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Susan Hedman 
Administrator 
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77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

JEFF FUSCO 
Mayor 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
166 S. High St. , Room 201 

Akron, OH 44308-1657 

PHILLIP J. MONTGOMERY 
Deputy Director 

Subject: Akron CSO Program, Akron Waterways Renewed!, Integrated Plan 

Dear Ms. Hedman, 

The City of Akron is pleased to submit the attached City of Ah-on Integrated Plan dated July 31 , 
2015 and Ftnancial Capability Assessment dated August 7, 2015. Combined, both plans serve as 
the basis for future improvements to Akron 's current Consent Decree and Long Time Control 
Plan. 

Akron has developed its Integrated Plan in accordance with the USEP A guidelines and presents 
the key findings of Akron's integrated planning efforts with a goal of developing an "equal or 
better environmental plan at a more affordable cost". This plan was developed in concert with 
our City Council, IP Stakeholders, and environmental partners. 

We appreciate your review and look forward to an opportunity to provide an overview in person 
to USEP A, the State of Ohio EPA, and the Department of Justice. 

Respectfully, 

Service Director 
City of Akron 

Attachments: Akron Integrated Plan and Financial Capabilities Analysis Update 
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Offered by: .MAYOR FUSCO. PRESIDENT FREEMAN & COUNCILPERSONS FORNEY. HEFNER, 
HURLEY, KAMMER, KEITH. SOMMERVILLE AND SWIRSKY 

RESOLUTION NO. ~U> - 2015, expressing support fo r the mission of Akron Waterways 
Renewed to invest in Akron's environmental future by building infrastructure for the next century that 
will protect public health and maintain water of the highest quality in the most cost-effective manner 
while providing local jobs for the citizens of Akron; expressing support for the recommendations of the 
Akron Integrated Plan, and the appropriate Consent Decree modifications required to implement the plan, 
including the Green Infrastructure elements, which will help to reduce the excessive financial burden of 
the Consent Decree on Akron ratepayers and allow the City to achieve long-term sustainability; and 
declaring an emergency. 

WHEREAS, over the past 30 years, through the efforts of the City of Akron with upgrades at the 
Water Reclamation Facili ty (WRF), elimination of sanitary sewer overflows, implementation of the 
Industrial Pretreatment Program, increased operation and maintenance activities, and the construction of 
the Cuyahoga Street Storage Facility (known as CSO Rack 40/31 ), tremendous improvement in water 
quality has resulted in the Cuyahoga River, helping the return of the Great Blue Herons at the southern 
gateway to the Cuyahoga Valley National Park; and 

WHEREAS, the financial burden of implementing the Consent Decree requirements, without any 
Federal or State funding, is excessive, and existing requirements have been shown to be a substantial 
burden on Akron ratepayers; and 

WHEREAS, this Council supports Akron's commitment to the current Consent Decree, until a 
point where modification, as a result of the Integrated Planning process or Consent Decree modification 
requests, results in greater benefit and a more cost-effective solution, while creating local jobs; and 

WHEREAS, this Council is concerned that Akron is being held to a higher standard and is not 
being given as much time to complete mandated improvements as other communities, and requests that 
the Akron Consent Decree terms be modified so that our City will be treated consistently with other Ohio 
CSO communities such as Cleveland, Cincinnati and Lima; and 

WHEREAS, the new Integrated Planning process is intended to bring a balanced approach to 
infrastructure investments in Akron and will allow for the implementation of cost-effective, maintainable, 
and sustainable Green infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, this Council encourages the use of a triple bottom line type of evaluation to include 
non-financial factors such as quality of life, recreational opportunities, and local employment; and 

WHEREAS, this Council fully support::; the City's technical evaluations and efforts to find 
optimized project alternatives that meet the intent (performance requirements) of the Consent Decree 
while minimizing costs; and 

WHEREAS, Akron must look beyond the combined sewer system, and the Akron Waterways 
Renewed program will look into effective and efficient wastewater and storm water management services, 
not limited to CSO, including the repair and replacement of all sewer and wastewater treatment 
infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, this Council fully supports Project Labor Agreements, CDL Training. the Pre­
apprentice Program, and the City's efforts to develop Green Technology jobs and bring professionals to 
live and work in Akron; and 



WHEREAS, this Council praises the City 's efforts to incorporate several new construction 
delivery methods in these projects, in order to fully utilize local labor, meet minority participation goals, 
improve design/construction schedules, maintain maximum flexibility, and ensure that money invested by 
Akron ratepayers creates the greatest possible benefit for the Akron community; and 

WHEREAS, although still unaffordable, the Integrated Plan will help to reduce the heavy financial 
burden on Akron ratepayers and is in the best interests of the citizens of the City of Akron. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Akron: 

Section I. That the Council hereby expresses support for the mission of Akron Waterways 
Renewed to invest in Akron's environmental future by building infrastructure for the next century that 
will protect public health and maintain water of the highest quality in the most cost-effective manner 
while providing local jobs. 

Section 2. That the Council hereby expresses support for the new Tntegrated Planning process 
that is intended to bring a balanced approach to infrastructure investments in Akron so that the City of 
Akron can achieve long-term sustainabili ty, and encourages the use of a triple bottom line type of 
evaluation to include non-financial factors such as quality of life, recreational opportunities, and local 
employment. 

Section 3. That the Council hereby expresses support for the recommendations of the Akron 
Integrated Plan and the appropriate Consent Decree modifications required to implement the plan, 
including the Green Infrastructure elements as provided for in the Consent Decree as minor modifications. 

Section 4. That the Clerk of Council be, and is hereby authorized and directed to forward a 
copy of this resolution to the United States Environmental Protection Agency. the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the United States Department of Justice. 

Section 5. That this resolution is hereby declared to be an emergency measure necessary for the 
immediate preservation of public peace, health, safety and welfare for the reason that it is necessary and 
appropriate for Council to express its support for the recommendations of the Akron Integrated Plan and 
the mission of Akron Waterways Renewed, in order to reduce the financial burden on ratepayers and 
allow the City to achieve long-term sustainability, and provided this resolution receives the affirmative 
vote of two-thirds of the members elected or appointed to Council, it shall take effect and be in force 
immediately upon its passage and approval by the Mayor; otherwise, it shall take effect and be in force at 
the earliest time allowed by law. 

Passed __ ___,,...u... ........ "'-"-',..__--""''----'- ----,,~-' 2015 

/f;;,s1 f_~ 
Clerk of Council 

Approved __ <J_U_L 1_ ~_9 ____ , 2015 
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Mayor Don Walters 
2310 Second Street 
Cuyahoga Falls OH 44221 

Susan Headman, Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

City of Cuyahoga Falls 
Office of the Mayor 

April 17, 2015 

RE: City of Akron Integrated Plan Submittal 

Dear Administrator Headman: 

Phone: 330-971-8200 
Fax: 330-971-8168 

mayor@cityofcf.com 

The City of Cuyahoga Falls, without question, wholly suppmts the City of Akron's Integrated Plan 
which will soon be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. As Akron's neighboring 
municipality, the City of Cuyahoga Falls realizes that the success of each city is inextricably intertwined. The 
City of Cuyahoga Falls would like to see Akron treated consistently with other Ohio CSO communities, and 
we are concerned that the Ciqr of Akron is being held to a higher standard than other communities by 
forcing Akron to commit a significant portion of its already limited financial resources to new, largely «gray" 
infrastructure. 

Forcing a City to devote a large portion of its funding to a single project of this proportion forces 
other much needed improvement projects and infrastructure to be neglected. This is infrastructure that our 
local residents use on a regular basis. Likewise, if the residents in Akron are forced to pay unreasonable 
water and sewer bills, they have less money to devote to other needs, which devastates the local economy. 

The City of Cuyahoga Falls has had great success using green methods to solve water quality issues. In 
our Rain Garden Reserve we worked with FEtvIA to implement Ohio's first use of the Hazard Mitigation 
Program to purchase and demolish properties and provide storm water management using a water quality 
feature. This kind of innovative problem solving worked extremely well for the City of Cuyahoga Falls, and 
we encourage you to allow Akron to implement similar green solutions. These projects will improve the 
environment at a substantial cost savings. 

