and
s town utility funds like the Springville or the

d&p mwﬂts tﬁe waf&r """ i i Akron electric enterprise funds.

auffmnty, sewer distri e

Erdﬂ@ﬂﬂaﬂt?ﬂ agenc;es, L At the state level, as early as the

munu:;pa{ fmuﬂng amkgrmgg mid-1960s New York began to provide far
an d urban renewm' dgéﬁczes ~more targeted state initiatives to stimulate

local economic development through, among
other approaches, the use of statewide
public authorities. Under the Public Benefit
Article of the state constitution, New York State established the Urban Development
Corporation to stimulate local market value housing and industrial development, the Job
Development Authority (JDA) to stimulate job retention and training, and the Science and
Technology Foundation to stimulate research and development. These authorities, along with
executive departments such as the Labor Department and the Department of Commerce (now
the Department of Economic Development) combined to produce a broad range of state funds
and programs for community economic development. Each of these authorities and executive
departments had administrative offices in New York City and Albany, and local offices in
each region of the state.

Recently with a change in administration and political philosophy has come a change
in the structure of state-initiated economic development agencies. Many of the old agencies
and public authorities are gone or are being folded into a new and as yet only partially
designed structure.

Financial Framework

According to the New York State Comptroller, Erie County and 35 area
municipalities report spending general revenue funds on economic development. In addition,
at least 42 separate government agencies within the county have the authority to make
economic development funds available. Sixteen of these are local development agencies, of
which six are IDAs.
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Most economic development services are supplied through special-purpose
governments. Support comes from revenue generated by various low-cost financing
arrangements, usually including the issuance of revenue bonds. None of these development
agencies has the authority to raise taxes. In fact, they often use exemptions from taxes to
induce investment and development.

There is also ample public sector funding of economic development. Erie County
provides a wide array of services through direct revenues and block grant funds administered
through its Department of Environment and
Planning. A substantial share of Buffalo’s
municipally provided economic development
services (such as downtown development,
. economic development, industrial land

development, and neighborhood

dewlopmem agemes rio nat
have the authority to vaise development) is financed through federal
taxes. In faﬂ, thf)‘ Qﬁ‘én use CDBG funds and other fiscal strategies,

'.”mmmarﬁgfrﬂm im:gs {0 mfi’ucg such as those of the BEDC. Most other
-------------- - municipalities provide relatively small

amounts of money for economic
development promotional activities.
Funding for LDCs can range from support
through CDBG funds for neighborhood public improvements to provision of low-cost
financing arrangements similar to those implemented by IDAs.

The state, through the departments of Labor, Education, and Economic Development, and
other agencies including the Urban Development Corporation, and the federal government,
through Private Industry Councils and the enabling power of New York State’s Jobs Trammg
and Partnership Agency, generate most of

the funds for job training. Supplementing i g
these public dollars is fimding from private _Tke Bepaﬂmeut af Ecanamw
sources and local educationa) institutions, ﬂgvempmf"t aided by several
such as Erie County Community College, officers of the newly. ‘ereate
which itself draws upon state, federal, and Empire Smtg _nggggpmgng

local funds to sponsor job training activities. . Co rpm.mﬂ, includin g those ﬂf
 the former Hanzﬂus Watﬁyfmnr
Governance Issues Commsswn nﬂw farms tke

Several issues are currently affecting devempmenz Effﬂﬁ
the ability of the region to forge and

implement a coherent and successful
economic development strategy.

First, the structure of state-level economic development in Erie County is being
dramatically altered. The Department of Economic Development, aided by several officers of
the newly created Empire State Development Corporation, including those of the former
Horizons Waterfront Commission, now forms the basis of the state’s effort. With the
elimination of the Urban Development Corporation, the Job Development Authority, and the
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Science and Technology Authority, the state’s efforts in business services, job training, and
research and development are likewise being folded into the Empire State Development
Corporation. Because many local industrial development efforts had come to depend upon
grants and loans from the more decentralized authority process, the relationship of state and
local governments and the direction of regional policy has the potential to change
dramatically.

