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AUTHORITY

This planning assistance report was prepared by the Buffalo District, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, under the authority of Section 206 of the 1960 Flood
Control Act as amended.

OBJECTIVES

The.purpose of this report is to provide planning assistance to the town of
West Seneca by identifying and evaluating flood damage reduction measures
whfch ﬁﬁlI meet the town's goals. The report provides'information which can
be ﬁsed in both the present situation and in developing sound flood plain
managEMEnt gqa1s for thé future. A further objeétive is to determine if
there is a Federal interest in implementihg any of the recunmehdgd alter-

natives.
PRIOR REPORTS

The Corps provided a Flood Plain Information Study in 1966; a survey report

iﬁdicating unfavorable economic feasibility for a reservoir on Buffalo Creek
in 1974; a Flood Insurance Study for the town of West Seneca in 1974;'apd a

feasibility study for construction of emergency temporary dikes in the

Lexington Green area in 1977.
BACKGROUND

Buffalo Creek in the town of West Seneca, NY (see Exhibit 1), more par-
ticularly in the "Lexington Green" area {see Exhibit 2), has been the target
of or has been included in a number of flood-associated efforts by the

Buffalo District Corps of Engineers.



The Lexington Green area was substantia]]y developed in the early to mid-
1960's. The subdivision contains 90 homes and four vacant lots and is con-
sidered fully developed. Almost the entire subdivision is located in the
Buffalo Creek flood plain. Significant ice jam flooding occurred in the
spring of 1971 and 1979, with minor flooding occurring in the interim period.
These flood prob]ems‘estgblished the high priority in the Lexington Green

area for this study effort.

Flooding also occurs.west of Union Road along the left bank of Buffalo Creek
in_thg vicfnity of_SchooT Street. Homeg_and garages in this area are older
than in the Lexington Green area and qré built immediately adjacent to the_ﬂ__
streémbank; F1dodjhg‘in‘this érea i§ usually the result of high dischargés“
overtopping‘Uniqn Road weét of the Union Road bridge. Homes and other_ |

buildings are flooded by water seeking its way back to the stream‘channeT:_“

Subsequent to the March 1979 flood, a pgb]ic meeting was -held on 28 March
1979 in the town of West Seneca at the request of Congressman Jack Kemp and
local offitials. The purpose of the meeting was to allow affected residents
along Buffalo Creek to express their perception of flood problems and ask

appropriate questions of various ‘agencies present at the meeting.

A need for a more in-depth look at the flood problem and potential solutions
surfaced at this meeting. The Buffalo District Engineer specified that we

would undertake a study that would address solutions of varying degrees.



FLOOD SITUATION

Significant overbank floodfng generally occurs in the Lexington Green area in
late winter as the result of ice jams during thaw conditions. Rainfall
augmentation is not necessary to cause flooding, runoff from snowmelt is
usually sufficient. Hydrauiic analysis of the creek indicates that the chan-
nel can adequately pass approximately a 50-year discharge under ice free or
"free flow" conditions. However flooding will occur in the subdivision with
approxjmately a 50-year discharge under free flow conditions unless tﬁe flap
gate at the end of Gregory Drive is closed and the internal storm water '
-pumped into the creek. The normal storm drainage for the area is providgd_by
two 1.5-foot dfameter pipes under Lexington Green and Gregory Drive. The two
pipes join at the intersection of Lexington Green and Gregory Drive and con-
nect ﬁith a 2-foot diameter pipe which discharges through a flap gate into
the'ckeek. The flap gate functions properly in the summer or ice-free-months
but during the winter it has a tendency to stick in either an open or shut
position due to ice and/or debris. if the gate is open during high fTows the
water from the éreek backs up into the storm sewer system and floods streets.
1f the gate sticks in the closed position, little or no water from the sub-
division can flow into the creek, causing the internal storm water to flood
fhe streets. To preclude this deficiency, the town of West Seneca inflates a
rubber bladder in the 2-foot diameter pipe, when winter conditions are
appropriate, sealing off the storm sewer system from the creek and then pumps
the storm water from a manhole into the creek. This is effective in keeping
the area dry until overbank flooding and/or groundwater inflow exceeds the

capacity of the pumps or if the pumps fail. Efficiency of the pumping is



also restricted by the capacity of the manhole chamber which is collecting

the storm waters.

Too large a pump will draw water off more rapidly than the pipes can refill
it, making the pumping operation highly inefficient. In March 1979, mechani-.
cal problems with the town pumps. restricted pumping capacity allowing the

floodwaters to overwhelm the system. -

In aﬁdition to 6verbank flooding, the area has a groundwater:fidoding
brob]ém; Prior to 1950 Buffalo Creek meandered through the Lexfngfon-Greéﬁ'
area. The U.S. Soil Conservation'Service constructed a sedimeﬁt cohtroj
pfbject in.the area in thé mid-50'§ which consisted of channelfziﬁg_the
§réek;“;utting$off oibbwé and insta11in§ grade.and erosion control étrUC-
tufés;: The purpose'bf the project was td reduce sedimentation in‘the_nafi-'
gable portfdns of the Buffalo River and Buffalo Harbor. The “old" chéﬁhe]
was filIed.with Qrave] and excavated matériaf from tﬁe ﬁew-chanhels.“:Thesé'
old chgnnels; on which the subdivision is Built, are suscéptib]e to héaif
gfoundﬁafer flows when tﬁe creek is high. Exhibit 3 shoﬁs the approximate |

alighMent of the old channels.

Roads on the subdivision are generally 1 to 2 feet lower than the grade at
the houses and form ponding areas when the capacity of the storm sewers is
exceeded, Since the sanitary sewer system manholes are 1ocated.within these

ponding areas, the ponded water enters the sanitary sewer system, surcharging

1t.



Groundwater enters basements through drain tiles under the foundations. The
residents generally are able to keep up with the groundwater flow entering
their basements by bumping. In March 1979, after one of the town pumps -
faited, the groundwater and overbank flows exceeded the capacity of the
remaining pumps overwhelming both the town's pumps and the individual hoﬁe
owners' pumps. Water fose high enough to break basement windows and enter
basements through garage entrances. The water rose throughout the sub-

division until it reached an overflow area and returned to the creek channel.

The outer perimeter bf homes along Lexington Green are generally higher than.
homes along Brian Lane and Gregory Drive, forming a levee of sorts around the
subdiviston. There is one low-lying area between the houses at No. 77 and
No. 89 Lexington Green. Overbank flows come through this low area and

enter the streets further aggravating the internal drainage problems. . Town
work crews installed a sand bag levee across the low area but this was also
overtopped. Once the low areas of the subdivision are filled with water, the
flood situation prevails until the creek flow subsides and the pumping capac-
ity overtakes the volume of water entering the area from both overbank énd

groundwater flows.

Town of West Seneca officials feel that if their pumping capability had not
been impaired during the March 1979 flood situation, they might have been

able to keep up with the inflow and prevented much of the flood damages.

Since March 1979, town officials have been working to develop a plan which

will prevent a recurrence of the same type of problems.



Overbank f}oodfng in the‘School Street area occurs generally under the'sé@e |

conditions which cause f160ding at thé Lexington Green area. A]thoﬁgh thé :
high water pr6f11es in ExhibitVS, indicate that high watef near]y'filis the
bridge-opening at'Unibn Road, the bridge does not unduly raise tﬁe upstream‘
water surface. The bridgé hés a relatively Tow approach on the south ehd,
which is overtoppéd during highéf flood flows so that the bridge does not act
as the control. Since the March 1979 flood the Union Road Bridge has been
repléced; eliminating the center pier and inéreasing the capacity of tﬁe
bridge opening and the south approach was raised. As of this date the
construction 1s not complete and no field surveys of the new bridge or its
south approach are available, However, discussion with NYSDOT revealed that
‘ thefoverf1owra(ea taken away when the bridge approach was raised was more

than cdmpensated for by increasing the area under it.

Loca]zresidents attributed f]doding in the School Street area to an ice jam
at the N.Y.C.R.R. Bridge downstream. Field investigations indicate that this
is not the case since the flood waters would overtop the railroad embankment
before the backwater became hi gh énough to cause flooding at School Street.
The f1oodihg in the School Street area was caused by ice jams in the vicfhity

of the Union Road_bridge which allowed flood waters to overtop the road.
FLOOD LOSSES

Field Investigation

In Jupe and July 1979, Buffalo District field perscnnel interviewed residents
of the Lexington Green area to determine the extent, causes, and sources of

flooding. Of the 90 homes in the subdivision, 72 were interviewed. The



femainder were unavailable or unaffected. It was found that 59 homes were
affected by flooding in March 1979. Of the 59 affected units, five
experienced first-floor flooding. The unaffected units were those along and
near Mineral Spring Road, on Leo Court, and a small number on Lexington
Green. [t was learned that the area also had experienced flooding in 1970,
1971, and 1972. Damage éStimates for 1970 and 1972 are unavailable. The
estimated flood damage for 1971 and 1979 at 1979 price levels are $70,000
and $375,000, respectively.