An integrated plan would allow Akron to balance the interests in a way that is most beneficial to its 
re~idents, ours, and the surrounding region as a whole. 

Mayor 

www.cityofcf.com 



April 16. 2015 

Susan Hedman 
Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Dear Ms. Hedman: 

Reference: Akron Waterways Renewed 

, 

akr zoo 
w w.a ronzoo.org 

As an institution represented by lhe Integrated Plan Stakeholder Group, and on.behalf of the Akron 
Zoological Park, please accept this letter of support for the City of Akron s --integrated Plan". 

• The Akron Zoological Park embraces the Integrated Planning process emphasis on inclusion of 
green infrastructure that will provide additional community environmental and social benefits that 
are important to our day-to-da activities. 

• We are committed lo the City' s re-constituted and expanded IP Stakeholder Group and want to be 
actively engaged and panicipating in all CSO Program decision being made by the City and the 
regulatory agencies rather than merely being .. informed'' or ·'educated· in such decisions. 

• We must have the capacity to address environmental justice concerns for our highly impacted 
citizens in the poorer area~ of town and on limited or fixed incomes where the financial burden of 
higher sewer rates are a greater burden. 

• We encourage the regulatory agencies and the judge to read our local and regional press coverage 
that has expressed broad community support for the Integrated Planning process the City is now 
utilizing. 

• We have been involved in. and full. upport, the City s technical evaluations and efforts to find 
optimized project alternatives that meet the intent, if not the letter, of the consent decree. 

• We must be able to invest our limited financial resource in a manner that balances competing 
needs without bankrupting either our City or our customers. 

• The Akron Zoo has invested in green infrastructure on site to retain and manage torm water on 
our grounds. and to reduce ·our water and sewer use. 

o Through good management and emplo ment of green practices I infrastructure we 
accomplished a 66% reduction in water use by the end of2013 when compared to a 2009 
baseline. 

o During our Grizzl Ridge project design and construction we have contained all storm 
water.from the 4 acre site on grounds beyond the I 00 year storm level. 

o We have installed bio-retention basins. green roofs, native landscapes, and bio-swales to 
direct. contain and absorb water from large scale rain events. 

500 Edgewood Avenue Akron. Ohio 44307 P: 330-375-2550 F: 330-375-2575 



o These activities were planned so that we as an organization can dramatically reduce our 
contribution to the CSO challenges in our area. We would challenge you to allow the 
City to employ similar actions across the area described in the consent decree. 

• We are encouraged by our new Integrated Planning process that is intended to bring a balanced 
approach to infrastructure investments in Akron so that we can achieve long-term sustainability. 

In closing, the Akron Zoological Park lends it full support to the City of Akron ' s Integrated Plan. 
Thank you very much for your consideration of this request. 

Douglas M. Piekarz 
President & C.E.O. 
Akron Zoological Park 



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

Administrator Hedman, I have worked for over 21 years to conserve, interpret and 
develop the natural, historical and recreational resources along the Ohio & Erie Canal in 
northeast Ohio. We are making significant progress in the revitalization of our 
waterways, including the return of blue herons, turtles, beavers and mink in downtown 
Akron. Nothing is more gratifying than to see the revitalization of our natural 
environment for the 2,500,000 hikers and bicyclists who travel along the IOI-mile 
Towpath Trail that parallels the Ohio & Erie Canal, Cuyahoga and Tuscarawas Rivers. 
Much of this revitalization is due to the leadership of The City of Akron and their 
dedication and commitment to revitalizing our waterways for future generations. 

I have one request. Before you make a decision on The City of Akron's Integrated 
Plan, I invite you to come to Akron to see firsthand the revitalization of our Akron 
Waterways and meet with the citizens, organizations, corporations and businesses 
who are funding the Integrated Plan improvements and are most directly impacted 
by this project. I believe that you will be pleased with our progress and share our 
optimism for the future. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

0~~ -~ 
Daniel M. Rice 
President & Chief Executive Officer 
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NEFCO 
NORTHEAST OHIO FOUR COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION 
175 South Main Street, Room 211 (330) 643-8514 • Fax (330) 643-5046 
Akron, Ohio 44308-1308 www.nefcoplanning.org 

Richard Regula, Chairman 

Susan Hedman 
Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Joseph Hadley Jr. , Executive Director 

March 18, 2015 

SUBJECT: Akron CSO Program, Akron Waterways Renewed, Integrated Plan 
Submittal 

Dear Ms. Hedman: 

NEFCO embraces Akron Waterways Renewed's Integrated Planning process emphasis 
on inclusion of green infrastructure to bring a balanced approach to infrastructure 
investments. We would like to see the Akron Consent Decree to be treated consistently 
with other Ohio CSO communities and are concerned that Akron is being held to a 
higher standard than other communities by forcing the City to commit a significant 
portion of already limited financial resources to new, largely gray infrastructure. We 
hope that EPA Region 5 will allow Akron to implement the flexibility allowed under the 
Integrated Planning Framework guidelines issued in June 2012 by EPA Headquarters. 

Since 2003 the office of the Summit County Engineer has been coordinating monthly 
meetings involving representatives of 30 communities, including the City of Akron, with 
an objective to seek best management practices to address and to minimize 
environmental impacts of municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4). All involved 
communities are progressively incorporating green infrastructure principles that rely 
heavily on natural processes as a resu lt of overwhelming evidence that such processes 
are most cost effective, and for some objectives the only effective approach at any cost. 

The inclusion of green infrastructure will provide community environmental and social 
benefits and has already had great area wide support. We are committed to the City's 
IP Stakeholder Group, and will continue to be actively engaged and participating in all 
CSO Program decisions being made by the City. 

Sincerely, 

.~~~ 
Richard Regula 
Chairman 

Cooperation and Coordination in Development Plann ing 
Among the Units or Government in Portage, Stark, Summit and Wayne Counties 



 

 

 



BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Larry D. Chadwick 
Board Chair 

Emmanuel T. Glover 
Board Vice Chair 

William C. Shivers 
Board Treasurer 

Unhee Kim 
Board Secretary 

MEMBERS 

Lewis W. Adkins Jr. 

Elizabeth Bartz 

S. Theresa Carter 

Robert E. Chess 

Hans R. Dorii 

Bennett L. Gaines 

Sergio A. Garcia 

Lee A. Gill, JD 

Raymond Hartmann 

Ellis A. Jones 

Para M. Jones, PhD 

Eboni Pringle, PhD 

Michael P. Trainer 

Robert T. Wright 

Fred Wright 
President & CEO 

An Alllllate ot lhe 

C\. NaHon1t 
\:::;) Urban luguc 

and lM 

www.ok1onurban111aguo.o,g 

Akron 
Urban League 

Empowering Communities. 
Changing lives. 

440 Vernon Odom Boulevard • Akron, Ohio 44307 • Phone: 330-434-31 01 • Fax: 330-434-2716 

Susan Hedman 
Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

June 15, 2015 

Subject: Akron CSO Program, Akron Waterways Renewed, Integrated Plan 

Dear Ms. Hedman: 
The Akron Urban League is a non-profit social service agency, which seeks to improve 
the economic, cultural, social, educational, and recreational conditions affecting all 
citizens of Summit County, particularly African Americans, other minorities, and those 
most in need. As an affiliate of the National Urban League, it reaches nationwide 
audiences and partners with the over 100 affiliates making it a strong proponent for 
programs that can be replicated across the country. 

Akron Urban League supports the Akron Waterways Renewed Integrated Planning 
process. We must have the capacity to address environmental justice concerns for our 
highly impacted citizens in the poorer areas of town and on limited or fixed incomes 
where the financial burden of higher sewer rates are a greater burden. We would like 
to see the Akron consent Decree treated consistently with other Ohio CSO 
communities. We are concerned that Akron is being held at a higher standard than 
other communities and that Akron is not being given as much time to complete 
mandated improvements as other communities. 

We are committed to the City's re-constructed and expanded IP Stakeholder Group 
and want to be actively engaged and participating in all CSO Program decisions being 
made by the City and regulatory agencies rather than merely being "informed" of 
"educated" in such decisions. 

