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Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance

Roll Call

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
A -SUBMITTAL OF REQUESTSFOR FUTURE ITEMS

Individuals who have appropriateitemsfor City Council consideration should complete the Request for Future
Agenda Itemsform located at the I nformation Booth. If theissue can be handled administratively without Council
action, notification will be provided. If theitem is scheduled for a meeting or study session, notification of the date

will be given.

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
B - RESERVE TIME TO SPEAK ON AGENDA ITEMS

Thisisan opportunity for individuals wishing to provide input on any of tonight's agenda itemsto reservetimeto
speak. Please come forward, state your name and address, and the Agenda topic on which you will be speaking.

City of Grand Idand City Council



City of Grand Island

Tuesday, June 18, 2002
Study Session

[tem -1

US Fish and Wildlife Platte River Critical Habitat Designation

The United Stated Fish and Wildlife Service (USF& W) has promulgated a wide ranging
critical habitat designation for the Piping Plover. In Nebraska, this designation includes
reaches of the Platte, Niobrara, Loup and Missouri Rivers. It also includesriver reaches and
lakes in North and South Dakota and Minnesota. A map of the Nebraska designation is
attached.

Discussion:

This designation has the potential to greatly change the way water is used in the State,
including the City'swell field. The importance of the designation, and its possible affects on
Nebraska water use, has been the catalyst to bring a number of organizations together asthe
Nebraska Habitat Conservation Coalition (NHCC). The group includes natural resource
districts, power districts, irrigation districts and farm groups. This designation comes at the
same time that the Platte River Cooperative Agreement (CA) isongoing. Attached are a news
article providing additional detail on the coalition, a letter on the separate but related CA
from Congressman Osborne, a copy of the Mayor’s comments on the USF & W's
designation, and a copy of a letter from the CPNRD on the designation.

Recommendation:
It isthe recommendation of the Utilities Department that the City join the coalition, funding
from Fund 525, Water Enterprise Fund.

Fiscal Effects:
Expenditure of $3,000.00 annually for three years from Fund 525. There are sufficient
funds available.

Alternatives:
Do not participate in the coalition.

Staff Contact: Gary R. Mader

I
City of Grand Idand City Council
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Small bird
has group’s

attention

Coalition meets to submit
response to proposed piping
plover habitat designation

Group to ask for extended comment time

By Carol Bryant
cbryant@theindepende. n

The Nebraska Habitat Conservation Coalition met
for the first time Friday to discuss the group's re-
sponse to a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service draft re-
port analyzing potential economic impacts that

would result from
designation  of
critical habitat for
the piping plover.

Twenty-three
organizations are
in the statewide
coalition, includ-
ing natural re-
source districts,
public power dis-
tricts and irriga-
tion districts.

The Fish and
Wildlife Service in
June 2001 pro-
posed designation
of critical habitat
for the northern
Great Plains popu-
lation of the piping
plover on approxi-
mately 196,576
acres and 1,338 riv-
er miles in Nebras-
ka, Minnesota,
Montana, North
Dakota and South
Dakota.

The coalition
will ask for an ex-
tension of the
Jan. 28 deadline
for the public to
submit comments
to the Fish and
Wildlife Service
about the draft
economic report
and proposed crit-
ical habitat desig-
nation. The coali-
tion is concerned
about effects the
habitat designa-

farmers, irriga-
tion and public
power, among oth-
er things.
Approximately
34 people attended
the meeting at the
Central Platte
Natural Re-
sources District
office in Grand Is-

Courtesy photo/Platte River
ooping Crane Maintenance
Trust, Inc.

The piping plover

Public comment
sought on critical
habitat designation
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has released for
public review a draft report
analyzing the potential .
economic impacts that
would result from the
designation of critical habitat
for.the northern Great Plains
population of piping plover.
Public comment and
information about the
proposed designation and
dratt economic analysis will
be accepted until Jan. 28.
Written comments should be
sent to Piping Plover

-Comments, South Dakota
-Ecological Services Field
~Qffice;US. Fish and Wildlife
-'Service, 420 S. Garfield Ave, .
“No.:400, Pierre, SD 57501, or
+by faxto (605) 224-9974. -
~Copies. of the economic
_‘analysis-and critical habitat
tion could haveon - '

Eroposélmri be requested
by contacting the above
address.

/:Copies were also supposed

td be available at a Fish and
Wildlife Service Web site, but
U.S. Department of Interior
Web sites have been shut
down because of a judge’s
orderin a lawsuit.

land. The public portion of the meeting lasted three
hours, and then the group went into a closed session
to discuss strategy with its attorneys. Ron Bishop of
Grand Island, Central Platte Natural Resources Dis-
trict manager, was elected chairman of the coali-
tion.

The piping plover is a small, pale-colored migra-
tory North American shorebird that doesn’t spend
all of its time in Nebracka



Piping plover:

Continued from page 3-A

The Fish and Wildlife Service
listed it as a threatened species
in 1986 under the Endangered
Species Act and has been court-
ordered to have habitat critical
to the bird designated by March
15. Critical habitat refers to ar-
eas that are essential for conser-
vation of a threatened or endan-
gered species and which may re-
quire special management con-
siderations.

Mark Czaplewski, a biologist
with the Central Platte NRD in
Grand Island, told the coalition
he was a little bit surprised at
what little analytical informa-
tion is included in the draft eco-
nomic impact report, released
Dec. 28. Bioeconomics, Inc., of
Missoula, Mont., prepared the
draft economic analysis for the
Fish and Wildlife Service, dated
November 2001. Extending the
deadline to submit comments
would help the coalition. A com-
mittee was appointed to prepare
the coalition’s response.

“Time is extremely short.
We'll be scrambling to put the
thing together,” he said.

Attorneys Karen Budd-Falen
and Marc Stimpert of Cheyenne,
Wyo., whom the coalition has
hired, were present Friday.

“I absolutely believe more
time should be taken,” Budd-
Falen said. “At a minimum I
would suggest 30 days.”

“The Fish and Wildlife Service
is required to consider these
comments. We're going to repre-
sent a very strong public opin-
ion. The more individual and the
more group comments you can
get, the better,” Budd-Falen said.

The Endangered Species Act
(1973) is starting to have more
impact on Midwestern states,
she said. Most people envisioned
that the act would be working to
protect huge national species.

“What the original act said
and how it’s being implemented
now are 180 degrees apart,” she
said. “Now the act is truly a com-
mand and control issue.”

A species can be listed as
threatened or endangered under

Listed as a threatened species

Nebraska Habltat Conservatlon Coalmon

Loup Pubhc Power and,
E ation District,:North Loup
lic Power.and: imgaﬁon

DlStﬂCt, Farwell afid Sargent

X .. Imigation Districts, Dawson.

, Irngatxon Dlstnct, Lower Loup,
NRD,:Lolip | Pubhc owei

Platte‘ :

‘{gorth P|atte'NR ), Twin

the act.

“Threatened species are treat-
ed exactly the same as an endan-
gered species,” Budd-Falen said.

A threatened species is one
that could be endangered in the
future, and an endangered
species is facing extinction. Crit-
ical habitat can be potential
habitat or suitable but unoccu-
pied habitat. Changing habitat
for an endangered or threatened
species is enough to be a viola-
tion of the Endangered Species
Act, she said. If convicted, a vio-
lator faces prison time and a
$10,000 fine per day per violation.

“We think that the economic
analysis for the piping plover is
deficient,” the attorney said.
“What will be the economic im-
pact if we stop irrigation?
...What’s going to happen if
farmers can’t farm any more?
...You guys have the highest
property taxes I've ever seen.
How is the shortfall in the prop-
erty tax going to be made up?”

Two forms of mitigation are
payment of money and loss of
land use.

“The economic analysis does-
n't talk about the cost of mitiga-
tion. What the Fish and Wildlife
Service needs to do is start look-
ing at those costs,” she said.

The draft economic analysis
finds that over the next 10 years,
total Endangered Species Act
Section 7 consultation costs as-
sociated with activities poten-

. District, Upper-Big lue‘NRD

Public Power District, Upper :
Elkhom NRD, Upper Loup
NRD, South Platte NRD; Lewis

* and Clark NRD, Nebraska

Rural Electrlc Assocuatlon e
f But

tially affecting piping plover due

. fo designation of critical habitat

would be a maximum of about
$58,000 per year; a Dec. 28 Fish
and Wildlife written statement
said.

“Overall, the report finds that
all associated impacts would be
minimal,” the statement said.

Members of the Nebraska
Habitat Conservation Coalition
contribute at a partner or spon-
sor level for a three-year period.
Contribution amounts per year
range {rom $1,000 to $5,000. As of
Friday morning, the coalition
had 19 sponsors and three part-
ner groups as members and had
received $9,500. Sponsor groups
are government entities.

Bishop said county boards in
Buffalo and Dawson counties
have approved resolutions op-
posing the designated habitat for
the piping plover. The Hall
County Board of Supervisors
will discuss the issue Tuesday A
committee will develop guide-
lines for coalition member agen-
cies, and two-thirds of the mem-
bers must approve any new
members. Representatives dis-
cussed for about an hour Friday
whether Nebraskans First
should be allowed to join the
coalition, but no decision was
reached.

The coalition’s next meeting is
at 10 a.m. Feb. 20 at the Central
Platte NRD office in Grand Is-
land.



INTEROFFICE
,,,,, MEMORANDUM

GRAND ';f ISLAND

Working Together for a
Better Tomorrow. Today.

DATE: May 9, 2002
TO: Marlan Ferguson, City Administrator
FROM: Gary R. Mader, Utilities Directo
LSUBJECT: Platte River Cooperative Agreement j

There is beginning to be some recognition that USF&W's approach to Platte River species
might not be the best approach. The attached letter from Tom Osborne and accompanying

counter opinion to USF&W positions on species issues will hopefully bring some balance
to this process.

GRM/pag
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COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

COMMITTFE ON EDUCATION
AND THE WORKFORCE

COMMITIEE ON RESOURCES

TOM QSBORNE

30 DeSTRC 1, Nuiematica
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"G, TOM OSBORNE FAX NO. ""22261385

Congress of the Wnited Stateg
House of Representatives
Wlaghington, DT 20515-2703

<y v v~

P. 02

307 Canmoun Butioi:

WastunGton. OC 20
(202) 225-842%

Fax: (202) 226-130

DISTRICT OFFIC

B1I N, Oy Avy ., St

Guann 1GLAND, NE G0
{308) 331-6859

Cox 1739) 301-552

21 L 2041 ST.
SIenencati, NF Oy
1300) 812 -3342
Fax: (306) 635-20n

Fcbruary 26, 2002

The [lonorable Gale Norton

Secretary of the Interior

Uniled States Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW

Washington, DC 20240

Decar Sccretary Norton:

As we discussed during a mécting in the fall of 2001 and as was evident at a recent
Resources Committee hearing in my district, the people of Nebraska’s Third Congressional
District are justifiably concerned about the potential impaclt of the Platte River Cooperalive
Agreement on their lives and livelihoods. Sincc being clected to represent these people, I have
devoted a significant amount of time to reviewing the history of the agreement and the proccss
that has brought all of the stakeholders to the point at which they find themselves today.

What T have leamned about theagrecement often raises more questions than are answered,
and the questions datc back to the designation of critical habitat for the whooping crane. For
cxample, it seems questionable 1o propose to attcmpt lo manage instream flows, for the benefit of
a spccics, through the operation of Kingsley Dam when the dam is over 100 miles from the
beginning and over 175 miles from the end of the critical habitat for the species. Further, it takes
5 days for water to travel from the dam to the beginning of the critical habitat arca and 7 days for
it to travel to the end of the habitat area. Additionally, rainfall events often occur along the river
below the dam but above the habitat arca. That rain certainly affects the instream flows of the
river, and is not retained by the Kingsley Dam. This Icaves many to wonder about the valuc of

selting instrcam flows that arc ICSW

- Another issue of concemn is thcproposed pulse flows for the Platte River. The Fish and
Wildlife Service has determined that pulsc flows of 10,000 to 12,000 cubic feet per sccond are
needed to protect the species in question. However, the likely resull of these pulsc flows will be
low-land flooding, particularly when cougl?i»with a rainfall cvent, and the elimination of
scdiment. It is my understanding that the'€xpected scdiment loss has been the causc of much
concern for the Fish and Wildlife Scrvice. Ihave been informed that, in order 1o replace the
scdiment that would be washed away by thc government-mandated pulsc flows, the Scrvice had
previously considered hauling scdiment by truck from other parts of Nebraska to dump into the
Platte River. Anothcer idca, which has reportedly been considered by the Scrvice as a means of
addressing the sediment issuc, is to move sediment from an island into the river. )rom the
viewpoint of many Nebraskans, thc wisdom of these proposals is dubious at best, especially
when evidence indicatcs that high instream flow requircments actually decreasc whooping cranc
habitat rather than improve jt.

