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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Buffalo Sewer Authority ("BSA") is pleased to submit this updated Financial 

Capabilities Assessment (FCA) in accordance with the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency's (EPA) Combined Sewer Overflows – Guidance for Financial Capability 

Assessment and Schedule Development, 1997 (the "Guidance").  This document replaces 

the FCA submitted as part of BSA's Draft Long Term Control Plan (LTCP) submission in 

2004 and is subject to Federal Rules of Evidence Section 408. 

 

This document reflects the current economic conditions within the City of Buffalo (the 

"City" or "Buffalo") and incorporates the many socioeconomic and demographic changes 

that have occurred since 2004.  Based on the economic conditions and available data at 

the time, the 2004 FCA concluded that implementation of the draft LTCP would result in 

a MEDIUM economic burden (as defined in the Guidance) on the City and its residents.  

However, based on an analysis of current and more complete data, the economic burden 

on residents would in fact be HIGH should BSA implement the "Preferred System-Wide 

Alternative" LTCP alternative as defined in the 2004 submittal. 

 

This report includes a revised calculation of the Residential Indicator (RI) and Financial 

Capability Indicator (FCI) as outlined by the Guidance.  The resulting scores of HIGH 

and WEAK, respectively, for the RI and FCI yield a HIGH burden determination within 

the Financial Capability Matrix.  Thus, maximum flexibility, as permissible by the 

Guidance, is justified, and furthermore is absolutely required based upon the true 

economic condition of the City, when establishing the final scope and pace of the final 

LTCP. 

 

The City is not a "typical City" when it comes to the financial condition of its residents, 

who are the owners of BSA system.  As this report will outline, Buffalo is at the extreme 

lower end of the national spectrum in median household income and the high end 

relative to poverty among its residents. Therefore, BSA concurs with two important 

provisions of the Guidance:  

 

• Acknowledgment that the indicators found in the Guidance may "not present the 

most complete picture of a permittee's financial capability to fund CSO controls".1 

• Recognition that should there be "unique circumstances that would affect the 

conclusion of this guidance, the permittee may submit documentation of its unique 

financial conditions….for consideration".2 

                                                      
1 EPA, Office of Wastewater Management; Combined Sewer Overflows – Guidance for Financial 
Capability Assessment and Schedule Development, Final, (Washington, D.C., February 1997), p.7. 
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Thus, this document has included documentation of Buffalo's clearly unique financial 

conditions for consideration.  

 

It is important to note that BSA does consider the affordability determination, as 

formulated in the Guidance, as valid.  In fact, due to the significant shortcomings of the 

Guidance's approach and lack of local economic considerations, the financial capability 

of Buffalo cannot be adequately determined under the standardized approach proffered 

by the Guidance.   

 

This report includes supporting data that will demonstrate that Buffalo is extremely 

impoverished and losing population.  Many of its residents live below the poverty line 

and are already highly burdened by the cost of wastewater services.  Due to the extreme 

affordability limitations of its customer base, BSA, on behalf of the City, must pursue a 

LTCP that is both technically practical and affordable.  This objective should be 

achievable based on solid technical and scientific rationale in the development of the 

final LTCP, and must include a schedule that is realistic and reasonable for the 

community.   

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                           
2 EPA, Office of Wastewater Management; Combined Sewer Overflows – Guidance for Financial 
Capability Assessment and Schedule Development, Final, (Washington, D.C., February 1997), p.10. 
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2.0 BACKGROUND − BUFFALO'S LTCP AND FCA 

BSA has been responsible for sewage and stormwater collection, treatment and disposal 

for the City of Buffalo since the 1930s.  BSA owns and operates primary and secondary 

wastewater treatment facilities and a large collection system including sanitary, 

stormwater, and combined sewer mains and several pumping stations. The existing 

sewer system consists of a sewage collection system within the City that is connected to 

BSA's primary and secondary treatment facilities on Bird Island in the Niagara River.  

There are approximately 850 miles of sewers of which 93 percent are combined sewer 

systems.  Almost 60 percent of the collection system was installed prior to 1910 and 

approximately 90 percent prior to 1941. Included in the collection system are three major 

pumping stations.  The primary treatment facility was built in 1938 and designed to treat 

150 million gallons a day ("mgd").  The secondary treatment facility designed to treat 180 

mgd, was built in 1979.  The combined facilities remove approximately 85 percent of 

solids and biochemical oxygen demand ("BOD").  The solids that are removed are 

incinerated in three incinerators. A historical summary of the wastewater treated at the 

Bird Island Wastewater Treatment Plant ("WWTP") is found in Table 2.1.  In 2009, BSA 

treated on average 132 million gallons per day (gpd) for a total of approximately 48.5 

billion gallons of wastewater. 

 
TABLE NO. 2.1 

HISTORICAL SEWAGE TREATMENT 

Fiscal Wastewater Change from

Year Treated (1) Previous Year

2000 54,714

2001 54,933 0.4%

2002 56,101 2.1%

2003 50,845 -9.4%

2004 53,509 5.2%

2005 49,823 -6.9%

2006 48,144 -3.4%

2007 52,195 8.4%

2008 49,604 -5.0%

2009 48,509 -2.2%

(1) Millions of Gallons
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In addition to serving residents within the City limits, BSA has wholesale agreements 

with the Erie County Sewer Districts 1 and 4 ("ECSD"), Town of Cheektowaga, and 

Town of West Seneca for treatment services of their sanitary sewage and stormwater 

conveyance to BSA's WWTP.  Each of the wholesale communities are located outside of 

the City limits completely separate from BSA and provide retail services for their own 

residents.  Furthermore, each of these communities faces their own wet weather 

compliance issues which will significantly impact their respective financial capabilities. 

 

The Town of Cheektowaga provides retail service to approximately 24,000 households, 

the Town of West Seneca is responsible for less than 13,000 households, and Erie County 

Sewer Districts (ECSD) 1 and 4 serve close to 19,000 households.  Each of the wholesale 

customers has a master meter and is charged by BSA based on annual flows.  The 

volumetric rate is based on apportioned operations and capital costs attributable to 

treatment and servicing portions of BSA transmission system.  A summary of the 

wastewater flows from tributary wholesale communities for 2009 are shown in Table 2.2. 

 
TABLE NO. 2.2 

WHOLESALE WASTEWATER FLOWS 

Municipality MGD % of Total

Town of Cheektowaga 10.180 7.7%

ECSD 12.164 9.2%

SD # 1 5.313 4.0%

SD # 4

Town of West Seneca

SD # 5 &13 5.894 4.4%

SD # 15 0.004 0.0%  

Wholesale Total 33.56 25.2%

City of Buffalo 99.35 74.8%

Total Flows at the WWTP 132.90 100%
 

 

 

Like many other older sewer systems throughout the country, and in particular the 

Northeast, a large percentage (93%) of BSA's collection system is a combined sewer 

system.  As a combined system, it was originally designed to collect both stormwater 

and sanitary wastewater, and included a series of combined sewer overflow (CSO) relief 

points designed to prevent basement flooding during high-flow storm events.  Each of 

these CSOs has historically been approved and permitted by the New York State 

Department of Environment and Conservation (NYSDEC).  However, Federal 
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Regulations now require BSA to significantly reduce the number and volume of annual 

overflow events.    

 

In accordance with the Federal Regulations, BSA developed and submitted a draft LTCP 

to NYSDEC in 2004.  The LTCP, based on several years of study, field work and 

hydraulic modeling, presented a preliminary plan to mitigate BSA's combined sewer 

overflows.  The LTCP also included a preliminary FCA that inaccurately concluded that 

the City would be MEDIUM burden resulting from the LTCP.  Subsequently, the EPA 

reviewed the draft LTCP and began discussions with BSA concerning implementation.  

In 2008, based on direction from the EPA, BSA proceeded with additional efforts to 

refine the LTCP including water quality modeling, further hydraulic modeling, and data 

collection to support the modeling.  These efforts are currently ongoing. 

 

In 2008, BSA began discussions with the EPA and NYSDEC regarding a potential 

Consent Order.  During these discussions it was agreed that BSA would provide a 

revised FCA in conjunction with the updated LTCP.  The revised FCA would replace the 

2004 FCA and reflect current economic conditions such that the City's true financial 

capability could be determined. 
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3.0 EPA'S FINANCIAL CAPABILITIES ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE 

3.1 SUGGESTED GUIDANCE BASED APPROACH 

This updated and revised FCA report is based on the approach and supporting 

calculations outlined in the EPA's 1997 Guidance document.  The underlying objective of 

the Guidance is to incorporate both the environmental impacts and financial burdens 

permittees face when determining the requirements of a LTCP.  Furthermore, the 

Guidance is to assist permittees and regulatory agencies when "negotiating effective 

schedules for implementation of the CSO controls."3 

 

Towards these ends, the Guidance suggests a two-phase approach to measuring a 

permittee's financial capabilities.  The first phase includes the determination of a RI.  The 

RI attempts to quantify and establish the financial impact on residents such that the 

financial burden is not excessive.  A "Cost Per Household ('CPH')" is calculated based on 

the residential share of all current operating costs, capital costs and projected costs 

associated with the LTCP. The RI is then determined based on a ratio of the CPH to the 

area's median household income ("MHI").  Ultimately, an RI of 2 percent or greater is 

deemed to be a high burden on residents and schedule relief is warranted.  

