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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,

| 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

1299 Superior Ave E ¢ Cleveland, OH 44114 « 216.241.2414 x610 * goodmanj@cuyahogariver.org
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City of Akron Integrated Plan

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)." 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.
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Figure ES-1. Annual Sewer Rate Increases

! 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.”

% 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 | Water Quaity, Public Health
. . . gulatory Issues to be

element is thoroughly addressed in this Integrated Plan. In 01 addressed in the Plan

addition, the City maintained the following goals as part of the

development of this Integrated Plan: Element | Existing Systems

& Performance

= Reduce the amount of unaffordability.

Element | gtakeholder

Involvement

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

. . . Element | Eyaluating &
= Achieve equal or better environmental benefits at a more 04 | selecting Alternatives

affordable cost.

Element Measuring

= To the extent feasible and when cost effective, use green 05 |Success
solutions.
Element Improving
06 |thePlan
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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 Rl 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
(WARIiI™) 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.% 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.* 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

% 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.

ES-3



City of Akron Integrated Plan

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.
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= 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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P

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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Alternative projects
in the Integrated
Plan meet the goal
of greater total
benefits.

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.
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Figure ES-5. Difference in TBL Benefit Scores between Scenarios
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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.
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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.
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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
(CSO0) Policy, which necessitated the development of an Integrated Plan.? 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.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 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.* °

= An unemployment rate that is higher than the national average.®

= A poverty rate that is significantly higher than the Ohio and national levels.”: 8

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

= Anincome 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. 0 !

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.

312 45%,
- 40%
$10 /
- 35%
Increase %
$8 30%
= Rate $ per HCF - 25%
$6 - =
| EQC;A
$4 L L 459,
- 10%
$2 |
- 5%
E‘JO T T T T T T Oa’-:
Ty} [4n) [na] [m)] o -— o [p] A [Tp]
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2 o o (o] (o] o] o] o] o] (o] o
(o] (o] o (] o (o] (o] o (o] (o] (o]
Year

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.
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(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 Rl 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
(WARiI™) 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.%* 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.** 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
toas 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.

Element

01

Water Quality, Public Health
& Regulatory Issues to be
addressed in the Plan

Element

02

Existing Systems
& Performance

Element

03

Stakeholder
Involvement

Elernent

04

Evaluating &
Selecting Alternatives

Elerment

05

Measuring
Success

Element

06

Improving
the Plan

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

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

Performance found in the Akron Facilities Plan (1998) and Facilities
Plan Update (2010).)
. This section outlines the stakeholder identification and
Element 3: o ! .
4. Stakeholder communications plans to incorporate meaningful
Stakeholder . . . .
Involvement Involvement 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.

1-8