The proposed ¥ritical habitat designation for the piping plover has also been questioned.

According to research of which I am aware, both the piping plover and the lcast tern fare well
PINTED ON RECYC O Al
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living on sandpits and lakeshores. However, neithcr sandpits nor lakeshores are included in the
proposed critical habitat designation. Although I do not advocate including cither the sandpits or
the lake shores in the proposed designation, many throughout my district wonder why the Fish
and Wildlife Service does not choose to cnhance <.x1stmg habitat rather than trying to changc the
river habitat to suit a desired result. Tn addition, the piping plover and the least tern had no
successful reproduction on the Middle Platte River during the 1990s, according 1o information
provided in the enclosed letter from the Platte Watershed Program Coordinator to the Fish and
Wildlife Service on March 22, 2000, as comments on the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Draft
Milestones R3-]1 Document.

In light of the qucstions that 1, and my constitucnts, have about the scientific basis for the
whooping cranc critical habitat designation, the Platte River Coopcrative Agrcement, and (he
proposed piping plover critical habitat designation, I request that the National Academy of
Sciences or 8 similar independent qualificd entily conduct a scientific evaluation of the
biological opinions on endangered an catencd a{te River basin. Given the
testimony at the Ticld hearing and other informnation that I have reeeived, i is time to evaluate the
appropriatcncss of the current critical habitat designation for whooping cranes on the Plattc
River. Available information suggests that the whooping crancs rarcly utilize this reach of the
river and only in the spring, which may indicate that the designation has had little if anything to
do with conserving the specics. Information about the whooping cranes’ use of the Platte River
is provided in the enclosed letter from the Platte Watershed Program Coordinator,

I, along with other Nebraskans, am committed to the preservation of endangered species.
The prescrvation of these species will best be served if decisions arc bascd on accurate data
rather than faulty assumptions. It is vital to the future of Nebraska that any decisions affccting
the use and allocation of water be firmly based on adequale data and the reasonable
intcrpretation o[ the data. The people of the Third District deserve nothing less than to know
with certainty that science and the reasonablc interpretation and application of data, not politics
or philosophics, is the foundation upon which the Department of the Interior bases its decisions.

Thank you for your attcation to this very important matler.

Best Wishcs,

TOM OSBORNE
Member of Congress

Bnclosure
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Sharen Whitmore

Acting Ncbraska Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

203 W 2™ st

Grand Island NE 68801

Dear Sharon,

Thic s in regponse o your letter dated 6 March 2000 requosting comments on
your Draft Milestones R3-1 Document. 1 offet the following comments.

Whooping Crane

Off-river roost sites should be included in your list of suitable habitat if, in fact,

an adaptive resource mansgement approach is taken. Tho data is overwhelming in that

- whooping cranes are birds of palustrine and Jacustrine wetlands NOT riverine habitat,
While whooping oranee do use the Platte River for roosting, it may be thar the loss of
wetlands bordering the river has had a greater impact on use. During 1940 through 19%s
there were 534 confinned sightings in the lower 48 slates. Only 10 or 1.2% were on the
Platte River. This percentage would be even less if Canadian sightings were included,

From 1970 through 1998, 38% of the years exhibited no confirmed whaooping
crune sightings along the Platte River. On average, less than 1% of the population was
confirmed in the Platte Valley during the same time frame (0-3% in any given year). The
number of confirmed sightings on riverine habitat anywhere within the migration corridor
is loss than 3% of the total. Anecdota] evidence along the Platte suggests that whooping
crancs were attracled to the vast wetlands in the late 19405 and early 19505 before
extensive drainagc occurred (Curricr ef. al, 1985, Migratory Bird Habitat on Plattc and
North Platte Rivers in Nebraska, p-29),

During the 1981-1984 radio-tracking study of whooping cranes, 18 whoopers
were tracked on 3 southbound and 2 northbound migrations, Nonc of them used the
Platte River (sec Marshall Howe's 1989 FWS Technical Report of this study). In fact, [
became part of the ground-tracking crew in the spring of 1984 after 2 subadu]t whoopers
spent 22 days near Hershey along the North Platte River and the original tracking crew
had to attend to other obligations, These birds never used the river for roosting, rather
they used the same palustrine wettands that the sandhill craneg uge in that particular
staging arca.

I co-authored a paper on whooping crane migration ccology in Nebraska (Lingle,
ct.al, 1987. Migration ecology of whooping cranes in Neby aska. Proc Intermnutional

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA, COOPERATING WITH COUNTIES AND THE U 8. OEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Univeiedy of Nedrasia-Uncaln Univarsity of Nsdcaska Madaical Canter Universily of Ncbraska 8t Omana Unlveraity of Nebrasha at Kearney
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Crenc Workshop, China) that describes habitat use. Once again, wetlands were the
predominant habitat type for roosting. Also, refer to Amy Reichert's 1999 Ph.D
dizsertation on whooping crane habitat use from the University of Nebraska.

Development of wetlands in the Platte Valley by The Nature Conservanoy and
other conservation groups has resulted in use by whooping cranes xs well. Even at
Bosquo Del Apache NWR in New Mexico, the oross-fosternd whocpers raest in the
highly regulated water impoundments adjacent to the Rio Grande River unless the
impoundments freeze, Only then will they roost in the river.

My point is that off-river roost sites must be included not only for biological but
also for economic rcasons as well, NPPD's Coftonwood Ranch is & case in point, As
you know, the FWS intends to olearcut & gallcry forest and engineer 8 channel which
meets the definition of roost habitat. The purple loosestrife problem, the sediment
concerns, and the ongoing disking necessary to maintain the open river channel will be a
coatly experiment. This does not cvea consider the loss of biological diversity resulting
from tho clearcutting cfforts currently underway. It may be less costly and more
beneficial to whoopers to create wetlands In the former wet meadows there. By restoring
marginal croplands to prairie and wetlands, the semo benefits to whoopers may be
attained. If not, the more intensive clearcutting route can be taken.

It is interecting to note that since the coniplation of the Kingsley Dam in 1941, the
whooping crane population has inereased 13-fold, My point herc is that use or
population size mnay not neccssarily prove a cause and effect rclationship. I wonder if the
FPlatte River would even be considered i€ the FWS was charged with desi gnating critical
habitat today, Whooping crene expents that 1 have visited with would be hard pressed to
consider the Platte River given our current state of knowledge, Certainly none would be
willing to state on a witness stand that the continued existence of the species would be in
Jjeopardy if the Platte River were to disappear. Thst aside, the development of off-river
roost sites will not diminish the need to meintain instrcam flows duc to the dizect positive
relationship of river stagc to groundwater levels in the adjacent aquifer,

On page 4 of the Drefi R3-1 Docurent states “In February and March, rising
ground water levels thaw the soil and initiate blological responses of soil orgauisms.”
What specific studics on what soil organisms were used as a basis for this statement? I
am not aware of such studies yet [ know this srgument haz been vged 25 a basic for
instream flow requests and other legal proceedings, Ifthere are eny, you should include
them in this document with supporting evidence.

Least Torns and Piping Plovers

At the February Monitoring and Research Workshop held at the Trust offices, it
was interesting to note that the species experts did not think it wise to creatc pormanent
nesting habitat duc to the problems associated with predation. That the central Platte
River docs not offer any naturally occurring nesting habitat for these species is amply
demonstrated by fact thatthere-were-no tem or plover chicks were known to fledge on
any natural river sandbar during the entire decade of the 1990%s. A 50-60 day window of
flows less than ubout 1500 cfs during late May through mid July is neccasary to allow for
nesting and subcequent fledging. Thig did not happen in the 19905, Nests and/or young
were flooded out. The efforts exhibited by conscrvation groups to provide nesting habitat

<

r
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for these birds can only be characterized as 2 dismal failure. The habirat simply does not
cxist under current condidons, :

My study of the nesting ecology of bo(l specics from Chapman to Lexington
during 1985-1991 chronicles the situation (see ennual reports submitted to FWS datcd
1985, 1986, 1987, 1088, 1989, 1990). My nesting habitat data and population estimates
duning those years do not agreo with Tables 1.2 end 1-3 (op cited, Lingle 1993. Causes
ol nect failure and mortality of least torns end piping plovers slong the central Platic
River, Pages 130-134 in Proc. Missouri River and it tributeries: piping plover and least
tem symposium). River use was greatest in 1985 following back-to-back 100-ycar flood
events during the summers of 1983 and 1984, This stochastic event created plentiful
sandbars along the river which were used by both species. The shift to sandpits occurred
during the subsequent years to the extent that sandpits ar dredge islands sro the only
places where young have fledged in recent years.

This begs the question as 1o whether it is in the best interest of the specied long
tam well-being to attract them to an area where they are ltkely to be flooded or eaten by
predators, The best production occurs at Lake McConaughy and the lower Platte River
but the Cooperative Agreement does not allow for those areas to be considersd. Clear] y
slochastic flood events provide the necessary requiremeants for these specics to nest
throughout their range and it is this cphemcral nature of that type of habitat with which
thece species evolved, It is unreslistic to think we oan replicate thesc types of flood
events through releases from the Environmental Account stored in Lake McConaughy,
The birds will nest at sandpits and one way to juswe their success is to hire tern and
plover wardens to guard each nesyyoung 24 hours & day through the nesting season. One
other way to provide hebitat is to ensure instream flows do not exceed 800 cfs during the
nesting scason.

Pallid Sturgeon

How you can monitor the impact of flow releases on a fish species that may or
may not exist 200+ miles downstream is beyond my comprehension. Rorctunately, I do
not havo to deal with that problem.

Other Speoies of Concemn

The institutionalized clearcutting of riperian forests that is currently underway
under the gulse of endangercd specics habitat aupmentation can only be characterized as
dendrophobic (dendrophobia is the irrational fear or hatred of trces), No one knows what
is being lost since there are po thorough inventories being done prior o treatment. The
evifauna associated with these riparian zones is rich with neotropical migrants (e,g,
willow flycatcher snd Bell's vireo) that are experiencing serious population declines
clsewhere in thcir 12nge, Riparian cottonwood forests are perhaps the most endangered
habitat typo in the West and Southwest yet here they are treated like musk thistles.

The arbitrary and capricious nature of the Cooperative Agreement is best revealcd
by the fact that the federally endangered Bald Bogle was not included in the list of targel
specics. This was done despite the fact that the central Platte River hosts one of the
largest wintering oonoentrations in the lower 48 steles and has an increasing number of
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nesting eagles. I realize they will be delicted in July but the signatories of the rgreement
did not know this in July 1997. How can one federally listed species be ignored while
others are not?

In conclusjon, the Plattc River and its associated wildlifc is & nationa] {reasure that
needs to be protected for what it is. We are not going to remove the dams, plug the

may be trying to prop the protection of the Plarte using the ESA as a foundation. Once
sgain, the Platte needy to be protected for what it is; » resource scrving the sgricultural,

- municipal, biological, and spiritual nceds of the region. Aldo Leopold once said that the
first step to wise ecological tinkering is to keep all of tho cogs of the wheel. We would
be well served to heed his advice and Proceed with a holistic and reasoned concept of
how best to protect the river and its unique wildlife. Letus use edaptive resource
management in its broadest sense and proceed cavtiously and carefully,

Sincerely,

Platte Watershed Program Coordinater

¢c. Tom Franti
Dale Strickland
Curt Brown
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GRAND ;-——-——f-’i ISLAND

Working Together for a
Better Tomorrow. Today .