Modifications made to the Union Road bridge and its southern'approach'as-pre—
vious]y discussed, will reduce the flood potential in the School Street area.
By increasing the bridge opening and raising the south approach, the State
Department of Transportation made a concerted effort to correct the flood
problem. Further field investigations would be required to determine the:-
degree of improvement provided by the new bridge. Structural alternatives at
School Street are Iimffed by the relatively few homes that are affected:aﬁd
fhe limited space avaiTéble for construction of structural measures.
‘Basicaf?y,-there are not sufficient average annual damages in the School
‘Street area to'justify the type of structural measures necessary to relie&é

fhe problem.

Floodproofing may be viable on a limited basis but many of the buildings have
structural deficiencies which would 1imit the effectiveness of floodproofing

measures.

Average Annual Damages

Average-annua] damages were determined by combining the stage damage curve

(see Exhibit 4) derived from the field survey data with the ice rating curve



(see Exhibit 5) and the discharge frequency curve (Exhibit 6). The ice
rating curve was derived by running backwater computations assuming the chan-
nel was plugged with ice. The average annual damages are estimated to be -

approximately $119,000.

ALTERNATIVE FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION MEASURES
General

Flood damage prevention may be accomplished by modifying the f106d.to prefent
flooding of_development (flood control) or by modifying the development to -
'pr-event -damages when flooding occurs {floodproofing). Both of these
approaches were considered 1ndépendent]y and jointly for meeting the toﬁn's
objectives of minimizing flood damages to existing development on Buffalo

Creek.

The economic‘eva1uations in this report are based on Corps of Engineers
experience for similar considerations. Average annual flood damages are
based on statistical analyses of potential flood damages. Average annual -
benefits are the difference in average annual flood damages with and without
the plan of 1mproveﬁent plus other identifiable monetary benefits that accrue
as a direct result of the plan of improvement. Conétruction costs inélude

estimates for rights-of-way and utility modifications.

Flood Control Measures

Since flood control would have the potential for meeting all local objec-
tives, these possibilities were investigated early in the study. It was

determined that upstream flood storage, limited channel improvement, and



levees would be applicable flood control measures on the creek. However,
further studies showed that flood storage reservoirs for reducing downstream
distharges were not economically feasible. Therefore, further evaluation was

focused on limited channel improvement and levee schemes.
Channel Improvements

The existing channel has capacity to adequately pass the 50-year‘f1ow without
flooding if uncomplicated by ice and if the flap gate at the end of Gregory
Drive is shut and the storm sewer is pumped. However, most or all of the
flooding_occurs when ice conditions are present. Simulation of an ice con-
dition was accpmplished in the hydraulic computations. It wasldetermfned
that to help aj]eviate the ice-associated problems, the bends in the channel,
especially downstream of the Lexington Green area, should be cleared of snags
and shoals. The town of West Seneca has authorized the éﬁpenditure of funds
to' clear the stream of shoals in that area. The effect of further channel
imﬁkoVement:would be minimal. To resolve the flood problems by channel
improvement alone, a very extensive and costly project would be required and
is'pfobably wéllloutside of the town's financial capability. Such a project

would'probhb]y iﬁcur'environmental problems and be economically unjustified.

Levees

An alternative for confining flood flows to the channel and right overbank by

leveeing was developed. The alternative consists of:

a. A compacted earthen levee about six feet high with a 10-foot top
width and 2.5H on 1V sideslopes. An impermeable key would be placed under

the levee to minimize groundwater flow (See Exhibit 7A).



b. Replacement of the flap gate on the 24-inch storm sewer outfall with

a 24-inch gatewell with flap and sluice gates.

c. Installation of a high capacity lift station at the intersection of

Gregory Drive and Lexington Green to control internal drainage.

The alignment of the levee is shown in Exhibit 7. The creek side of the
Tevee would be riprapped to protect it from erosive velocities. This levee
would provide protection to about the 12-year level with 3 feet'of.freeboard.
A gréater degree of protection can be provided by increasing the levee
height; A.I-foot'fncrease in height would provide 25-year protection with 3
feét of freeboard. A 2-foot incréase in height would provide 75-year prbtec4
tion and a 3-foot increase in height would provide 200-year protection, both
with 3 feet of freeboard. Current Federal policy requires 3 feet of

freeboard on'all fiocod control levees as a safety factor.

Cross sections showing the 12-yéar protection levee and its relationship to
the houses are énclosed in Appendix A. Each foot of increased heightfqould
move the toe of the levee 2-1/2 feet closer to the houses. Construction of
any of the 1gvee plans would require removal of one inground swimming pool,
.relocation of several aboveground pools and storage buildings as ye]l as

relocation of the electrical power line.

The alignment of the levee is about the same for each plan and is such that
it minimizes flow restrictions. This would also result in taking a con-
siderable amount of backyard area from the resident at the downstream end of

Lexington Green who has encroached on the channel by backfilling.

10



While these levee alternatives provide a good degree of protection, over-
topping or failuré of a levee during a flood event could have catastrophic
results; Since most floods in the Lexington Green area are caused By ice
jams, it is reasonable to assume that sudden rises in the water surface ele-
vation could occur without ample warning. Since the area behind the 1evgelis
réTative]y sma11, overflow into the area could fill the area very rapidly,
Teaving little time for evacuation. The cost estimate for each of the four

levee alternatives are shown in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4.

11



Table 1 - Cost Estimate - Levee Alt, 1
12-Year Protection
Top Elevation 601.0 Feet

T -t : Unit
[tem : Quantity : Unit : Price : Amount
- ) : : : $ ¢ 3
Federal Costs: :
Trenching & Placement of : : :

Impervious Key 30,800 : SF : 4.00 : 123,200
Clearing & Grubbing . Acres: 1,500 : 6,000
Riprap (in place) 2,500 : L.F. : 140 : 350,000
Grading 6,200 : CY : 2.15: 13,330
Select Fill - Placed and Shaped 17,200 : €Y : 5.5 : 95,460
Seeding | . Acres: 855 : 3,420
24-1Inch Gatewell of Flap and : ; :

Sluice Gates LS : 10,000 : 10,000
Storm Sewer Lift Station LS : 26,500 : 26,500
Contractor's Earnings ; . 627,910

Contingencies (25% +) : 157,090
Contractor's Earnings &

Contingencies 785,000
Engineering & Design (15% +) 118,000
Supervision & Administration |

(102 +) _78,000
Total Federal Cost 981,000
Non-Federa] Costs:

Lands, Easements & Rights-of-Way : LS : LS :70,000: 70,000
Relocation of Utility Lines LS ;50,000

Total Non-Federal Cost

Total Federal & Non-Federal Cost ;

LS : 50,000

120,000
:1,101,000
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Table 2 - Cost Estimate - Levee Alt. 2
25-Year Protection
Top Elevation 602.0 Feet

: : : Unit
Item : Quantity : Unit : Price : AmQ%nt
: : : $ '
Federal Costs:
Trenching & Placement of : :

Impervious Key 30,800 : SF 4.00 : 123,200
Clearing & Grubbing 4.2 : Acres: 1,500 : 6,300
Riprap (in place) 2,500 : L.F. : 140 : 350,000
Grading 6,800 : CY : 2.15: 14,620
Select Fi1l - Placed and Shaped 22,000 : CY : 5.55: 122,100
Seeding 4,2 : Acres: 855 : 3,591
24-Inch Gatewell of Flap and ; : : :

Sluice Gates 1: LS : 10,000 : 10,000
Storm Sewer Lift Station 1: LS : 26,500 : _26,500
Contractor's Earnings : : 656,311

Contingencies {25% +) 164,689
Contractor's Earnings &

Contingencies 821,000
Enginéering & Design (15% +) 123,000
Supervision & Administration :

(10% 1) : 82,000
Total Federal Cost 11,026,000

Non-Federal Costs:

Lands, Easements & Rights-of-Way i
Relocation of Utility Lines i
Total Non-Federal Cost .
Total Federal & Non-Federal Cost E

LS : LS : 70,000 : 70,000
LS : LS : 50,000 : 50,000
: ' . 120,000

:1,146 000
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- Table 3 - Cost Estimate - Levee Alt. 3
75-Year Protection
Top Elevation 603.0 Feet

Item

Unit

Federal Costs:

Trenching & Placement of
Impervious Key

Clearing & Grubbing

Riprap (in place)

Grading

Select Fi11 - Placed and Shaped
Seeding

24-Inch Gatewell of Flap and
Sluice Gates '