 

The second phase, the Financial Capability Indicator (the "FCI"), evaluates six socio-

economic benchmarks or financial indices of the community including: 

 

• the City's Bond Rating  

• the City's Overall Net Debt as a Percent of Full Market Property Value (FMPV)  

• the Unemployment Rate 

• the MHI 

• Property Tax Revenues as Percentage of FMPV 

• Property Tax Collection Rate 

 

Each of these financial indices is assigned a score of WEAK, MID-RANGE, or STRONG, 

based on their respective scale as outlined within the Guidance.  Then, based on the 

average of the indices utilized, an FCI score is determined. 

 

The results of the RI and FCI are ultimately combined and given an overall rating based 

on the EPA's Financial Capability Matrix.  This overall rating is intended to demonstrate 

                                                      
3 EPA, Office of Wastewater Management: Combined Sewer Overflows-Guidance for Financial Capability 
Assessment and Schedule Development, Final, (Washington, D.C., February 1997), pg. 7. 
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the level of financial burden imposed on the permittee's residents.  Table No. 3.1 shows 

the EPA's Financial Capability Matrix and the overall burden rating based on the results 

of the RI and FCI. 
 

TABLE NO. 3.1 
EPA FINANCIAL CAPABILITY MATRIX 

Residential Indicator

(Cost per Household as % of MHI)

Low Mid-Range High

Below 1% Between 1.0% - 2.0% Above 2.0%
Weak

Below 1.5
Mid Range

1.5 – 2.5
Strong

Above 2.5
Low Burden Low Burden Medium Burden

Medium Burden High Burden High Burden

Low Burden Medium Burden High Burden

Financial Capability 

Indicator Score 
(Socioeconomic & 
Financial Indicators)

 
 

 
3.2 GUIDANCE LIMITATIONS AND SHORTCOMING RELATIVE TO THE 

CITY OF BUFFALO         

As intended, the Guidance is one of the tools that can help guide the discussions 

between State and Federal agencies and the permittee relative to LTCP implementation.  

However, it has proven difficult to develop a standardized approach for all communities 

that vary in size, shape, and form throughout the country.  The Guidance may be helpful 

to those communities that fall within certain statistical ranges; however, other 

communities have found it inadequate when assessing affordability.  In fact, some 

communities have recently requested revisions and/or extensions to their approved 

LTCPs due to factors that the Guidance does not incorporate when determining 

affordability and/or financial burden.   

 

Specifically, BSA has identified several limitations or shortcomings within the Guidance 

relative to assessment of Buffalo's local economic conditions.  Below is a brief summary 

of some of these shortcomings.  BSA maintains that these items must be considered 

when determining the financial burden and affordability of Buffalo's LTCP.  

 

 
3.2.1 AFFORDABILITY DETERMINATION 

Fundamentally, the Guidance assumes affordability can be universally measured and 

established in any community with little regard for specific local economic conditions.  
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First, the use of MHI (or a percentage of MHI) to determine burden does not work well 

within significantly disadvantaged communities like Buffalo.  It presumes that 

discretionary/disposable income can be measured on a sliding scale, regardless of the 

community's level of affluence or poverty.  This approach does not recognize that 

discretionary income is generally finite and does not linearly correlate with MHI.  

 

Second, to set as a threshold of affordable "burden," 2 percent of MHI is somewhat 

arbitrary and has no apparent standing within established law.  In fact, prior to issuance 

of the Guidance in 1997, thresholds of significantly lesser amounts had been routinely 

used previously by various federal agencies to determine affordability for sewer utility 

costs and loan programs, and the point of "rate rejection".  In addition, several states 

have legislatively established affordability upset thresholds at levels much lower than 

2 percent of MHI.  Furthermore, it can be intuitively argued that a lower percentage of 

MHI is more appropriate for low-income households, and therefore for communities 

with a high percentage of lower income households, as is the case with the City of 

Buffalo.  

 

 
3.2.2 SNAPSHOT APPROACH 

The Guidance is roughly based on a present value determination of costs and economic 

conditions, for the full implementation period of a LTCP.  This approach does not 

account for the historical and future trends of a community's economic, demographic, 

and/or social conditions.  This snapshot analysis cannot account for the long term 

downward economic "slide" prevalent in Buffalo, nor can it provide a true indication of 

the impact the LTCP will have on residents in the future  – who most assuredly will be 

fewer in number.  Specifically, Buffalo has experienced a steady decline in population 

and households for several decades, and unfortunately these trends show no sign of 

abating.  This will cause a dramatic increase in the future CPH, which is not taken into 

account within the approach the Guidance suggests.  Without incorporating these and 

other economic and demographic trends, the affordability determination will be 

inappropriate and overestimates the ability of Buffalo residents to fund the LTCP over 

time.  

 

 
3.2.3 LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 

Another shortcoming of the Guidance as applied to communities like Buffalo is its 

unintentional bias against low-income households.   By using a percentage of the 

community's MHI to establish affordability, low-income households end up either 
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paying, or being apportioned, a much greater percentage of their income towards sewer 

services than the 2-percent-of-income target.  This is a critical issue for the City of 

Buffalo due to its high rate of poverty – fully three times that of the average American 

City.  The Guidance assumes that the LTCP is affordable for the residents as long as the 

RI is 2 percent or less of MHI.  However, households with income below the MHI will 

experience an RI well above the 2.0 affordability threshold.  In fact, 25 percent of 

Buffalo's population lives below the poverty level, and would be expected to contribute 

a significantly higher percentage of income towards the LTCP. 

 

 
3.2.4 EXCLUSIVELY EXPENSE-BASED ANALYSIS/APPROACH 

The FCA fully incorporates current and estimated future operational and capital costs 

associated with the utility and its LTCP.  However, revenues are not considered in any 

manner in the analysis.  This creates a significant weakness − particularly in the context 

of Buffalo's economic difficulties.  Revenues and their associated trends must be 

carefully considered due to the serious current delinquency among BSA's customers, 

declining water usage, an aging population, and a shrinking rate base.  It is 

inappropriate to conclude that revenues will or even can increase commensurate with 

expenses, especially when rates will increase dramatically.  It is anticipated that 

increased expenses will accelerate the contraction of BSA's rate base, and will result in 

higher delinquency and lower collection rates.  Thus, it is unacceptable to project the 

financial burden and fiscal capability of Buffalo without a prudent examination and 

projection of revenues.   

 

 
3.2.5 COST ALLOCATION IMPLICATIONS 

The Guidance suggests that costs be allocated between residential and non-residential 

customer bases based on flow ratios.  This does not follow industry standards for 

calculating cost of service rates, and can result in the inequitable distribution of costs 

among customer classes.  Essentially, the Guidance implies that costs not allocated to the 

residential class can be shifted to non-residential classes.  This becomes very problematic 

for Buffalo, in that it presumes the industrial base can absorb any and all remaining 

costs.  The financial implications of shifting such costs to economically strained industry 

cannot be ignored.  In recent decades there has been a significant loss of industry and 

associated jobs within the City of Buffalo.  A rapid escalation in commercial and 

industrial sewer rates would certainly be expected to drive additional businesses and 

associated employment from the City, further aggravating the economic woes of 

remaining residents. 
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3.2.6 CPH VERSUS RATE BASED PROJECTIONS 

The Guidance establishes a CPH by allocating expenses based on a flow ratio to 

residential households.  This approach does not accurately reflect the true cost that 

residential customers currently bear, for several reasons.  First, this does not account for 

the higher unit cost of servicing a residential versus non-residential customer.  

Furthermore, as noted above, the analysis only considers BSA's expenses, disregarding 

revenue, collection rates and the difference in associated trends for residential 

customers.  Ultimately, it appears that the typical current residential sewer bill is 40 

percent greater than the CPH calculated under the Guidance.   This incorrectly suggests 

that the typical residential cost is substantially less than it actually is, and understates 

the financial burden that will result from the LTCP.  Finally, based on current rates, 

approximately 36 percent of BSA's residential customer base is already paying 2 percent 

or greater of their household income towards sewer bills.  A summary of the household 

income distribution and the corresponding RI based on the current sewer bill is shown 

in Figure 3.1. 
 

FIGURE NO. 3.1 
CITY OF BUFFALO'S CURRENT RI 
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3.2.7 CAPITAL COST ESTIMATING AND FINANCING 

Another shortcoming of the Guidance relates to the projections of capital costs and 

related financing of future system investments.  Any LTCP would likely include capital 

projects as large as some of the largest ever completed in western New York.   

Furthermore, the magnitude of projected capital investment is many times that of BSA's 

annual budget and must be carefully evaluated and periodically adjusted to reflect 

market conditions. The suggested approach artificially assumes, for the purpose of 

calculation, that all future debt is issued simultaneously to determine a present value 

impact on the RI.  However, any slight change throughout the multi-year 

implementation period could result in substantial cost fluctuation.  The construction 

industry and global commodity markets can be extremely volatile, and it is anticipated 

that current construction estimates will change over time.  Furthermore, a modest 

change in interest rates and/or the bond markets would significantly impact the 

financing costs associated with the LTCP.  These unpredictable factors could result in 

long term cost variations on the order of tens of millions of dollars.  This volatility and 

the sensitivity of BSA's sewer rates cannot be accounted for or even estimated properly 

within the limited framework provided within the Guidance. 