August 17, 2001

Piping Plover Comments -

South Dakota Ecological Services Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

420 South Garfield Ave., Suite 400

Pierre, SD 57501

Dear Sir or Madam:

The City of Grand Island has reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service'’s June 12,
2001 Public Notice of Intent to designate a large reach of the Platte River in Nebraska
as critical habitat for the piping plover. In reviewing this proposed rule we are
concerned that this designation is based upon only marginal information and that the
Service has not completed the required detailed analyses to make this designation.

In reviewing the Federal Register, we note that the Service indicates that it;

Does not have sufficient data to precisely designate critical habitat.

Has not completed the required economic analysis.

* Has not properly mapped the areas to be designated.
and,

Has not properly considered ongoing conservation and habitat maintenance
programs in Nebraska.

We also believe that it has not allowed adequate time for comment.

The Platte River is very important to Grand Island and all of Nebraska. Grand Island
and many other cities in the state have wells near the river. Impacts to water availability
have far reaching impacts on Nebraska and its citizens. Evaluation of this designation
requires detailed and precise information to assure that all potential affected parties
have the information needed. Without complete, detailed reports as required for this

designation, the public comment process is thwarted and affected parties are unable to
respond as completely as possible.
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The current proposal also states that as more of the detailed analyses for land,
economics, and other components are completed, each will be made available. We
believe this is not a proper approach. The completion of all components, in detail, must
be available as a whole and evaluated as a whole since one may affect the other.

The City of Grand Island requests that this habitat designation be postponed until such
time that the Service is able to complete all of the required pieces of its designation
process. At that time, given the magnitude of this designation, a minimum of 120 days
would be required to properly review, evaluate and comment on it.

This designation appears to be premature. The Service has not met its obligations to
provide detailed information on the biological science, economic impacts, consideration
of ongoing projects, or even maps that would allow precise location of the designated
areas. Without these, the City is unable to properly consider and evaluate the proposal.

Sincerely,

n Gnadt, Mayor
City of Grand Island

KG/pg

pc: Senator Chuck Hagel
Senator Ben Nelson
Representative Tom Osborne

also to:  TJerry Obenst Morara,
Lincoln atee v



August 10, 2001

Via Facsimile Transmission: (605) 224-9974
Via e-mail: FW6_Piping Plover @ FWS.gov

Piping Plover Comments

South Dakota Ecological Services Field Office
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

420 South Garfield Ave.

Suite 400

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Subject: Comments on Proposed Designation of Critical Habitat for the Northern Great
Plains Breeding Population of the Piping Plover

To Whom It May Concern:

In response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s June 12, 2001, public notice of it’s
proposed designation of critical habitat for the northern Great Plains breeding population

of the piping plover (66 Fed. Reg. 31760), Central Platte Natural Resources District
submits the following comments, requests and questions.

1. Background

Central Platte Natural Resources District (CPNRD) is a Nebraska political subdivision
responsible for, among other things, the development and execution of plans, facilities,
works and programs relating to the development and management of fish and wildlife
habitat. CPNRD is the holder of instream flow water rights on the central Platte River,
including an instream flow to provide habitat for forage fish and aquatic
macroinvertebrates which serve as food items for interior least terns and piping plovers
respectively (Nebraska Department of Natural Resources Appropriation No. A-17004).

CPNRD is an active participant in the activities under the “Cooperative Agreement for
Platte River Research and Other Efforts Relating to Endangered Species Habitats on the
Central Platte River in Nebraska (July 1997)” (Cooperative Agreement). Under the
Cooperative Agreement, the signatories to the Agreement and other participants,
including CPNRD, are participating in and implementing certain activities relating to four
target species, including the piping plover. One of the purposes of the Cooperative



Agreement is to implement certain aspects of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
(Service) recovery plan for the piping plover by implementation of efforts to acquire,
restore and manage land or interests in land to provide and improve associated habitats
for the piping plover. Associated habitats means, with respect to the piping plover, the
Platte River valley beginning at the junction of U.S. Highway 283 and Interstate 80 near
Lexington, Nebraska, and extending eastward to Chapman, Nebraska. Under the terms of
the Cooperative Agreement, CPNRD and the signatories are undertaking activities to
acquire, restore and manage land and interests in land to provide habitat for the piping
plover and other target species. The intent of the Cooperative Agreement is to focus

activities on creating “the greatest biological benefit to the target species”, including the
piping plover.

In furtherance of the goals and purposes of the Cooperative Agreement, CPNRD has
participated, along with the signatories and other parties, in the following activities
relating specifically to the piping plover:

* Monitoring of piping plover use of the Platte River and associated habitats
* Development of a habitat protection plan for piping plover habitat

* Development of additional monitoring and research activities associated with
piping plover habitat along the central Platte River

2. Extension of Comment Deadline

CPNRD requests that the deadline for comments on the piping plover critical habitat
designation proposal be extended from August 13, 2001, to 120 days after all necessary
documents required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) have been completed and distributed by the Service.
These documents include the Service’s complete alternatives analysis, economic impact
analysis (in accordance with Section 4(b)(2) of the ESA) and detailed maps and
descriptions of the proposed critical habitat areas sufficient to allow the public to
determine precisely the lands to be included in the proposed area. F urther, the public is

entitled to an appropriate opportunity to review, evaluate and comment on these yet
undisclosed documents prior to a final Service decision.

A. No economic analysis. 16 USC Section 1533(b)(2) states the critical
habitat can only be designated after “taking into consideration the
economic impact, and any other relevant impact, of specifying any
particular area as critical habitat”. The Service has not provided any
information concerning the economic impact analysis conducted by it,
which must underlie the designation of the critical habitat. Further, prior
to the Secretary’s determination to list critical habitat the public is entitled
to review, evaluate and comment on the economic analysis.

B. Use of inaccurate and nonqualifying maps. The regulations are replete
with the descriptions of the maps which must describe the area that is to be
designated as critical habitat, see, e.g., 50 CFR 424.16(b); 50 CFR 17.94.




Given the magnitude of the enforcement powers which inure to the
Service upon the designation of critical habitat to curtail or cease “adverse
modification of critical habitat” it is essential that the critical habitat
particularly and accurately described in the notice of the proposed rule.

(1) The Service’s proposal states that “due to time constraints
and the use of TRS boundaries” the Service was “unable to
exclude developed areas such as mainstream dam structures,
buildings, marinas, boat ramps, bank stabilization and
breakwater structures, row cropped or plowed agricultural
areas, mines, roads and other lands (e.g., high bank bluffs
along the Missouri River reservoirs) unlikely to contain
primary constituent elements essential for northern Great
Plains piping plover conservation”. The Service needs to
produce and make available the detailed maps or legal
boundary descriptions of critical habitat areas required by the
ESA and regulations.

(2) The Service is required to develop boundary maps and
descriptions that exclude areas known not to contain primary
constituent elements of critical habitat. Such boundary
definitions are essential to local governments and private
property owners, to clarify precisely the land intended to be
designated and to permit such meet the legal and scientific
standards for critical habitat required under the ESA.

(3) The Service must develop a more complete definition of the
facilities and land uses that it classifies as not meeting the
test of primary constituent elements (e.g., pasturelands,
grasslands, farmyards, livestock confinements, riparian
forests, shrubland, waterbodies, etc.) which are not currently
included in the Service’s list of “exclusions”. For example, a
cattle feedlot would not specifically be excluded from
designation as critical habitat on the Service’s list on page
31768. Conversely, a sandpit that is specifically excluded
from being critical habitat (since it is a gravel “mine”) may
well contain the primary constituent elements of critical

habitat noted by the Service and provide nesting habitat for
breeding plovers.

3. Adverse Economic Impacts

The proposed critical habitat designation constitutes a significant threat to the present and
future economic well being of many central Platte River valley communities. The
Service’s proposal notes a variety of activities (both public and private) which, if
undertaken, may adversely modify critical habitat. Service documents distributed in
association with the critical habitat designation proposal (e.g., “Questions and Answers
About Proposed Critical Habitat and the Northern Great Plains Population of Piping
Plover”) note that activities that may result in adverse modification of critical habitat




include such common and necessary practices as road and bridge construction and
maintenance, operation and maintenance of dams, bank stabilization projects, dredging
operations, and construction of dwellings (also reference Table 3 66 Fed. Reg. 31 777).
Most disturbing, the Service specifically note that “water development projects such as
ground water withdrawal for water supply and other river depletions” could comprise an
adverse modification of critical habitat and taking under ESA. Central Platte River
regional economies are critically tied to municipal, agricultural, industrial and domestic
water supplies provided by and associated with the Platte River. The designation of
critical habitat will adversely affect the economic and social health of the region and must
be fully evaluated in the presently incomplete and undisclosed economic impact analysis
of the Service. Such designation by the Service could have a significant adverse impact
on entities requiring federal permits to undertake various activities along the Platte River

and those entities receiving federal funding for activities such as programs administered
by the Natural Resources Conservation Service.

A. Regulatory uncertainty and adverse economic impacts. The Service’s
definition of what constitutes adverse modification of critical habitat is
unclear and will result in the use of varying interpretations and standards
under the Section 7 consultation process, as well as separate analyses under
the jeopardy standard definition. The Service should more clearly define
adverse modification and more completely and specifically advise citizens as
to what programs may be affected by critical habitat designation. This may be
particularly important on river systems in Nebraska where designated critical
habitat would likely be unoccupied by piping plovers during most (if not all)
years. :

B. Negative impact on property values. Designation of critical habitat may cause
private property values to drop and will adversely affect regional business
(e.g., gravel mining, agricultural land values, etc.). Even the perception of
legal and institutional constraints caused by critical habitat designation can
lead to lower property values for affected private properties.

4.Absence of Scientific Support for the Designation

In the proposal for listing the piping plover under the ESA in 1984, the Service stated that
critical habitat designation “would not be prudent because of the often ephemeral nature
of the plover’s nesting habitat” (November 8, 1984, Federal Register p.44714). In the
same document, the Service stated “(t)he plover’s breeding and wintering habitats are
spreading over a large geographic area. Alluvial islands in rivers appear, disappear, and
reappear depending upon water conditions. Beaches and interior wetlands may or may
not be used each year because of varying water levels or changes in beach characteristics.
Accordingly, it is not possible to designate areas which, if given protection, would be
used by the plover in the future and whose protection would advance the plover’s
conservation.”(emphasis added). The Service restated this position in 1985 when it
produced its final rule on the status of the piping plover (December 11, 1985, Federal
Register p.50731). No new scientific evidence has been cited or offered by the Service to

warrant any change in position regarding the need for critical habitat in the Platte River
from Cozad, Nebraska to the mouth of the Platte.




A. June 12, 2001 Federal Register statements. Service statements in the June 12,
2001, Federal Register continue to support the fact that “(c)onditions for
nesting are highly variable” and “habitat use by piping plovers is dynamic and
that the habitat necessary to support the northern Great Plains population is
diverse” (p. 31762). Further, the Service refers to studies that note the piping
plover has “varying rates of site fidelity” and “need a variety of available nest
sites” (p. 31763). “Sites used in | year may not be used in subsequent years”
(p- 31763). The ephemeral nature of piping plover nesting habitat and the
birds use of that habitat have not changed.

B. No new scientific data or support for designation of critical habitat on the
Platte River. The “best scientific and commercial data available” in 1985
established that “the designation of critical habitat was not determinable” (p.
31763). The Service has disclosed no facts, studies or findings, which have
come into existence after 1985 to support a different conclusion now for the
Platte River. The Service merely states that such designation is necessary to
address a court order in the Defenders of Wildlife v. Babbitt (Case No.
97V000777) (Court Order). No part of the February 7, 2000, Court Order
entered in Civil Action No. 96-2695 or Civil Action No. 97-0777 in the cases
of Defenders of Wildlife, et al. v. Bruce Babbitt, et al., requires a designation
of critical habitat on the Platte River.