Storm Sewer Lift Station

Contractor's Earnings
Contingencies (25% +)

Contractor's Earnings &
Contingencies

Engineering & Design (15% +)

Supervision & Administration
(10% +)

Total Federal Cost

Non-Federal Costs:

Lands, Easements & Rights-of-Way :

Relocation .of Utility Lines

Total Non-Federal Cost

Total Federal & Non-Federal Cost ;

30,800 : SF :  4.00 :

E Quantity ; Unit ; Price ; Amg¥nt

5

123,200

4.5 1 Acres: 1,500 : 6,750
2,500 : L.F. : 140 : 350,000
7,30 : CY : 2.15: 15,803
27,000 . O i 5.55: 149,850

4.5 : Acres: 855 : 3,848

1: LS : 10,000 : 10,000
26,500

685,951
172,049

1: LS : 26,500 :

858,000
129,000

LS : LS :70,000: 70,000
LS : LS 50,000 : 50,000
: ; : 120,000
11,193,000
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Table 4 - Cost Estimate - Levee Alt. 4
200-Year Protection
Top Elevation 604.0 Feet

: : : Unit
[tem : Quantity : Unit : Price : Amount
Federal Costs:‘ : : X o
Trenching & Placement of : :

Impervious Key 30,800 : SF 4,00 : 123,200
Clearing & Grubbing 4.9 { Acres: 1,500 : 7,350
Riprap (in place) 2,500 : L.F. : 140 : 350,000
Grading 7,900 ; CY \ 2.15 ; 16,985
Select Fill - Placed and Shaped 32,000 : CY 5.55 : 177,600
Seeding | *5.2 : Acres: 855 : 4,446
24-Inch Gatewell of Flap and § ; ; |

: Sluice Gates 1: LS : 10,000 : 10,000
Storm Sewer Lift Station 1: LS : 26,500 : _26,500
Contractor's Earnings i : 716,081

Contingencies (25% +) 178,919
Contracfor's Earnings &

Contingencies 895,000
Engineering & Design (15% +) 134,000
Supervision & Admiﬁistration

(10% +) _91,000
Total Federal Cost 21,120,000
Non-Federal Costs: :

Lands, Easements & Rights-of-Way : LS : LS : 70,000 : 70,000
Relocation of Utility Lines : LS : LS : 50,000 : 50,000
Total Non-Federal Cost : i 120,000
Total Federal & Non-Federal Cost i §1,240,000

15



Pumping

One of the least costly alternatives investigated consists of filling the low
area between the houses at No. 77 and 89 Lexington Green, floodproofing the
sanitary manholes and installing a high capacity storm sewer 1ift station
with a large collection chamber. A 24-inch gatewell with f1ap_§nd:s1u1ce. _
gates wou]d be installed in place of the present flap gate at the storm sewer

outfall (see Exhibit 8).

This a]ternative would provide about 50-year protection under free flow con-
ditions and about 10-ygar protection with ice conditions. It would provide a
relativély inexpensive form of protection with a minimum of effort from town
forces. The sluice gate would have to be manually closed during f1oqd events
but this could be accomplished by local residents. Present town pumping
equipment could be used as back-up for the 1ift station equipment. The costs:

for this alternative are summarized in Table 5.

16



Table 5 - Cost Estimate - Pumping Alternative 5

10-Year Protection

: : :Unit
[tem :Quantity:Unit:Price : Amount
Select Fill;Placed and Shaped : 100 EC.Y.g 5.55 ; ._555
Storm Sewer Lift Sfation | L.S. §L.S.§26,500; 26,500
Manhole Covers & Frames Installed 40 iea. i 1,000; 4d,000
24-Inch Gatewell of Flap and ; § i
Sluice Gates 1 :ea :10,000: 10,000
Contractor's Earnings , ; ; 77,055
Contingencies (25%) ;' ; 18,945
 Contractor's Earnings & Contingenciesi : : 96,000
Engineering & Design (15%+) ; 14,400
Supefvision & Administration : 9,600
Total First Cost ; 120,000

17



F1oodproofing

The field investigation indicated that much damage could have been prevented
if floodproofing of individual structures, and the sanitary sewer system, had
been 1mplemented. The residences all essentially have hung plumbing which
Tends well to floodproofing efforts. The town would also have to haintain

pumping of the storm sewer system.

A Targe number of residents "lost" the flood fight when the water rose high
enough to break through the basement windows and/or sﬁi]l into basement
stairue]]s; overwhe]ming their pumping capability. Replacing the windows
with glass block and constructing masonry walls or otﬁer protectionrafound
entrances to stairwells would have been very effective for a flood.of thfs
magnitude. Access to and from residences would have been a severe handiéap.

but damage to.individua1 structures and contents would have been minimized.

The floodproofing alternative consists of:

a. Installation of glass block in basement windows of approximately 60

homes.

b. Installation of high discharge submersible sump pumps in approxi-

mately 60 homes.

¢. Installation of watertight bulkheads on basement entrances of

approximately 60 homes.

d. Installation of watertight covers on approximately 40 sanitary man-

holes.

18



e. Installation of a 1,000 GPM storm sewer 1ift station at the intersec-

tion of Lexington Green and Gregory Drive.

f. Installation of a 24-inch gatewell with flap and sluice gates in

place of the present flap gate on the storm sewer outfall.
The costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6 - Cost Estimate - Floodproofing Alternative 6
(o §-Year Protection

: : : Unit
Item : Quantity : Unit : Price : Amount
: R
Glass Block . 300 Windows: 40 : 12,000
Sump Pumps . 60 i Ea : 275: 16,500
Basement Bulkheads i 60 ; Ea ; 300 :"18,000
Manhole Covers & Frames i 40 é Ea ; 1,000 ; 40,000
24-Inch Gatewell of Flap and : ; ; :

Sluice Gates : 1 : Ea : 10,000 : 10,000
Lift Station | : 1 i Ea ‘26,500 : 26,500°
Contractor's Earnings i i ; i 123,000
Contingencies (25% +) i i ; i 30,000
Contractor’s Earnings & i ; i i

Contingencies - . : : : 153,000

Engineering & Design (15% +) i ; ; ; 23,000
Supervision & Administration : i . ; _15,000
Total First Cost 2 ; ; ; 191,000

19



On an individual basis, each homeowner could implement his/her own

floodproofing efforts. A préliminary cost estimate is given in Table 7.

Table 7 - Individual Residence Floodproofing

Item : Quantity : Unit : Umit Price : Amount
i 3 B
Glass Block } 5 . Windows : 40 : 200
Sump Pump : 1+ Ea . 215 . 275
Basement Bulkheads 1/ i 1 § Ea ; 300 2 300
Total | i ; i ; - 775

1/ As Required
Flood Fighting

Flood fighting is a companion effort of any flood damage reduction measure.
In the case of the Lexington Green area, several hours spent to elevate gdods
could have reduced damage somewhat. Because of the abrupt nature of ice jam
flooding, it is necessary to take action far in advance of anticipated
problem perfods. How far in advance depends on how much has to be done.
Attention should be focused on elevating, in order of value, the goods
located tn the-basement. In many cases, it may be necessary to bring items
to the first floor. This is an individual effort and prioritizing efforts
should be written down by each homeowner in the affected area with specific

duties for‘each member of the household.

In addition, the town should annually advise residents of steps thej should
take relative to flood fighting and evacuation. The Corps will, upon

request, assist in this effort.

20



The avérage annual costs for each alternative based on a 50-year pﬁbjéct life
at 6-7/8 pefcent interest are summarized in Table 8. Al prices are at the

July 1979 price levels.
Benefits

Damage records were assembled from previous studies énd interviews with‘1oca1
residents and tdwn officials. Average annual damages were derfved by_com-.
bining stage-discharge, stage-damage, and discharge-frequency CurVes;r The
levee alﬁernatives afe estimated to provide protection from 12-year, 25-year,
75-year, and 200-year level. The pumping and floodproofing alternatives will
provide protection to about the 10-year Tevel. Average annual flood inun-
‘dation reduction benefits are the value of average annual damages prevented
up to fhe protection level of each alternative. All damageé are résidentia],'
no commerciai daﬁage§ were reported, and public damages were mihor. Detouf
costshéfé not app]icab]e‘éince none of the streets are throﬁgh streets. The
average-annua1 damages and benefits for each alternative are summarized in

Table 9.

21



Area redevelopment benefits presented in Table 9 are based upon utilization
of unemplpyed or hnderemp]oyed labor rescurces in the construction and
fnstallation of a Federal construction project. As explained in the. |
Principles and Standards (Federal Guidelines for Water Resources Projeéfs),
this component is an adjustment to the cost of a project, and reflects the
fadt that‘there is no economic cost associated with the use of an otherwise
underemployed resoﬁrce. Area redevelopment benefits are limited to

earnings by unemployéd or underemployed labor resources directly emp1oyed.a§
a result of the conétruction or'implementation of a plan of the portion of a

plan in officially designated areas. 1/
Computation of area redevelbpment benefits are included in Appendix C.