 

 
3.2.8 SERVICE AREA AND WHOLESALE COMMUNITIES 

As noted earlier, BSA provides wholesale service to several neighboring communities.  

This service is provided in the context of contractual service agreements that establish 

rates and charges.  BSA is governed by these contracts, which preclude it from 

arbitrarily assigning LTCP costs to these communities in the manner outlined in the 

Guidance.   These communities have no obligation to continue business with BSA and 

can seek treatment alternatives at their discretion.  However, it is important to note that, 

under the existing agreements, a considerable percentage of BSA's routine capital 

investments are already allocated to the wholesale communities.   Moreover, it is critical 

that under any LTCP scenario that BSA's burden incorporates these limitations, and that 

its affordability is not artificially overstated by shifting disproportionate costs to the 

wholesale communities due only to their perceived ability to be able to afford more. 

 

 
3.2.9 BSA'S CONSTITUTIONAL DEBT LIMIT 

Another local consideration that the Guidance does not account for is BSA's borrowing 

limits.  BSA has a constitutional debt ceiling at any one time of $125 million.  Currently, 

BSA has approximately $75 million in outstanding debt and thus is limited at this time 
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to additional borrowings of ~ $50M.  This legal debt limitation, set in place by New York 

State when the BSA was established, will severely limit BSA's ability to finance a LTCP 

without an extended schedule.  The alternative − cash financing of substantial portions 

of the LTCP − would cause tremendous rate spikes with catastrophic implications for 

BSA's rate base.  To incorporate this factor will require a deliberate schedule of projects 

and financing over an extended period of time such that debt does not exceed $125M, 

and pay-as-you-go commitments remain affordable to City residents. 

 

Despite the limitations and shortcomings within the EPA's Guidance as outlined in 

Sections 3.2.1 through 3.2.9 above, BSA has prepared this FCA in accordance with 

Guidance provisions at the request of its regulatory partners.  Subsequent sections show 

that the City is at HIGH burden based on the formulaic methodology prescribed by the 

Guidance.  However, due to the limitations described above and others still being 

evaluated, BSA does not agree with the methodology, and reserves the right to submit 

additional information as permissible and encouraged under the Guidance.  In Section 

No. 6, we have included some additional factors and information that warrant definitive 

consideration when determining the affordability of BSA's ultimate LTCP.   

 

Finally, BSA recognizes that the Guidance is not law, and thus does not impose a legal 

requirement.  Rather it is a document that clearly illustrates the City of Buffalo is 

significantly disadvantaged and economically weak, and thus its unique conditions 

must be factored into the LTCP development and implementation.  Further, BSA 

believes the FCA must move beyond the evaluation framework of the Guidance to 

properly assess and establish an affordable LTCP.  Towards this end, BSA will actively 

and constructively continue its dialogue regarding the LTCP implementation schedule 

with the NYSDEC and EPA.  

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1) 13 CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

4.0 MAJOR REVISIONS TO THE 2004 FCA 

This section is provided to highlight the major revisions made to the original FCA 

included as part of the Draft LTCP submission in 2004. Many items have been revised to 

incorporate the current state of social, economic and demographic conditions.   It is also 

noted that during the last 2 years the country has experienced an economic recession 

greater than any other for at least 50 years.  This anomaly should be accounted for and 

the conclusions should not be artificially skewed as a result.   

 

Unfortunately, it is evident that the City of Buffalo has suffered from its own local 

economic recession for many decades.  For many years Buffalo's financial indicators 

were well below national averages and it is only due to the unprecedented global 

recession that national indices have sunk closer to Buffalo's.  Ironically, due to the 

flawed structure of the Guidance, the nation's recession could potentially be interpreted 

as improving Buffalo's relative economic condition.  Nothing could be further from the 

truth, as Buffalo continues to struggle with high poverty rates, unemployment, low 

income levels and many other challenges.  

 

As noted earlier, the updated FCA concludes that Buffalo is HIGH burden while the 

2004 document suggested MEDIUM burden.  This may be viewed as a major shift, but in 

reality it is merely the result of better data changing economic conditions.  For ease of 

review and comprehension, the major changes from the 2004 analysis are summarized 

below. 

 

 
4.1 RESIDENTIAL FLOW 

In 2004, residential flow was estimated to be 40 percent of BSA's total flows.  This 

estimate was based on high level summary reports of usage that included several 

assumptions and estimates due to limitations in available data.  Since 2004, water billing 

data collection has improved considerably, and a cross-link between the tax database 

and water billing accounts has been established.  This new data link has allowed BSA to 

match all of its meter data directly to the City's property use codes, and to determine 

accurately that 72 percent of system water usage is residential.  Ultimately, the specific 

property use for each water account was identified and a very clear determination of 

residential and non-residential usage has been determined.  This approach was 

considerably more advanced than what was completed in 2004.   

 

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1) 14 CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

4.2 CAPITAL PLAN HORIZON 

The 2004 FCA incorporated only 5 years of future capital projects.  Since any LTCP will 

be implemented over a period of much more than 5 years, BSA revised this approach to 

include 20 years of capital projects.  A longer period could reasonably be considered due 

to a 30-year maturity period on bonds and an affordable LTCP may ultimately require 

more than 20 years to implement.  Nevertheless, a 20-year period has been used for 

comparison purposes, but may need to be revisited when final affordability is 

determined.  

 

 
4.3 DEBT SERVICE 

The 2004 FCA appears to have included an annual debt service payment of only 

$10 million.  During the 2010 budget year, BSA shows a $16 million annual debt and 

reserve payment requirement.  This has been updated in the new FCA.   

 

 
4.4 CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION COST UPDATE 

The draft LTCP that was submitted in 2004 included capital construction cost estimates 

of $464 million reflective of then-current dollars.  It has been 6 plus years since the 

estimates were prepared and construction costs have since increased.  Although the 

LTCP is still under revision and is not due until April 2011, BSA has used the 2004 

"Preferred" plan cost, escalated to 2010 dollars as the starting point for completion of this 

revised FCA.  To bring forward the cost estimates to current dollars, the 5-year average 

composite construction cost escalation index (3.8%) from the Engineering News Record 

was utilized.  The resulting construction estimates from 2004 of $464 million were 

inflated to $581 million in 2010 dollars.  

 

 
4.5 FUTURE LTCP OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROJECTIONS 

Finally, the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) costs associated with the "Preferred" 

LTCP were estimated at approximately 5 percent of capital construction costs in 2004.  

Although it is very difficult to determine what actual O&M costs will be, it seems a 

lower ratio will materialize.  Many of the LTCP projects will be underground linear 

infrastructure that will not require major O&M costs.  Thus, similar to the estimates of 

many other communities, BSA has projected an annual LTCP O&M cost of less than 

1 percent, within this updated FCA. 
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5.0 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT BASED ON GUIDANCE 

Under this section BSA presents a revised FCA calculation in accordance with the 

Guidance.  In Section 6, additional local factors and other considerations are presented 

that must also be incorporated into any true assessment of affordability.   

 

 
5.1 SOURCES OF DATA AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Various sources of information have been relied upon to complete the FCA. To the 

extent possible and/or practical, the most current sources of data were used.  In some 

select instances, the economic anomalies created by the recent recession were overcome 

by incorporating data from the last 3 to 5 years.  This approach avoids faulty conclusions 

or misrepresentations due to the recent unprecedented economic decline.  In other 

instances when current data was unavailable, historical data was used and brought 

forward to present day values.  The various data sources have included: 

 

• the Federal government Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

• the U.S. Census Bureau 

• the American Communities Survey 

• BSA's adopted budget 

• BSA's adopted capital program 

• BSA's 2004 "System-Wide LTCP for CSO Abatement" (the "2004 Report") 

• the City and BSA's Official Statements from bond offerings 

• the City's 2009 CAFR 

• Wholesale communities' adopted budgets 

• Engineering News Record 

• Discussions with industry experts and their staff 

• City of Buffalo consolidated audited financial statements 

 

Since BSA has wholesale contracts with communities outside the City, BSA included the 

wholesale communities as part of the analysis.  BSA had an initial workshop and 

individual meetings with each community to discuss the FCA and to gather their 

information.  The data gathered included current operating and capital budgets, and 

demographic data. One of the challenges of incorporating the wholesale communities 

into the FCA was projecting the wholesale community Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO) 

capital requirements over the study period.  Currently, each wholesale community has 
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either been notified by, or is in negotiations with, NYSDEC and/or EPA over a consent 

decree for ultimate abatement of existing SSOs.  Each of the wholesale communities is in 

the early stages of negotiations, and do not have an approved control plan in place.  

However, West Seneca and the Town of Cheektowaga provided a preliminary estimate 

of the costs associated with abating their SSOs, while the other communities were 

unable to do so.  As a result, the analysis does not include all future costs, and 

consequently underestimates the RI particularly in the wholesale communities. 