C. Lack of valid rationale for Platte River critical habitat designation. Illogically,
some of the very same facts that lead to the Service’s 1985 decision that
critical habitat designation was not prudent, now appear to be part of the basis
for the presently proposed designation, e.g., “...portions of the Platte River
that are included in the proposed critical habitat designation may not be
occupied [by piping plovers] in a given year, but designation is necessary
because of the dynamic nature of the river. Sandbar habitats mi grate up an
down the rivers resulting in shifts in the location of primary constituent
elements” p. 31767 (emphasis added). If the Service’s initial rationale for not
designating critical habitat remains scientifically sound and if the nature of
piping plover has not changed, then the need to designate such habitat now is
unfounded. Further if the “best scientific and commercial data available” still
does not support the designation, the designation cannot be applied to the
Platte River and the Court Order must be complied with by explaining the
designation of critical habitat on the Platte is not ripe. Such a determination is
permissible under the terms of the Court Order as part of the designation of
the “appropriate” habitat in the “region”. The Court Order does not require
the Service to designate habitat in every river in the region.

D. Inappropriate designation of unused habitat. Unoccupied habitats and areas
never documented to have been occupied by piping plovers are being
proposed for designation as critical habitat. Without reference to any new
data, the Service has designated areas, which have never been documented to
have been occupied by piping plover. What data and what criteria were used
to designate unoccupied habitat? For example, what rationale and data were
used to move the upstream end of the critical habitat on Platte River from




Highway 283 at Lexington, Nebraska (in the current Recovery Plan) to a
location near Cozad in this proposal? The Platte River in this reach is not
historically known to support piping plovers. Similar apparent inconsistencies
occur in other Platte River reaches. Reaches of the Platte River that have no
history of substantial use and that have not recently supported piping plover
use are included in the Service’s proposal (e.g., Kearney to Odessa, Nebraska
and Central City to Clarks, Nebraska).

E. Lack of analogous support for designation. Even if the Service were allowed
to make critical habitat designations by use of analogy instead of data or
studies, it does not appear that analogy was relied upon. For example,
according to the Service’s draft Environmental Assessment, portions of the
Missouri River (i.e., Ft. Peck to Milk River) were excluded from designation
as critical habitat because the river in this area is “highly degraded and
contains few sandbars” due to upstream trapped sediment, rendering it
unlikely “to develop the primary constituents needed for piping plover
survival and recovery in the near future”. Other areas known to occasionally
be used by plovers are excluded from critical habitat designation by the
Service and yet they propose critical habitat on reaches of the Platte River that
do not consistently support the species — river reaches that the Service
themselves has characterized as degraded and sediment starved. The Service
is inconsistent in including and excluding areas as critical habitat that do not
contain the primary constituent elements of habitat. The Service need to
provide the detailed data and analysis used in making its proposal.

5. Lack of Legal or Scientific Support for Definition of Critical Habitat

The Service has included hydrologic and geomorphic processes within the elements of
critical habitat. The ESA does not provide for including physical processes with the
geographic bounds of critical habitat. The Service, the States of Colorado, Nebraska and
Wyoming, the U.S. Geological Survey and the Bureau of Reclamation are currently
engaged in high-level scientific studies to understand the complex and variable nature of
sediment transport and hydrology of the Platte River as a component of the Cooperative
Agreement. Experts in the field do not agree on the nature and magnitude of influence of
these processes on the river, much less how they might affect piping plover habitat or
conservation. The critical habitat designation cannot include such poorly understood
information. To remain consistent with the elements of habitat provided for in ESA, the

Service must delete those elements from its designation and its scientific “rationale” used
to develop the designation.

6. Lack of Consideration of Alternative Habitat Management and Conservation Efforts
The Service is required to consider other alternatives to designation of critical habitat on
the Platte River. Existing programs and conservation efforts in development on the Platte
constitute habitat conservation plans directed to help recover piping plovers. The Service
is a key player in the Cooperative Agreement working toward a proposed Platte River
Recovery Implementation Program that involves conservation efforts directed at the
piping plover. CPNRD, the Least Tern and Piping Plover Protection Program (Tern and
Plover Conservation Partnership), some of Nebraska’s electric utilities, and others are




working toward piping plover conservation. Just as the Service has eliminated other
areas of piping plover use from its critical habitat proposal based on the existence of
conservation efforts, the entire Platte River system should be eliminated or delayed from
designation at this time because of these habitat conservation efforts. In addition, the
Service should work with the state of Nebraska to develop a cooperative effort to
conserve and manage the species, with or without a Platte River Program under the
Cooperative Agreement. Similar conservation plans for black-tailed prairie dogs and
pallid sturgeon have met with some success.

A.

16 U.S.C. Section 1533(b)(2) provides for exclusion of areas from critical
habitat designation. The Secretary of the Department of Interior may
exclude any area from critical habitat if the Secretary determines that the
benefits of such exclusion outweigh the benefits of specifying such area as
part of the critical habitat. The Secretary may do this unless the Secretary
determines, based upon the best scientific and commercial data available,
that the failure to designate such an area as critical habitat wil] result in the
extinction of the species concerned. Since there is no scientific or
commercial data available to establish that the failure to designate the
Platte River as critical habitat will result in the extinction of the species,
the Secretary is permitted to exclude the Platte River from the critical
habitat designation. The June 12, 2001 Notice contains no analysis of the
benefits of such exclusion and the benefits of specifying the area. Further,
based upon the adverse economic and social impacts that will most likely
accrue by virtue of the designation, it would appear that the benefits of
specifying the area as part of the critical habitat are outweighed by the
benefits of excluding the Platte River from the designation.
The Service has too narrowly defined “acceptable” conservation
management plans. At page 31767 of the June 12, 2001 Notice, the
Service described the “criteria” which would allow an area to be excluded
as being covered by a conservation management plan. The three criteria
listed are not based upon the ESA, nor are they based upon the Code of
Federal Regulations, but instead are policy and guidelines applied by the
Service in interpreting Title 16 U.S.C., Section 1533(b)(2). This narrow
interpretation of conservation management plans is not legally binding
upon the Secretary. The test as outlined in 16 U.S.C., Section 1533(b)(2)
is whether the benefits of excluding an area are greater than the benefits
specifying an area as critical habitat.
Existing alternative habitat management and conservation efforts warrant
the exclusion of the Platte River from the designation. The entire Platte
River system should be eliminated or delayed from designation at this
time because of habitat conservation efforts that are currently ongoing,
including:
a. The Department of Interior and the States of Nebraska, Colorado and
Wyoming are currently working on the Platte River Cooperative
Agreement which, among other things, is designed to develop a
Program to secure defined benefits for the piping plover and their




associated habitats and to assist in their conservation recovery through
a basin-wide cooperative approach. Under the terms of the
Cooperative Agreement, the program is to “adaptively manage”
reproductive habitat for piping plovers. The Cooperative Agreement
provides numerous activities previously mentioned in this letter which
the three States, the Department of Interior and many other parties,
including CPNRD, are actively pursuing to develop, manage and
preserve habitat for piping plover on the Platte River in Nebraska.
CPNRD, in cooperation with the Service, The Central Nebraska Public
Power and Irrigation District, and Nebraska Public Power District, are
currently involved in piping plover monitoring efforts directed towards
gathering the best possible scientific data and evidence concerning the
habitat used by the piping plover on the central Platte River.

b. The Least Tern and Piping Plover Protection Program, also known as
the Tern and Plover Conservation Partnership, is a joint effort between
the University of Nebraska, Nebraska Game and parks Commission,
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and regional sand and gravel
mining companies by which the cooperating entities are working
toward piping plover conservation.

c. CPNRD is the holder of an instream flow water right (DNR

A Appropriation No. A-17004) which protects instream flows to provide
habitat for macroinvertebrates that serve as food items for the piping
plover.

d. Nebraska Public Power District and The Central Nebraska Public
Power and Irrigation District are actively developing and managing
reproductive habitat for piping plovers along the Platte River in
accordance with their Federal Energy Regulatory Commission licenses
(Project Nos. 1835 and 1417)

In light of these efforts, and others which are not specifically mentioned herein, the
Service should consider that alternative habitat management and conservation efforts
presently in place are sufficient to protect the species and the species habitat and to avoid
the designation of any areas on the Platte River as critical habitat.

7. Lack of Appropriate Evaluation of Social Impacts

The Service’s June 2001, Draft Environmental Assessment “Proposal of Critical Habitat
for Northern Great Plains Breeding population of Piping Plovers (Charadrius melodius)”
(relied upon for the critical habitat designation) fails to adequately evaluate social
impacts to Nebraska landowners. The impacts of the Service’s proposal on Nebraska are
primarily borne by private landowners while impacts in other states primarily affect
government properties. Of the 463 miles of river that are proposed for designation in
Nebraska, 450 miles (97.2%) are privately owned (reference Table 1, 66 Fed. Reg.
31771). This disproportionate impact on private landowners in Nebraska compares to
impacts in Montana that principally occur on federal lands (94.1%) and Missouri and
Minnesota where virtually 100% of the lands impacted are either federally or state




owned. Table | indicates that none of the impacted lands in Nebraska are federally
owned and only 2.8% are state owned.

8. Notice of Intent to Seek Exemption

CPNRD gives notice of its intention, if the proposed rule designated the critical habitat
on the Platte River is finally approved, to request from the Service, a hardship exemption
for surface and ground water users (including agricultural, municipal, domestic and
industrial users) within our jurisdictional boundaries under Section 10(b) of the ESA for
the continued lawful withdrawal of surface water from the Platte River and its tributaries
and for ground water pumping which may deplete flows to the Platte and its tributaries
deemed by the Service to constitute a taking under Section 9 of the ESA. The exemption
will be requested because substantial restriction on or elimination of such water use
would constitute undue economic hardship to the area.

9. Request for Document Referenced in the June 12, 2001 Notice
CPNRD requests copies of Service documents requesting independent expert peer review
of the proposed critical habitat designation and any response to those requests from peer

reviewers in accordance with processes noted in the Peer Review section of the Federal
Register proposal (p.31776).

CPNRD reserves the right to submit additional comments on the proposed designation of

critical habitat for piping plovers after the Service releases the economic analysis, maps
and other information mentioned above.

Sincerely,

Mark M. Czaplewski
Biologist

cc: Rep. Tom Osborne
Sen. Chuck Hagel
Sen. Ben Nelson
Mr. Roger Patterson



City of Grand Island

Tuesday, June 18, 2002
Study Session
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Review of Street Lighting Standards

The 1992 Comprehensive Plan for Grand | land suggested that 3rd Street west of Eddy Street
have a center left turn lane. That added lane would be a common left turn lane like the
center lane on Broadwell and Eddy Streets between The Fourth Street and Five Points. This
would require removal of the existing centerline pavement markings and painting of new
lane line markings. On street parking would have to be restricted to one side of the street.
The proposal has been considered by the city council twice, but has never advanced. The
residents of the area approached Council Member Fred Whitesides when the issue was last
discussed. They would like the city to install additional street lights on Third Street.

A meeting was held at the Edith Abbott Memorial Library to present the area residents with
the option of installing mid block lighting according to the current street lighting policy. A
copy of the policy is attached for reference. A utility customer in the vicinity of the mid block
light would have to obtain signatures from the 8 properties closest to the proposed light and
agree to have the monthly charge added to their utility bill. The meeting was not well
attended. Councilmember Whitesides requested that the city review their street lighting
standards to see if the standards should be modified so that additional lights could be
installed along Third Street.

The current street lighting standard for residential city streetsisto install a street light at
every intersection. |f the distance between intersections puts the lights more then 400 feet
apart, the city will install an additional light as long as the 8 adjacent residents support the
installation. The distance between intersections along Third Street is 344 feet. Thisdistance
between intersectionsis typical for the older parts of the city.

Kearney, Lincoln and York's residential street lighting standards call for street lights at every
intersection. Hastings has many street lights that may be as close as 75' on alternate sides of
thestreet. Many areat 150'. Hastingsis currently reviewing their street lighting standards
because they would like to reduce their annual expenses for street light electricity and
maintenance.

A map will be shown at the council meeting showing streets that could be considered for
upgrading the street lighting standards.