Co'/,•br at f 1111 

(}C\ Akron 
/~ Urban League 

J91S • ZOJS 

Sincerely, 

(i-t }fA/1~ 
Carla Matthews 
Compliance/EEO 



Sr~lucml.~ of die Cuyit!1oga Rit•er 

Susan Hedman, 
Administrator USEPA, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Dear Administrator Hedman, 

Friends of the Crooked River (FOCR) is writing this letter in support of the City of Akron's 
request to amend the terms of the consent decree. Over the last two decades, we have witnessed 
several iterations of the City's plans to correct the CSO problem. Of the plans presented, we 
believe the currently envisioned Integrated Planning (IP) process provides the greatest water 
quality potential and the greatest likely-hood of effective and efficient implementation. 

FOCR, a non-profit 501 (c)(3) organization, is dedicated to preserving and restoring the 
benefits of the Cuyahoga River. FOCR's mission is to increase public awareness of the vast 
recreational, cultural, historic and environmental resources of the Cuyahoga River; to expand 
geheral understanding of the policies and practices which degrade water quality and wildlife habitat 
in the watershed; and to promote responsible use of the river's resources. 

FOCR believes that the Cuyahoga River is the virtual heart of Northeast Ohio, that it is the 
perfect reflection of the overall health and economic prosperity of the region and that it can only 
thrive through informed and appropriate management practices which impact its water quality. 

Since FOCR was established in 1989, we have been recognized as a staunch advocate 
for water quality, both within the Cuyahoga River watershed and throughout the state of Ohio. We 
have played a critical role towards improving the water quality in the Cuyahoga River. In 2005, we 
developed a strategic plan to better integrate our efforts with the growing number of watershed­
focused groups in the Cuyahoga basin. At that time, with enthusiastic support of these groups, we 
decided to focus our efforts on the fishable, swimmable goals of the Clean Water Act as it relates 
to the Cuyahoga River. Much of our educational efforts since then have been associated with 
removing dams, eliminating the impacts of Combined Sewer Overflows, leading a multi-stakeholder 
group to establish a water trail and supporting policies that advance the physical, chemical and 
biological integrity of the river. 

FOCR has advocated for correcting Akron's combined sewer overflows for over two 
decades. In the early days when progress seemed to us to be lacking, our advocacy was quite 
adversarial in tone. Since 1998, FOCR has been a city-appointed member to advisory groups for 
every phase of the City's endeavors to correct the enormous impacts of the CSO problem. We 
have been thoroughly engaged in the process. Every step of the way, we sought clarification, 
challenged assertions and suggested alternatives. 

FOCR believes the health of the Cuyahoga River is dependent on the City's ability to 
develop and implement a CSO strategy. The City has stated the IP option is affordable to the 



citizenry, has the flexibility to respond to changing circumstances and is based on water quality and 
human health out-comes. As participants in the Integrated Stakeholder Group, we have been very 
positively impressed with the process. We have asked tough questions and received reasonable 
and comprehensive answers. We believe the City's IP process provides thorough, detailed 
information. Therefore, we support the City's assertions concerning affordability, flexibility and 
environmental outcomes. 

Since the 1998 Facility Plan, we have seen the City move from resistance to acquiescence 
to commitment. Since the consent decree was agreed upon (before it was signed by Judge 
Adams), the City has operated in good faith and followed the terms of the decree. It has 
established Akron Waterways Renewed as a great platform for community education and 
partnerships. This approach focuses on the importance and benefits of water quality. The City's 
commitment to this effort was clearly demonstrated at the recent Blue Heron Homecoming, an 
Open House held at the Water Reclamation Facility that featured educational displays by over two 
dozen community partner organizations and agencies. Over 600 people, mostly families, attended 
the event. 

FOCR fully supports the IP's efforts to balance sewer construction with other effective 
forms of water quality improvements like green infrastructure. We believe looking beyond concrete 
solutions is absolutely necessary to the long-term sustainability of fishable, swimmable streams. In 
addition to providing "equivalent or better environmental outcomes" as the plan states, the process 
has the opportunity to ''force" the City to begin replacing concrete and storm-water-promoting 
planning and construction practices with more evolved "green" procedures. All cities must make 
these modifications if future urban citizens are to inherit fishable, swimmable streams in their 
communities. 

Another benefit of the IP's focus on alternative methods of reducing overflows is the public 
education on how these alternatives work. Since communities responded to the Clean Water Act 
by building sewers and treatment plants, the public has come to expect system-wide, relatively 
cheap and non-participatory solutions to water quality protection. These expectations need to 
change. As research progresses, especially in the area of the biological and physical components 
of water quality, it is well recognized that the NPDES program alone cannot achieve the fishable, 
swimmable benefits intended by the Clean Water Act. This outcome is not well understood by the 
public, neither is the individual's important role in water quality protection. The IP process offers an 
educational opportunity to publicize this information. An educational committee is one of the 
standing committees of the IP process. FOCR is a member of that committee, and we welcome 
the chance to participate. 

The inclusion of green infrastructure provides benefits not only to water quality but also to 
the quality of life. A city's ability to attract young professionals and their families has become 
increasing dependent on its "livable" amenities - like parks, trails and green space. Focusing 
efforts on green infrastructure will aid the city's "livable" aspects; and, therefore, improve its future 
financial sustainability. These tangible quality of life benefits may increase citizen willingness to 
pay for the necessary corrections to the CSO problem. Ultimately, willingness to pay can make or 
break the CSO program, not just in Akron, but also across the country. 
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It will not serve the Clean Water Act lf there is a citizen revolt against what they view as 
inordinate cost. All parties must realistically consider this possibility. We believe that the USEPA 
needs to be sympathetic to the plight of cities if it wishes to maintain support for its very necessary 
role in our country. FOCR is not suggesting that the EPA soften its resolve or back off from its role. 
We are suggesting that adding flexibility, focusing on outcomes and offering cost-effectiveness 
should be a part of the process moving forward. 

It will not serve the Cuyahoga River if all of Akron's water quality dollars are forced into 
underground concrete. We hope USEPA and the Justice 'Department will give Akron the flexibility 
to modify the current Consent Degree in ways that will result in the same or greater environmental 
benefit and offer more cost-effective solutions. The City of Akron believes the IP process is the 
best option for the city. We believe it is the river's best option, as well. 

FOCR has always supported a strong EPA. You can be sure that we will continue to 
advocate for water quality outcomes and to call for the City of Akron to fulfill its responsibilities to a 
flshable, swimmable Cuyahoga River. We believe a more flexible plan will make us more effective 
in that role. 

This letter was reviewed, amended and approved by the Board of Trustees on June 11, 
2015. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Marsh, 
Cofounder and Conservation Chairman 
Friends of the Crooked River 
Member of the IP Stakeholder Advisory Group 

John Kaminski, 
President 
Friends of the Crooked River 
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Susan Hedman, Administrator 
us EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

re : Akron CSO Program 

Dear Ms. Hedman 

Canal Town Builders, Ltd. 
34 Merz Boulevard, Suite A 

Akron, Ohio 44333 
(330) 620-0227 

June 11, 2015 

Participation on the stakeholder committee review process of Akron 's CSO Pro­
gram has been an eye opening experience. The current plan and its inherent 
costs have been quite concerning both as a resident of the City and as a prop­
erty owner/developer. The massive initial and ongoing cost burdens have 
stymied enthusiasm for additional personal investment in the City. This is dis­
heartening as I truly believe our best opportunities for economic and environ­
mental sustainability are improvement and redevelopment in our cities. 

The current Consent Decree relies upon huge concrete structures to temporarily 
contain, then treat, combined sewer flows. The new proposal opens the door for 
a variety of approaches including separation of storm from sanitary where fea­
sib le. This new approach is based upon better data providing better utilization of 
existing infrastructure and greener improvements at a lower cost. 

Your positive response to the revisions will signal constructive improvement as this 
new plan better serves the City, the Cuyahoga River, and the region. 

Respectfully, 
Canal Town Builders, Ltd. 