The affiuence factor‘benefits presented in Table 9 are based bn the effects
of'1n¢reasing per capita income on the value of the stock of real property
-and contents. In efféct, the higher the per capita income, the more money an
individual yﬁll invest in improving his home and its furnishings. It is
assumed that 40 pefceht.of the damages caused by flooding are to the contents
of the home. The estimated affluence factor for the Buffalo Metropolitan
area, based on preyious District experience, is estimated at 50 percent.

Afflﬂence'factor benefits are summarized in Table 9.

1/ Department of the Army, Planning and Evaluation of NED Employment
Benefits, ER 1105-2-354, 17 Npr1| 1978.
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Table 8 - Annual Charges

Levees Pumpin :Floodproofing
Item 12 Yr. Prot. 25 Yr. Prot. '754Yr. Prot. 200 Yr. Prot..IU-Yr. Prot.:10-Yr. Prot.
$ : $ : $ : $ : k3 : $
First Cost : 1,101,000 : 1,146,000 : 1,193,000 : 1,240,000 : 120,000 : 191,000

Annual Charges:

Capitol Recovery : : : : : B

Factor (0.07132)  : 78,523 : 81,733 : 85,085 : 88,437 : 8,558 : 13,622
Maintenance 1/ 15477 : 16,267 : 16,015 : 17,563 : _ 1,82 : 3,078
Total Annual Charges : 94,000 : 98,000 : 102,000 : 106,000 : 10,400 : 16,700

1/ 2%+ of construction costs.

Table 9 - Average Annual Benefits

' Levees : Pumping :Floodproofing
Item 12 Yr. Prot.: 25 Yr. Prot.:/5-Yr. Prot. 200 Yr. Prot..IO Yr. Prot..IU#Yr. Prot.
: $ : $ : 3 : $ : $ : 3
Average Annual Damages : : : : : :

Existing Conditions : 119,000 : 119,000 : 119,000 : 119,000 : 119,000 : 119,000
Improved Conditions  : 93,000 : 90,000 : 65,000 : 30,000 : 105,000 : 105,000
Average Annual Flood : : : . : .

Inundation Reduction : : : : : :

Benefits . 26,000 : 29,000 : 54,000 : 89,000 : 14,000 : 14,000
Affluence Factor 1/ : 5200 : 65,800 : 10,800 : 17,800 : 2,800 : 2,800
Area Redevelopment 2/ : 8,622 : 9,017 : 9,424 : 9,830 : 1,05 : 1,680
Total Average ; ; ; ; 2 ; :

Annual Benefits . 39,822 : 43,817 : 74,224 : 116,630 : 17,854 : 18,480

1/ Assuming 40 percent of residential damages prevehted'are to contents of homes and the estimated

affluence factor of 50 percent based on District experience with other projects in the Buffalo-
Erie County area ($26,000 X 40% X 50% = $5,200).

2/ Area Redevelopment Benefits computations are shown in Appendix C - Economic Data.



The average annual costs and average annual benefits for each alternative are

sumnarized in Table 10.

Table 10 - Cost Analysis

' : Average : Average : : Benefit
¢ First : Annual : Annual :  Net :  Cost

Alternative : C%gt : Benefits : Chgrges : Benefits : Ratio

: : [ : : $ :

Levee 1 . 1,101,000 : 39,822 : 94,000 : -54,178 : 0,42
Levee 2 - 1,146,000 : 43,817 : 98,000 : -54,183 :  0.45
Levee 3 11,193,000 : 74,224 : 102,000 : -27,776 :  0.73
Levee 4  : 1,240,000 : 116,630 : 106,000 : 10,630 : 1.1
Pumping : 120,000 : 17,854 : 10,400 : 7,454 :  1.72

Floodproofing : 191,000 : 18,480 : 16,700 : 1,780 : 1.1l

Flood insurance is available to the residénts of West Seneca under the
Nat1ona1 Flood Insurance Program. . Damage survey interviews indicate‘that
approximately 35 percent of the residents in the Lexington Green area were
" insured. Based on these interviews, the claims were settled promptly and
only a small number of residenté expressed dissatisfaction with the claim

adjustor's evaluation of damages.

While flood insurance cannot prevent flood damage, it can ease the ecconomic
~impacts on the residents in flocodprone areas. It is recommended that resi-
dents in the Lexington Green and School Street areas reconsider the need for

purchasing flood insurance.
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CONCLUSIONS

Based on these investigations, the following conclusions have been reached

regarding the flood situation on Buffalo Creek in the town of West Seneca:

School Stréet Area

1. Modifications to the Union Road bridge and its southern approach may
provide some limited relief from flood problems. The exact extent of such

relief is not known at this time.

2. Due to the physical nature of the area other structural flood control

~measures are not engineeringly or economically feasible.

3. Floodproofing may provide some relief but it would require a case by
case evaluation. Generally, structural deficiencies in the buildings_do not

lend themselves to effective floodproofing.

4. The only permanent solution appears to be permanent evacuation.
However, based on the preliminary economic analysis, there is no basis for
Federal participation in this alternative. Local support for this alter-

. native is also doubtful.

Lexington Gréen Area

1. Several viable alternatives for local flood protection have been
identified for Lexington Green. Three of the alternatives namely, 200-year -
levee protection, pumping and floodproofing are cost effective and readily

impiementab]e by the town. Under present Federa1 policies, the Corps could
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be involved in construction of Alternative 4, but the pumping and flood-
proofing plans do not provide a sufficient degree of protection to warrant

Federa1 involvement.

2. Alternative 5, Pumping, is basically the same as the flood fighting -
plan currently in use by town officials. It upgrades some of the existing
features of the plan making these features more permanent in nature and
reducing_the need for mobilization of work crews on an emergency basis.’

The plan lends itself well to a gradual implementation as funds are
availabTe; If this-plén were implemented on a gradual basis the.highest
pribrity éhou]d'be:giveh to instaI]ing the 24-inch gatewell and filling the
low area between 77 and 89 Lexington Green. Second priority should be given
to installing the sewer 1ift station and the last stage should be

floodproofing the manholes.

At the same time individual home owners should be encouraged to floodproof

their homes.

Alternative 6 is essentially the same as Alternative 5 plus floodproofing of

individual homes.

There is no basis for Federa1 participation in implementing either
Alternative 5 or-6 because of the relatively low degree of protection proQ

vided. But either alternative would reduce average annual damages within the

subdivision.

3. Alternative 4 - The 200-year protection levee plan is the only alter-

native in which there may be basis for Federal participation. Based on this
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preliminary investigation it appears that a local flood protection project
under the authority of Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, as amended,

may be feasible. Further detailed studies would be required and can be

initiated by a request from town officials. The most optimistic time
schedule for commencing construction of a project at Lexington Green under

Section 205 is 1984 provided the detailed study still supports a project.

Since Alternative 4 incorporates many of the features of Alternative 5, the
town could proceed with installation of the common features which would serve
as intermediate protection measures which could then be incorporated into the
Federal project later. Installation of the common features would be a
Federal cost under Section 205. However, since a Section 205 project would
take considerable time to implement, the town might not wish to wait for a

Federal project to implement these features.

4. If the town of West Seneca elects to seek Federal assistance under
Section 205, a letter of intent to provide the following local assurances
prior to initiation of the detailed study would be required from New York

State Department of Environmental Conservation:

a. Provide, without cost to the United States, all lands, easements, and
rights-of-way necessary for the construction, borrow, and spoil areas and

subsequent maintenance of the project, as required.

b. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to construction
of the project'except for damages due to the fault or negligence of the

United States or its Contractors.
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¢. Maintain and operate the project, or integral parts, after completion

in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army.

d. Provide, without cost to the United States, all alterations and relo-
cations of existing improvements including bridges, highways, buildings,

utilities, seﬁers, and other facilities, except as otherwise provided.

e. Prescribe and enforce regulations to prevent obstruction or encroach-
ment that would interfere with proper functioning or maintenance and opera-

tion of the project.

f. Assume full responsibility above the Federal cost limit of the proj-

ect. The Federal cost limitation is $2,000,000.

The Buffa]o District staff is évai]ab]e to provide planning and technical
assistanée to town officials in implementing any of the proposed alternatives
discussed in this report or any combination of these alternatives. Requests
for assisténceISHbufd be directed to Colonel George P. Johnson, Distriét

Engineer, 1776 Niagara Street, Buffalo, NY 14207.
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Planning Assistance Report
Town of West Seneca, NY
Buffalo Creek

lntergection oc Q)r-rm Lnne. and Grerjorj Drive
Phete taken B March 1979, Water was

r;ppromima+e,1:l 1.5 hiﬂhe_r oJr H—g maximam hé’-ir_jl")'{'.