Staff Contact: Steven P. Riehle, City Engineer/Public Works Direc

I
City of Grand Idand City Council



Request For Street Lighting

To regquest the installation of an additional streetlight along a Public street, complete and submit the
following petition to:
Attn: Streetlight Request
City of Grand Idand Utilities Department
P.O. Box 1968
Grand Isand, NE 68802

We the undersigned request to have an additional streetlight located on:

Street :

Located Between : And:
Contact Name': Signature:
Address:

Daytime Phone Number :

A streetlight may be considered for installation upon receipt of avalid petition and according to City of
Grand Island streetlight criteria. Signatures representing churches, houses under construction, or empty lots
are not required.

Generally, an additional streetlight may beinstalled, if therequest meetsall the following criteria:

1. A streetlight will only beinstalled to light a public street within the City Limits of Grand Island.

2. Location approva will be based on the street width, length, obstructions, and service availability.

3. Where électrical serviceis only available by crossing private property, the affected property owner
shall grant full access to the City Utilities Department to the power source.

4. There are no other streetlights within 400 feet, or the location is at an unlighted public intersection.

5. Signatures from two (2) residents are required each way from the proposed location on both sides
of the street, for atotal of eight (8) addresses.

For detail information on lighting requirements, please contact the Utilities Engineering Division at (308)
385-5460, Monday through Friday from 8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m., or viaemail at giudeng@grand-island.com.

Where |ocations do not conform to the above criteria, the City offers an optional areafloodlighting plan for
all territory served by the City of Grand Island; and is available for any outdoor floodlighting of customer’s
property from dusk-to-dawn, where such service can be rendered directly from the existing secondary
distribution lines of the City.

For installation on an existing wood pole, and connection to the existing overhead secondary conductors on
such pole, the monthly rate is as follows:

100 watt - 9,500 lumen, high pressure sodium vapor luminaire: $ 5.95 per unit
200 watt — 22,000 lumen, high pressure sodium vapor luminaire: $11.90 per unit
400 watt — 50,000 lumen, high pressure sodium vapor luminaire: $17.65 per unit

plus the applicable Fuel Adjustment charge on al luminaires.

Where an extension of overhead secondary facilities are required, and where such extension is approved by
the City Utilities Department, the net monthly rate shall be increased for each additional pole installed, by
$1.20; and for each additional span of secondary conductors installed, by $0.90. The minimum contract
period shall be 24 months.

For information on the Area Floodlighting options, please contact the Utilities Department
Streetlight/Meter Division at (308) 385-5471, Monday through Friday from 8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m., or via
email at giudmeter @grand-island.com

®2001 Grand Island Utilities Department Engineering Division — 700 E Bischeld &., Grand Island, NE. 68801 (308) 385-5460
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Residents Signatures
(One per household)

Printed Name

Address

Telephone

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

®2001 Grand Island Utilities Department Engineering Division — 700 E Bischeld &., Grand Island, NE. 68801 (308) 385-5460
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Discussion regarding Obstructionsin the Right of Way

Easements and Alley/Street Right of Ways are used to build things such as electric lines,
water mains, sanitary sewer mains, other utilities, streets and alleys. Easements allow use of
the land while ownership remains with the original property owner. That enables the
property owner to use their land with minimal impact on their property. Building or sign set
backs are not impacted by the easements. Property for streets and alleysis acquired as Right
of Ways. Right of Way does affect building set backs.

Keeping those easements and Right of Ways clear of obstructionsis difficult. Easements
throughout town have been built up with fences, sheds, dog kennels, landscaping, sprinkler
systems, and other obstructions. These obstructions make access to the easements and the
utilities within those easements difficult if not impossible. Alley Right of Ways are generally
kept clear because they are only 16' to 20' wide and many of the alleys are regularly used by
neighbors or garbage trucks. Street Right of Ways are easier to keep clear of obstructionsin
areas where we have conventional sidewalk located near the Right of Way line. Street Right
of Waysin areas where the sidewalk is at the back of curb are especially hard to keep clear of
obstructions. Many property owners consider the land behind the curb to be their yard.

Right of Ways are public property and any specific use by an individual at the expense of the
general public use should be very limited. City staff and the council has an obligation and
duty to maintain the public land be it a park, a street or a street park way. If every household
in the city choose to enclose or acquire the public lands adjacent to their property it would
become very difficult at best to travel about the city.

If an individual would like to use an easement or Alley/Street Right of Way they must obtain
a license agreement with a $100 application fee. The license agreement is approved
administratively after review by city staff and filed with the property documents at the
Register of Deeds Office. If staff denies an application for a license agreement, the applicant
can appeal the decision to council for an additional $50.

The system is difficult to administer. City staff does not have time to patrol the town looking
for obstructions that are being built. Some individuals follow the rules and ask for
permission to install an obstruction by applying for a license agreement. Other individuals
put up obstructions without asking for permission and hope to sneak by without getting
caught. When caught they usually ask for forgiveness.

We felt it was appropriate to brief council on the issue because there appearsto be an
increase in the number of violations. Obstructionsin easements cause us grief, but the

I
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|
obstructions (primarily fences) in the Right of Ways have staff concerned. |ssues mentioned
include safety for pedestrians using the sidewalk and where to put the snow during snow
removal operations.

Photos of obstructions throughout town will be shown at the study session.

A copy of a blank license agreement application and blank license agreement are attached.
Staff Contact: Steve Riehle, Public Work's Director

I
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CITY OF

GRAND "‘?\ ISIAND

LICENSE AGREEMENT APPLICATION

Date: Non-Refundable Fee: $100.00

Property Address:

L egal Description:

Reason for Request for License Agreement:

Applicant’s Name:

Address:

City: Statee Zip:
Home Phone: Work Phone:

M obile Phone: E-Mail Address:

Signature of Property Owner

Title: (If Applicant isa Business)

PLEASE ATTACH A COPY OF YOUR PROPERTY DEED, DIAGRAM/DRAWING SHOWING
REQUEST AND CHECK IN THE AMOUNT OF $100 & RETURN TO DARLENE LEVENE IN

THE PUBLIC WORKSDEPARTMENT AT CITY HALL

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Comments Initials

Date

Steve Riehle

Ron Underwood

Craig Lewis

Bob Smith

Payment Received



1 This Space Reserved for Register of Deeds!

LICENSE AGREEMENT

This License Agreement is made by and between the CITY OF GRAND ISLAND,
NEBRASKA, a Municipal Corporation, herein referred to as the "Licensor® and Name,
hereinafter referred to as the "Licensee.”

1. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. The purpose of this License Agreement is to set
forth the terms and conditions under which the Licensee may construct, maintain, repair, and
utilize the following described improvement which will infringe upon real estate owned by the
Licensor:

Describe Improvement

2. DESCRIPTION OF LICENSEE'S REAL ESTATE. The Licensee owns the
following described real estate adjacent to the Licensor's rea estate to which this License
Agreement shall apply:

Legal Description

3. LICENSEE'S DUTIES AND RISKS. It is understood and agreed that the
Licensee may construct, maintain, repair and utilize the above described improvement at the
Licensee's solerisk. The Licensee hereby waives any claim for damages against the Licensor, its
officers, employees, agents and independent contractors for any damage or injury that may result
to said improvement. If the Licensor, in its sole discretion, determines that any part or all of the
improvement must be removed or is damaged by the Licensor, its employees, agents or
independent contractors working for the Licensor during the course of their employment or
duties with the Licensor, the Licensee agrees to assume and pay all costs relating to the
replacement or repair of the improvement.




4, RESTORATION OF PROPERTY. If the construction or maintenance of the
improvement identified in Paragraph 1 above requires the excavation of earth, removal of hard
surfacing, grass, vegetation, landscaping, or any other disruption of the surface of the public
right-of-way or neighboring property, the Licensee shall restore the surface of the area to the
same condition as it existed immediately prior to the Licensee's work in the area.

5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This License Agreement shall take effect on the date it is
executed by the Mayor of the City of Grand Island as dated below. It shall continue for an
indefinite term or until such time as it is terminated as provided hereafter.

6. TERMINATION. This License Agreement shall terminate upon one or more of
the following occurrences:

@ The service of sixty (60) days written notice of intention to terminate by any party
upon the other party.

(b) The Licensee's application for a permit to alter said improvement or any part
thereof, unless said permit is for work due to an occurrence as described in Paragraph 3
above and said work has the prior written approval of the Licensor.

(© The Licensee's construction or installation of any structure or improvement of any
nature upon the rea estate owned by the Licensor except that described in Paragraph 1
above.

Upon the termination of this License Agreement, the Licensee shall be required, and
hereby agrees, to remove said improvement from the Licensor's real estate at its own expense
and without cost to the Licensor. Said removal to occur no later than sixty (60) days after receipt
of the notice of intention to terminate or any of the occurrences set forth in Paragraph 6 above.
Should the Licensee fail to do so, the Licensor may remove or cause the emoval of said
improvement from the Licensor's real estate and the Licensee agrees to reimburse the Licensor
for al its costs.

7. SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS. This agreement shall be binding upon the
parties hereto, their successors and assigns.

8. ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This License Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties notwithstanding any other oral or written agreements to the
contrary. This License Agreement shall be amended only in writing executed by al parties
hereto.

0. CHOICE OF LAWS. This License Agreement shall be construed in accordance
with the laws of the State of Nebraska and the City of Grand Iland, Nebraska.



10. CONTENT OF LANGUAGE. Wherever the context of the language in this
License Agreement is appropriate, the singular shall apply to the plural and the plural shall apply

to the singular.

DATED:
LICENSOR:
CITY OF GRAND ISLAND, NEBRASKA,
A Municipal Corporation,
By:
Ken Gnadt, Mayor
Attest:
Cindy K. Cartwright, City Clerk
LICENSEE:
Name
STATE OF NEBRASKA )
) ss
COUNTY OF HALL )
The foregoing document was executed before me on , 1998, by

Name.

Notary Public



City of Grand Island

Tuesday, June 18, 2002
Study Session

l[tem -4
Review of Fee Schedulefor Fiscal Year 2002-2003

The fee schedule isreviewed at a study session before incorporating into the city's annual
budget. The proposed fee scheduleis attached for review. Three years of history is provided
and shaded areasindicate a change in the fee for FY2003. The User Fee Schedule will be
presented to the City Council for adoption on June 25, 2002. The Solid Waste Division of the
Public Works Department has attached documentation on the proposed solid waste fee
schedule because the proposed rate for packer trucksis being increased more then the other
solid waste fees. Please direct any questions to the appropriate department directors or
myself.

Staff Contact: David Springer, City Treasur er/Finance Dir ector

I
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Grand Island Public Works

Solid Waste Division
June 12, 2002

At present the revenue that the Solid Waste Division is receiving from the service fees
and other revenue sources at the Landfill and the Transfer Station are far below the
budgeted expenditures. The decline in revenue started in October 1, 2001 with the
conversion from cubic yards to tons. A specid rate was set for packer trucks at the
Landfill and Transfer Station to minimize the impact that the conversion to tons would
have on the resident. The abnormally low rate for packer trucks at the landfill is a major
cause for the decline in revenue.

Projected Revenue and Expenses for FY 2001/2002.
Proposed revenue from the budget was $2,195,239.00 from old rates
Projected revenue is $2,056,875.00 with the new rates Oct.1, 2001.
Projected expenses are now $2,119,879.90
o0 The Difference between revenue from new rates and expenses is
- $68,000.00
o Withonly $335,982.00 in Capital expenditures.
o0 The revenue aso includes $55,000.00 to be billed to the genera fund for
the “Free Programs’
Proposed Revenue and Expenditures for FY 2002/2003 are:
Proposed revenue of $2,165,847.00
Proposed expenses of $2,316,338.00
o Thedifferenceis-$150,491.00
0 With acapital expenditures of $553,500.00
0 The Revenue also includes $95,000.00 for “Free Programs’ to be billed to
the general fund.
o Tradein of $76,000.00 for the track loader.

The proposed Capital expenditures for FY 2002/2003 of $553,500.00 is needed to keep
up with the equipment replacement schedule. During the present fiscal year no major
capital expenditures for heavy equipment were scheduled so the expenditures budget
appears much lower for thisfiscal year. During the next 4 fiscal years the capita
expenditures will range between $460,000.00 and $580,000.00. To maintain the
equipment replacement schedule an increase in fees will be needed.