Second, communication between the large economic development entities, public and
private, is very poor, with a great deal of distrust and little, if any, source of agreeable
regional strategic activity. The GBP is
perceived as highly aggressive in its
advisory role to local governments, but it

lacks fiscal power. The Erie County IDA, Commmcmn bﬂwwn ﬂm

with more fiscal resources, is perceived as
equally aggressive, aftempting to move into Iarge economic JEV&MP ment

new areas but without strong regional . entities, public and private, is
political support. The Amherst IDA, with ~ very poor, with a great deal of

its recent success at attracting new industries  distrust and a weak fguumn

is perceived as a hostile neighbor by o
economic development officers in the City 3 1f o agreeable regmﬁat stmtegzc

of Buffalo who are critical of attempts by 5‘15”?@ s 2
suburban municipalities to attract not only e B e
new firms but also to allegedly lure city

firms to relocate in their jurisdictions. In at least one case, charges and countercharges of
unfair economic competition are being resolved through legal channels.

Third, and more broadly, the sheer number of economic development agencies and
nonprofit organizations brings into question the ability to communicate clearly a coherent
strategy of servicing the economic landscape of Erie County, let alone to work toward
mutually beneficial economic development goals. A recent survey of the staff directors of the
majority of these agencies identified several issues. Smaller agencies expressed the need for a
regional development strategy, given that
they felt under-represented and often
competitively disadvantaged relative to the

Tfte 'ﬁzééi"tn:ﬂm.ﬁéﬁ E}f eco}mmm _, larger and richer agencies. Training

providers, such as the PIC and certain
dereﬁop ment ageﬂﬂes bm:gs i community college programs, felt
into quﬁﬂﬂn the a‘b“m}’ 10 even. - themselves in competition with each other,

‘communicate a ﬂﬂflé‘?‘ﬂﬂf """ even though they often represented very

: sfmfegy ﬁf ;ewmng tke : different state agencies and both public and
..... ¢ private purposes in their mandate. Some

agencies providing multiple services were

Cou‘m‘.}' ie‘f amne to wor k ' - perceived to be providing duplicate services
Iﬂw&!‘d muzuaﬂy bmzeﬁcmt - to the same client base. Fewer than two-
- 'E‘GGHQFHM. rleyehpment_ ggajg_ i thirds of the economic development agencies

could identify a specific function as their
primary focus. Inter-agency communication
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was very low, and client confusion and overlapping requirements for funding requests were
very high.

In sum, the combination of regional ; ;
restructuring of economic development E'T?iei':;és'.é‘e}iﬁa! r'eﬂlf’ty i tkm the

agencies, the large numbers of sometimes i R a e ot
overlapping and non-communicative regional economy IS not

agencies providing development services, - "beunded” by civil jurisdictio
and the competitive nature of the regional = A :
economy itself, which reinforces political
balkanization, frustrates successful
implementation of much-needed development strategies. The essential reality is that the
regional economy is not "bounded” by civil jurisdictions. Economic linkage and
redevelopment are regional phenomena that transcend local jurisdictions. Economic
development services should be restructured to match up with regional economic processes.
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Service Profile #3:

Transportation (Air, Rail, Port, Transit)

Overview

Transportation is a vital public service designed to move people and goods within the
Niagara Frontier and between the Frontier and the rest of the nation and world. The nature
and quality of transportation services affect virtually everyone who lives, works, or travels
through the region: from high school students, freight haulers, corporate CEOs, and the
disabled to shoppers, downtown office workers, foreign tourists, and the region’s ¢lders.

In this region, transportation services encompass four functions:

¢ air transport;

¢ railroad transport;

¢ port operations; and

¢ transit, the latter including both bus and light rail services.

Governance Structure

Transportation is a highly centralized service that is delivered in this region by two
major players, the Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority (NFTA), and the more broadly
constituted Niagara Frontier Transportation Committee (NFTC), of which the NFTA is one
member.