~~ 
Todd W. Ederer, Member 



HOME BUILDERS ASSOCIATION 
PORTAGE&SUMMITCOUNTIES 

799 White Pond Dr., Akron, Ohio 44320 
330/869-6800 Fax 330/869-5506 

Our Mission: 
Leading the Bui lding Industry, creating 
and strengthening neighborhoods, 
providing economic growth and advancing 
t he educati on and professionalism of 
our members to benefi t our community. 

www.akronhba.com 
www.lotflnder.org 

RESOLUTION 

www.ohlohba.com 
www.nahb.org 

Professional 
Remodelers· 
CO UN C I L 

Jl&MOPCls WITHCON,1DtNCC. . COM 

The following resolution was unanimously approved at the June 10, 2015 Home Builders Association 

serving Portage & Summit Counties Board of Trustees meeting. This Board resolution will be sent to 

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to support the City of Akron's Integrated Plan. 

Whereas, t he mission of the Home Builders Association serving Portage and Summit Counties is to: 

LEAD the building industry, 

CREATE and STRENGTHEN neighborhoods, 

PROVIDE economic growth and 

ADVANCE the education and professionalism 

of our members to 

BENEFIT our community. 

Whereas, the City of Akron is an intricate part of our region and 

Whereas, cleanliness of our rivers and natural environment are recognized and valued enhancements 

to our quality of life and 

Whereas, solutions to environmental challenges can be addressed in a variet y of ways which benefit 

the community, 

Now therefore be It resolved that: 

We support revisions to the Integrated Plan for Akron CSO Program balancing environmental benefits 

and more cost effective solutions. 

We also support revisions to the Integrated Plan which bring about activity that can be readily 

accomplished by local companies providing local jobs. 

Signature: 

HBA Executive Vice President 

Dat e: viJA/tE. It 2 tJ/S-

Executive Officers 
Julie Oliver, President 
Peter Paino, Vice President 
Scott Strayer, Immediate Past President 
Jeff Tucker, Secretary/Treasurer 
Carmine Torio, Executive Vice President 

Attested by: Todd Ederer, 

Date: 

-------... 
NAHB 

..... 
!!9 

HBA Past President 

M ember of Integrated Plan 

Stakeholders Group 

Board of Trustees Ken Jones Ric SlrLouls 
Richard Bancroft Stan Katanic Joel Testa 
Don Brown Pam Keenan John Toomey 
Bob Doherty John Labriola Jeff Tucker 
Eric Goff Fred Langguth Elaine Tuttle 
Jacob Grimm Gib O'Neill Jeff Ury 
Tim 1-larp Brian MIiier Dave Williams 
Andrea Hyatt Amber Schroeder 

Affiliated with the National Association of Home Builders and The Ohio Home Builders Association 



  (Cuyahoga River Community Planning) 

1299 Superior Ave E • Cleveland, OH 44114 • 216.241.2414 x610 • goodmanj@cuyahogariver.org 

June 26, 2015 

Susan Hedman 
Administrator 
US EPA Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RE: Akron CSO Integrated Plan 

Dear Administrator Hedman, 

I write today to express our organization’s support for the City of Akron’s request to revise their 
Combined Sewer Overflow consent decree to allow for an Integrated Plan that would expand the ways in 
which the city can address CSO reductions. 

As the nonprofit facilitating organization of the Cuyahoga River Area of Concern, coordinator of actions 
designed to delist the AOC, and lead partner in the federally designated Cuyahoga American Heritage 
Initiative, it has been our mission and our work to bring the river back to health.  

In order the Area of Concern to reach delisting targets, the issue of restrictions on recreational contact due 
to bacterial contamination must be addressed. This cannot happen until overflows from the Akron system 
are dealt with, as they affect not only the stretches of river in Akron but the entire lower fifty miles of the 
Cuyahoga River mainstem.  

A strict reliance on structural remedies that are costly and will take years to implement will not solve the 
problems in an acceptable time frame, and will create a burden that no city could guarantee to bear over 
the long term.  

Only a plan that is based on results, rather than on specific structures, and that includes a wide range of 
strategies including green infrastructure and site-specific stormwater measures large and small will 
provide the solutions we need.  

We encourage you to support Akron’s Integrated Plan proposals and make it possible for the city to 
engage a broad range of solutions that would engage whole communities in this effort. 

Thank you, 

Jane Goodman 
Executive Director 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Akron Needs an Integrated Plan to Address Unaffordable Costs 

The City of Akron (the “City” or “Akron”) developed this Integrated Plan as a vehicle to prioritize 
and re-evaluate the extensive capital investments that the City needs to make to its wastewater 
and stormwater systems over the next several years. The largest costs are associated with a 
federal Consent Decree and the City’s Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Long-Term Control 
Plan (LTCP) that requires the City to implement substantial upgrades to the City’s combined 
sewer system and Water Pollution Control Station (WPCS).1, 2 The cost to implement the LTCP 
Projects is currently over $1.14 billion (2014 dollars). In addition to this staggering cost, the City 
also has ongoing operation and maintenance, capital investment, and debt service costs related 
to its wastewater and stormwater systems. 

The City has taken aggressive steps to fund the LTCP Projects and other costs of the City’s 
wastewater and stormwater systems. In just the past ten years alone, the City has raised sewer 
rates over 269%. However, even with such aggressive rate increases, the City will still not be 
able to pay for the cost of the current LTCP Projects and the additional costs associated with 
the City’s wastewater and stormwater systems without integrating and prioritizing all of the 
wastewater and storm costs, and simultaneously developing and implementing sustainable and 
cost saving solutions, such as green infrastructure controls, in-line storage and increased 
conveyance. 

 
HCF = hundred cubic feet 

Figure ES-1.  Annual Sewer Rate Increases 

                                                      
1 The federal Consent Decree includes the projects in the LTCP along with additional requirements. For ease of 
review, all of the federal Consent Decree requirements, including the projects in the LTCP are referred to in this 
Integrated Plan as “LTCP Projects.” 
2 The name of the WPCS was changed to the Water Reclamation Facility. However, since the LTCP uses the term 
WPCS, that term is also used in this Integrated Plan for consistency purposes.  
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USEPA’s Integrated Planning Framework 

This Integrated Plan was prepared in accordance with USEPA’s Integrated Municipal 
Stormwater and Wastewater Planning Approach Framework, which was published by USEPA 
on June 5, 2012 (IPF). As stated by USEPA within the IPF: 

Integrated Planning will assist municipalities on their critical paths to achieving 
the human health and water quality objectives of the Clean Water Act by 
identifying efficiencies and implementing requirements that arise from district 
wastewater and stormwater programs, including how to best prioritize capital 
investments. Integrated planning can also facilitate the use of sustainable and 
comprehensive solutions, including green infrastructure, that protect human 
health, improve water quality, manage storm waters as a resource, and support 
other economic benefits and quality of life attributes that enhance the vitality of 
communities. 

Since publishing the IPF in June 2012, USEPA has issued additional IPF guidance. On July 15, 
2013 USEPA issued its guidance, Frequently Asked Questions on Integrated Municipal 
Stormwater and Wastewater Planning, which made it clear that a municipality that is already 
subject to an existing federal Consent Decree, like Akron, may re-examine its remedy and the 
affordability of the remedy under the IPF. In addition, on November 24, 2014, USEPA issued a 
guidance on Financial Capability Assessment Framework for Municipal Clean Water Act 
Requirements. In this 2014 guidance, USEPA reaffirmed that under the IPF, the financial 
capability assessment can include the following costs: stormwater and wastewater ongoing 
asset management or system rehabilitation programs; CWA related capital improvement 
programs; collection systems and treatment facilities; and other CWA obligations required by 
state or other regulators.  

The IPF includes the six elements shown to the right. Each 
element is thoroughly addressed in this Integrated Plan. In 
addition, the City maintained the following goals as part of the 
development of this Integrated Plan: 

 Reduce the amount of unaffordability. 

 Use of an enhanced Triple Bottom Line to measure benefits 
and evaluate projects. 

 Achieve equal or better environmental benefits at a more 
affordable cost. 