Proposed Fee Schedule:

Packers Landfill
Roll Offs Transfer Station

Packers Transfer Station
Loose Transfer Station

Trees and Branches

Tails and By Products

Present

$22.85/ ton
$29.85/ ton
$28.50/ ton
$35.50/ ton
$35.50/ ton
$32.85/ ton

Proposed

$27.00/ ton
$30.60/ ton
$29.25/ ton
$36.40/ ton
$36.40/ ton
$33.70/ ton

Except for the Packers at the Landfill, these proposed fee increases are close to a 2.5%
increase in rates. The proposed rate for packer trucks at the landfill is close to the
previous rate that existed before October 1, 2001 (calculated at $26.70 / ton).

The 2.5% increase for packers at Transfer Station would not have great effect on
local residents bills. | t would trandlate into less then a 1% increase in their bill.

The increasing the rate from $22.85 / ton to $27.00 /ton would still be $3.00 / ton
below the area Landfills rate of at least $30.00 / ton.
This rate change would increase service fees revenue from $1,912,002.00 to
$2,056,396.00 would only be 7.0% increase in revenue.

This graph shows the difference in total revenues with and without the proposed rate
increase.
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The proposed revenue for FY 2002/2003 contains $253,000.00 norservice fee revenues.
If the proposed rate increase is approved then we will put the Solid Waste Division on a
much more stable financia footing.



Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
BUILDING DEPARTMENT
Building Permit Fee, Electrical Permit Fee, Gas Permit Fee,
Plumbing Permit Fee, Sign Permit Fee: Based on Valuation
Estimated Valuations:
1.00 - 1,600 22.00 23.00 23.00 24.00
1601 - 1700 24.00 25.00 25.00 26.00
1,701 - 1,800 28.00 29.00 29.00 30.00
1,800 - 1,900 31.00 32.00 32.00 33.00
1,901 - 2,000 33.00 34.00 34.00 35.00
2,001 - 25,000
For the first 2,000 33.00 34.00 34.00 35.00

For each additional 1,000 or fraction, to and including 25,000
25,001 - 50,000
For the first 25,000

For each additional 1,000 or fraction, to and including 50,000
50,000 - 100,000

For the first 50,000

For each additional 1,000 or fraction, to and including 100,000
100,000 and up

For the first 100,000

For each additional 1,000 or fraction

Plan Review Fee, Commercial (percentage of building permit fee)
Plan Review Fee, Residential (percentage of building permit fee)
Inspections outside of normal business hours

Reinspection Fee

Inspection for which no fee is specifically indicated

Additional plan review required by changes, additions or revisions
to approve plans (minimum charge, one-half hour)

*Or the hourly cost to the jurisdiction, whichever is greater. The
cost shall include supervision, overhead, equipment, hourly wages
and fringe benefits of all the employees involved

Electrical Contractors License issued between January 1 and June
30

Electrical Contractors License issued between July 1 and
December 31

Electrical Contractors Consecutive Renewal

Master and Journeyman Electric (annual)

Master and Journeyman Gas (annual)

Contracting Gas Fitters License issued between January 1 and
June 30

Contracting Gas Fitters License issued between July 1 and
December 31

Contracting Gas Fitters Consecutive Renewal

Contracting Plumber License issued between January 1 and June
30

Contractig Plumber License issued between July 1 and December
31

Contracting Plumber, consecutive renewal

Master and Journeyman Plumbing (annual)
Water Cond. Contractors License issued between January 1 and
June 30

33.00 plus 6.00  34.00 plus 6.10 | 34.00 plus 6.10 | 35.00 plus 6.30

171.00 174.30 174.30 179.90
171.00 plus 174.30 plus 174.30 plus 179.90 plus
4.60 4.70 4.70 4.80
286.00 291.80 291.80 299.90
3.25 3.30 3.30 3.40
448.50 456.80 456.80 469.90
448.50 plus 456.80 plus 456.80 plus 469.90 plus
2.85 2.90 2.90 3.00
50% 50% 50%
10% 10% 10%
35.00* 35.00* 35.00* 45.00
35.00* 35.00* 35.00* 45.00
35.00* 35.00* 35.00* 45.00
35.00* 35.00* 35.00* 45.00
160.00 160.00 165.00
110.00 110.00 115.00
60.00 60.00 65.00
10.00/card 10.00/card 10.00/card
10.00/card 10.00/card 10.00/card
160.00 160.00 165.00
110.00 110.00 115.00
60.00 60.00 65.00
160.00 160.00 165.00
110.00 110.00 115.00
60.00 60.00 65.00
10.00/card 10.00/card 10.00/card
160.00 160.00 165.00




Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
Water Cond. Contractors License issued between July 1and
December 31 110.00 110.00 115.00
Water Cond. Contractors Consecutive Renewals 60.00 60.00 65.00
Annual Fee for water conditioning installers 10.00 10.00 10.00
Contracting Sign Hanger License issued between January 1 and
June 30 160.00 160.00 165.00
Contracting Sign Hanger License issued between July 1 and
December 31 110.00 110.00 115.00
Contracting Sign Hanger Consecutive renewals 60.00 60.00 65.00
Community Meeting Room Rental Fee First 4 hours 50.00 50.00 50.00
Community Meeting Room Rental Fee each additional hour 5.00 5.00 5.00
Council Chambers Rental Fee First 4 hours 50.00 50.00 50.00
Council Chambers Rental Fee each additional hour 5.00 5.00 5.00
Kitchen Rental (per month) 10.00 10.00 N/A
Building Mover License issued between January 1 and June 30 160.00 160.00 165.00
Building Mover License issued between July 1 and December 31 110.00 110.00 115.00
Building Mover Consecutive Renewal 60.00 60.00 65.00
Demolition License issued between January 1 and June 30 160.00 160.00 165.00
Demolition License issued between July 1 and December 31 110.00 110.00 115.00
Demolition Consecutive Renewal 60.00 60.00 65.00
Mobile Home Park Registration (annual)
Park with Facilities for 2 - 3 Mobile Homes 25.00 25.00 25.00
Park with Facilities for 4 - 15 Mobile Homes 50.00 50.00 50.00
Park with Facilities for 16 - 25 Mobile Homes 75.00 75.00 75.00
Park with Facilities for 26 - 50 Mobile Homes 100.00 100.00 100.00
Park with Facilities for 51 - 100 Mobile Homes 125.00 125.00 125.00
Park with Facilities for over 100 Mobile Homes 175.00 175.00 175.00
Mobile Sign Permit Fee for Special Event 100.00 100.00 100.00
Mobile Sign Permit Fee for 45 days 65.00 65.00 65.00
Temporary Buildings 65.00 65.00 65.00
Water Well Registration (Groundwater Control Area Only) 50.00 50.00 50.00
License Agreement 80.00 100.00 100.00
Denial of application for license agreement 50.00 50.00
Administration
Board of Adjustment Prior to Construction 78.00 80.00 80.00
Board of Adjustment After Construction/No Building Permit 225.00 235.00 235.00
Board of Adjustment After Construction/Not Conform 386.00 400.00 400.00
Conditional Use Permit 150.00 155.00 155.00

Election Filing Fees - City Council
Election Filing Fees - Mayor
Haulers Permit (annual) Garbage
Haulers Permit (annual) Refuse
Pawnbroker License (annual)
Liquor Licenses - Occupational Tax (annual)
Class A Retail beer, on sale

Class B Retail beer, off sale
Class C Retail liquor, on/off sale
Class D Retail liquor/beer, off sale
Class H Non-profit organization
Class | Retail liquor, on sale
Class J Retail beer/wine, on sale

1% of salary
1% of salary
180.00
55.00
60.00

200.00
50.00
500.00
300.00
400.00
400.00
450.00

1% of salary
1% of salary
190.00
60.00
63.00

200.00
50.00
500.00
300.00
400.00
400.00
450.00

1% of salary
1% of salary
190.00
60.00
63.00

200.00
50.00
500.00
300.00
400.00
400.00
450.00




Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
Class K Retail wine, off sale 250.00 250.00 250.00
Class N Non-beverage user 5.00 5.00 5.00
Class W Beer distributor 250.00 250.00 250.00
Class X Alcoholic liquor distributor, except beer 500.00 500.00 500.00
Liguor License - School Fees (annual)
Class A Retail beer, on sale 100.00 100.00 100.00
Class B Retail beer, off sale 25.00 25.00 25.00
Class C Retalil liquor, on/off sale 250.00 250.00 250.00
Class H Non-profit organization 200.00 200.00 200.00
Class | Retail liquor, on sale 200.00 200.00 200.00
Class J Retail beer/wine, on sale 255.00 255.00 255.00
Class K Retail wine, off sale 125.00 125.00 125.00
Advertisement Fee For All Liquor License Applications 9.00 9.00 9.00
Application fee for Request to Vacate Easement 75.00 75.00 75.00
Natural Gas Company Rate Filing Fee 500.00 500.00 500.00
Kitchen Rental (per month) 10.00 10.00 10.00
Solicitation Permit (per month) 45.00 48.00 48.00
Solicitation Permit (per year) 180.00 185.00 185.00
Fireworks Permit 185.00 190.00 190.00
Taxi Driver Permit (annual) 15.00 20.00 20.00
Taxi Cab 35.00 40.00 40.00
Additional Cab 7.00 10.00 10.00
Bingo Permit (annual)* 10.50 10.50 10.50 10.00

*Fees regulated by State of Nebraska

COMMUNITY PROJECTS

Audio Tapes (per tape) (GITV) 10.00 10.00 10.00

Video Tapes (per tape) (GITV) 20.00 25.00 25.00

Special Employer/Employee Parking Permit 10.00 10.00 10.00 15.00

Downtown Parking Stalls (hourly) 3.00 3.00 3.00 5.00

Handicapped Parking Permit* 3.00/3 yrs. 0.00 0.00

Sidewalk Vending Carts 50.00 50.00

Sidewalk Café Permit 100.00 100.00

Parking Ramp Permit Fees:
Lower Level 25.00/month
Middle & upper levels 20.00/month
Half day 1.00
Full day 2.00

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

Alarm Registration Fee (yearly) 95.00 95.00 95.00
Digital Alarm Monitoring Fee (yearly-registration fee included) 212.00 212.00 212.00
Supervised Alarm Monitoring Fee (yearly-registration fee included) 365.00 365.00 365.00
Alarm Central Service Fee (yearly) 145.00 145.00 145.00
False Alarms (each) 100.00 100.00 100.00
Audio Tapes (per tape, includes search costs) 25.00 25.00 25.00
Video Alarm Monitor 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00
Emergency Medical Dispatch Protocol included in billing 35.00 35.00 35.00

FINANCE DEPARTMENT FEES
School District Treasurer Fees 11,140.00 N/A N/A




Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name

2000

2001

2002

Proposed 2003

FIRE DEPARTMENT FEES

Mask Inspection (each time) Annual
Mask Inspection (each time) Three Years
Recharge Air Cylinders

Copy of Fire Report

CPR Class New (each person)
CPR Class Recertification (each time)
CPR/AED

Temporary Structures

Tents over 200 sq ft

Canopies over 400 sq ft

Child Care Inspection*

Consultation

0 - 8 people

9 - 12 people

13 + people

Liquor Inspection (each)*
Consumption

Non-consumption

Nursing Home, Health Care (each)*
Hospital (each inspection)*

Foster Care Homes*

FLST Installation (each installation)*

Building Department Fee Blue Print Review, Commercial Fire
Safety (each review)

For duplicate building plans submitted within one (1) year of the
review of the original plans

*Fees regulated by State of Nebraska

AMBULANCE DIVISION

Per call BLS (Basic Life Support) for non-emergency
transportation, one way, 8.50 per mile

Per call for BLS emergency transportation, plus mileage, one way.
8.50 per mile

Per call for ALS (Advanced Life Support) Level 1 (ALS 1) non-
emergency service, plus mileage. One way, 8.50 per mile

Per call for ALS Level 1 (ALS 1) emergency service, plus mileage,
one way. 8.50 per mile