 

 
5.2 THE RESIDENTIAL INDICATOR 

The RI is the first of two phases, as prescribed in the Guidance for evaluating the 

affordability of BSA's LTCP.  This first phase attempts to quantify the financial burden 

on residential customers, and to determine their ability to pay for the LTCP.  The first 

step of the RI is to identify current and proposed expenses, including: 

 

• current O&M expenses 

• current outstanding debt and associated annual payments 

• proposed capital investments and projected annual debt service 

• required LTCP capital investments and associated debt service 

• the additional O&M resulting from the LTCP 

 

The second step of the RI is determining the percentage of costs that should be allocated 

to the residential customer class.  These costs are then divided by the number of 

households within the service area to determine a CPH.  Finally, the CPH is divided by 

the MHI.  Ultimately, it is this ratio - the percentage of MHI that a resident pays 

annually for sewer services − that determines the financial impact of the LTCP in 

accordance with the Guidance.  Below is a summary of the RI scores per the Guidance:  

 
TABLE NO.5.1 

RESIDENTIAL INDICATOR – FINANCIAL IMPACT DETERMINATION 
Financial Impact Residential Indicator 

Low Less than 1.0 Percent of MHI 
Mid-Range 1.0 - 2.0 Percent of MHI 
High Greater than 2.0 Percent MHI 

 

BSA provides wastewater utility services to residential, commercial, and industrial 

customers within the City limits. Currently there are no existing retail customers outside 

the City.  As mentioned earlier in the report, BSA does provide wastewater treatment 
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services under wholesale agreements to separate municipal utilities outside of BSA's 

service area.  These contracts between the wholesale communities and BSA do not give 

BSA any "control" over the wholesale communities other than jurisdiction related to 

flows and wastewater strength.  Therefore, BSA and the City are not sanctioned or 

empowered to set rates, approve budgets, or adopt legislation on behalf of the wholesale 

communities.  Furthermore, wholesale communities are not obligated or liable to any 

lawsuit against BSA.   
 

Therefore, BSA completely disagrees with the EPA's approach in treating this FCA as a 

regional analysis.  With appropriate notification, any wholesale community can exit 

their agreement with BSA and pursue alternative treatment arrangements.  This could 

result in the entire cost of the LTCP being borne by City of Buffalo residents and 

businesses.  

 

Due to these shortcomings of the Guidance relative to its wholesale customer base, two 

distinct RI's have been calculated.  These are presented with cooperative intentions, but 

BSA recognizes that the true financial burden and associated affordability of the LTCP 

cannot be adequately presented within the framework of the Guidance.  Thus, these two 

scenarios have been prepared in an attempt to present a more complete case of Buffalo's 

potential financial burden.  
 

• City Only − This scenario incorporates BSA's operating budget, the current MHI, 

and number of households within the incorporated City limits. The RI is calculated 

for the City of Buffalo residents based solely on the costs of serving City residents.   

The current and projected capital and O&M costs associated to providing service to 

the wholesale community were subtracted and not included in the "City Only" costs.  

• City Plus Wholesale Communities − This RI scenario includes all operating and 

capital costs associated with BSA and the wholesale communities.  The MHI and the 

number of households reflect the City and the wholesale communities combined. 

 

 
5.2.1 CURRENT OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

BSA's current O&M budget is $40.2 million (including an allowance for non-collectible 

accounts receivable) and the current debt service and reserve requirements on all 

outstanding debt is $16.05 million, for a total of $56.3 million − up 1.8 percent from last 

fiscal year's budget.  The total O&M budget for the three wholesale communities is $40.5 

million and $2.5 million in annual debt service payments.  The combined total budget 

for BSA and the three wholesale communities is $99.3 million.  A summary of current 

operating budget is found in Table 5.2 below.  
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TABLE NO. 5.2 

CURRENT OPERATING COST 

Service Area

Description BSA Cheektowaga West Seneca ECSD 1 &  4 Total

Current Budget

O&M 40,215,261$      10,814,559$      10,355,687$      19,336,838$      80,722,345$      

Debt Service 16,049,834        766,000             26,191               1,720,706          18,562,731                  

Total 56,265,095$      11,580,559$      10,381,878$      21,057,545$      99,285,076$      
 

 
5.2.2 PROJECTED WASTEWATER AND CSO COSTS 

Under the Guidance, the FCA includes a one-year analysis of BSA's future debt 

obligations.  The multi-year LTCP and the non-CSO capital improvement program 

("CIP") are rolled up into a single theoretical bond issue, and the resulting annual debt 

service payment is accounted for in the calculations. 

 

The primary wastewater treatment facility has been in operation for over 70 years. As 

the infrastructure approaches the end of its useful life, the capital dollars required to 

upgrade/repair the system to achieve acceptable service levels may increase rapidly.  

Accordingly, BSA has increased investment in recent years and adopted a 5-year capital 

plan that continues such investment.  

 

Since this FCA includes a 20-year planning horizon, annual capital investments were 

projected for future years based on estimated asset values and modest replacement 

schedules.  Over the next 20 years it is estimated BSA will invest $521 million in the 

sewer system, making upgrades, and complying with existing and future regulatory 

requirements.  Sixty percent of the collection system was installed over 100 years ago, 

and will require extensive repair and millions in capital investment over the next 20 

years.  

 

Unfortunately, the estimated investment may actually be greater than what is projected 

in this FCA due to current asset age and the lengthy replacement schedules.  For 

instance, the projected capital costs associated with the collection system are based on a 

100-year replacement schedule.  This means BSA will have sections of the collection 

system more than 200 years old before it is rehabilitated or replaced.  In addition to the 

estimated replacement costs, the non-CSO CIP includes capital dollars needed to meet 

future regulatory requirements that have been proposed (i.e., nutrient removal). 
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Currently there is no approved LTCP and thus no final program costs.  In fact the 

revised LTCP is not due to be completed until the spring of 2011.  BSA is in the process 

of finishing water quality tests and modeling in the areas receiving waters.  Until the 

water quality testing is completed and the LTCP is developed, BSA will not know the 

level of spending needed for CSO abatement.  However, to comply with the EPA and 

NYSDEC deadline of a FCA deliverable by September 30, 2010, the "preferred system 

wide alternative" LTCP from the 2004 report was used for illustration of the financial 

impact on the residents. 

 

It was estimated in the 2004 Report the capital cost for the system-wide LTCP was $464 

million.  Based on the 5-year average of the construction composite index from 

Engineering News Record, the current LTCP is now estimated in 2010 dollars at $581 

million.  Combining BSA's capital plan and LTCP, it is projected that close to $1.1 billion 

will be invested over the next 20 years in both non-CSO and CSO related projects.  Table 

No. 5.3 show the projected capital expenditures. 

 

TABLE NO. 5.3 

20-YEAR CAPITAL EXPENDITURES ASSOCIATED WITH BSA'S CIP AND LTCP 

CIP 2010-14 2015-19 2020-24 2025-29 Total

Non-CSO Projects 129,020,043$     172,235,685$     110,082,323$     110,082,323$     521,420,374$        

System Wide LTCP 145,157,989       145,157,989       145,157,989       145,157,989       580,631,956                    

Total 274,178,032$     317,393,674$     255,240,312$     255,240,312$     1,102,052,330$     
 

 

In addition to the capital investment for CSO abatement, a portion of the system-wide 

LTCP included additional O&M cost.  It is estimated that BSA will expend 

approximately $3.7 million annually on O&M once the LTCP is implemented. 

 

Based on the Guidance, the total 20-year capital budget, including non-CSO projects and 

the system-wide LTCP, were rolled into a single bond issue and an annual debt service 

payment was calculated.  The annual debt service payment for future projects is 

estimated at $93.7 million.  In calculating the debt service, it was assumed the bonds 

would be paid back over 30-years.  Although BSA has been fortunate to receive some 

revolving loan funds from the New York Environmental Facilities Corporation at 

subsidized interest rates and as capital forgiveness, this cannot be assumed for the next 

20 to 30 years.  Rather, it is anticipated that if BSA were to finance such large amounts, 

their bond rating would diminish as their debt ratios increased.  This would inevitably 

drive up interest rates.  Thus, based on a 20-year borrowing schedule of ever increasing 
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debt, an average interest rate of 7.4 percent was used.  The current bond rating for BSA 

and the City falls between upper-medium to lower-medium grade. The total current and 

projected annual O&M and capital cost for BSA is $114.4 million, net of the $12 million 

in revenues it receives from the wholesale customers and capital costs allocated to the 

wholesale communities. 

 

 
5.2.3 RESIDENTIAL ALLOCATION 

In order to determine the residential class's share of the projected annual cost, BSA used 

the percentage of metered water usage for the residential class. The current metered 

usage by the residential customer class is 72 percent of total, and is expected to grow as 

more commercial and industrial customers leave the City.  For the current study, 

detailed billing data identifying usage for residential and non residential users was 

utilized.  Under the "City only" scenario, the cost allocated to the residential class net of 

wholesale costs and revenues is $82.4 million net of wholesale cost and revenues.  The 

wholesale communities are all served by the Erie County Water Authority which 

estimated that greater than 75 percent of water usage in the wholesale communities is 

from the residential class. 

 

 
5.2.4 NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS  

Over the past 50 years the City of Buffalo has witnessed a continuous decline in its 

population and the number of households.  Numerous reasons have caused the 

population to shrink, in particular the economic climate in the region and lack of jobs 

causing people to move to other parts of the country.  Based on the last 18 years of 

available census data, the City averaged an annual decrease of 1.20 percent of 

households. The number of vacant and abandoned homes throughout the City has 

become a major issue, which led to the City adopting a massive demolition program. 