 To the extent feasible and when cost effective, use green 
solutions. 
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General Grouping of All Integrated Plan Projects  

As part of prioritizing and evaluating the overall cost of the wastewater and stormwater systems, 
the Integrated Plan considered three different groups of projects: 

 LTCP Projects – These are all of the projects required by the current LTCP and the Consent 
Decree. As discussed in detail within the IP, the City first evaluated all of the Original 
projects (Original LTCP Projects), and then through the IPF, developed a set of alternative 
projects (Alt LTCP Projects), including green infrastructure projects, that provide for an equal 
or better environmental benefit at a more affordable cost. 

 Non-LTCP Projects – These are projects that are included in the City’s Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) that are needed to meet CWA-related obligations, but not included within the 
LTCP Projects, such as the WPCS headworks improvements and sanitary sewer lining 
projects. 

 Annual Projects – These are the re-occurring projects, such as asset management 
rehabilitation and replacement projects that are needed to maintain existing, or meet future, 
wastewater conveyance and treatment infrastructure needs, as well as stormwater 
infrastructure needs. 

FCA and Related Analysis Demonstrate that LTCP Projects Costs are Unaffordable 

As part of the development of the Integrated Plan, the City updated its Financial Capability 
Assessment (FCA) under USEPA’s 1997 Combined Sewer Overflow Guidance for Financial 
Capability Assessment and Schedule Development. The updated FCA demonstrates that the 
Original LTCP Projects, coupled with the Non-LTCP Projects and Annual Projects under the 
current deadline of 2027, result in a total residential indicator (RI) of 2.46% of median household 
income (MHI) for the Akron service area. Importantly, this amount is well above USEPA’s “high 
financial impact” threshold of 2% of MHI. However, the RI is only part of the total FCA. The 
remaining analysis under the FCA further demonstrates that the City falls under the High 
Burden category. 

USEPA’s 1997 FCA Guidance also encourages municipalities “to submit any additional 
documentation that would create a more accurate and complete picture of their financial 
capability. . .” As a result, the City’s FCA also includes a Weighted Average Residential index 
(WARi™) analysis. Following the WARi™ analysis, in which census tracks within the City of 
Akron are analyzed. This analysis determined that households in several sections of the City 
face an impact of 2.1% to 9.5% of their MHI. Poverty rates in the City have been relatively high 
in recent years. The U.S. Census Bureau defined the poverty threshold for a family of four at 
$23,834 in 2013.3 In 2013, 27.8% of the population in the City was reported below the poverty 
level, including 41.3% of children under the age of 18 years old.4 This is obviously an 
unacceptable burden under any measure. 

Based on the capital availability funding constraints, a software package (the Expert Choice 
Comparion™) was utilized to develop a financial model of various project scenarios using the 
2027 compliance schedule for the LTCP Projects. The financial model indicated that the 

                                                      
3 U.S. Census Bureau. Social Economic and Housing Statistics Division, Poverty Thresholds for 2013. 
4 U.S. Census Bureau. 2011-2013 ACS 3-Year Estimates, Table S1701, Akron City, OH. 
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projects could not be funded in this timeframe without significant additional rate increases (48%) 
over a relatively short period.  

The cost for the total wastewater and stormwater systems, with a 2027 deadline for the LTCP 
projects, is clearly unaffordable. Since the total costs are unaffordable, an extension to the 2027 
deadline for the LTCP projects, in addition to the reprioritization and optimization of projects, is 
necessary.  

As a result of the need for a longer schedule, the City evaluated the costs based upon a 13 year 
extension to the deadline for the LTCP Projects. Expert Choice Comparion model runs were 
conducted for this extended 2040 planning period. However, the results of these additional 
model runs demonstrate that the Original LTCP projects with a new deadline of 2040, along with 
the Non-LTCP projects and Annual projects, still could not be funded without significant rate 
increases (80%) over this extended period, which would result in an even higher RI of 2.64% 
(2.91% for Akron only). Thus, even if the LTCP project deadline is extended by an additional 13 
years to 2040, the total wastewater and stormwater costs are still unaffordable. The 
recommended Integrated Plan anticipates a more gradual annual increase over the life of the 
program which is equivalent to a 49% cumulative increase through 2040. 

Integrated Plan Development and Results 

As set forth above, simply extending the schedule for the Original LTCP projects will not make 
the wastewater and stormwater system costs affordable. Therefore, in order to make LTCP 
costs less unaffordable, the City performed a detailed evaluation of alternatives for each of the 
projects. This evaluation is based upon a 2040 compliance schedule, and all comparisons to the 
Original LTCP projects are evaluated on that basis. 

It is important to note that the City took the following actions to support the evaluation of project 
alternatives: 

 Before the development of the Integrated Plan, Akron made a significant investment to 
better understand the surrounding watersheds, flows, and system capacity/performance. 
Over the course of the last 18 months, the City has installed 95 new flow monitors at a cost 
of over $500,000. Additionally, the City has invested over $2.4 million on the collection 
system model upgrades and recalibration. With this new information, the City refined its 
collection system model which has allowed us to better predict flows and system 
performance for our sewer system. This provided the “science” and engineering basis to 
allow the City to develop alternative projects (e.g., green infrastructure, in-line storage, real 
time controls, and flow optimization. 

 Re-prioritized projects to meet the City’s CWA requirements, including increased stormwater 
and long-term infrastructure repair and replacement needs. 

 Measured increases in environmental benefits and achievement of improved environmental 
protection earlier in the program by re-sequencing projects. 

 Provided flexibility where the City could find a more affordable way to meet its CWA 
obligations and to assist where there are conflicting regulatory requirements, including 
reopening clause for the Consent Decrees and permits. 



City of Akron Integrated Plan 

ES-5 

 Took advantage of the successes that other wastewater utilities are having by implementing 
new, innovative, and more sustainable "green infrastructure" solutions (e.g., constructed 
wetlands, bump outs, and green streets) as alternatives to traditional LTCP engineering 
approaches. 

During development of the Integrated Plan, the City developed projects based on LTCP 
optimization evaluations, hydraulic model refinements, green infrastructure component 
analyses, CWA stormwater obligations, and asset management focused rehabilitation and 
repair (R&R) annual allowances for future CIP needs. The LTCP project list is detailed in 
Section 5, Evaluating and Selecting Alternatives. 

The additions to the Original LTCP project list include: 

 Non-LTCP projects such as restoration of eroded streambanks, Water Pollution Control 
Station (WPCS) headworks improvements, specific pump station rehabilitation and 
replacements, sanitary sewer rehabilitation and reconstruction projects. 

 Wastewater R&R annual project allowances to account for future asset management-
focused CIP project needs. 

 Stormwater project and R&R annual project allowances to address future complaints and 
needs associated with localized flooding, erosion control, and snow/ice buildup. 

 Support of the removal of the Gorge Dam (including in-kind service), resulting in major 
environmental benefit to the Cuyahoga River system. 

Figure ES-2 depicts the projected Integrated Plan implemented through 2040 along with 
sources and uses of funds.  

The City developed triple bottom line (TBL) benefit criteria based on economic, environmental, 
and social benefit categories to measure benefits and to prioritize projects. Based on the 
various benefit criterion described in Section 5, Evaluating and Selecting Alternatives, the 
resulting projected total weighted benefit score for each project was used to priority rank the 
project list that schedules the highest priority projects that will fit under the City’s financial 
capability constraints. The benefits are further defined later in this Executive Summary. 
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Figure ES-2. Projected Integrated Plan Scenario 2040 Sources and Uses of Funds 
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As shown in Figure ES-3 and Appendix E, the Original LTCP Projects, or the Alternative LTCP 
Projects as applicable, will be completed by FY 2040. Figure ES-3 is a schematic illustration of 
the various CSO Rack and alternative green infrastructure-related projects being recommended 
in the collection system. As depicted in the legend of Figure ES-3, the CSO Rack project 
recommendations are illustrated with a less than full pipe for sewer separation, a partially full 
pipe for in-line storage, a tank for storage, a plant and Great Blue Heron for wetlands, a leaf for 
stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs), a smart gate and pump are shown at the 
CSSF, and projects where optimized conveyance from the existing rack to the interceptor is 
identified with “Optimized Conveyance” and a red arrow. The full pipe capacity of the interceptor 
is noted, from 80 million gallons per day (MGD) upstream to 280 MGD in the downstream 
segments flowing to the WPCS. The performance criteria of each rack is shown in terms of 
overflows in the typical year.  