September 1979



Planning Assistance Report
Town of West Seneca, NY
Buffalo Creek

lntersection of Prian Lane and Greqory Drive
Photo taken & March 1979, (Mater was
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TOWN OF WEST SENECA

NEW YORK
TOWN OMICES
1250 UNION. ROAD
JAMES A. ROOF ‘ WEST SENECA, N V. 14224
APERVISOR o 6745600

Merch 22, 1979

Corps of Engineers
1776 Niagara Street
Buffalo, New York 14207

DP2ar Resident:

The recent ice jamming and resultaznt flooding on the Buffalo Creek
created severe property damage within the Town of West Seneca. As
¢ result, many residents have questioned political representatives
and ‘appointed officials as to what can be done to prevent future
flcodinyg, and at the same time, what process is available to recoup
canaze losses. :

To have as many people as possible obtain accurate information first
hand, the Town Board of West Seneca through Congressman Jack Xemp and
his staff have set up a community information meeting. This assembly
will be held on Wednesday evening, March 28, 1979 at 7:00 PM at the
West Seneca Town Hall Council Chambers.

Congressman Kemp's office has arranged to have representatives from
the Corps of Engineers, Internal Revenue Service, and Small Business
Adninistration present statements and findings at this meeting. Town
orficials will address local concerns and programs.

For the sake of expediency, it would be best for each area or street
to have one or two spokespersons who will express area problems and
ask appropriate questions.

Wrhile this meeting may not produce solutions, it is intended for the
dissenination of information without the necessity of individuals
callinz various agencies or obtaining differing data. Your presence
will assist in the complete participation of parties concerned in
this matter.

g1V truly )?;,

Supervisor

AR/ ir

REPRESENTING ALL THE RESIDENTS



y JACK KEMP . WASNEIGTON OFFICT -
307H DAavMT Niw Yomm 2244 Raveers Houst Orrcs Buioinc
. ' : ’ Ants Cont 201: 1235-3243

COMMITTIE

wesormanon - €ongress of the Tnited States i

PAMDAL TLARUL 111 Wit Huwom SrRceT

ADNINATALTIVE ALuiuTanT FHouse of l\cpt:s'tntatibts ipviippehui b iralos
::::uw-::::::::r - Eﬁ’binmnn. D-c- 20515 ) EE ’119 €0 RUTEKOWSX |

" pUETENCT RAPRELEMTATIVE

March 29, 1979.

ilon, Hugh L. Carcy

Governor of the State of New York
bxecutive Chamber

State Capitol

Albany, New York 12224

Dear Governor Carceyv:

As vou know, the Small Business Administration, at
vour rcguest, conducted a survey of the llood damage in-
the Town of West Scneca to determine whether the residents
might be cligibhle fFor Federal Disaster Relief.

“The .initial Tindings of SBA indicated that there was
not sufficient damage during the March flooding to justifly
authorized government assistance.

However, d mcofing with Town residents which was ,
held. vesterday, revealed that the SBA assessment ol Jdamage
wits conducted before the (lood waters had actually receded --7
making it impossihlc to determine the full exteént of the
structural damage sustained by West Seneca residents and
husincsses.

“Therefore, | request that vou authorize SBA to return
to the West Scnccea arca,; particularly the Lexington Green
and School Street neighborhoods located by the RBufrate Creck
and Cazenovia Creck, to reevialuate the damage caused by the
March fleooding.  Such an action on vour part would help ensure
4 more accoarate tabutation ol the -damage sustained. b oam
sure vou'll aerce that such o rveappraisal is io. the best
interests ol the beleaguered residents ol West Scneca.

This matter is of the utmost importance and descrves -
vegr prompt attention. -

Thank vou for vour coopceration.

RNCere

JK:ms her of Congress



Amernmon Congress of the United States :':--':.-:_"-?:
“ocroas House of Representatives B or-oi rriy

FOREWGN OPERATIONS

8 Woreh, L gprol 7T \

Washington, B.C, 20515
March 29, 1979

Col. Daniel D. Ludwig

Buffalo Area District Engineer
Corps of Engineers

1776 Niagara Street

~ Buffalo, New York 14207

Dear Col. Ludwig: _ [}

At the request of Erie County Executive Edward J. Rutkowski,
I am contacting you to ask that the Corps of Engineers
oconduct an updated study of flood control requirements for
the Buffalo Creek flood plain.

Damage fram flooding along Buffalo Creek was extensive this.

_-year, as you know, and san: form of relief is needed.

Please advise me as socn as possible of the Corps' oonclusicns

-rega.rd.x.ngth:.sarea

With best regards, I am




r

COL Ludwig/jf/2200

1. At the West Seneca Town Hall public meeting on 28 Mar 79, I specified that
Buffalo District would begin immediately an investigation to determine how to best
proceed 1n addressing the ice jam flooding problem which perfodically occurs on
the Buffalo River in West Seneca. I indicated that it would take 2-3 months of
technical evaluation to make a definite determination at which time the District
Engineer could make a decision regarding Federal interest in this matter.

2. Request that you begin under Planning Assistance Authority to accumulate facts
and other information pertinent to this problem. A number of residents present
indicated their willingness to discuss their knowiedge of this situation with us.
These people should also provide you with infbrmation on which to base a realistic
estimate of damages not only from the 1979 flood but from previous fioods as well.

3. The problem of possible.cross connections between sanitary and s$torm sewers
should be investigated as well as the possibility of creek water getting directly
into the storm sewer system at higher elevations.

4, Upon completion of this review, we should advise the town of the District
Engineer's decision.: It is possible that we could proceed under a Continuing
Authority or under an existing resolution depending upon the estimated project
cost. Alternatively, we could, as in previous investigations, determine that the
~problem does not justify Federal interest. However, with the currently estimated
damages for 1979, it appears that a project may be justified.

DANIEL D. LUDNWI ;

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

f

. - T
DISPOSITION-—FORM
Pt wae of his torm, sen AR 340-13; the preponent sgeney is The Adjutent Guaerel’s OHice.
[REFERENCE OR OFFICE SYMBOL _ SUBJECT
Ncgpg o Lexington Green Flood Control Study G -
™ NCBED "R \CBOE PATE 30 Mar 79 M7

rORN REPLACES DD FORMU S, EXISTING SUPPLIES OF WHICH WILL BE
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rrmsrniamiens ~ Congress of the United States ol i e
et asaaTa - Bouse of Repregentatives Burrma, New vom et
m::v: m’biﬂgmﬂ. R.C. 205?'5 ‘ ::' m.n':“aw:“n:m

April 2, 1979

Thanks very much for your participation at the March 28
meeting at the West Seneca Town Hall regarding the recent
flooding of Buffalo Creek. I regret that commitments in
‘Washington prevented me from attending. My Administrative
Assistant, RuSs Gugino, has kept me fully apprised of the _
discussions and proposals made by area residents and business
people. _ :

As an outcome of this meeting, I have written to Governor
' Carey requesting that he authorize the Small Business Adminis-
tration to reassess the structural damage in West Seneca
caused by the recent flooding. A copy of this letter is
enclosed. ' '

In addition, I have requested the Buffalo District
office of the Army Corps of Engineers to immediately undertake
an updated study to determine how best to alleviate the

" conditions which caused the flooding of Buffalc Creek.

I am also making inguiries to address your concern for
revision of Flood Disaster Relief criteria.

Please be assured that I will continue my efforts on
your behalf to ensure that the West Seneca residents are
spared the needless suffering which accompanies Buffalo
Creek flooding.

‘My kindest régards,

Sincerely,

Jack Kemp

Member of Congress
JK:ms
Enclosure



TOWN CLIRK
M. RUTH HARRIS

Tobon of West Seneen

gri' a ﬂl-ln“u . TOWN COUNCIL
3 SUPERVISOR
1280 UNION ROAD JAMES A. ROOF
WEST SENECA. N. Y. 14224
&74.8800 JOHN E. RILEY
JOAN F. LILLIS
WILLIAM A. NICHOLAS
April 4, 1979 JAMES M. VAN REMMEN

U. S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

TOWN BOARD PROCEEDINGS

Minutes #6
April 2, 1979

*Moved by Councilwoman Lillis, unanimous second, that the Town Board

of the Town of West Seneca herewith requests the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers to undertake the prep-r ation of a reconnaissance report for
Buffalo Creek within the Town o West Seneca under the authority

granted to the District Commander covering small flood control projects."

Motion carried.