The City plans to demolish approximately 10,000 homes in the next 5 years.  The current 

number of households in the City of Buffalo is 108,387. This is based on the number of 

households from the 2006-2008 American Communities Survey, projected to 2010 based 

on the declining trend for the past 18 years.  A summary of the decline in the number of 

Buffalo households is shown in Figure 5.1.  
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FIGURE NO. 5.1 
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 
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5.2.5 COST PER HOUSEHOLD 

Based on the cost allocated to the residential class, and the number of households, the 

CPH for a City of Buffalo resident is $760.  Again, the CPH calculation is net of all costs 

that would be shifted to the wholesale communities and revenues received by the 

wholesale communities. A summary of the CPH and the calculation according to the 

Guidance is shown below in Table 5.4. 
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TABLE NO. 5.4 
COST PER HOUSEHOLD 

Including

City Wholesale

Description Service Area Customers

Current WWT Costs

Annual O&M 40,215,261$       40,215,261$       

Annual Debt Service 16,049,834         16,049,834         

Cheektowaga 10,814,559         

West Seneca 10,355,687         

Erie Co. Sewer District 1 & 4 19,336,838         

Wholesale Debt Service 2,512,897           

Wholesale Revenues (12,046,101)       (12,046,101)         

Subtotal 44,218,994$       87,238,975$       

Projected WWT & CSO Costs

(Current Dollars)
O&M - CSO 3,663,619$         3,663,619$         
Debt Service

Non-CSO Related Projects 44,366,198         44,366,198         

CSO Projects 49,404,345         49,404,345         

Wholesale Community Capital Costs

Cheektowaga ` 2,828,562           

West Seneca 1,382,637           

Erie County Sewer District 4,021,479           

Wholesale Community LTCP

Cheektowaga 3,280,643           

West Seneca 3,456,592           

Erie County Sewer District -                         

Additional O&M 446,000              

Future Costs Allocated to Wholesale (27,281,565)         

Subtotal 70,152,597$       112,850,075$       

Total Current & Projected  Costs 114,371,591$     200,089,050$     

Residential Flow 72% 75%

Residential Share of Costs 82,395,599$       151,017,617$     

Number of Households in Service Area 108,387              178,769              

Cost Per Household (CPH) 760$                   845$                   
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5.2.6 MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

The median household income was determined separately to support the two RI 

scenarios as follow: 

 

• City Only − The MHI for the City is based on the 2008 American Communities 

Survey. It is then adjusted by a 5-year CPI average of 2.59 to 2010 dollars. The City's 

MHI from the 2008 ACS of $29,973, adjusted to today's MHI, is $31,545, and is 

43 percent below the national MHI.   

 

• City and Wholesale − Under the City plus Wholesale scenario, a weighted MHI was 

calculated. The adjusted 2010 weighted MHI is $40,974.  MHI data was not available 

for each of the communities in either the 2006-08 or 2008 ACS; therefore, MHI from 

the 2000 census was adjusted to reflect 2010 dollars.  

 
FIGURE NO. 5.2 

INCOME DISTRIBUTION IN THE CITY OF BUFFALO 
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5.2.7 RESIDENTIAL INDICATOR AND RATING 

The RI score is determined by dividing the CPH by the MHI.  In theory the rating should 

represent the financial burden on the residents.  The Guidance considers a score above 

2.0 percent of MHI to be HIGH burden.  Based on Guidance a permittee that has a RI 

below the 2.0 would likely have a HIGH burden for the lower income households, but 

would receive a MEDIUM Score. In essence, this implies that lower income households 

can afford a higher percentage of their income than a household that falls at or above the 

MHI.  Under the City only scenario, based on the projected CPH of $760 and the City's 

MHI of $32,503, the RI is 2.41, resulting in a HIGH burden.  More significant is the RI 

score of up to 15 for the households with income less than the MHI (see Figure No. 6). 

This is over two times EPA's recommend threshold. A summary of the RIs and the 

rating for each scenario can be found in Table 5.5. 
 

TABLE NO. 5.5 
RESIDENTIAL INDICATOR 

Including

City Wholesale

Description Service Area Customers

Median Household Income (MHI)

Census Data Year 2008 1999

Census Year MHI $29,973 $30,931

MHI Adjustment Factor 2.59% 2.59%

Adjusted MHI $31,545 $40,974

Cost Per Household $760 $845

Residential Indicator 2.41 2.06

Rating High High
 

 

 
5.3 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY INDICATORS 

The City's FCI is determined by five socioeconomic benchmarks including: 

 

• Ratio of Overall Debt to Full Market Property Value ("FMPV") 

• Unemployment Rate 

• Median Household Income 

• Tax Collection Rate 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1) 25 CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

• Ratio of Tax Revenues to FMPV 

 

As noted earlier, the Guidance includes an additional benchmark in the FCI, a 

community's bond rating.  However, BSA does not believe this benchmark is applicable 

locally since the City does not have its own bond rating.  The NYS Fiscal Stability 

Control Board currently issues bonds on behalf of the City.  This structure provides any 

City bonds with the full backing of NYS and thus, is not representative of the City 

issuing bonds independently.  Furthermore, based on S&P's ratings, less then 1 percent 

of all municipalities ever receive bond ratings that would qualify as weak.  This 

artificially skews the FCI towards a STRONG score for even the weakest community. 

 

Each indicator was evaluated carefully and assigned a score from 1 to 3 based on the 

Guidance. The evaluation focused on the City's economic status because BSA's 

ratepayers would be responsible for any LTCP financing.  Furthermore, the RI assigns to 

wholesale communities the maximum capital responsibility possible under the current 

wholesale agreements.  Thus City ratepayers will be required to shoulder the remaining 

costs associated with a LTCP. The average score was then calculated and a total rating 

determined as shown in Table 5.6. 

 

 
TABLE NO. 5.6 

TOTAL INDICATOR RATING 
Indicator Rating Average Score 

Weak Below 1.5 
Mid-Range Between 1.5 and 2.5 
Strong Above 2.5 

 

 
5.3.1 NET DEBT AS A PERCENTAGE OF FMPV 

The first benchmark is City debt outstanding, including overlapping debt as a percent of 

the City's FMPV.  Currently the City has over $400 million in outstanding debt, 

including $75 million in overlapping debt shared with Erie County.  The FMPV within 

the City is $6.3 billion, which is the value used to calculate the City's allowable debt 

margin.  The ratio of outstanding debt to FMPV is 6.58, resulting in a "weak" rating (see 

Table 5.7). 
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        TABLE NO. 5.7 
        NET DEBT AS PERCENTAGE OF FMPV 

Description Value

Direct Net Debt 337,647$       

Debt Overlapping Entities 75,453            

Overall Net Debt 413,100$       

Full Market Property Value 6,282,342$    

% of Debt as of FMPV 6.58%

Rating Weak
 

 

 
5.3.2 UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 

For the unemployment benchmark, BSA compared a 5-year average between the City of 

Buffalo's unemployment rate and the national rate.  Historically, Buffalo's 

unemployment rate has been significantly greater than the national average (see Figure 

No. 5.3).  However, due to the recent recession, the national unemployment rate has 

spiked, moving much closer to Buffalo's unemployment rate.  As a result of the current 

volatility in the unemployment numbers, a 5-year average was used to characterize 

Buffalo's local conditions.  Unfortunately, based on many decades of historical data, it is 

likely that as the nation pulls out of recession, the unemployment gap will once again 

widen. The rating for the unemployment benchmark is "weak".  
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FIGURE NO. 5.3 
BUFFALO'S UNEMPLOYMENT COMPARISON TO THE NATIONAL AVERAGE 
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5.3.3 MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

The median household income benchmark compares the community's MHI to the 

national average.  Based on the City's 2008 MHI of $29,973 adjusted to 2010 dollars 

(based on the CPI 5-year average), and the nation's adjusted MHI of $54,758, the City's 

MHI is 42.4 percent less than the national MHI, resulting in a "weak" rating (see Table 

5.8). 
 

TABLE NO. 5.8 
MHI BENCHMARK 

Description Value

Adjusted MHI $31,545

2008 Census National MHI $52,029

MHI Adjustment Factor 2.59%

Adjusted National MHI $54,758

Difference -42.4%

Rating Weak
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5.3.4 TAX REVENUES 

For the tax revenue as a percentage of FMPV benchmark, the City received a "mid-

range" score.  This attempts to measure local government efficiency when compared to 

its tax base.  In fiscal year 2009, the City and County had assessed $160 million in levies 

against $6.3 billion FMPV or 2.58 percent of FMPV (see Table 5.9). 
 
 

TABLE NO. 5.9 
PROPERTY TAX REVENUES 

Description Value

FMPV 6,282,342$    

Property Tax Revenues 129,916         

County Tax 32,455           

% of Rev/FMPV 2.58%

Rating Mid-Range
 

 

 
5.3.5 PROPERTY TAX COLLECTION RATE 

The property tax collection rate is a measure of property owners' ability to pay their tax 

bills on time, or how heavy the local tax burden is.  For 2009, the total tax level with 

interest was $129.9 million.  Of this, $121.8 million was collected which is only 93.8 

percent.  Any collection rate of less than 94 percent within the fiscal year, results in a 

"weak" score.  It is important to note that the 10-year average collection rate is only 92.6 

percent.   

 

It is important for a City to have a high collection rate in order to meet its financial 

obligations. Over time, the percentage of taxes collected generally increases as 

delinquent taxes are recovered.  However, collection rates of less than 100 percent within 

a fiscal year may require short-term loans with additional cost to continue operations.  