Akron’s Integrated Plan Scenario eliminates overflows where sewer separation is proposed, 
achieves zero overflows at each proposed rack project, and proposes a level of control of three 
overflows at OCIT to eliminate the need for an enhanced high rate treatment (EHRT) facility. 
With the addition of controls at the Cuyahoga Street Storage Facility (CSSF), the remaining 
flows are reduced from the current LTCP. Even with this change in level of control, Akron’s 
study of water quality indicated there would be no negative impact. 

Proposed Implementation Plan and Schedule for Integrated Plan Projects 

The sequencing and scheduling of the Integrated Plan projects is included in a detailed Gantt 
chart that shows each of the Integrated Plan project’s start and completion dates. This Gantt 
chart is in Appendix E. The project start dates in the Gantt charts indicate when the City initiates 
or finalizes project spending on a particular project, opposed to a construction start date, bidding 
date, or Achieve Full Operation (AFO) date of a project. The project cash flows are based on a 
generic “S” spend curve (cost forecast is annualized normal “bell curve” distribution) unless an 
individualized project spend has been forecasted for a particular project. Capital costs are 
escalated at a 3% per year rate throughout the 2040 planning period (consistent with industry 
best practices). 
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ES-3. Schematic of the Recommended CSO Rack and Alternative Green Infrastructure-Related Projects
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Akron Integrated Plan Benefits 

The benefit of extending the LTCP projects compliance dates allows the City to fund needed projects 
that achieve a greater environmental benefit, some sooner in the program. Benefits under the proposed 
Integrated Plan Scenario 2040 are measured in terms of the benefit scores assigned to each CIP 
project. The benefit curves for the Integrated Plan Scenario 2040 start equal to the Baseline Scenario 
2040 benefit curves, but quickly exceed the Baseline Scenario 2040 benefit curves and results in 
greater total and environmental only benefits. 

In addition to the TBL measured benefits, there are several important additional benefits for the 
Integrated Plan Scenario 2040, including: 

 Earlier reduction of CSO volume. 

 Reduction in secondary treatment bypass volume at the Akron WPCS sooner as compared to the 
current LTCP. 

 Improved water quality, predicted improvements in habitat and fish index scores, and more uniform 
dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations associated with the Gorge Dam removal.  

 Improved Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and bacteria removal from stormwater flows that discharge 
to green infrastructure facilities and downstream BMP installation on new green infrastructure 
facilities. 

Extending the LTCP projects compliance dates allows the City to fund needed projects that achieve a 
greater environmental benefit, some sooner in the program. This is provided for in both the 1997 FCA 
and the IPF. Benefits were measured both for total TBL benefits and environmental only benefits as 
shown in Figures ES-4 and ES-6, with benefits accruing to a project the year that project ends and with 
annual project accruing benefits each year. Both graphs start with the measured benefits approximately 
the same because few alternative LTCP projects are scheduled in the early years. Both curves 
gradually begin to diverge with the difference increasing over the planning period.  
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Figure ES-4. Akron Total TBL Benefit Curve Comparison 

In the graph above, it is difficult to discern the difference between the two lines due to graphing 
limitations, so the following graph was produced that shows ONLY the difference between the two lines 
above. This clearly shows that the Integrated Plan 2040 scenario results in greater TBL benefits in 
every year during the planning period. 

 

Figure ES-5.  Difference in TBL Benefit Scores between Scenarios 

Alternative projects 
in the Integrated 

Plan meet the goal 
of greater total 

benefits. 
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Figure ES-6.  Akron Environmental Only TBL Benefit Curve Comparison 

Similar to the previous comparison, it is difficult to discern the difference between the two lines due to 
graphing limitations, so the following graph was produced that shows ONLY the difference between the 
two lines above. This clearly shows that the Integrated Plan 2040 scenario results in greater 
environmental benefits in every year during the planning period. 

 

Figure ES-7.  Difference in Environmental Benefit Scores between Scenarios 

Alternative projects in 
the Integrated Plan 
Scenario 2040 meet 
the goal of equal or 

greater environmental 
benefits. 
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Adaptive Management 

The City proposes to implement the Integrated Plan using an adaptive management approach to 
continuously improve the City’s decision-making process. As new or additional data is acquired through 
such things as expanded flow monitoring, water quality monitoring, asset management analyses, and 
advanced and/or innovative technology evaluation, this information will be used to refine future project 
planning, design, and implementation steps. Adaptive management is a key element in implementing 
better projects, especially for new or innovative green infrastructure projects where program results are 
needed to refine subsequent project designs. On a system-wide level, adaptive management will allow 
the City to demonstrate that it is achieving the greatest and earliest project benefits at an affordable 
cost. 

Conclusion 

The results of this IPF process, as presented in Section 6, Integrated Planning Results, include a 
recommended alternative LTCP projects, re-sequencing of other LTCP projects, incorporation of 
wastewater and stormwater repair and rehabilitation annual projects, and some additional 
recommendations that result in equal or better environmental benefits at a more affordable cost for 
Akron ratepayers. The City of Akron Integrated Plan has the following benefits: 

1. Achieves equal or better environmental protection compared to the Original LTCP projects 
based upon the same compliance schedule, and provides a scenario that results in equal 
compliance with water quality standards in receiving streams. 

2. Includes a financial plan that provides funding for completion of the Integrated Plan’s projects 
with gradual sewer rate increases through the year 2040. 

3. Includes a repair and replace asset management budget to adequately support the 
maintenance and operation of Akron’s sewer system into the future. 

In addition the proposed City of Akron Integrated Plan provides a significant opportunity for the City to: 

 Implement a plan that, although still unaffordable, reduces the Residential Indicator for the 
service area from 2.64% to 2.34% and for Akron only from 2.91% to 2.49%. 

 Reduce the cost of the LTCP by approximately $300 million. 

 Include priority stormwater projects that provide public health protection through the 
introduction of new environmental benefits. 

 Include a sustainable rehabilitation and replacement asset management budget to 
adequately support the maintenance and operation of Akron’s sewer system into the future. 

 Implement the requirements of the City's LTCP over an extended time period while still 
enabling the City to make needed investments to its wastewater and stormwater systems in 
a more financially sustainable manner. 

 Most importantly, implements better environmental benefits that meet the water quality 
criteria for the receiving streams by removing 11 billion gallons (BG) of CSOs and secondary 
treatment bypasses earlier, as shown in Figure ES-8. 



City of Akron Integrated Plan 

ES-13 

Figure ES-8.  Typical Year CSO Overflow and Bypass Volumes 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION TO AKRON’S INTEGRATED PLAN  

With municipalities facing financial constraints and multiple regulatory requirements, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) created an Integrated Planning Framework (IPF) to 
provide flexibility to communities in their efforts to meet the public health and water quality 
objectives of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The guidance document for the IPF was issued June 
2012.1 

This Integrated Plan was prepared in accordance with USEPA’s Integrated Municipal 
Stormwater and Wastewater Planning Approach Framework, which was published by USEPA 
on June 5, 2012 (IPF). As stated by USEPA within the IPF: 

Integrated Planning will assist municipalities on their critical paths to achieving 
the human health and water quality objectives of the Clean Water Act by 
identifying efficiencies and implementing requirements that arise from district 
wastewater and stormwater programs, including how to best prioritize capital 
investments. Integrated planning can also facilitate the use of sustainable and 
comprehensive solutions, including green infrastructure, that protect human 
health, improve water quality, manage storm waters as a resource, and support 
other economic benefits and quality of life attributes that enhance the vitality of 
communities. 

Since publishing the IPF in June 2012, USEPA has issued additional IPF guidance. On July 15, 
2013 USEPA issued its guidance, Frequently Asked Questions on Integrated Municipal 
Stormwater and Wastewater Planning, which made it clear that a municipality that is already 
subject to an existing federal Consent Decree, like Akron, may re-examine its remedy and the 
affordability of the remedy under the IPF. In addition, on November 24, 2014, USEPA issued a 
guidance on Financial Capability Assessment Framework for Municipal Clean Water Act 
Requirements. In this 2014 guidance, USEPA reaffirmed that under the IPF, the financial 
capability assessment can include the following costs: stormwater and wastewater ongoing 
asset management or system rehabilitation programs; CWA related capital improvement 
programs; collection systems and treatment facilities; and other CWA obligations required by 
state or other regulators.  