[E OF NEW YORK

: County

ce of the Clerk of the
"N OF WEST SENECA

(BEaAL)

S8S:

This is to certify that I, M. RUTH HARRIS, Clerk of the Town of West

Seneca, in the said County of Erie, have compared the foregoing copy of
resolution with the original resolution now on file at this office, and which
was passed by the Town Board of the Town of West Semeca in said County -

of Erie, on the 2nd day of _ April 19_72and that the same is a
correct and true transcript of such original resolution and the whole thereof.

In Witness Whereof, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed that
seal of said~ if: 1979

CLERK OF THE TO ., TOWN OF WEST SENECA,. N, VY.
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STATE OF NEw YOoRK

EXECUTIVE CHAMBER .
ALBANY 12224

Hugu L. Cancy
Gtvtanon

. -

DAY Jach:

In response to vour lotier of diarch 20, 167¢, 1 am
asaing tae Snll Tosinose Aaciaisieation to recvaluate
T3 situtidoa in orie Zoauty, for whicn 1 vequisted 334
isuasier loan assistance v area 7, 1972, A copy or
Ay levier 1o the &3 flegional Ddirecior - is enciosed.

It would have been nelpful if agcitionual ata on
waeinsured losses could nave been proviced to jorwarcé oo

von at this time. A telephoac cineck widh the urie Couaty
aJice of Lisaster Preparcudness on April 4, 1978 did rot
result in any inforastion beyon: that which bad resulted

in .ay iarca 7, 1379 veguest ani CLd's sabsoquent evaluation.
Lovever. in orier not 1o welay actiop by &%, 1 have zZoae

#dea. on ihe basis of your laiter.

Sincepely,

- ,:ay'q
. -
/

eetasuhle Jacl L leap
ndlel Laiey Luprescincalive
awrse i Niee Lud loingg
Lhmdibanion, DooU. 20015
~nclosure
- \



STATE OF NEW YORK
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER
STATE CAPITOL

ALBANY 12224

COPY

irzar Mr, Irizarry:

~Please refer to wy raiguest of »arech 7, 1373 for Siall
Susiness Aduinistration disaster loan assistance for aome-
owuers and busicausses is soveral counties affected by
Tlooaiuy wiichh bieonn arch 3. 1979, 23 you snow, Drie ,
County, one of the counties includet 1a taat request, was
not amnar the counties cesicnated as clivible for this -
assistaunca by tae Acwainistrator's subscuaent action,

I tave received letters dated UYarch 39, 1879 from |
uzonorabhle Jack nenp, Meuber of Coagress, ana ctrie County .
Lxecutive ifdward J. Rutiowsxi, coples of waich I enclose,

esking for a reevaluation by SBA, specifically in the ¥est

Sepeca area of Lrie Counnty. ©Bersad op these requests, I
would sppreclate a reappraisal of the situatlon by S3A to
coteraine wietzoer desijuation of lYrie County is inuicated.

Sincerely,

/s/ Hugh L. Carey

r. Ivasy .. Iriarry

nezrional Direcior

&.a1l Lhusiness sumlaistration
—w reveral Placse ;
~ew Yorx, wow Yori 15087

Zuclosures

cc:lvﬁ;;:;able Jack F. Kemp

it
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- NCBED~PF o 9 April 1979

-~

¥Mre. Marie Shattuck

Office of Honoradle Jack Kewp
Federal Building, Room 1101}
111 West HBuron Street
Buffale, NY 14202

Del; Mrs. Shattuck:

Thank you for the informastion provided along with your note of

21 ¥Yarch 1979 relative to flooding in the town of Uest Sepeca, NY.
The Oroville lLevee Improveasent project by Seattle Diestrict is a
rceult of an investigation, project authorigzation, funding, and
detailed design to protect an area from fleeding. This procedure can
toke nany years hefore & project is conrstructed,

thila the rcefdents of VWest Scnccs may belicve that & levee of the
tyne euvthorized for constructior at fCroville will sclve tleir
flocdin? problers Cue to fee lans, wve oust evaluste all of the facts
bearing on the pro‘lem. Rased oo Infeorration evailablie to dete, it
apneers thet undergrourd flows I diecherges through storm sewers
tc) te & =t of thie problen. V. wust Investipate all of ticse

espects in order to deternine if a project which will guarentee
relief can bo desipned. Possibly a levec will be the asswer.
Novever, we rust follow specific puidelines 4n the anelysic end
develop=cnt of these projucts. Ice ja {looding 15 unigue but unpre=
dictable, hence solutions are pot stralght forward.

As I Indicated at the putlic mecting on 2B March, we have bezun our
apalysis to dctermine alternatives that can be implemented to cingi-
nize flood logses in the Lexington Creen erea. I expect this effort

. to bc completed by Jume 1979. At that time, I expect to knovw if a
Federal intcrest c¢xists and, if so, how to procved in developing that
intcrest. 1f you have any specific questions, YMr. Thoras J,
Pleczynski, Chief of Flood Plain Managenent Services will bde pleased
to discuss them with you.

Sincerely yours,

PAKRIEL D. LUIWICG
Colonel, Crrpe of Engincers
Pistrict Encincer

CF:

EODA (DAEN-CWA-D) Llinc cpIres
RCDLD

Exec. Ofc. ® *

L ) " -

aliiad -




FCEED-PZ - . .10 April 1979

HRoporable Jack Kemp . : S
Bouse of Representatives o . s .
Washington, DC 20515 R

Dear Mr. Kemp:®

This is in reply to your letter of 29 March 1979 requesting that the
Corps of Engineers update studies for flood contrel on Buffalo CTeek
in the toﬂn of Veat Seneca.

Keahers of uy staff-and I vet uith town officials; variou. Federal
representatives -and redidents affected by flooding along -Ruffake
Creek on 28 Yarch 1979. We detercined that the flood situation is
irdeed scrious snd that further study should be undertaken.
Accordingly, my staff is currently obtaining pertinent data om which

to btsse further actfon. Our plan for this prelizinery investigfation

is to see 1f ergincering solutions are poesible and then to see
vhich, if any, cre ccst effective, Finally, if any are cost effec~

- tive, we will determine wrrther the Federal governcent can par—
ticipate in the construction of any of these alternatives. The
authority that can be used to implerent any alternative will depend

" on the ocutcotze of our preliminary investigation. The results of our: .-
findiongs will be evailable by surmer of this vear, and I will inforwm
‘'you at that tioe of. my Intentions for proceeding toward a solution to
the problenm, :

If you have any questions relstive to directicn or progress of this
effort feel free to contact me gr Thomas J. Pieczynski, Chief, Flood
Flain ‘anagement Services (716) 876-5554, ext. 2143 or FTS 473—21&3.-

| Sincerely yours,

DANIEL D. LUDWIG
Colcnel, Corps of Engineers
District Eogineer

CF:
RODA (DAEN-CLA—D)ulinc corres.
I-CDED - '
Ex eC. Ofc . - -
PAO . " "

¥ CEED-PF - -

Honorakle Jack Kemp
Representative in Congress
1101 Federal Puilding

111 West Puron Street
Euffalo, 1T 146202 j
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ERIE COUNTY LEGISLAJIRE

ROBERT H. MEIER, Legisiotor - 20th District
128 CRANWOOD DRIVE, WIEST SENECA N ¥ 14274
PHOMNE- #74-0187 ’ .

 Reeb Jrom Jack Ke

‘bu"-ﬂ OFca:
4105 SENECA STREET
- WEST SENECA, N. Y. M2
67476064
4127 N. BUFFALD ROAD
ORCHARD PARK, M. V. 14127
0_63-0'0!

a\ﬂlﬂ?i "“’% Cov. LTR~ . . feseveD
' : nism

July 16, 1079
lion., Jacii Leino ‘ . JACK 'b.;_::‘-‘ “C
Uniteé 3totes Congress BuUFi.-LT, N

311 ‘2, Nurcon strcet : | .
wulifzlo, Hoen York 14202
Deayr Jack, . R

I'= writing tiic lztter on wehilf c¢f scweral residents and
usinessnen in the Jest S5enccCs oren, viho hive inQuired as to the
stotus of 7Jost seneci Heling <a2clired ¢ Gisester orec due to the
Ylooling of Buffulo Creeir on ilivch 4, 1270, lso they have asi2d

2bout the possizility ¢l securins Jrnfine fe wrevent any such
oczurrence in the Sfuture.

You nouy reci 1l thet & pudl.c heiaring wes held on liarch 2L, 1670
in the West senecz Town -1l vherzsin wrious renrusentatlives Jro:n:
the dedezil, stote Lnd founty loevels snole in rooord te e Jlood
e _tuation. .1t thit ting neothan s w.s Zori.lly -oesclived but seversld

-

Igeas ond nessidle cvenues ol »pursult wers discunsed, one oi which

mneluded pivticindtion Ly tht nited stuies Arny Torps of ingineers.