Thus, only current year collections are included (see Table 5.10). 
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TABLE NO. 5.10 

TAX COLLECTION RATE 

Description Value

Property Tax Collected 121,873$     

Property Tax Levied 129,916       

% of Rev/FMPV 93.81%

Rating Weak
 

 
 

5.3.6 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY SCORE 

Based on the ratings for each of the benchmarks, the number of points cumulated was 6 

points. The City's average score from the five benchmarks was 1.2, resulting in a "Weak" 

FCI rating. A summary of each of the benchmarks and the resulting scores are shown in 

Table 5.11 along with the final FCI rating.  

 
TABLE NO. 5.11 
FCI SCORING 

Actual 

Indicator Value Rating Score

Bond Ratings N/A N/A N/A

Overall Net Debt of FMPV 6.58% Weak 1

Unemployment Rate 1.26% Weak 1

Median Household Income -42.39% Weak 1

Property Tax Revenue 2.58% Mid-Range 2

Property Tax Collection Rate 93.81% Weak 1

FCI 1.20

(Sum Score ÷ Number of Entries) Weak
 

 

 
5.4 FINANCIAL CAPABILITIES MATRIX 

Combining the ratings of the RI and the FCI within the Financial Capability Matrix, a 

final determination of burden resulting from the LTCP can be made.  For the two RI 

scenarios evaluated, the HIGH RI score and the WEAK FCI score, show the financial 
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burden of the LTCP will be HIGH.  A summary of the results is shown in Table 5.12 

below. 

 
TABLE NO. 5.12 

SCORING SUMMARY OF TWO RI SCENARIOS AND FCI  

Score City Only Including Wholesale 

FCI 1.20 Weak 1.20 Weak

RI 2.41 High 2.06 High  
 
 

TABLE NO. 5.13 
FINANCIAL CAPABILITIES MATRIX 

Residential Indicator

(Cost per Household as % of MHI)

Low Mid-Range High

Below 1% Between 1.0% - 2.0% Above 2.0%
Weak

Below 1.5
Mid Range

1.5 – 2.5
Strong

Above 2.5
Low Burden Low Burden Medium Burden

Medium Burden High Burden High Burden

Low Burden Medium Burden High Burden

Financial Capability 

Indicator Score 

(Socioeconomic & 
Financial Indicators)
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6.0 OTHER LOCAL FACTORS AND NECESSARY CONSIDERATIONS 

Unfortunately, the City of Buffalo is at the extreme lower end of the national economic 

spectrum. There is much in the form of economic data to support this fact. However, as 

outlined in Section 3.2 - Guidance Limitations and Shortcoming Relative to the City of Buffalo, 

the Guidance provides very little recognition of this fact in its formulaic approach to 

establishing "affordability" and economic burden in a City like Buffalo. 

 

There are many local factors that must be included as part of determining the true 

affordability threshold of the ultimate LTCP for BSA users  These factors, several of 

which are summarized below, set Buffalo apart from the vast majority of other cities in 

the country.  Additional factors are still being evaluated, and BSA reserves the right to 

present these at a later date as discussions continue.  It is absolutely critical that these 

factors are considered − along with the technical and legal requirements − when 

determining the final LTCP and its ultimate implementation schedule.   

 

One of the most important local factors is the ability of low income households in 

Buffalo to sustain any additional sewer cost burden.  While LTCP costs and the 

associated increase in sewer rates will impact low-income residents in any community, 

that can often be mitigated by rate relief programs for the economically disadvantaged. 

However, in the case of Buffalo, the sheer number of low-income households relative to 

a "typical" city makes this very problematic.   

 

Demographic data from several sources shows the City and its residents near the bottom 

of every economic measure.  Some of these measures are shown in Table No. 6.1.  Each 

one of these economic indices must be considered after the LTCP is complete, when the 

implementation schedule is being developed.  

 
TABLE NO. 6.1 

LOCAL ECONOMIC FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION 
Indicator City of Buffalo National Average Variance 

Poverty Level 24.9% 9.6% 259% 
Household Income < $20,000 35.8% 18% 200% 
Receives Public Assistance 7.4% 2.3% 321% 
MHI $29,845 $52,175 (175%) 

 

Currently, approximately 35 percent of Buffalo residents already pay 2 percent or more 

of their household income for sewer bills.  If the 2004 "preferred" LTCP were to be 

implemented over the next 20 years, these same residents would pay a significantly 

greater percentage of their income towards sewer bills.  For example, approximately 20 

percent of households have income less than $10,000 annually.  These households, 
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already our most disadvantaged and least mobile residents, would be expected to pay 

upwards of 10 to 15 percent or more of their household income towards wastewater 

services – which is obviously unreasonable and literally impossible. Figure 6.1 shows the 

residential income distribution for the City and the corresponding RI if the LTCP is 

implemented as stated.  

 

 
FIGURE NO. 6.1 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION AND CORRESPONDING RI BASED ON THE 
PROJECTED CPH 
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Another measure that is indicative of local conditions is the delinquency rate of BSA's 

customers.   Many sewer customers are already struggling to pay their sewer bills on 

time as demonstrated by: 

 

• 50 percent of customers pay their bills late – and incurring interest and penalties  

• Approximately 10 percent of customers are on a payment plans to avoid shutoffs 

• Hundreds of accounts are shut off each month 

• 40 percent of BSA's accounts receivable for sewer charges is over a year old 
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This climate of delinquency is a strong indication of the severe hardship and real 

"burden" that additional rate increases would place upon low-income users. Any 

aggressive rate increases will most definitely lead to increasing delinquency, further 

shutoffs, more foreclosures, and reduced collection rates. 

 

Buffalo's fragile economic state cannot sustain the large investment contemplated by the 

2004 LTCP unless implemented over an extended period of time.  To do otherwise 

would be economically and socially unjust to a large portion of the City's population.  

BSA is working diligently to comply with all regulatory requirements, as evidenced by 

many of its recent projects.  Furthermore, BSA is committed to working with the 

regulatory agencies to develop a LTCP that achieves the water quality standards 

required.  It is important, however, to carefully consider Buffalo's realistic financial 

capability to fund projects. To do otherwise will aggravate the downward demographic 

and economic trends, and turn a "slippery slope" into a "precipice".  Without an LTCP 

that has been determined to be the lowest possible cost option, paired with a realistic 

schedule for implementation that reflects and accommodates the severe and continuing 

economic hardship of the City, neither BSA, EPA nor DEC will accomplish what they all 

want to achieve. 
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BSA - Background & Demographics

� Buffalo is steadily losing pop. - 21% since 1990

� BSA is losing customers at a rate of ~ 1% per year

� System designed to serve a population of over half 
a million – but now serves ~ 260,000 and falling

� Aging infrastructure - 60% of collection system is 
> 100 years old 

� Severe fiscal instability has resulted in NY State 
appointing County and City fiscal stability control 
boards



BSA - Background & Demographics

BSA Is Not a Regional Authority

� Provides WW utility services within City limits, but only 
treatment for independent wholesale communities

� Has no ability to mandate or enforce participation of wholesale 
communities 

� Wholesale agreements are long-term contracts with established 
rates and charge formulas

� Wholesale communities set own internal user rates

� Wholesale agreements allow contracting communities to seek 
treatment alternatives



BSA - Background & Demographics

The City of Buffalo Is On Economic Life Support

� Third poorest City in US (population > 250,000)

� City MHI is 40% below the National MHI 

� Over 70 %of City households belownational MHI

� 25 %of the population lives belowthe poverty level

� 36 %of households have annual income below$20k

� Three times as many households are on public 
assistance as the national average 



BSA - Background & Demographics

The City of Buffalo Is On Economic Life Support

� Current Residential Sewer Bill = 1.23% of MHI

� Residential Water Bill = 1.09% of MHI

� 35%of City households already exceedEPA’s 
suggested affordability threshold of 2% of household 
income for sewer service

� Current ~ 50% delinquency rate on Sewer bills

� Current > 10% of households in severe delinquency 
(w/ payment plans in place to avoid turn-off)



BSA - Background & Demographics 
Dramatic loss of residential households
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BSA - Background & Demographics 
Median Household Income (2008)
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BSA - Background & Demographics 
Percentage of households below poverty level



18.0%

35.8%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

United States

Fairfax , VA
VA Beach , VA

Charlotte , NC

Jacksonville , FL

O
rlando , FL

N
ashville, TN

Tam
pa , FL

W
inston-Salem

 , N
C

Colum
bus , O

H

N
orfolk , VA

Atlanta , G
A

Charlottesville , VA

Albany , NY
Staunton , VA

Richm
ond , VA

Augusta, G
A

M
em

phis , TN

Akron , O
H

Philadelphia , PA

Pittsburgh , PA

Erie , PA
Cincinnati , O

H

R
ochester , NY

G
reenville , NC

Detroit
Buffalo , NY
Syracuse , NY

Cleveland , O
H

Census.gov - 2006-08 ACS

BSA - Background & Demographics 
Percentage of Households below $20k



BSA - Background & Demographics 
Percentage of Households on Public Assistance



BSA - Background & Demographics 
City of Buffalo Income Distribution

0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

8.0%

10.0%

12.0%

14.0%

16.0%

18.0%

20.0%

<10

10-14.99

15-19.99

20-24.99

25-29.99

30-34.99
35-39.99

40-44.99

45-49.99
50-59.99

60-74.99
75-99.99

100-124.99
125-149.99
150-199.99
200+

Inomce Range ($ Thousands)

P
er

ce
nt

 o
f H

ou
se

ho
ld

s

City's MHI 
$29,973

National Average MHI
$52,029

Census.gov 2006-08 ACS



BSA - Background & Demographics
Customer Accounts Receivable
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1997 Guidance Review
Facts:
� The City of Buffalo is at the extreme lower end of the 

national economic bell curve

� Long-term trends indicate a continued downward slide  
in population base, and loss of industry and employers

Therefore:
� Consistent with the 1997 EPA FCA Guideline, 

significant flexibility is required in the approach to 
establishing the amount / pace of adding further burden 
to residents and businesses from LTCP implementation



1997 Guidance Review
The Guidance Document 

Promotes a Flexible Approach

“Since flexibility is an important component of the 
CSO policy, WQS authorities, NPDES authorities, 
EPA personnel, and permittees should 
communicate throughout the CSO control planning 
process… This guidance document provides all 
CSO participants with a structured yet flexible 
approach for evaluating the financial burden CSO 
controls place on permittees.”(1)

[1] EPA, Office of Wastewater Management: Combined Sewer Overflows-Guidance for 
Financial Capability assessment and Schedule Development, Final, (Washington, D.C., 
February 1997), pg. 10.