The IPF allows for the identification of efficiencies within the sometimes overlapping and 
competing requirements that arise from distinct wastewater and stormwater programs. 
Additionally, USEPA’s IPF guidance document encourages the use of sustainable green 
infrastructure to protect public health, improve water quality, manage stormwater, and support 
economic and quality of life benefits that enhance community vitality. 

                                                      

1 USEPA. May 2012 (issued June 5, 2012). Integrated Municipal Stormwater and Wastewater Planning Approach 
Framework.  
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For the City of Akron (referred to as “City” or “Akron” in this report), Consent Decree (CD) 
requirements and associated Long Term Control Plan (LTCP) projects became more 
unaffordable according to the affordability criteria under the National Combined Sewer Overflow 
(CSO) Policy, which necessitated the development of an Integrated Plan.2 This IPF process is 
an effort to better assess the financial and other impacts of the LTCP in the context of other 
wastewater and stormwater capital asset and operational requirements the City is facing over 
the CD planning period. The results of this IPF process, as presented in Section 6, Integrated 
Planning Results, include a recommended alternative set of LTCP projects, re-sequencing of 
LTCP projects, incorporation of wastewater and stormwater repair and rehabilitation annual 
projects, and additional recommendations that result in equal or better environmental benefits at 
a less unaffordable cost for Akron ratepayers. 

1.1 Akron Integrated Plan Need 
The City faces a major financial burden to comply with the CWA under the terms of its CD 
requiring implementation of various LTCP projects to improve wastewater collection and 
treatment and CSOs.3 The cost to implement the LTCP Projects is currently over $1.14 billion 
(2014 dollars). In addition to this staggering cost, the City also has ongoing operation and 
maintenance, capital investment, and debt service costs related to its wastewater and 
stormwater systems. The financial impact of implementing CD and LTCP projects creates an 
unreasonable burden for the City’s ratepayers and limits the City’s ability to fund critical 
infrastructure renewal, stormwater management and control, and other projects to meet 
environmental needs.  

1.1.1 Economic Situation 

By any reasonable measure, the economic setting in the City is financially constrained. This is 
evidenced by: 

 A declining population.4, 5 

 An unemployment rate that is higher than the national average.6 

 A poverty rate that is significantly higher than the Ohio and national levels.7, 8 

 A Median Household Income (MHI) that is lower than the Ohio and national levels.9 

 An income distribution that is unevenly weighted towards lower levels (a higher percentage 
in lower income groups and a lower percentage in higher income groups) when compared to 
national statistics.10, 11 

                                                      

2 For purposes of this report, “LTCP” or “LTCP Projects” are used to refer to projects required by the CD and the 
LTCP Update 2011 
3 United States of America v. The City of Akron, Ohio, and the State of Ohio. Civil Action No. 5:09-cv-00272-JRA. 
Filed November 13, 2009, Consent Decree entered January 17, 2014. 
4 U.S. Census Bureau. 2013 Population Estimates, City and Town Totals: Vintage 2013. Akron City OH. 
5 L. Ledebur and J. Taylor. 2008 .A Restoring Prosperity Case Study: Akron, Ohio. Brookings Institution Press. 
6 Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2013. Local Area Unemployment Statistics. Akron City OH. 
7 U.S. Census Bureau. 2010-2012. ACS 3-Year Estimates, Table S1701, Akron City OH.  
8 U.S. Census Bureau. 2012. Social Economic and Housing Statistics Division.  
9 U.S. Census Bureau. 2010-2012. ACS 3-Year Estimates. Table DP03. Akron City OH. 
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The City has taken aggressive steps to fund the LTCP Projects and other costs of the City’s 
wastewater and stormwater systems. In just the past ten years alone, the City has raised sewer 
rates over 269% as shown in Figure 1-1. However, even with such aggressive rate increases, 
the City will still not be able to pay for the cost of the current LTCP Projects and the additional 
costs associated with the City’s wastewater and stormwater systems without integrating and 
prioritizing all of the wastewater and storm costs, and simultaneously developing and 
implementing sustainable and cost saving solutions, such as green infrastructure controls, in-
line storage and increased conveyance. 

 
HCF = hundred cubic feet 

Figure 1-1. Annual Sewer Rate Increases 

1.1.2 Rate Payer Impacts 

Compounding the City’s stressed economic conditions, the projected costs associated with a 
number of the CD- and LTCP-mandated projects have escalated as documented in the City’s 
Financial Capability Assessment (FCA).12 The purpose of the FCA is to document the 
aggregate and household unit costs, calculate cost per household as a percentage of service 
area MHI, and evaluate the financial capability of the community in terms of capacity to pay for 
these required capital improvements. Various interim drafts of the FCA were submitted to 
USEPA on July 16, 2014 and September 11, 2014. The latest FCA incorporates Master Meter 

                                                                                                                                                                           

10 U.S. Census Bureau. 2010-2012. ACS 3-Year Estimates. Table B19001. Akron City OH. 
11 U.S. Census Bureau. 2010-2012. ACS 3-Year Estimates. Table B19080. Akron City OH.  
12 City of Akron. August 2015. Financial Capability Assessment. 



City of Akron Integrated Plan 

1-4 

(MM) customer information in the affordability calculations as requested by USEPA and is being 
prepared for submittal following this report. 

The updated FCA demonstrates that the Original LTCP Projects, coupled with the Non-LTCP 
Projects and Annual Projects under the current deadline of 2027, result in a total residential 
indicator (RI) of 2.46% of MHI for the Akron service area. Importantly, this amount is well above 
USEPA’s “high financial impact” threshold of 2% of MHI. However, the RI is only part of the total 
FCA. The remaining analysis under the FCA further demonstrates that the City falls under the 
High Burden category. 

USEPA’s 1997 FCA Guidance also encourages municipalities “to submit any additional 
documentation that would create a more accurate and complete picture of their financial 
capability. . .” As a result, the City’s FCA also includes a Weighted Average Residential index 
(WARi™) analysis, in which census tracks within the City of Akron are analyzed. This analysis 
determined that households in several sections of the City face an impact of 2.1% to 9.5% of 
their MHI. Poverty rates in the City have been relatively high in recent years. The U.S. Census 
Bureau defined the poverty threshold for a family of four at $23,834 in 2013.13 In 2013, 27.8% of 
the population in the City was reported below the poverty level, including 41.3% of children 
under the age of 18 years old.14 This is obviously an unacceptable burden under any measure. 

This recent analysis shows that the City’s CD program is even more unaffordable for Akron 
ratepayers, which is one key reason that the City is developing this Integrated Plan. Specifically, 
the Integrated Plan is intended to identify affordable alternatives that achieve the same or better 
environmental benefits. 

1.2 Integrated Plan Development 
Through ongoing discussions with USEPA, U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), and Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) representatives regarding the economic 
conditions, the escalating costs, and the alternative LTCP project identifications, the City 
determined that development of an Integrated Plan was appropriate to properly prioritize and 
schedule needed projects in recognition of the City’s financial constraints.  

It is important to recognize that the original list of LTCP projects was developed prior to the 
2012 publication of USEPA’s IPF guidelines. As part of Akron’s integrated planning efforts, the 
City reevaluated the LTCP projects by applying the broader flexibility, the improved engineering 
data, and the green infrastructure solutions that are included in USEPA’s IPF guidelines. This 
report presents the resulting Akron Integrated Plan. 

The purpose of this report is to clearly identify and explain the following: 

 Additional CWA obligations, such as National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit-required 
projects that Akron must meet in addition to the CD- and LTCP-mandated projects and the 
on-going asset management and renewal and replacement activities of the utility. In short, 
the additional CWA obligations must be integrated into Akron’s overall financial planning. 