Per call for ALS Level 2 (ALS 2) Advanced care, emergency
service, plus mileage, one way. 8.50 per mile

Per call for ALS emergency service when patient is not transported
by some service is rendered; (plus supplies)

Additional Attendant

Specialty Care Transport

Mileage Fee, per ppatient mile

Standby Ambulance Service

Paramedic Intercept

Per family subscription program; which allows for medically
directed ambulance use at no cost to subscription holder

Mayor and Council have established fees for certain medical
supplies used for ambulance calls based on prices currently
charged by Saint Francis Medical Center. The Fire Chief is
authorized to adjust prices and add or delete products as
necessary. See E

20.00 plus parts  20.00 plus parts  20.00 plus parts
25.00 plus parts  25.00 plus parts ' 25.00 plus parts

10.00
30.00
20.00

30.00
30.00

15.00
30.00
40.00
50.00

50.00
30.00
50.00
50.00
15.00
50.00

25%

20%

165.00

349.00

550.00

75.00

165.00

180.00
275.00

25.00

55.00

4.00 each
10.00
30.00
20.00

30.00
30.00

15.00
30.00
40.00
50.00

50.00
30.00
50.00
50.00
15.00
50.00

25%

20%

225.00

400.00

575.00

80.00

210.00

225.00
320.00

25.00

N/A

4.00 each
10.00
30.00
20.00
20.00

30.00
30.00

15.00
30.00
40.00
50.00

50.00
30.00
50.00
50.00
15.00
50.00

25%

20%

225.00

400.00

475.00

500.00

575.00

170.00
170.00
325.00
8.50
25.00
475.00

N/A

N/A




Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003

PARAMEDIC SERVICE RATES

Oxygen 30.00 30.00 30.00
0.B. Kits 15.00 15.00 15.00
Endotracheal Intubation N/A N/A N/A
Medical Anti-Shock Trousers 30.00 30.00 30.00
Splints (air and/or hare traction) 15.00 15.00 15.00
Spinal Immobilization 30.00 30.00 30.00
Nitronox 25.00 25.00 25.00
Thumper 50.00 50.00 50.00
Thoracic Pacing 80.00 80.00 80.00

HUMANE SOCIETY

Pet License Fee - Un-neutered/un-spayed 18.00 18.00 18.00
Pet License Fee - Neutered/Spayed 8.00 8.00 8.00
Pet License Fee - Wild Animal 7.50 7.50 7.50
Pet License Delinquent Fee 15.00 15.00 15.00
15.00 + cost of | 15.00 + cost of | 15.00 + cost of
Impoundment Fee animal care animal care animal care
LIBRARY
.10 Juvenile .25 .10 Juvenile .25 .10 Juvenile .25
Overdue charge on Library Materials (per item per day) Adult Adult Adult
Interlibrary loan per item (plus postage) 2.00 2.00 2.00
Photocopy 0.10 0.10 0.10
Reader-printer copy 0.40 0.40 0.40
Reservation of Materials per Title 0.50 0.00 0.00
Replacement Fee for Lost ID Card 1.00/card 1.00/card 1.00/card
Replacement | Replacement | Replacement
Processing Fee for Lost Material Cost Cost Cost
FAX Services
Outgoing 1st page 3.00 @ 1stpage 3.00 @ 1stpage 3.00
2-10 page 1.25  2-10 page 1.25  2-10 page 1.25
Incoming 1st page 2.00 @ 1stpage 2.00 @ 1stpage 2.00
2-10 page 1.00  2-10 page 1.00 @ 2-10 page 1.00
Non-Resident Annual Card Fee 35.00/family 35.00/family 0.00
Computer use for work processing, database, spreadsheet .25 for 7 1/2 .25 for 7 1/2
applications minutes minutes 0.00
Purchase of computer disk 1.00/disk 1.00/disk 1.00/disk

PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT
CEMETERY DIVISION
Open/Close Grave (per burial)

Adult 400.00 400.00 400.00 450.00
Child 105.00 105.00 105.00 125.00
Ashes 75.00 75.00 75.00 100.00
After 4:00 pm Monday - Saturday (must leave gravesite by 4:30)

Adult 475.00 475.00 500.00 600.00
Child 125.00 125.00 130.00 175.00
Ashes 95.00 95.00 100.00 150.00

Sunday & Holiday Open/Close (per burial)
Adult 525.00 525.00 525.00 650.00




Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
Child 140.00 140.00 140.00 200.00
Ashes 110.00 110.00 110.00 175.00
Disinternment
Adult 525.00 525.00 525.00 600.00
Child 140.00 140.00 140.00 175.00
Cremation 110.00 110.00 110.00 150.00
Tent/Equipment Use for Service (each use) 75.00 75.00 100.00 125.00
Burial Space
One 400.00 400.00 400.00 450.00
Two 800.00 800.00 800.00 900.00
One-Half Lot (4 or 5 spaces) 1,600.00 1,600.00 1,600.00 1800.00
Full Lot (8 or 10 spaces) 3,200.00 3,200.00 3,200.00 3600.00
Babyland 85.00 85.00 85.00 100.00
Transfer Deed (each new deed) 15.00 15.00 15.00 20.00
House Rental - 3168 Stolley Park Rd/per month 150.00 150.00 150.00
RECREATION DIVISION
The Parks and Recreation Director shall establish fees for
miscellaneous merchandise sales, tournament and league play,
and special events and promotions
Playground Equipment Rental (daily) Eliminated Eliminated Eliminated
Volleyball Equipment Rental (daily) Eliminated Eliminated Eliminated
Bleacher Rental (daily) 30.00 30.00 30.00
Volleyball Program (per game)
League Play - Per Team*** 16.00 16.00 16.00
Basketball Program (per game)
League Play - Per Team*** 22.00 22.00 22.00
League A - Per Team***
League B - Per Team***
League C - Per Team***
Flag Football Program (per game)
League Play - Per Team*** 30.00 30.00 30.00
Playground Program (per session)
Fee per Child Free Free Free
**x\/olleyballl, Basketball and Flag Football program fees
determined by the number of teams signed up to play.
AQUATICS
The Parks and Recreation Director shall establish fees for
miscellaneous merchandise sales, tournament and league play,
and special events and promotions
Lincoln Pool
Daily Fees - 4 & under w/paying adult Free Free Free
Daily Fees - 510 15 2.25 2.25 2.25
Daily Fees - 16 to 54 3.25 3.25 3.25
Daily Fees - 55 & Over 2.25 2.25 2.25
Pool Rental 55.00/hr 55.00/hr 55.00/hr
Season Passes
Children 5 - 15 30.00 30.00 30.00
Adults 16 to 54 40.00 40.00 40.00
Adults 55 and over 30.00 30.00 30.00
Husband or Wife and Family 75.00 75.00 75.00




Proposed Fee Schedule for 2003

Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
Family 100.00 100.00 100.00
Lincoln Swimming Lessons per person/per session 15.00 15.00 15.00

WATER PARK

Locker Rental
Inner Tube Rental - Single

Inner Tube Rental - Double

Daily Fees

Children 4 & under w/paying adult
Children 5 to 15

Adults 16 to 54

Adults 55 and over

Twilight Fee after 7:00 pm

Family One Day Pass (Family includes two adults and up to four

children)

Season Passes

Children 5 to 15

Adults 16 to 54

Adults 55 and over

Husband or Wife and Family
Family

Replace Season Pass
Group Fees - Age Group

10-29 people 5t0 15
10-29 people 16 to 54
10-29 people 55 and over
30-59 people 5t0 15
30-59 people 16 to 54
30-59 people 55 and over
60+ people 5to 15

60+ people 16 to 54

60+ people 55 and over
Pool Rental

Swimming Lessons

GOLF COURSE (effective January 1, 2001)

The Parks and Recreation Director shall establish fees for
miscellaneous merchandise sales, tournament and league play,

and special events and promotions.
Weekday Golfing

9 holes

18 holes

Weekend/Holiday Golfing

9 holes

1.00/daily 4.00
deposit or
driver's license
2.00/daily 1.00
deposit
4.00/daily 1.00
deposit

Free
3.75
4.75

3.75
1.00 off gen
Admission 3.00
off Family daily
price

15.00

55.00
65.00
55.00
120.00
150.00
10.00

3.50
4.50
3.50
3.25
4.25
3.25

3.00
4.00

3.00
250.00/1 hr,

1.00/daily 4.00
deposit or
driver's license
2.00/daily 1.00
deposit
4.00/daily 1.00
deposit

Free
4.00
5.00

4.00
1.00 off gen
Admission 3.00
off Family daily
price

17.00

55.00
65.00
55.00
120.00
150.00
5.00

3.75
4.75
3.75
3.50
4.50
3.50

3.25
4.25

3.25
250.00/1 hr,

1.00/daily 4.00
deposit or
driver's license
2.00/daily 1.00
deposit
4.00/daily 1.00
deposit