I would ¢opreciote vour revicming this motter oné 2dvising ce
ol wour findings 71 your e.rliicst conveniense,

' RN IR ¢
- , ‘ Doboxt ., heier
' Lagiclitor,20th Nistzic

L]
. A -

=c. S0}, Tuere P o Johncen’
Uo oo S5 Lot ol ERe

Ple S0 luttor ffa

County Znesut vs



JACK KEMP ) ' we.m-;nvu- orrct

rrmermancs - - Congress of the United Stateg l.'.'.i::;‘g'.';"a:s';’.;. ST
TR st Pouse of Representatipes e
n';?::‘wm::‘:n | was’bingtun. E.C. 20515 tunu*rn-'omkl-

ETCT HEPALBENTATE

~July 18, 1979

Mr. Robert H. Meier
Legislator, 20th District
4105 Seneca Street

West Seneca, New York 14224

-Dear Bob:

Thanks very much-for your recent letter regarding
the March 4 flooding in West Sencca,

"You should know that my R-ffalo office was and is
very much ‘involved in this matter. My District Adminis-
trative Assistant, Russ Gugine and my staff assistant,
Marie Shattuck, organized the March 28 meeting of which
you're already aware, On that occasion, town residents
requested an additional assessment of the personal and
business property damage caused by the flood.

In a April 9 letter to me, a copy of which I have
enclosed herewith, Gov. Carey agreed to request another
review by the SBA. However, the results indicated that
the area did not qualify for low interest disaster loans.

A summary of the action I took was conveyed to West
Seneca residents and tcwn officials in a letter dated
April 2, (a copy is also attached).

- Currently, we are waiting for the conclusion of the
Army Corps study on Buffalo Creek to determine if it is
feasible to construct dykes or leevies along the Creek
within the near future.

‘As soon as we lecarn of the results of this review, we
will let you know.

incerely,

ack Kemp
JK:rg:ms . jfember of Congress
- Enclosures
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2244 Ravpusn Hover Ovrice Bunpws

e DitvegT, Niw Yoan
AaLs Coot X02; 215-3288

CDMTTAR.

arrmoFmiATIoNS Congress of the United States s i moes
ol ‘Bouse of Vepresentatibes gttty
Lou morTemMmn ®ashington, B.C. 20515 0 mrs v

July 24, 1979

Colonel George Johnson

U. S. Army Engineer District,
Buffalo

1776 Niagara Street

Buffalo, New York 14207

Dear Colonel Johnson:

As I indicated to members of your staff, I would
. appreciate a complete briefing om the Army Corps' study
of Buffalo Creek scheduled for completion in several
weeks. '

At a March 28th meeting of West Seneca residents, 1
made a commitment on behalf of Congressman Kemp to again
review the status of Buffalo Creek on September 5th at the
Town Hall. -

I think it prudent to explore this matter fully among
ourselves before any meeting is held with the people of
West Seneca. :

Accordingly, let me know when we can arrange such a
briefing to discuss this important subject.

(/’/ffgincerétf;agj |
RuZ: d&ﬁino
Administrative Assistant

RG/pb



Russ Cugine, Ad-inlotrat!v: laoistlnt

" Office of Hovorable Jack Kemp .. -
Buffalo District Office
1)1 West Ruron Street:
Buffalo, NY 14202

Dear ur. Cugxno

. This is in reg'rd to your letter dated 24 July 1579 requesting s
brieficg on the study presently undetway on lnffalo Creek in the town
of West Senecl. Y.

‘T would like to achedule 4 driefing for you on 27 Auvgust 1979, This
vill insure that the most recect informatiom will be available to
rresent to the people of West Seneca at the reetxng scheduled for

5 Septecber 1979,

Incidentslly, wve vill also give you & status report om the Eoover
Beach Study at this briefinp. '

-
-

Flease contact ¥r, Thocas P;ec:ynlkx, Chief, Flood Plain Managemwent

Services at (716) 876-5454 extension 2143 go arrangreents can be
wgde,

Sincerely,

" GEOFGE P. JOHNSOE
Colonel, Corps of Engineers

CF: Pistrict Engipeer
NCDED . " -
Exec. Ofc. " "
PAO i " -
LCRED~PF » "

Fonorable Jack Kerp
Founse of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515




Qoten of Best Sene

Trte Gownty TOWN COUNCIL -
- SUPERVISOR
1230 UNION ROAD JAMES A. ROOF
WEST SEWECA, N. V. 14224 N e PILE
- HN E. RILEY
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 674-5800 JOAN F. LiLLIS
WALLACE J. OCHTERSKI, P.E. WILLIAM A. NICHOLAS
TOWN ENQINEER ) JAMES M. VAN RE—MEN

August 7, 1979

United States Army
Corps of Engineers

1776 Niagara Street
Buffalo, New York 14207
Att: Mr, Ray Pylon

Re: Buffalo Creek Flooding
March 1979 .

‘Dear Sir:
An estimate of the cost to the Town of West Seneca in regard
to the flooding of Buffalo Creek is as follows:

Highway Dept. clean up § pumping $12,000

All departments preparation,

prevention and after effects 3,000
 Total Expenditures $15,000

If you require further information, please contact this
office.

Very truly youxs,

(U

Wallace (J. CQchterski, P.E.
Town Engineer

WJO/meb

cc: A. Sager, Highway Superintendent
G. O'Reilly, Town Attorney
file, Buffalo Creek Flooding



18/2146

_MCBED~PF = - - . 10 August 1979

Russ Copfno, Mduinigtrative Assistant
Office of Ronorable Jack Reump
 Buffalo District Office
111 West Lurom Street
Buffelo, RY 14202 _ | _ -

-

Pear Mr. Cugino:

The purposc of this letter is to confxrn the =eet1nx of 27 Acgust 1579
et 10 a.», in your off;ce. : _ :

Althourh I will be unsble to attend due to ouvt of town cornitwents,
Sistrict represcectstives will be prepared to provide you and YVr. Teinze
with all available 1nfor'at'nn on the Buffalo Creek flood problecs in
Eert Senreca, Few Ycrk,

I s sozry that I vill te uvnsble to meet with you, hovever, I eraEgly.
reconxmend that the meeting be held as echeduled.

Sincerely,

GEORCE P. JOENSON
Colonel, Corps of Pngineers
‘District Engineer
CF: )
RCBED
L RGBED-PF




Planning Assistance Report
Town of West Seneca, NY
Buffalo Creek

APPENDIX C

Economic Data

September 1979



Area Redevelopment Benefits (Included Before Other'Beneffts)

Area redevelopment benefits presented in Table 5 are based upon utilization:
of unémp]oyed or underemployed labor resources in the construction and
installation of a Federal construction project. As explained in the |
Principles _and Standards, this component is an adjustment to the cost of a
project, and reflects the fact that there is no economic cost associated with
the use of an otherwise underemployed resource. Area redevelopment benefits
are Hmited to earnings by unemployed or underemployed labor resources |
directly employed as a result of the construction or implementation of a plan

or the portion of a plan in officially designated areas.l/

1/pepartment of the Army, Planning and Evaluation of NED Employment
Benefits, ER 1105-2-354, pril 1978.




Table . - Area Redevelopment Benefits Levee Alterpative 1.
1+ Estimated Onsite Labor Costs

Construction Cost 1/ . . $785,000

Percent of Cost Allocated to Labor 40 percent

Total Labor €ost - = - $314,000
2.. Allocation of Onsite Labor Cost by Unemployment Class
€lassification - - Onsite - Percent . Amount of

of Labor Labor Cost Allocation Wages
Skilled 314,000 30 94,200
Semiskilled & Unskilled . 314,000 50 . 157,000,
Administrative and
. Supervisory . : 314,000 . 20 62,800

Total | . 314,000

POl ig o - - o . - L .
3. Allocation of Wages to Locally Unemployed or Underemployed Labor

Percent of

Labor Hired Wages Paid to

Locally that Locally Hired

was Previously Previously
Classification Amount Unemployed or_ Unemployed or

of Labor of Wages UnderemployedZ/ Underemployed
‘ 3 3
Skilled 94,200 30 28,260
Semiskilled & Unskilled 157,000 45 70,650
Administrative and
Supervisory 62,800 35 21,980

Total I8, 000 170,890
4, Benefits

Average Annual Value of Local! Labor Component
(120,890 X .07132) 3/ $8,622

1/Inciudes total construction cost, less cost for engineering and
- design. : :

2/1t is assumed that of the total labor cost, 30 percent will be
allocated to skilled labor, 50 percent and 20 percent to
unskilled, and administrative and supervisory, respectively.
Under or unémployed Tabor is assumed to be as follows: 30 percent
skilled, 45 percent semiskilled or unskilled, and 35 percent admin-
istrative and supervisory.