Shortcomings Relative to Buffalo’s Economic Status

� Wholesale Communities– non-owners with no strict liability 
for CSO requirements, and ability to seek feasible alternatives

� Uses one-year snapshot of financial condition and metrics-
provides an invalid comparison of true relative economic 
picture and trends

� Disregard for impact on low-income households– does not 
consider the rate of households below poverty

� Affordability projection - assumes a uniform cost of living 
across the country - and presumes low income households can 
afford above 2% threshold

1997 Guidance Review



Shortcomings Relative to Buffalo’s Economic Status

� “Pay-the-balance” approach to non residential users - ignores 
the impact upon fragile but crucial and ‘mobile’ customer base

� CPH approach vs. actual charges– not representative of the 
actual current sewer bill that residents pay

� One-side-of-the-ledger approach- only includes expenses while 
ignoring multiple factors that impact revenues

� Ignores bond rating decline over time– future interest rates will 
increase as debt load increases

� Doesn't account for BSA’s constitutional debt limit- BSA has 
a legislated debt ceiling of $125 million

1997 Guidance Review



1997 Guidance Review
Shortcomings Relative to  Buffalo’s Economic Status

A ‘Strong’ FCI should not obviate a ‘Weak’ RI - since in 
the end, the residents are still faced with a ‘High Burden’. 

Financial Capability Matrix
Residential Indicator

(Cost per Household as % of MHI)

Low Mid-Range High

Below 1% Between 1.0% - 2.0% Above 2.0%
Weak

Below 1.5
Mid Range
1.5 – 2.5

Strong
Above 2.5 Low Burden Low Burden Medium Burden

Medium Burden High Burden High Burden

Low Burden Medium Burden High Burden

Financial Capability 
Indicator Score

(Socioeconomic & 
Financial Indicators)



2004 LTCP FCA Analysis

Major Shortcomings/Revisions

� Significantly underestimated residential flow 

� Only a five year capital plan included

� Debt service has been updated

� Escalation in capital construction costs

� Over estimated future LTCP O&M 

� Unprecedented intervening economic downturn



Current Fiscal Position & Projection

� Current O&M Budget
- BSA’s 2010 Operating Budget - $40.2 M

- BSA & Wholesale Budget - $80.7 M

� Current Annual Debt Service  
- BSA - $16 M

- BSA & Wholesale - $18.5 M

� Current 20 Year CIP Debt Service Projection
- BSA - $31.9 M

- BSA & Wholesale - $52.6 M



Original 

Inflation LTCP
Project Factor 2004 2010

Alternative 1 
Buffalo River 3.8% 65,428,344$    81,796,181$    

Erie Basin Marina 2,063,400        2,579,589        

Alternative 2
Cornelius Creek 66,721,991      83,413,452      

Alternative 3A/3B
Black Rock Canal 219,490,570    274,399,279    
Niagara River 14,540,086      18,177,497      
Scajaquada Creek 45,100,119      56,382,560      

Alternative 5
B Cazenovia Creek 4,100,000        5,125,674        
C Cazenovia Creek 47,000,000      58,757,723      

  
Total 464,444,510$  580,631,956$  

Current Fiscal Position & Projection
Long Term Control PlanPrice Escalation



Current Fiscal Position & Projection

� Projected Annual Debt Service LTCP
- BSA - $35.6 M

- BSA & Wholesale - $56.2 M

� Additional LTCP Annual O&M 
- BSA - $2.6M

- BSA & Wholesale - $4.2M 

� BSA Revenues from Wholesale Communities
- $12M



2010 Revised FCA

� FCA Calculation - requires a defined LTCP
- Premature analysis – there is no defined or approved 

LTCP or cost

- Projected LTCP delivery is April 2011

� Therefore this 2010 Revised FCA is for illustrative 

purposes only

- Analysis is based upon the 2004 system-wide LTCP 
Capital Cost

• 2004 cost = $464M ($524M)

• 2010 inflation-adjusted cost = $581M ($654M)



2010 Revised FCA

� In view of shortcomings of 1997 Guidance, two 
FCA calculations were completed 
- City Only 

- BSA & Wholesale Communities 

� Residential Flow Allocation
- BSA – (based on detailed meter data) – 72% of flow allocated to 

residential

- BSA & Wholesale Communities – 75% of flow allocated to 
residential



2010 Revised FCA 
Cost per Household

City City &
Service Area Wholesale

Total Current & Projected  Costs 114,371,591$  200,089,050$  

Residential Flow 72.0% 75.5%

Residential Share of Costs 82,395,599$    151,017,617$  

Number of Households in Service Area 108,387           178,769           

  

Cost Per Household (CPH) 760$                845$                



2010 Revised FCA 
Residential Indicator

Used the 2000 census  for the weighted MHI for service area. The 2008 ACS did not have the MHI for the service areas outside of the City 
of Buffalo.

City City & Wholesale
Service Area Customers

Median Household Income (MHI)
Census Data Year (1) 2008 1999
Census Year MHI $29,973 $30,931
MHI Adjustment Factor (2) 2.59% 2.59%

Adjusted MHI $31,545 $40,974

Cost Per Household $760 $845

Residential Indicator 2.41 2.06

Rating High High



Used the 2000 census  for the weighted MHI for service area. The 2008 ACS did not have the MHI for the service areas outside of the City 
of Buffalo.
Adjusted MHI-Due to the economic downturn and the unemployment rate, the five-year CPI is not reflective of the inflation  to MHI.  

2010 Revised FCA 
Residential Indicator - MHI Adjusted

City City & Wholesale
Service Area Customers

Median Household Income (MHI)
Census Data Year (1) 2008 1999
Census Year MHI $29,973 $30,931
MHI Adjustment Factor (2) 1.00% 1.00%

Adjusted MHI $30,575 $34,509

Cost Per Household $760 $845

Residential Indicator 2.49 2.45

Rating High High



City of Buffalo's RI based on Household Income and Projected CPH 
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2010 Revised FCA 
Financial Capabilities Indicator

� City’s Bond Rating

� Net Debt of FMPV

� 5-Year Average Unemployment Rate

� Median Household Income

� Property Tax Revenue

� Property Tax Collection Rate



*  Less than 1% of municipalities show weak bond rating –skews FCI calculation

- All indicators based on City metrics

Actual 
Indicator Value Rating Score Score

Bond Ratings A- Mid-Range 2 N/A*

Overall Net Debt of FMPV 6.58% Weak 1 1

Unemployment Rate 1.26% Weak 1 1

Median Household Income -43.29% Weak 1 1

Property Tax Revenue 2.55% Mid-Range 2 2

Property Tax Collection Rate 93.81% Weak 1 1

FCI 1.33 1.20
(Sum Score ÷ Number of Entries) Weak Weak

2010 Revised FCA 
Financial Capabilities Indicator



Res iden t ia l In dica to r
(Cost per Househo ld  as %  o f M HI)

(Socio -econom ic &  
Financia l Ind ica to rs ) Lo w M id -R an g e H ig h

Be low  1%
Be tween 1 .0%  - 

2.0% A bove  2 .0%

W eak
Be low  1.5

M id Ran ge
1 .5  – 2 .5
Stro n g

Above  2.5

Fin an c ia l Cap ability 
In d ica tor  Score

M edium  Burden H igh  Bu rden High  Bu rd en

Low Burden M ed ium  Burden H igh  Bu rden

Low Burden Low B urden M ed ium  B urden

2010 Revised FCA 
Financial Capacity Score

Score City Only Including Wholesale If Discontinued W S Contracts
FCI 1.33 Weak 1.33 Weak 1.33 Weak
RI 2.41 High 2.06 High 3.24 High



Summary and Conclusions
The City of Buffalo is Already Heavily Burdened

� 3rd Poorest City in the 
United States

� 18% of Households / 
Residential User Base has 
been LostLast 20 yrs.