                                                      

13 U.S. Census Bureau. Social Economic and Housing Statistics Division, Poverty Thresholds for 2013. 
14 U.S. Census Bureau. 2011-2013 ACS 3-Year Estimates, Table S1701, Akron City, OH. 
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 The methodology used in the development of the Akron Integrated Plan and the resulting 
prioritized project list and project sequencing recommendations. 

 The methodology used to measure projected triple bottom line (TBL) benefits demonstrating 
greater and/or earlier benefits to the public and the environment. 

 A description of the proposed changes to the existing LTCP projects and how they will 
provide greater and/or earlier benefits to public health and water quality. 

In undertaking this integrated planning effort, Akron developed a financial model and various 
project scenarios using the 2027 compliance schedule for the LTCP Projects. The financial 
model indicated that the projects could not be funded in this timeframe without significant 
additional rate increases (48%) over a relatively short period. The cost for the total wastewater 
and stormwater systems, with a 2027 deadline for the LTCP projects, is clearly unaffordable.  

As a result of the need for a longer schedule, the City evaluated the costs based upon a 13 year 
extension to the deadline for the LTCP Projects. The City’s analysis showed that the Original 
LTCP projects with a new deadline of 2040, along with the Non-LTCP projects and Annual 
projects, still could not be funded without significant rate increases (80%) over this extended 
period. Thus, even if the LTCP project deadline is extended by an additional 13 years to 2040, 
the total wastewater and stormwater costs are still unaffordable.  

The updated FCA demonstrates that the Original LTCP Projects, coupled with the Non-LTCP 
Projects and Annual Projects under the extended deadline of 2040, result in a total RI of 2.64% 
of the MHI for the Akron service area. In addition to the updated FCA analyses, the City is 
refining and updating CD and LTCP projects based on the collection system’s hydraulic 
performance after completion of the first cleaning and inspection cycle of the CD-required 
Capacity, Management, Operations, and Maintenance (CMOM) program. Section 3, Existing 
Systems & Performance, will show that Akron’s system performance in terms of sewer 
overflows caused by mainline blockages is at top quartile performance levels according to 
recent QualServe benchmarking results. 

The progress on the cleaning and inspection project allowed the City to collect and update 
critical geographic information system (GIS) data. The City’s collection system hydraulic model 
was correspondingly updated. As part of the hydraulic model update, the City used additional 
flow monitoring data to refine and recalibrate the model to more accurately represent collection 
system hydraulics. The refinement of the hydraulic model and 2014 receiving water sampling 
results allowed the City to conduct water quality modeling of CSO receiving waters. These 
refinements and water quality modeling provided better engineering data for reviewing and 
reevaluating alternative scenarios to the LTCP projects that would still comply with the intent 
and performance requirements of the CD. Results of these efforts are presented later in this 
report. 

The remainder of this document shows the results of Akron’s integrated planning efforts, 
culminating in the recommended projects and project sequencing highlighted in Section 6, 
Integrated Planning Results. Akron’s recommended Integrated Plan results in equal or better 
environmental benefits, achieved earlier, at a less unaffordable cost for the ratepayers of Akron. 
For purposes of this report, “LTCP Projects” include all projects required by the CD and the 
LTCP Update 2011. Throughout the remainder of this document, these projects will be referred 
to as LTCP. 
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1.3 Akron's Guiding Principles for Integrated Planning 
The City and USEPA have both developed guiding principles for undertaking the integrated 
planning process. Similarities in these principles further support the City’s suitability for 
integrated planning. USEPA’s IPF guidance document includes the following overarching and 
guiding principles: 

 Maintain compliance with existing regulatory standards and requirements that protect public 
health and safety. 

 Maximize the effectiveness of funds through a process of alternatives analysis, selection, 
and sequencing to address public health and water quality challenges. 

 Evaluate and incorporate effective sustainable technologies, approaches, and practices, 
including green infrastructure. 

 Evaluate and address community impacts. 

 Ensure the financial strategy can be implemented and an appropriate fee structure is in 
place. 

 Provide appropriate opportunities for meaningful stakeholder input throughout the planning 
process. 

Akron's guiding principles are embedded in the mission and vision statements associated with 
its CSO program. Akron’s overall CSO program is now referred to as Akron Waterways 
Renewed! (AWR). The City reconstituted its Integrated Plan Stakeholder Group and undertook 
the effort to "re-brand" the CSO program to more effectively communicate its purpose and 
anticipated benefits. The emphasis for AWR has been about environmental protection and 
improvement of water quality in the area’s receiving waters. The Akron Waterways Renewed! 
name and logo are used consistently for nearly all communications related to the CSO program, 
from technical documents to stakeholder events to community meetings. 

Our Mission: To invest in Akron’s environmental future by building infrastructure for the next 
century that will protect public health and maintain water of the highest quality in the most cost-
effective manner while providing local jobs. 

Our Vision: Akron, Ohio will be recognized as a community that has used the Integrated 
Planning approach in re-building its infrastructure to meet all of its needs with less unaffordable 
benefits that are achieved earlier. Akron can provide effective and efficient wastewater and 
stormwater management services while protecting the environment for this and future 
generations. 

The City’s implementation of USEPA’s specific IPF guiding principles is outlined below. It is 
important to note that while this Integrated Plan is under development, the City is continuing to 
meet all existing CD project commitments. 
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1.4 Elements of the Integrated Plan 
The process undertaken to develop the Akron Integrated Plan, as 
detailed in subsequent sections of this report, was designed to be 
consistent with the AWR Mission and Vision statements, as well 
as with USEPA’s IPF approach.  

The IPF includes the six elements shown to the right. Each 
element is thoroughly addressed in this Integrated Plan. In 
addition, the City maintained the following goals as part of the 
development of this Integrated Plan: 

 Reduce the amount of unaffordability. 

 Use of an enhanced Triple Bottom Line to measure benefits 
and evaluate projects. 

 Achieve equal or better environmental benefits at a less 
unaffordable cost. 

 To the extent feasible and when cost effective, use green 
solutions. 

Each of the six USEPA IPF elements and the sections of the City of Akron Integrated Plan in 
which they are addressed are summarized in Table 1-1. 
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Table 1-1. USEPA IPF Element and Akron’s Integrated Plan Crosswalk 

USEPA IPF Elements 
City of Akron 

Integrated Plan 
Section 

Remarks 

 
Executive Summary 

The Executive Summary provides a synopsis of key 
findings and recommendations from the overall report. 

1.  Introduction 
This section provides context as to why Akron 
undertook an integrated planning effort. 

Element 1: Water 
Quality, Public Health, 
and Regulatory Issues 

2.  Water Quality, 
Public Health, and 
Regulatory Issues 

This section describes local water quality, public 
health, and regulatory issues (including additional 
CWA obligations) that are addressed in the plan. 

Element 2: Existing 
Systems and 
Performance 

3.  Existing Systems 
and Performance 

This section describes the City’s wastewater and 
stormwater infrastructure facilities. A brief summary of 
the performance of each system is also in this section. 
(Detailed descriptions of existing systems can be 
found in the Akron Facilities Plan (1998) and Facilities 
Plan Update (2010).) 

Element 3: 
Stakeholder 
Involvement 

4.  Stakeholder 
Involvement 

This section outlines the stakeholder identification and 
communications plans to incorporate meaningful 
stakeholder involvement in the integrated planning 
process. 

Element 4: Evaluating 
and Selecting 
Alternatives 

5.  Evaluating and 
Selecting Alternatives 

This section describes the process used to identify, 
evaluate and select alternatives, and to propose 
implementation schedules based on optimized 
groupings of projects into various scenarios. 

6.  Integrated Planning 
Results 

This section describes proposed changes to projects 
identified in the City’s current LTCP based on 
affordable, prioritized project scenarios, and defines 
measurable benefits associated with the 
recommended Integrated Plan Scenario 2040, 
including benefits to public health and water quality. 

Element 5: Measuring 
Success 

7.  Measuring Success 
This section outlines the process for evaluating the 
performance of projects identified in the Integrated 
Plan Scenario 2040. 

Element 6: Improving 
the Plan 

8.  Improving the Plan 
This section outlines the implementation of an 
adaptive management-based continual program 
evaluation and improvement cycle. 

 