3/The wages paid to locally hired previously unemployed or
underemployed are annualized by application of capital recovery
factor, for the 50-year economic 1ife at 6-7/8 percent.



Table - Area Redevelopment Benefits Levee Alternative'z

1. Estimated Onsite Labor Costs

Construction Cost 1/ $821, 000

Percent of Cost Allocated to Labor 40 percent

Total Labor Cost $328,400
2. Allocation of Onsite Labor Cost by Unemployment Class
Classification Onsite Percent Amount of

of Labor ~ Labor Cost Allocation Wages
Skilled 328,400 30 98,520
Semiskilled & Unskilled 328,400 50 164,200
Administrative and 65 6ac

Supervisory 328,400 20 680

Total EEUTIUU

3. Allocation of'Haggs to Locally Unemployed or Underemplioyed Labor

Percent of

Labor Hired Wages Paid to
Locally that Locally Hired
was Previously Previously

Classification Amount Unemployed or_  Unemployed or
of Labor - of Wages Underemployed2/ Underemployed
Skilled 98,520 30 29,556
Semiskilled & Unskilled 164,200 45 73,890
Administrative and
Supervisory 65,680 35 22,988
Total T28. 500 12,758
4. Benefits

Average Annual Value g; Local Labor Component

(126,434 X .07132) $9,017

1/Includes total construction cost, less cost for engineering and
design.

2/1t is assumed that of the total labor cost, 30 percent will be
allocated to skilled labor, 50 percent and 20 percent to
unskilled, and adminfstrative and supervisory, respectively.
Under or unemployed labor is assumed to be as follows: 30 percent
skilled, 45 percent semiskilled or unskilled, and 35 percent admin-
istrative and supervisory.

3/The wages paid to locally hired previously unemployed or

underemployed are annualized by application of capital recovery
factor for the 50-year economic life at 6-7/8 percent.



Table - Area Redevelopment Benefits Levee A]ternat1ve 3

1. Estimated Onsite Labor Costs

Construction Cost 1/ $858, 000
Percent of Cost Allocated to Labor 40 percent
Total Labor Cost :

2. Allocation of Onsite Labor Cost by Unemployment Class

Classification "Onsite Pencent Amount'of
of Labor Labor Cost Allocation Wages
Skilled 3 343, 200 30 - 102, 960
Semiskilled & Unskilled 343,200 50 171,600
Administrative and
Supervisory 343,200 20 68,640
Total LT 343,200

3. Allocation of Wages to Locally Unemployed or Underemployed Labor

“Percent of

Labor Hired Wages Paid to
Locally that locally Hired
was Previously Previously

Cfassification' - rAmount o Unemployed or 2/ Unemployed or
of Labor of Wages - Underemployeds/ Underemployed

Skilled 102,960 30 ' 30,888

Semiskilled & Unskilled 171,600 45 77,220

Administrative and S _
Supervisory 68,640 35 - 24,024

Total | 343,200 2,137

4, Benefits

Average Annual Value ¢f Local Labor Component
(132,132 X .07132) 3/ - | - $9,4248

1/1nc1udes total construct1on cost, less cost for engineering and
design.

2/1t is assumed that of the total labor cost, 30 percent will be
allocated to skilled. labor, 50 percent and 20 percent to .
unskilled, and adm1n1strat1ve and supervisory, respectively, ..
Under or unemployed Tabor is assumed to be as follows: 30 percent
skilled, 45 percent semiskilled or unskilled, and 35 percent admin-
1strat1ve and supervisory. -

3/The wages paid to locally hired prev1ous1y unemployed or ‘
underemployed are annualized by application of capital recovery )
factor for the 50-year economic 1ife at 6-7/8 percent., '



Table - Area Redevel opment Benefits Levee Alternative 4

1. Estimated Onsite Labor Costs

Construction Cost 1/ $895,000
Percent of Cost Allocated to Labor 40 percent
Total Labor Cost $358, 000
2. Allocation of Onsite Labor Cost by Unemployment Class
Classification Onsite Percent - Amount of
of Labor Labor Cost  Allocation Wages
b
Skilled 358,000 30 107,400
Semfskilled & Unskilled 358,000 50 - 179,000
Administrative and N
Supervisory 358,000 20 71,600
Total 3BEfUUU

3. Allocation of Wages to Locally Unemployed or Underemployed Labor

Percent of

Labor Hired Wages Paid to
Locally that Locally Hired
was Previously Previously

Classification Amount Unemployed or 2/ Unemp1oy?d or

of Labor of Wages Underemployed</ Underemployed
- $ L3

Skilled ' 107,400 30 32,220

Semiskilled & Unskilled 179,000 45 80, 550

Administrative and .
Supervisory 71,600 35 25,060

Total 758,000 YI7,570

4, Benefits

Average Annual Value of Local Labor Component
(137,830 X .07132) 3/ $9,830

l/éncludes total construction cost, less cost for engineering and
esign.

2/1t {s assumed that of the total labor cost, 30 percent will be
allocated to skilled labor, 50 percent and 20 percent to
unskilled, and administrative and supervisory, respectively. :
Under or unemployed labor is assumed to be as follows: 30 percent
skilled, 45 percent semiskilled or unskilled, and 35 percent admin-
1strative and supervisory.

3/The wages paid to locally hired previously unemployed or
underemployed are annualized by application of capital recovery
factor for the 50-year economic life at 6-7/8 percent.



Table - Area Redeve10pment Benefits Pumping Alternative

1. Estimated Onsite Labor Costs

Construction Cost 1/ $ 96,000
Percent of Cost Allocated to Labor 40 percent
Total Labor Cost $ 38,400

2. Allocation of Onsite Labor Cost by Unemployment Class

.Classification Onsite Percent Amount of
of Labor L Labor Cost Allocation Wages
$
Skilled o 38,400 30 11,520
Semiskilled & Unskilled 38,400 50 19,200
Administrative and
- Supervisory 38,400 20 7,680
Total e 38,300

3. Allocation of Wages to Locally Unemployed or Undereniployed Labor

Percent of
Labor Hired Wages Paid to
Locally that Locally Hired
' T was Previcusly Previously
Classification Amount Unemployed or_ = Unemployed or

of Labor - ’  of Wages  Underemployed?/ Underemployed
, 3 $
Skilled _ 11,520 30 3,456
Semiskilled & Unskilled 18,480 45 8,316 .
Administrative and ' :
Supervisory 7,392 35 2,688 -
Total 38, 300 15,760

4., Benefits

Average Annual Value of Local Labor Component
(14,784 X .07132) 3/ $1,054

1/Includes total construction cost, less cost for engineering and .
design.

2/1t is assumed that of the total labor cost, 30 percent will be
allocated to skilled labor, 50 percent and 20 percent to-
unskilled, and adm1nistrat1ve and supervisory, respectively.
Under or unemp1oyed labor is assumed to be as follows: 30 percent
skilled, 45 percent semiskilled or unskilled, and 35 percent admin-
1strat1ve and supervisory.,

3/The wages paid to locally hired previously unemployed or
underemployed are annual ized by application of capital recovery
factor for the 50-year economic 1ife at 6-7/8 percent.




Table - Area Redevelopment Benefits Floodproofing Alternative

1. Estimated Qnsite Labor Costs

Construction Cost 1/ $153, 000

Percent of Cost Allocated to Labor 40 percent

Total Labor Cost $ 61,200
2. Allocation of Onsite Labor Cost by Unemployment Class
Classification Onsite Percent Amount of

of Labor Labor Cost Allocation Wages

$ h
Skilled 61,200 30 18,360
Semiskilled & Unskilled 61,200 50 30,600
Administrative and
Supervisory 61,200 20 12,240

Total 51,200

3. A]]ocation of Wages to Locally Unemployed or Underemployed Labor

Percent of

Labor Hired Wages Paid to
Locally that Locally Hired
was Previously Previously

Classification Amount Unemployed or2/ Unemployed or
of Labor of Wages Underemployed</ Underemployed
L3 b3
Skilled 18,360 30 5,508
Semiskilled & Unskilled - 30,600 45 13,770
Administrative and N
‘ Supervisory 12,240 35 4,284
Total BTT?UU 23:552
4. Benefits

Average Annual Value_of Local Labor Component
(23,562 X .07132) 3/ $1,680

- 1/1includes total construction cost, less cost for engineering and
design.

2/1t is assumed that of the total labor cost, 30 percent will be
allocated to skilled labor, 50 percent and 20 percent to
unskilled, and administrative and supervisory, respectively.
Under or unemployed labor is assumed to be as follows: 30 percent
skilled, 45 percent semiskilled or unskilled, and 35 percent admin-
istrative and supervisory. '

3/The wages paid to locally hired previously unemployed or
underemployed are annualized by application of capital recovery
factor for the 50-year economic Tife at 6-7/8 percent.