The NFTA is a regional public authority created by the state legislature in 1967. The
mission of the Authority is to provide
residents of Erie and Niagara Counties with
a multimodal (air, water, and surface)

public transit system. The NFTA is 'I?w NFFA Bﬁﬂfd is ﬂrdmanly

governed by a chairperson and a ten-
member Board of Commissioners, appointed Compo. sed. ﬂf iﬂﬂdf civic, tabo.

by the Governor of New York State, with ﬁmd bﬂS_Ii’lﬁ‘E.ﬂz.EeMﬁ?Si __ _Lﬁca_,! i
advice from Erie and Niagara County governments in the region do
officials. The NFTA Board is ordinarily not have d;re(;{ FEpFﬁSEHMﬂﬂH i

composed of local civic, labor, and business
leaders with diverse backgrounds, talents, o Hw bﬂm.d
and experiences. Local governments in the
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and experiences. Local governments in the region do not have direct representation on the
NFTA board.

The NFTA Board sets policy and provides oversight for the Authority’s six business
centers: Metro Bus and Rail, the Greater Buffalo International Airport (GBIA), Niagara Falis
International Airport (NFIA), Small Boat Harbor (SBH), the Metropolitan Transportation
Center (MPC), and the Real Property Center (RPC). As a public authority, the NFTA has
the power to issue bonds and to keep other public or private entities from competing with or
duplicating transportation services provided by the Authority. Property owned, leased, or
used by the NFTA is exempt from taxation.

....... e The Metro public transit system

g T - ---- - provides bus and light rail service for the
%E Mﬂm o ublzc tra s_y ;5'?53 m region. As of 1993-94, Metro also operates

.kﬂs 354 ﬁxﬁd'm“te E’HS‘EE : paratransit service in the Tonawandas,
paratransit vehicles :md 2? _ Buffalo, and Niagara Falls. The Metro has
railcars that gpgmg Hp fo 29 354 fixed-route buses, 5 paratransit vehicles

" hours a day, seve en. days 4 we ek and 27 railcars that operate up to 20 hours a

. day, seven days a week. Metro operates the
- Metro also operates the rail rail system, which runs over a 6.4 mile line

system, which runs over a 6.4 ~ between downtown Buffalo and the
mile line ,ﬁgﬁpegn dgwnmwn - University at Buffalo’s South Campus. The
_ BUffﬁlﬂ M the Umwrﬂ@ at . light rail system includes a total of 14

stations, six on the surface and eight
underground. The public transit system
provides a higher level of service to the
denser, urban parts of the region, with
routes centered on the City of Buffalo (table 8-2; map 8-2).

- Buffalo’s South Campus.

The financial mainstay of the NFTA is the Greater Buffalo International Airport, the
region’s primary commercial airport. GBIA serves more than 3 million passengers annually
and has lease agreements with six scheduled air carriers and six regional-commuter airliners.
Its air cargo complex handles 68 million pounds of cargo and 30 million pounds of air mail
annually. Niagara Falls International Airport is primarily a general aviation airport and home
base of the 914th Tactical Air Group, the 107th Flight Reserve and the U.S. Army National
Guard Helicopter Wing. The Small Boat Harbor is a full-service marina and recreational
facility on Buffalo’s outer harbor. The SBH has 14 boat launching and retrieval ramps, an
attended fuel dock, and 4 transient docks available for 24 hour rental. The SBH is the largest
marina on the Great Lakes and provides recreational opportunities for the boating public.

The NFTA'’s transportation centers are responsible for the management and operation
of the Metropolitan Transportation Center in Buffalo and the Niagara Falls International
Transportation Center. These two transportation centers operate facilities for commercial bus
service, primarily for Greyhound and Trailways. The centers also provide maintenance and
jamitorial services for Metro’s Operations Control Center. The Buffalo facility, which served
one million people in 1993, has 21 bus bays, two of which are used by Metro.
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Table 8 -