� Current Residential Sewer 
Bill is 1.23% of City-wide 
MHI

� 50% Residential 
Delinquency Rate for      
Current Sewer Bills

� 3 times the US Average Rate 
of  Poverty/Public Assistance

� Continuing Long-term Loss 
of Industrial Base and 
Employers

� 35% of Households Now Pay 
> 2% of  household income 
for Sewer Service

� ~ 10% of Households in 
Severe Delinquency on 
Current Sewer Bills



Summary and Conclusions

The City of Buffalo is Heavily Burdened

� Significant and/or accelerated added sewer charge 
burdens will:
- Place a higher burden on the most struggling and immobile 

portion of user base – those in poverty

- Aggravate downward demographic and economic trends

- May also imperil continued financial contribution of 
‘voluntary’ suburban users

� Maximum flexibility in LTCP implementation cost and 
pace is justifiably warranted and absolutely required 



Questions and Discussion



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

SOURCE DATA 

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

BSA'S 2010-11 O&M BUDGET 

O&M Budget 2010-11

Personnel

Salary 10,860,783$     

Benefits 6,629,352         

Capital Outlay 684,227            

Utility Services 10,227,450       

Purchase of Services 5,594,538         

Materials & Supplies 3,325,149         

Travel & Transportation 32,040              

Uncollectables 2,861,722          

Total 40,215,261$     

Source:

Buffalo Sewer Authority's 2010-2011 Budget
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BSA'S 20 YEAR CAPITAL PLAN 

Line Project Total

1 Annual Centrifuge Maintenance 500,000$               

2 Rehab (1) RWW & SWW Pump and Motor 2,160,000              

3 Gas Clean Aeration Diffuser Stones 1,000,000              

4 Final Clarifier Buildings Rehab 1,200,000              

5 Chiller Replacement & HVAC Improvements 2,400,000              

6 Power Distribution Survey & Implementation 5,000,000              

7 Miscellaneous Pipe Replacement 2,000,000              

8 Annual Digester Cleaning (2 per year) 1,200,000              

9 Railing Rehab at Aeration 450,000                 

10 Thickener Rehabilitation 1,600,000              

11 Door / Window Replacement 1,050,000              

12 Steam Plant Modifications 440,000                 

13 Final Clarifier Screens 100,000                 

14 Secondary System  Control Valve/Magmeter Replacement 7,500,000              

15 Sludge Pump Mixers 800,000                 

16 Install 2nd Floor of Stockroom 250,000                 

17 Secondary Clarifier Weir Refurb (2 Tanks) 3,925,000              

18 SCADA DCU Replacement 3,500,000              

19 Replace Thickener Sludge Pumps and Controls 150,000                 

20 Outdoor Road Lighting 150,000                 

21 Pump Station Rehab @ South Buffalo-Phase II 1,750,000              

22 Ferrous Chloride Tank Replacement 70,000                   

23 Roof Replacement & Structural Repairs 750,000                 

24 Digester and Mixing Improvements 1,500,000              

25 Plant Water System Improvements 250,000                 

26 Replace Incinerator & Ash System Controls with SCADA 700,000                 

27 Demolish #6 Fuel Oil Tanks (2 tanks) 100,000                 

28 Primary Clarifier Modifications/Improvements 2,070,000              

29 Incinerator Refractory Rehabilitation 1,500,000              

30 RAS/WAS/Plant Water Pump Evaluation 50,000                   

31 Mix Tank Cleaning 500,000                 

32 Ash System Modification Study/Implementation 6,050,000              

33 Inlet Trash Rack Replacement (2 racks / yr) 300,000                 

34 Alternate Location for Polymer 1,575,000              

35 Pump Station Rehab-All Stations 2,000,000              

36 Retube (3) WHRB & (3) Aux 850,000                 

37 VFD Replacement 1,000,000              

38 Energy Improvements 6,500,000              

39 Replace Steam Main Stop and non-return Valves on #1, #2 & #3 Aux Boilers 50,000                   

40 Overhaul Incinerator Ash System 500,000                  
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630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

Line Project Total

41 SWW Wet Well Cleaning (2) 300,000                 

42 Stop-Log Set for Final Clarifier Control Bldgs & FE Building 80,000                   

43 Electrical Sub-Metering 350,000                 

44 Waste Hauler Pre-treatment Station and Automated Swipe-in 795,000                 

45 Centrifuge Feed Pump 150,000                 

46 Rehab/Upgrade Incinerator #1 and #3 6,600,000              

47 Fine Bubble Diffuser Replacement 1,500,000              

48 Structural Rehabilitation of Process Tanks 2,200,000              

49 Automate four (4) Aeration Tank Effluent Lines / Drains 600,000                 

50 Construct New Hypochlorite Facility 3,000,000              

51 Third and Fourth Centrifuge Installation 4,600,000              

52 Blower Rehab 1,000,000              

53 Primary Pump & Heat Exchangers 400,000                 

54 Diversion & Primary Open Change Flow Meters 1,000,000              

55 Centrifuge Rehab 600,000                 

56 New Filter Media Change-Out 500,000                 

57 Replace Conveyor Belts in De-Watering 150,000                 

58 Replace Digas Compressors 2,000,000              

61 Replace Conveyors in Grit Bldg 500,000                 

62 Final Effluent Flow Meters (4) 100,000                 

63 Re-Pave Roads/Lots on Bird Island 5,250,000              

64 Install Cake Receiving Station @ South Mix Tank 7,500,000              

65 Surveillance Cameras Throughout Bird Island 1,500,000              

66 SWW Control Upgrade 700,000                 

67 Replace Water Softening System for Steam Plant 150,000                 

68 Engineering Term Contracts 2,500,000              

69 Sewer Cleaning / TV Inspection 1,500,000              

70 Unanticipated Sewer Replacements 2,000,000              

71 Outside District Flow Verification 150,000                 

73 Kelly Island Station Relocation 12,000,000            

74 CSO Phase II Study 600,000                 

75 SPP 123 A Modifications (Hopkins) 2,400,000              

76 Swan Trunk System Modifications 1,000,000              

81 South Buffalo Weir Modifications 300,000                 

86 Collection and Treatment Plant Upgrades 280,496,970          

88 Future Regulatory Requirements - Nutrient Removal 83,508,404            

89 Future Regulatory Requirements - Incinerators 30,000,000            
 

90 Total CIP 521,420,374$        

Source:

Buffalo Sewer Authority's  Final Capital Plan 2010-2020
 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

BSA'S LTCP 

Project Total

Buffalo River 81,796,181$              

Erie Basin Marina 2,579,589                  

Cornelius Creek 83,413,452                

Black Rock Canal 274,399,279              

Niagara River 18,177,497                

Scajaquada Creek 56,382,560                

B Cazenovia Creek 5,125,674                  

C Cazenovia Creek 58,757,723                 

Total 580,631,956$            

Source:

Malcolm's Pirnie's 2004 System-Wide LTCP
 

 

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

NATIONAL CPI 

Year Annual

2001 2.82%

2002 1.60%

2003 2.30%

2004 2.67%

2005 3.37%

2006 3.22%

2007 2.87%

2008 3.82%

2009 -0.32% 

5 -Year Average 2.59%

Source:

www.bls.gov
 

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

BUFFALO'S 2008 HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

DISTRIBUTION 

Income Range Percentage

Less than $10,000 18.8%

$10,000 to $14,999 9.9%

$15,000 to $19,999 7.1%

$20,000 to $24,999 7.4%

$25,000 to $29,999 7.0%

$30,000 to $34,999 6.5%

$35,000 to $39,999 5.3%

$40,000 to $44,999 4.7%

$45,000 to $49,999 3.6%

$50,000 to $59,999 7.2%

$60,000 to $74,999 7.0%

$75,000 to $99,999 7.6%

$100,000 to $124,999 3.6%

$125,000 to $149,999 1.5%

$150,000 to $199,999 1.6%

$200,000 or More 1.3%

Source:

2006-08 ACS
 

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

HISTORICAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 

Year Buffalo National Varience

2000 5.1 4 1.1

2001 5.8 4.7 1.1

2002 6.8 5.8 1.0

2003 7.3 6 1.3

2004 7.3 5.5 1.82005 6.6 5.1 1.5

2006 6.3 4.6 1.7

2007 5.9 4.6 1.3

2008 7.0 5.8 1.2

2009 10.0 9.3 0.7   

5-Year Average 7.1 5.9 1.3

Source:

www.bls.gov
 

 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

WEIGHTED MHI 2000 Census Total 

Service Area MHI Households Income

City of Buffalo 24,536$           122,720                 3,011,057,920$     

Cheektowaga Service Area 35,000             24,847                   869,645,000          

ECSD No. 1 45,500             14,832                   674,856,000          

ECSD No. 4 46,500             16,676                   775,434,000          

West Seneca Service Area 47,000             12,941                   608,227,000            

Total 192,016                 5,939,219,920$     

Weighted MHI 30,931$                 

Source:

www.census.gov  
 
 



 

 
  
 

630718 (1)  CRA INFRASTRUCTURE & ENGINEERING, INC. 

TAX COLLECTION RATE Total Tax Collection

Fiscal Year Levy Collected Rate

2000 141,327$    129,207$    91.4%

2001 130,614      119,370      91.4%

2002 117,461      108,237      92.1%

2003 117,850      108,771      92.3%

2004 126,156      116,714      92.5%

2005 130,783      121,485      92.9%

2006 130,673      121,415      92.9%

2007 131,032      121,849      93.0%

2008 131,317      123,394      94.0%

2009 129,916      121,873      93.8%

Five Year Average 93.3%

Ten Year Average 92.6%

Source:

City of Buffalo's 2009 CAFR
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