Free
4.00
5.00

4.00
1.00 off gen
Admission 3.00
off Family daily
price

17.00

60.00
70.00
60.00
130.00
160.00
5.00

3.75
4.75
3.75
3.50
4.50
3.50

3.25
4.25

3.25
300.00/1 hr,

includes the use includes the use includes the use

of inner tubes
15.00 per
session

8.00
10.00

10.00

of inner tubes
15.00 per
session

8.50
11.50

10.50

of inner tubes
15.00 per
session

8.50
11.50

10.50

4.25
5.25
4.25

18.00

4.00
5.00
4.00
3.75
4.75
3.75

3.50

4.50
3.50

16.00 per
session

9.00
12.00

11.00
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Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
18 holes 12.00 13.50 13.50 14.00
Passes (annual)
Adult Seven Day 375.00 375.00 395.00
Additional Family Member 160.00 160.00 170.00
Family Pass N/A 535.00 565.00
Adult Five Day Pass (Mon-Fri only) 275.00 275.00 290.00
Junior Pass (age 18 & under, excludes holidays and weekends) 215.00 215.00 225.00
Senior Pass (age 55 & older, excludes holidays and weekends) 215.00 215.00 225.00
Capital Maintenance Fee (included in daily green fee)(collected
from each player per round played by an individual possessing a
season pass) 1.19 1.43 1.43
Cart Rental
9 holes 10.20 N/A N/A
18 holes 17.10 N/A N/A
9 holes, two riders 12.00 13.00 13.00 14.00
18 holes, two riders 18.00 20.00 20.00 22.00
9 holes, one rider 6.00 6.50 6.50 7.00
18 holes, one rider 9.00 10.00 10.00 11.00
Can of Beer 1.75 1.75 1.75 2.00
Group Fees
25 - Rounds 287.50
50 - Rounds 550.00
100 - Rounds 1050.00
200 - Rounds 2000.00
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Zoning
Zoning Map Amendment: Grand Island 240.00 240.00 240.00 255.00
Zoning Map Amendment: Hall County 240.00 240.00 240.00 255.00
Zoning Map Amendment: Villages 240.00 240.00 240.00 255.00
Ordinance Amendment 185.00 185.00 185.00 200.00
CD, RD, TD Rezoning, Grand Island 450.00 450.00 450.00 475.00
P.U. D. Rezoning, Hall County (4 or less lots) 185.00 185.00 185.00 200.00
300.00 plus 300.00 plus 300.00 plus 325.00 plus
P.U. D. Rezoning, Hall County (5 or more lots) 10.00/lot 10.00/lot 10.00/lot 10.00/lot
Subdivisions
300.00 plus 300.00 plus 300.00 plus 325.00 plus
Preliminary Plat 10.00/lot 10.00/lot 10.00/lot 10.00/lot
Final Plat - Administrative Approval
Within Grand Island City Limits 25.00 25.00 25.00
Addition to Grand Island 25.00 25.00 25.00
Alda, Cairo, Doniphan 25.00 25.00 25.00
Final Plat
Within Grand Island City Limits 250.00 250.00 250.00
Addition to Grand Island 250.00 250.00 250.00
2 mile Grand Island limit 250.00 250.00 250.00
Elsewhere in Hall County 145.00 145.00 145.00
One lot in Grand Island 250.00 250.00 250.00
Vacation of Plat 145.00 145.00 145.00
Lots more that 10 acres
Within Grand Island City Limits 250.00 250.00 250.00
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Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003
Additions to Grand Island 250.00 250.00 250.00
2 mile Grand Island limit 250.00 250.00 250.00
Comprehensive Plan
Map Amendment 240.00 240.00 240.00 255.00
Text Amendment 185.00 185.00 185.00 200.00
Publications
Grand Island Street Directory 5.00 5.00 5.00
Comprehensive Plan
Grand Island Loan Basis Loan Basis Loan Basis Loan Basis
Other Municipalities 5.00 5.00 5.00 Loan Basis
Zoning Ordinances
Grand Island 10.00 10.00 10.00
Other Municipalities 5.00 5.00 5.00
Subdivision regulations
Grand Island 5.00 5.00 5.00 10.00
Other Municipalities 5.00 5.00 5.00
Grand Island
800 Scale Zoning Map Unassembled 100.00 100.00
Generalized Zoning Map 36x36 35.00 35.00
Future Land Use Map 35.00 35.00
Grand Island Street Map 5.00 5.00
Hall County 5.00 5.00 5.00
Hall County
Zoning Map Generalized (24x30) 20.00 20.00
Zoning Map 1" = 1 mile 40.00 40.00
Road Map 5.00 5.00
Wood River, Cairo, Doniphan, Alda
Basemap 5.00 5.00
Zoning Map 25.00 25.00
Other Maps
School District Maps 36x36 25.00 25.00
Election District Maps 36x36 25.00 25.00
Fire District Maps 36x36 25.00 25.00
Planning Related Maps 7.50/sq foot in | 7.50/sq foot in
POLICE DEPARTMENT
Copy of Reports (see below) 2.00 2.00 2.00
Copy of Records 1-5 pages (for all pages, not each page 1.00 1.00
Copy of Records 6-10 pages (for all pages, not each page) 2.00 2.00
Copy of Records 11-15 pages (for all pages, not each page) 3.00 3.00
Bicycle License (one time) 2.50 2.50 2.50
Transfer Bicycle Registration 1.50 1.50 1.50
Criminal Record Check (one time) 10.00 10.00 10.00
Impoundment Fee for Abandoned Vehicle 20.00 20.00 25.00 30.00
Storage Fee for Impounded Vehicle (per day) 6.00 8.00 10.00
Alcohol Test for DUI (each time) 27.50 27.50 27.50 55.00
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Engineering
Cut and/or Opening Permit 15.00 15.00 15.00
Sidewalk and/or Driveway permit 15.00 15.00 15.00
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Name 2000 2001 2002 Proposed 2003

Sewer Permit, Inspection Report 25.00 25.00 25.00
400' Scale Paper City Map (unassembled) 52.50 54.00 54.00 N/A
400" Scale Paper City Map (assembled) 78.75 80.00 80.00 N/A
800' Scale Paper City Map (unassembled) 15.75 16.00 16.00 N/A
800" Scale Paper City Map (assembled) 25.00 27.00 27.00 N/A
GIS CD 25.00 25.00
s.f. Paper Prints 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.50
s.f. Mylar Sepia 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.25
s.f. Paper Sepia 1.50 1.50 1.50 N/A
Traffic Count Map 7.50 10.00 10.00
Aerial Photos - Individuals, businesses and consultants working for
profit 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.50
Aerial Photos - City Depts, Hall County Depts, other non-profit
organizations .40/sf .40/sf .40/sf .50/sf
Directory Map 5.00 5.00 5.00
Aerial Photos - on CD
Computer setup 15.00 15.00
Quarter Section or any part thereof 5.00 5.00
Photo Mosaic (dependent upon number of sections) Minimum of
two (2) 15.00 15.00
License Agreement 75.00 100.00 100.00
License Agreement Appeal 50.00 50.00

50.00 plus 0.07 | 50.00 plus 0.07 | 50.00 plus 0.07

per ft based on | per ft based on | per ft based on
Permit and Plan Review Fee project length | project length | project length
STREET AND TRANSPORTATION

3.00/If + 14.00 = 3.00/If + 14.00 | 3.00/If + 14.00
Pavement cut (sawed), whether bituminous or concrete callout callout callout

6.25/If + 22.00 | 6.25/If + 22.00

6.25/If + 22.00 call out & call out &
Curb section milling for driveways call out & permit permits permits
Remove & replace 4" Concrete Sidewalk 3.50/sf 3.50/sf 3.75/sf
Remove & replace 5" Concrete Sidewalk or Drive 3.75/sf 3.75/sf 4.00/sf
Replace 6" Concrete Paving with 7" Concrete Paving 30.00/sy 30.00/sy 31.00/sy
Add 1 inch additional thickness over 6" concrete pavement 2.50/sy 2.50/sy 2.50/sy
Replacement of bituminous surfaced pavement 2" thick with 6"
concrete base 38.00/sy 38.00/sy 38.00/sy
Replacement of 6" bituminous surfaced pavement without a
concrete base 27.00/sy 28.50/sy 30.00/sy
Replacement of 2" asphalt surfaced pavement over existing
concrete paving 21.00/sy 22.50/sy 23.50/sy
Replacement of 2" asphalt surfaced pavement over existing
concrete paving (off season) 27.00/sy 28.50/sy 30.00/sy
WASTEWATER TREATMENT
Sewer Tap Permit 25.00 25.00 25.00
Cost per 100 cubic feet 1.043 1.074 1.095 1.12
Sewer Service Charge per month 6.37 6.56 6.69 6.82
Industrial Waste Surcharge
BOD Charge $/Ib over 300 mg/| 0.2167 0.2232 0.2277 0.2323
SS Charge $/Ib over 300 mg/I 0.1681 0.1731 0.1766 0.1801
Oil & Grease $/Ib over 100 mg/I 0.0088 0.0091 0.0093 0.0095

Hydrogen Sulfide $/Ib over 0 mgl/l
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Hydrogen Sulfide charges for industries discharging directly into
City's Wastewater Treatment Plant = $7,343.25/per month ~ PLUS 0.0968/Ib 0.0997 0.1017 0.1037
Ammonia $/Ib over 30 mg/l 0.288 0.2966 0.3025 0.3086
Industrial Service Four-Part Charge
Flow Charge ($/hcf) 0.3228 0.3325 0.3392 0.346
Flow Charge for contributions direct to WWTP ($/hcf) 0.2645 0.2766 0.2821 N/A
BOD Charge ($/Ib over 0 mg/l) 0.2167 0.2232 0.2277 0.2323
SS Charge ($/Ib over 0 mg/l) 0.1681 0.1731 0.1766 0.1801
Oil & Grease ($/Ib over 0 mg/l) 0.0088 0.0091 0.0093 0.0095
Hydrogen Sulfide ($/Ib over 0 mg/l)
Hydrogen Sulfide charges for industries discharging directly into
City's Wastewater Treatment Plant = $7,343.25/per month PLUS 0.0968/Ib 0.0997 0.1017 0.1037
Ammonia ($/Ib over 0 mg/l) 0.288 0.2966 0.3025 0.3086
Minimum Charges 14.86 15.31 15.62 15.93
Charges for Septic Tank Sludge Minimum Fee 5.92 6.10 6.22 6.34
Charges for Septic Tank Sludge per 100 gallons 5.38 5.54 5.65 5.76
SOLID WASTE
Minimum Charge (Landfill) lcy lcy 1ton
Minimum Charge (Transfer Station) 1/2 cy 1/2 cy 12.00
A penalty will be applied at both locations (Transfer Station and
Landfill) when the delivering vehicle is not properly equipped or the
load is not completely covered.
Amounts contained within less than 75% of vehicle's cargo area 75% of base fee| 75% of base fee N/A
Amounts contained within less than 100% but more than 75% of
the vehicle's cargo area Base fee Base fee N/A
Passenger tire 3.25 3.25 3.25/tire
Passenger tire on rim 13.25 13.25 13.25/tire
Truck tire 10.00 10.00 10.00/tire
Truck tire on rim 25.00 25.00 25.00(/tire
Implement tire 25.00 25.00 25.00/tire
Implement tire on rim 50.00 50.00 50.00/tire

Double the Double the Double the
Special Waste (as designated by Superintnedent) applicable rate | applicable rate = applicable rate
*Fee set by Superintendent based on product received
LANDFILL SITE
Asbestos, contaminated soils and other waster requiring special
handling may require Nebraska Department of Environmental
Quality pre-approval and notification to landfill.

6.40/cy 16.80/ cy 1
General Refuse, solid waste (Residential Packer Truck) cy minimum cy minimum 22.85/ton 27.00/ton
General Refuse, solid wast and demolition material 6.40/cy 16.80/ cy 1
(Commercial/Rolloffs) cy minimum cy minimum 29.85/ton 30.60/ton
General Refuse - in county N/A N/A N/A
General Refuse - long term out of county N/A N/A N/A
General Refuse - short term out of county N/A N/A N/A
15.30/cy 16.20/cy

Contaminated Soll 1 cy minimum = 1 cy minimum 15.00/ton
Contaminated Soil - in county N/A N/A N/A
Contaminated Soil - long term out of county N/A N/A N/A
Contaminated Soil - short term out of county N/A N/A N/A
Street Sweepings 3.60/cy 3.80/cy 4.00/ton
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Liquid waste - sludge not accepted not accepted not accepted

46.00/cy 49.00/cy 85.00/ton
Asbestos 1 cy minimum | 1 cy minimum | 1 ton minimum
Asbestos - in county N/A N/A N/A
Asbestos - long term out of county N/A N/A N/A
Asbestos - short term out of county N/A N/A N/A
Tails & by-products 12.80/ cy 13.60/cy 32.85/ton 33.70/ton
TRANSFER STATION

9.60/cy 10.10/cy
General Refuse, solid waster (Residential Packer Truck) 1/2 ¢y minimum | 1/2 cy minimum 28.30/ton 29.25/ton
General refuse, solid waste and demolition materials 9.60/cy 10.10/cy
(Commercial/roll-offs and small vehicles) 1/2 cy minimum | 1/2 cy minimum 35.50/ton 36.40/ton
General Refuse - in county N/A N/A N/A
General Refuse - long term out of county N/A N/A N/A
General Refuse - short term out of county N/A N/A N/A
COMPOST SITE
All materials received at the compost site shall be clean of trash
and debris. Plastic bags shall be removed by the hauler
Private Vehicles Yard Waste - clean grass, leaves or other 5.10/cy
compostable yard and garden waste 1/2 cy minimum No Charge No Charge
Commercial Hauler Yard Waste - clean grass, leaves or other 5.10/cy 5.40/cy
compostable yard and garden waste 1/2 cy minimum | 1/2 cy minimum 35.50/ton 36.40/ton
Clean lumber, trees or branches - limbs and whole trees must be 2.60/cy 5.40/cy
10" or less in diameter 1/2 ¢y minimum | 1/2 cy minimum 35.50/ton 36.40/ton
UTILITY SERVICE FEES

2.00/plus 1% 2.00/plus 1% 2.00/plus 1%
unpaid over | unpaid over | unpaid over

Late Charge (payment not received prior to next billing) 5.00 5.00 5.00
Return Check Charge 15.00 15.00 15.00 20.00
Turn on Charge (non payment) 20.00 20.00 25.00
After Hours Turn on Charge (non payment) 80.00 100.00 120.00 125.00
Backflow Processing Fee 2.00/month 2.00/month
Temporary Commercial Electric Service 80.00 80.00 85.00 90.00
Service Charge (new connections, transfer service) 9.50 10.00 11.00 12.00
Fire Sprinkler System Connection Fee 73.54/yr 73.54/yr 73.54/yr
Temporary Water Meter on Fire Hydrant 55.00 55.00 60.00
Locate Stop Box 22.50 22.50 25.00
Pole Attachment Fee 4.00/yr 4.00/yr 4.00/yr
Water Service
3/4" 485.00 705.00 745.00
1" 505 755.00 780.00
Excavation Credit 115.00 115.00 115.00
Bill and collect Sewer (monthly charge) 2750.00 7125.00 7450.00 7950.00