2

NF¥TA Bus Ridership and Costs by Route, 1993-1994

Bus Route* Ave. Daily Annual Annual Farebox Recovery
Weekday Ridership] Revenues |Operating Cost Ratio**
3 Grant 5129 | $1,085,204 $1,97_1_,513 0.55
20 Elmwood 5056 $985,204 | $2,248,908 0.44
5 Niagara 4080 $812.915 | $1,878,762 0.43
25 Delaware 3782 $318,144 | $2,470,015 0.33
4 Broadway 3770 $772,556 | $1,960,372 0.39
24 Genesee 3124 $645,372 | $1,778,036 0.36
6 Sycamore 2600 $586,135 | $1,695,145 0.35
14 Abbott 2242 $443,148 | $1,622,883 0.27
15 Seneca 2094 $364,040 | $1,352,146 0.27
22 Porter/Best 1902 $331,551 $790,973 0.42
11 Colvin 1898 $417,590 | $1,486,769 0.28
1. William 1781 $321,355 | $1,325,982 0.24
2 Clinton 1661 $343,576 | $1,087,090 0.32
30 Kenmore 1372 $223,142 | $1,148,775 0.19
32 Ambherst 1328 $163,453 | $1,192,484 0.14
48 Williamsville 938 $226,374 $714,386 0.32
55 Pine Avenue 874 $196,902 $987,128 0.20
34 Niagara Falls Blvd. 864 $182,865 $695,489 0.26
36 Hamburg 813 $206,331 $987,143 0.21
7 Baynes 609 $122,472 $410,776 0.30
38 Angola 478 $157,503 | $1,027,262 0.15
44 Lockport 361 $91,088 $525,900 0.17
50 University 353 367,002 $720,173 0.09
54 Military 317 $58,402 $923,742 0.06
74 Boston 259 $61,765 $516,007 0.12
66 Williamsville 223 $54,044 $255,109 0.21
70 East Aurora 197 $40,346 $309,735 0.13
49 Hopkins 160 $22,241 $249,993 0.09
60 Niagara Falls 154 $38,602 $163,968 0.24
67 Cleveland Hill 126 $25,735 $144,182 0.18
69 Alden 123 $31,140 $235,128 0.13
72 Orchard Park 123 $25,190 $153,471 0.16
61 North Tonawanda 120 $23,934 $156,152 0.15
76 Lotus Bay 110 $29,338 $219,588 0.13
62 Parker 98 $23,419 $130,144 0.18
65 Ambherst 95 $20,331 $146,065 0.14
42 Lackawanna 78 $13,981 $388,661 0.04
68 George Urban 70 $16,213 $136.644 0.12
71 Hoiland 64 $14,746 $183,996 0.08
64 Lockport 49 | $13,897 $127.,404 0.11
56 River Road 32 $4,589 $152.835 0.03
Notes: * Data shown is for routes that cross one or more fare zones.

** Farebox recovery ratio = revenues / operating costs.
Source: Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority 1993-1994.




Map 8-2 Inter-municipal Bus Routes In Erie County

- City of Buffalo

17| - Routes Proposed
for Elimination (1995-96)

- Existing Intermunicipal
Routes




The Real Property Center has three main functions. It manages the NFTA’s non-
public transportation assets, which include 1.2 million square feet of industrial warehouse
distribution, arranges the acquisition, sale, or lease of real estate, and manages land planning
and development activities. The paratransit access line (PAL) offers curb-to-curb service to
disabled persons who are unable to use the fixed route system. Disabled persons making trips
between locations within three-quarters of a mile of a Metro Bus route are eligible to use PAL
services.

The second critical agency involved

in transportation services is the NFTC. The wa NFTC’S’ e;gkt-nwmb&r
NFTC is an interagency planning group

composed of those governments and i pﬂkcy bﬂaf‘d cOmprises tWo. mf
agencies with principal responsibility for FEPI‘ESEHIRRPES two county

establishing and implementing the region’s .reprgsenmupes two regmnaj

(two-county) transportation programs. The re resentatives, mm; two Sm
NFTC’s eight-member policy board k: P i 4 S

comprises two city representatives (mayors § Emﬂ fﬁﬁ?ﬂml’fﬂ

of the cities of Buffalo and Niagara Falls),

two county representatives (County

Executive of Erie County and chairperson of the Legislature of Niagara County), two regional
representatives (chairpersons of the NFTA and the Erie-Niagara Regional Planning Board,
which retains board membership even though the agency is mostly inactiv